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CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In recent years deregulation, rapid technological advances, 

employee mobility, internal competition, and the independence of 

the work force have produced dynamic environments for most 

organizations. These changes have also created an awareness of 

the importance of internal organizational communication. The 

social glue that ties members, subunits, and organizations together 

is communication (J ablin et al., p. 42). That is, most organizational 

processes are built on communication. Therefore, periodic 

monitoring of how well employees are communicating is 

particularly important for organizations, because their survival 

depends on the workers' abilities to coordinate and exchange 

information. 

Redding (1985), known as the "father" of organizational 

communication, states that the field is a popular area for research 

because of its relevant subject matter. Kreps (1985) echos the 

need for research by stating that an organization's ability to 

effectively communicate both internally and externally enables its 

members to create and maintain a state of balance between their 

needs for stability and innovation. Members of effective 

organizations use these internal communication channels to 
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coordinate daily activities and external channels to influence and 

adapt to their environment. Every organization needs to examine 

its internal communication system to find out who is 

communicating, how often, what is being discussed, what 

communication channels are employed, and what degree of 

success is being achieved. This general process of examining, 

monitoring, exploring, or evaluating is defined as an audit (Downs, 

1988). Downs goes further to define a communication audit as 

"differing from other audits only in that it focuses primarily on 

communication" (p. 3). Hamilton (1987) defines a communication 

audit as an objective report on the internal communication of an 

organization. The following literature review provides evidence 

for employing the auditing process in organizational settings. The 

audit process was applied to the Texas Tech University Health 

Sciences Center library system and the results are provided and 

discussed. 

Literature Review 

Organizational Communication 

An organization is defined as a set of interrelated 

subsystems interacting for the attainment of predetermined goals 

(Katz & Kahn, 1966). In 1965, Guetzkow concluded that there was 

a scarcity of studies about communication in organizations. Seven 

years later, Redding ( 1972, p. 8) told us that "the total output of 
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reasonably scientific, empirically-data-based-research efforts 1s 

very small indeed." It should be noted that the label 

"organizational communication" is itself of recent vintage; it did 

not replace the term "business and industrial communication" 

until the late 1960s or early 1970s (Redding, 1985). Price (1972), 

after reviewing techniques available to measure a wide variety of 

variables contributing to organizations, concluded that the 

measurement of communication is a neglected topic in general. In 

1974, Roberts and O'Reilly claimed that no instrument had been 

developed to measure communication variables in organizations, 

although the International Communication Association 

Communication Audit (ICA) was undergoing development and 

testing at the time. In 197 5, Greenbaum reported in his national 

survey of industrial communication measurement practices that 

most organizations are simply measuring the effectiveness of their 

in-house publications. 

Nadler ( 1977) suggests that the information we have about 

the world affects our actions in two ways. First, it motivates our 

behaviors by arousing us, thus getting us involved. Second, 

information directs our behavior, and causes us to focus on certain 

parts of our world, therefore ignoring others. According to 

Bavalas and Barrett (1951): 

It is not surpns1ng, in these terms, that the effectiveness 
of an organization with respect to the achievement of its 
goals should be so closely related to its effectiveness in 
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handling information. In an enterprise whose success 
hinges upon the coordination of the efforts of all its 
members, the managers depend completely upon the 
quality, the amount, and the rate at which relevant 
information reaches them. The rest of the organization, 
in turn, depends upon the efficiency with which the 
managers can deal with this information and reach 
conclusions, decisions, etc. (p. 368) 

The ability to systematize information is an important trait 

of a manager. As Druecker (1954, p. 346) noted, "The manager 

has a specific tool--information. He does not "handle" people; he 

motivates, guides, organizes people to do their own work. His tool 

to do all this is the spoken or written word or the language of 

numbers." Behavioral decision theorists (Simon, 1945; Cyert & 

March, 1963) build the view that communication is critical 

because people use information to make decisions, reduce 

uncertainty, produce solutions to problems, identify opportunities, 

and create innovation. In discussing the process of a problematic 

search, Cyert and March ( 1963) noted that managers search for 

solutions to problems by making direct contact with potentially 

useful sources of information. The manager accesses the 

information gained in the search to formulate a solution to the 

problem. Carter ( 1971 ), in analyzing the behavioral decision 

theory, adds that the search for information can be a response to 

organizational strategy. He found that managers searched for 

investment opportunities and used the information gained tn 

those searches to make decisions about investments. Rogers and 
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Agarwala-Rogers ( 1976) argued that people in organizations use 

information acquired through defined search processes to 

recognize and create performance gaps, and the process of closing 

performance gaps gives rise to innovation. Thus, managers use 

information to (1) solve problems, (2) identify opportunities, (3) 

make decisions, and ( 4) produce innovation. Through the use of a 

communication audit, potential information sources can be located 

and accessed, performance gaps recognized and innovations 

created. 

Communication in Libraries 

Just as in other organizations, the managers of library 

systems use communication to motivate and guide others within 

their organization. Communication is central to organizational 

activity and is the basic process upon which other functions 

depend in their working and contributions to library goals. For 

this reason it is important that librarians appreciate the 

significance of staff communication and make a conscious effort to 

consider, evaluate and modify communication process and 

content. 

Since communication IS not an end in itself, it is useful to 

examine communication as a function, contributing to the 

achievement of library goals, and to also examine the function of 

individual elements of that communication. Since library goals 
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differ, it is inevitable that communication and other elements of 

library activity by which goals are to be achieved, will also differ. 

For the purposes of evaluating a library's organization, 

Wheeler and Goldhor (1962) propose that the following points be 

considered: 

1. the strength of staff loyalty, 
2. the degree of mutual confidence and teamwork 

among staff members, and with their supervisors, 
3. the extent to which each person knows what his 

duties are and where he fits into the organization, 
4. the extent to which delegation is effectively 

achieved and the extent to which staff members 
feel their ideas, knowledge and experience are 
being used m the library's processes of decision 
making, 

5. the degree of competence among various parts 
of the staff to help in solving library problems 
and the effectiveness of communication up and 
down and across the staff, 

6. the level of leadership skills of the department 
heads and their awareness of leadership processes, 

7. the extent to which readers are getting materials 
they want. (p. 183-184) 

It can be readily appreciated that communication affects each of 

these categorizations. Communication is not merely something 

utilized by the senior librarian or administrator in attempts to get 

things done. Certainly, communication portrays an extremely 

important part in the work of administrators and supervisors. 

During a management restructuring project in 1989, the Texas 

Tech University Library System indicated that certain 
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communication skills were a necessary part of management In 

today's library system: 

1. the ability to delegate decision making authority, 
2. the ability of social and task maintenance, 
3. the ability to encourage creativity and participation, 
4. the ability to give feedback for the guidance of 

employees. (Hawkins, 1989, p. 12) 

Nevertheless, orders are ineffective unless understood and imple

mented and tasks cannot be properly fulfilled unless employees 

are given adequate information relevant to these tasks. Hence 

communication affects and is utilized by even the newest of 

workers in the performance of library tasks. In order to analyze 

communication within an organization, an audit can be employed 

for systematic evaluation. 

Communication Audits 

The term "communication audit" first appeared in the work 

of George Odiorne (1954). He implied that communication 

processes can be audited and evaluated in the same way that 

financial records are reviewed. Like Odiorne, Goldhaber ( 1990) 

compares a communication audit to a financial audit, but includes 

a comparison to a medical check-up as well. In each analogy, a 

company's deficiencies can be found through the use of tools, and 

recommendations can be made to correct any problems. Likewise, 

a communication audit evaluates the health of an organization's 

7 



formal and informal information systems (Goldhaber 1990; 

Goldhaber & Barnett, 1988). By addressing these issues, "a 

communication audit provides the decision-making information 

that allows internal communication to be improved, thereby 

enhancing the overall productivity of the organization" (Hamilton, 

1987, p. 3). 

There appear to be three pnmary benefits of a 

communication audit. First, an audit can generate valid 

information about an organization. Information generated may be 

used in problem identification, decision making, solutions, 

opportunity identification, or suggesting changes. Second, an audit 

can focus an organization's attention. Because the communication 

audit is a very visible process, people become aware, interested 

and involved in the process. An audit can even be used as a 

mechanism for communicating an emphasis on participation. With 

the organization focused on communication, it is only natural that 

its members begin to pay attention to the organization's 

communication system. Third, an audit can produce immediate 

effects such as improved morale and performance. Through the 

implementation of audit recommendations, improvements may 

occur in the areas of morale, turnover, absenteeism, productivity, 

errors, operating costs, and public relations. 

Because a communication audit examines both formal and 

informal communication interactions, it can lead to employee 
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motivation and improved morale. A communication audit should 

not be considered a measurement tool of satisfaction. Rather, it is 

a practical evaluation of the flow of information within an 

organization. Companies that conduct communication audits 

derive valid information about their communication systems 

(Goldhaber, 1990). This valid information also gives an 

organization the freedom to recognize potential problems and to 

choose alternative solutions. The organization can then take a 

proactive role in planning for their future rather than merely a 

reactive role in communication cnses. 

Because a communication audit is an assessment of 

information management and flow, it leads to a better under

standing of an organization's climate and internal communication 

structure. Hamilton (1987) lists more benefits of an audit: 

improved productivity, more efficient time usage, discovery of 

hidden information resources, improved morale, and a more 

vibrant corporate culture (p. 6). 

The value of organizational communication techniques, 

including audits, seems obvious. As Roberts and O'Reilly (1974, p. 

321) have stated, if "good communication makes a difference, then 

an understanding of what is good communication and its 

correlates should Increase our knowledge of organizational 

behavior." To be effective, managers need information; to get 

information, managers need an effective communication system. 
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Chester Barnard's (1938) classic dictum holds, "The first function 

of the executive is to establish and maintain a system of 

communication" (p. 226). Managers need the information an audit 

provides to solve communication problems, to keep the 

communication system operating, and to create more efficient 

ways of communicating. 

The WOW Audit. The Wilson, Goodall, and Waagen (WOW) 

Audit ( 1986) utilizes questionnaires, interviews and network 

analysis instruments to establish the structure of an organization's 

formal and informal communication channels, interpersonal and 

group communication, and the communication climate created by 

these areas of the organization. The information gathered should 

reflect the experiences of the members of the organization, 

reducing any bias normally occurring in standardized 

questionnaires (Wilson et al., 1986, p. 218). 

The L TT and OCD Audits. The L TT Communication Audit 

procedure was developed in 1974 in Finland by Osmo Wiio and 

Martii Helsila, based on several previous studies and a pilot study 

by Helsila in 1971 (Wiio, 1978). It is an inexpensive standardized 

instrument consisting of 75 questions, developed to measure 

communication climate in organizations. 

Another standardized audit system developed by Wiio in 

1976 to 1977, based on the results of the L TT Communication 

Audit was the Organizational Communication Development 
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Procedure, or OCD. The OCD is an improved version of the LIT 

with some methods for involving organization members in the 

evaluation process (Wiio, 1978). 

ICA Audit. During the 1970s, the term "communication 

audit" was adopted as a label for one of the most visible and 

controversial organizational communication evaluation systems 

(OCE) developed to date, the International Communication 

Association Communication Audit. When Odiorne developed the 

idea of auditing communication, he was thinking in terms of 

systematic evaluation. However, the state of work in OCE from 

that point up to the 1970s could hardly be called systematic. 

Typically, OCE would be conducted with a single tool such as a 

questionnaire. Reliability and validity of results generally were 

open to serious question (Richetto, 1977). 

In order to correct this situation, in 1971 the International 

Communication Association began work on "the only broad-based 

coordinated attempt . . . to develop standardized instrumentation 

specifically associated with the investigation and classification of 

communication variables in complex organizations" (Sincoff & 

Goyer, 1977). Three years were spent on instrument 

development for the ICA, then from 1971 to 1974, "a conceptual 

framework was developed, existing literature was searched and 

evaluated manually, and, with the aid of computers, a general 

audit procedure and drafts of five audit instruments were 
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developed" (Goldhaber & Krivonos, 1977, p. 49). Pilot testing 

within ten different organizations took place from 1974 to 1976. 

At that point, the ICA Board of Directors decided that enough pilot 

testing had been done on the ICA Audit and the system had 

achieved its goals. The International Communication Association 

ended its sponsorship of the audit program and made it public 

property. 

The ICA Communication Audit is a measurement system of 

instruments and procedures for studying organizational 

communication. It differs from the WGW, OCD and L TT Audits in 

that it has been systematically tested to produce sound results. 

The WGW, OCD and LTT Audits analyze communication 

interactions on a more personal, subjective level than the ICA 

Audit obtains. The ICA Audit is composed from the process of 

qualified professionals gathering and analyzing information and 

focuses on the internal communication system of an organization 

at a point in time (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979). The audit is a 

standardized system of five instruments: interviews, a survey 

questionnaire, communication experience forms, a network 

analysis, and a communication diary. These tools use 

computerized analysis, feedback procedures and a data bank to 

enable comparisons between the communication systems of 

various organizations (Goldhaber, 1990). Each instrument can be 

used alone or in combination with other instruments in the 
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package (see appendix for the listing of the ICA instrument used.) 

Given its extensive pilot testing and sound research results, the 

ICA Audit has become the standard auditing system in the 

communication field (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979). 

The communication audit 1s a multipurpose organizational 

communication evaluation system that is designed to accomplish a 

number of specific objectives. According to Goldhaber and Rogers 

(1979), these objectives include: 

1. determining the amount of information 
underload 
and overload associated with the major topics, 
sources, and channels of communication, 

2. evaluating the quality of information 
communicated 
to and from these sources, 

3. assessing the quality of communication 
relationships: trust, supportiveness, sociability, 
and job satisfaction, 

4. identifying informal communication networks 
and comparing them with planned or formal 
networks, 

5. determining potential bottlenecks and 
gatekeepers of information by comparing 
actual communication roles of key personnel 
with expected roles, 

6. identifying categories of commonly occurring 
positive and negative communication 
experiences and incidents, 

7. describing individual, group, and organizational 
communication patterns related to sources, 
channels, topics, length, and quality of 
interaction, 
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8. providing general recommendations, derived 
from the audit, which call for changes or 
improvements in attitudes, behaviors, 
practices, and skills. (p. 8) 

Needs Assessment 

The impetus for this project was a request for 

communication consulting by the Texas Tech University Health 

Sciences Center (TTUHSC) library system. TTUHSC library 

personnel wanted to locate problem areas in their communication 

system. The TTUHSC library system consists of the main branch 

in Lubbock and three regional academic health centers (RAHCs) in 

Amarillo, Odessa, and El Paso, Texas. Dr. Dan O'Hair, chairperson of 

the Department of Communication Studies at Texas Tech 

University, met with administrative officials from the library 

system to discuss the possibility of employing the audit. Library 

management, exchanged information about their communication 

needs and concerns with other branches via speaker phone. The 

decision to do the audit was made at the meeting's conclusion. 

During a second meeting with library management, also by 

speaker phone, a tentative time frame and plan of action were 

established. The reasoning for a needs assessment was explained 

and areas of focus were discussed. Questions for the needs 

assessment were formulated based on areas identified in the 

meeting and literature dealing with communication assessments. 

A needs assessment composed of open-ended questions was used 
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to target areas of focus during the communication assessment (see 

appendix B for a copy of the needs assessment). A communication 

assessment is the process of evaluating an organization's 

communication through the use of a tool such as an audit, 

evaluating the results and developing recommendations. 

The needs assessment was distributed and explained to 

library personnel in a meeting via teleconference (faxed to library 

branches) with all library employees. Questions were fielded and 

instructions for returning the completed questionnaires were 

given. The employees of the TTUHSC library system were 

informed that all their responses would be kept confidential. 

The needs assessment generated a 55 percent response rate 

from a total of 43 employees within the library system. Several 

areas of focus became apparent from the needs assessment: 

communication channels, communication feedback, effectiveness 

of communication, an ideal system of communication and 

organizational outcomes. 

To effectively test these areas, the ICA Audit was used as 

the testing instrument, being the most proficient and widely used 

audit procedure. Specific focus areas within the ICA Audit were 

highlighted by Wiio (1978) and Jablin et al. (1987) in previous 

audit research. Wiio's work with audits suggested four 

dimensions of communication satisfaction: job satisfaction, 

message content, improvements In communication, and channel 
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efficiency (Goldhaber & Barnett, p. 316). Jablin et al. (1987) 

reiterated Wiio's discovery in part by defining the basic 

components in communication: message, channel, 

sender/receiver, transmission, encoding/decoding, meaning, 

feedback, and communication effects (p. 21 ). To maximize the 

efficiency of the audit, three focal areas were developed from the 

needs assessment and the basic communication components as 

listed by Wiio and Jablin et al.: (1) communication channels, (2) 

feedback and (3) organizational outcomes. The areas of 

communication effectiveness and an ideal system of 

communication were not chosen as focal areas because of their 

subjectivity and the lack of ability to quantitatively test these 

areas using the ICA Audit Questionnaire as a measurement tool. 

Channels. The first area of focus, communication channels, IS 

defined as the medium in which a message travels (Jablin et al., 

1987). Thus, channels range from light waves for nonverbal cues 

to radio or computers as modes for transmitting sound and visual 

messages. Classical theory laid a groundwork for research on 

formal communication channels, message flow, and networks 

(Leavitt, 1951 ). Research on the uses and effectiveness of 

downward, upward, and horizontal flow of messages also 

emanates from classical views of formal communication channels 

(Katz & Kahn, 1966). Because these early studies employed 

laboratory settings with experimental groups, their findings did 
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not muror network patterns in actual organizations. Results from 

the needs assessment highlighted face-to-face communication, 

letters and memos, and telephones as the most used channels of 

communication within the library system. Face-to-face 

communication was the most widely preferred communication 

channel. Other channels used by employees included: meetings, 

log books, gossip, mail, fax, computers, and other departments. 

Problems within the area of channels exposed by the needs 

assessment dealt with ineffective or improper channel usage. For 

example, employees stated that face-to-face communication was 

the preferred communication channel, however, most respondents 

cited written channels or the telephone as the channels used most. 

Organizational outcomes. Communication effects generally 

refer to the results of the message exchange process (Jablin et al., 

1987). An individual's perception of their company and their job 

can be affected by several factors. Feedback within an 

organization and the effectiveness of communication channels 

affect an organization's outcomes through their direct influence on 

communication effectiveness. Besides tending to perceive what IS 

expected or familiar more readily than what is unexpected or 

unfamiliar, individuals' perception of communication will vary 

according to their need for such communication. 
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Downs (1988) states that different theories lead to different 

measures of organizational outcomes and that the best criteria for 

assessing outcomes varies with: 

1. whose perspective is used, 
2. the domain of activity on which the judgement 

is focused, 
3. the level of analysis being used, 
4. the purpose for judging outcomes, 
5. the time frame in which persons have been 

employed, 
6. the type of data (subjective or objective) being 

used for judgements, 
7. the referents against which outcomes are judged. 

(Downs, 1988, p. 195) 

When questioned about the outcomes of their 

communication with others in the TTUHSC library system, several 

respondents felt that the organization did not have much concern 

for them as employees. For example, employees stated that their 

jobs did not have much effect on the organization as a whole, and 

that their personal opinions on organizational issues were not 

requested. 

Feedback. Feedback in an organizational context involves 

telling employees how their work performance is evaluated by 

others in the organization. Feedback can provide managers and 

subordinates with valuable information needed to accomplish job 

related goals. Due to the importance of feedback in any 

organizational setting, it is startling that little feedback research 

has been done (Redding, 1972). Ricci and Selini-Palazzoli (1984) 
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argue that the nature of the message, the time frame in which it 1s 

conveyed, the number of people communicating, and the 

relationship between those communicators determines the 

communication's meaning. In 1982, Downs and Conrad reported 

that effective communications with subordinates were marked 

with provisions for feedback and paraphrasing. Cusella ( 1980) 

states several purposes for using feedback: (1) Reward--to 

express appreciation for performance; (2) Inform--express the 

desire for continued habits; (3) Cue--to increase the probability of 

a correct performance of a task; (4) Motivate--emphasize the 

value of successful performance; (5) Regulate--direct towards 

desired behaviors; (6) Learn--educate other organizational 

members. 

Employees of the library system gave their immediate 

advisors and other employees within their department good 

marks for timely, effective feedback. However, employees felt 

that they had no opportunity to give feedback to their 

supervisors. Personal information about other employees was 

being shared as needed, but information concerning the executive 

staff meetings disseminated through memos was being received 

later than the grapevine carried it. 

Through the needs assessment, focal points were established 

and problems highlighted in the areas of communication channels, 

feedback and organizational outcomes. Goldhaber and Rogers 
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(1989) recommend a companson of communication assessment 

results to those of other organizations in order to analyze a 

company's standing in the business world and to anchor the 

results received. This is necessary to compare the results 

received from the present study to previously analyzed 

organizations. The comparison is relevant because of similarities 

between organizations. For this reason, a comparison of audit 

results from the TTUHSC library system must be compared to 

other results received from the ICA Audit. Finally, a comparison 

of the amount of information (e.g., feedback, channels, etc.) 

currently received by TTUHSC library employees and the amount 

of information they need to receive was completed. 

Research Questions 

Levinson (1972) defines an organization as a system of 

interrelated subsystems. Recently, researchers have chosen to 

investigate the area of organizational communication through the 

use of audits. However, few scholars have chosen to investigate 

communication within the library system. Even though limited 

communication research has been done in the library field, the 

communication literature suggests a relationship between 

communication systems and an organization's overall 

effectiveness. Since the relationship between communication 

among employees and organizational goals has been tested in the 

20 



communication field, I am interested in discovering library staff 

perceptions of the information exchanged through communication 

channels and feedback and how these two areas influence 

organizational outcomes. In order to fully understand the 

importance of these areas, a comparison of results from the ICA 

Audit Questionnaire for the TTUHSC library system and other 

organizations is needed. Therefore, the following research 

questions are proposed: 

RQl: How do the audit results from the TTUHSC library 

system compare with other organizations? 

RQ2: Where are the largest differences between current 

and ideal perceptions of communication within the 

TTUHSC library system organization? 

RQ': What is the relationship between communication 

channels employed in an organization and their 

effects on outcomes? 

RQ4: What is the relationship between feedback and the 

perception of organizational outcomes? 
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CHAPTER II 

:MEIHOOOLOGY 

Participants and Procedures 

Participants were employees of the Texas Tech University 

Health Sciences Center (TTUHSC) Library System. The TTUHSC 

library system consists of the main branch in Lubbock and three 

regional academic health centers (RAHCs) in Amarillo, Odessa, and 

El Paso, Texas. From a total number of 43 employees of the 

TTUHSC library system, 37 questionnaires were. returned to the 

researcher resulting in an 86 percent response rate. 

A representative of the TTUHSC library system distributed 

the questionnaires to employees, faxing it to the three RAHCs. 

Completed questionnaires were returned directly to the 

investigator via mail. Participation in the communication 

assessment was done on a voluntary basis and all responses were 

kept confidential. A summary of results was provided orally and 

in writing to all branches of the TTUHSC library system. 

Instrumentation 

The audit consists of five parts: interviews, surveys, critical 

incidents, network analysis, and the communication diary. The 

communication assessment employed the questionnaire section of 

the ICA Audit alone, because it was representative of the entire 

22 



audit. Also, the questionnaire survey was the only ICA 

instrument employed to protect anonymity which would be lost 

through the use of communication diaries, communicative 

experiences, network analysis and interviews. 

The questionnaire survey measures both attitudes and 

perceptions about communication channels, feedback and 

organizational outcomes. The ICA Questionnaire is a Likert type 

quantitative scale and has several areas of focus. The reliability 

of the scales on the questionnaire range from a low of . 70 to a 

high of .90. The validity of these scales is based on their ability to 

predict organizational outcomes and their relationship to 

organizational communication. The following parts were 

employed in the communication assessment of the TTUHSC library 

system: the "Channels of Communication" questionnaire which 

analyzes the channels being used to transmit information; "Follow

up on Information Sent" which asks how much action is taken 

after sending information to key personnel and the 

"Organizational Outcomes" section used to analyze the amount of 

satisfaction with certain areas such as pay, job progress, 

organizational efficiency, etc. (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979) (see 

appendix for listing of questionnaire survey). Other sections of 

the ICA Questionnaire not relevant to the focal areas were used tn 

the collection of data to maintain the questionnaire's reliability, 

but were not analyzed in the results. 
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Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were generated for each item of the 

audit with SAS statistical analysis (SAS Institute, 1990). Item 

means were compared to the ICA Audit Questionnaire norm 

means. These norms were determined from sixteen different 

audits conducted by ICA Audit personnel. Any item that deviated 

by more than 0.5 was singled out as noteworthy. This was 

determined for the sample size of 37 responses because 0.5 was a 

noteworthy difference developed in sample t tests. 

For several areas both current and ideal perceptions were 

determined by separate items. To determine differences among 

employees' perceptions between current and ideal conditions, the 

ideal score was subtracted from the current score. Again, 

deviation scores greater than 0.5 were identified. Finally, a 

regression analysis was conducted to determine the relationship 

between organizational outcomes and feedback and channel 

efficiencies. A correlation matrix. was developed for these three 

variables as well. For example, job requirements yielded a 

deviation score of .36 which produced the following mean 

differences between current and ideal (t=l.8; p< .09). The 

difference score between current and ideal for technological 

changes was .64 and produced the following statistics: t=2.34; 

p<.03. Therefore, was felt comfortable in using .5 as the deviation 

score for meaningful sample differences. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Generalized Findings 

This study sought to determine: ( 1) how the audit results for 

the TIUHSC library system compare to other organizations 

analyzed with the ICA Audit Questionnaire; (2) the location of the 

largest differences between current and ideal perceptions within 

the TTUHSC library system; (3) the relationship between 

communication channels and organizational outcomes; and ( 4) the 

relationship between feedback and organizational outcomes. 

When analyzing the data generated by the ICA 

Questionnaire, general trends developed. The areas which 

exhibited the largest means tended to deal with job progress. The 

items concerned with salary, job progress and promotions had the 

largest differences between norms and means which reflected 

dissatisfaction. Immediate supervisors and co-workers were 

individuals targeted most with unsatisfactory scores. On the 

opposite end of the scale, trends which had the highest levels of 

satisfaction contained items dealing with the grapevine and 

requests for information needed for an individual to do his/her 

job or clarification of instructions. The individuals that brought 

the greatest levels of satisfaction to employees were top 

management and co-workers. 
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Research Question I 

Descriptive statistics were generated for each item of the 

audit, comparing item means and ICA Audit Questionnaire norm 

means. The ICA norms were determined from sixteen audits 

conducted by ICA personnel (see Table 1 ). Any item mean which 

deviated from the norm mean by more than 0.5 was singled out 

as noteworthy from differences developed in two sample t tests, 

(see Table 2). Individuals were asked to rank each item twice, 

current and ideal. Items which dealt with current concepts 

included ideas employed in the company at that time (e.g., the 

amount of information that the employees presently receive from 

a source). Items which focused on ideal concepts included those 

which employees, in an ideal situation, would like to be in place 

within the organization (e.g., the amount of information you need 

to receive from that source). A comparison was made of means of 

these current and ideal items to the norms developed from 

previously analyzed audit organizations. Differences between the 

current and ideal items is discussed under research question 2. 

26 



Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics for TTUHSC 

Sample (All Items) 

1 = Very Little 
5 = Very Great Etu~gcl Bgfiggc§g 

Norm Mean Very Very 

iSJl.l LSJl.1 J..i..1.t.l§. J..i..1.t.l§. ~ ~ ~ 

Information Received 

1. Progress in your 3.15 3.14 8.6 11 .4 42.9 31.4 5.4 
2. Progress in your 3.93 3.17 8.3 13.9 38.9 30.6 8.3 

job (I) (0.85) (1.05) 
3. Your job 3.37 2.95 5.3 10.5 68.4 15.8 0.0 

requirements (C) (1.14) (0. 70) 
4. Your job 3.94 3.31 5.3 10.5 36.8 42.1 5.3 

requirements (I) (0.92) (0.95) 
5. Organization 3.04 1.95 54.1 8.1 27.0 10.8 0.0 

policies (C) ( 1 .20) (1.13) 
6. Organization 3.91 2.59 18.9 40.5 10.8 21.6 8.1 

policies (I) (0.92) ( 1.26) 
7. Pay and benefits (C) 3.30 1.97 52.8 11 . 1 22.2 13.9 0.0 

(1.19) (1.16) 
8. Pay and benefits (I) 4.08 3.06 11.4 1 7.1 31.4 34.3 5.7 

(0.88) (1.11) 
9. Technological 2.84 2.60 20.0 31.4 20.0 25.7 2.9 

changes (C) (1.19) ( 1.17) 
1 0. Technological 3.53 3.24 8.8 17.6 29.4 29.4 14.7 

changes (I) (1.11) (1.18) 
11. Mistakes and 2.59 3.24 15.2 12.1 27.3 24.2 21.2 

failures (C) ( 1.1 7) ( 1.35) 
12. Mistakes and 3.55 3.27 9.1 6.1 45.5 27.3 12.1 

failures (I) (1.06) (1.06) 
13. How you are being 2.96 2.71 11.4 28.6 40.0 1 7.1 2.9 

judged (C) ( 1 .29) (0. 98) 
14. How you are being 4.06 2.91 20.0 17.1 20.0 37.1 5.7 

judged (I) (0.92) ( 1.27) 
15. How your problems 2.84 2.84 15.8 26.3 21.1 31.6 5.3 

are handled (C) ( 1 .21) (1.21) 
16. How your problems 3.99 3.77 11. 1 11 . 1 55.6 22.2 0.0 

are handled (I) (0.89) (1.17) 
17. How decisions are 2.54 2.44 27.8 11 . 1 50.0 11.1 0.0 

made (C) (1.25) ( 1. 04) 
18. How decisions are 4.01 3.83 5.6 5.6 16.7 44.4 27.8 

made (I) (0.93) (1.10) 
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Table 1 Continued 

19. Promotion and 2.66 2.00 36.8 31.6 26.3 5.3 0.0 
advancement (1.30) (0. 94) 
opportunities (C) 

20. Promotion and 3.98 2.77 5.6 5.6 22.2 38.9 0.0 
advancement (0.98) (1.11) 
opportunities (I) 

21. Program/service 2.88 2.74 15.8 10.5 57.9 15.8 0.0 
developments in ( 1.1 7) (0. 93) 
your organization (C) 

22. Program/service 3.75 3.83 5.6 33.3 27.8 33.3 0.0 
developments in (0.95) (1.10) 
your organization (I) 

23. How your job relates 3.23 3.11 5.3 5.3 63.2 26.3 0.0 
to total oper. (C) ( 1.1 8) (0. 74) 

24. How your job relates 3.89 3.95 5.3 21.1 42.1 31.6 0.0 
to total oper. (I) (0.92) ( 1. 03) 

25. Problems 2.65 2.56 16.7 33.3 33.3 11.1 5.6 
management faces in (1.18) (1.10) 
your organization C) 

26. Problems 3.63 3.44 11. 1 5.6 27.8 38.9 16.7 
management faces in (0.99) ( 1.20) 
your organization (I) 

Information Sent 

27. Reports of job 3.07 2.89 5.3 21.1 57.9 10.5 5.3 
requirements (C) (1.22) (0.86) 

28. Reports of job 3.69 3.16 21.1 42.1 36.8 0.0 0.0 
requirements (I) (1.01) (0. 76) 

29. Reports of job .. 3.05 5.3 21.1 47.4 15.8 10.5 
related problems (C) ( 1. 03) 

30. Reports of job 3.32 5.3 15.8 36.8 26.3 15.8 
related problems (I) (1.10) 

31. Complaints about 2.71 2.47 31.6 10.5 42.1 10.5 5.3 
your job and/or ( 1 .31) ( 1.22) 
working condition (C) 

32. Complaints about 3.51 2.68 36.8 5.3 21.1 26.3 10.5 
your job and/or (1.24) (1.49) 
working condition (I) 

33. Requests for 3.14 3.42 31.6 10.5 42.1 10.5 5.3 
information needed ( 1 .21) (0.69) 
for your job (C) 

34. Requests for 3.71 3.74 36.8 5.3 21.1 26.3 10.5 
information needed ( 1.08) (0.81) 
for your job (I) 
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Table 1 Continued 

35. Evaluations of your 2.46 2.12 0.0 5.3 52.6 36.8 5.3 
superiors (C) ( 1.39) ( 1.22) 

36. Evaluations of your 3.51 3.24 0.0 5.3 31.6 47.4 15.8 
37. Requests for 2.92 2.42 41.2 23.5 23.5 5.9 5.9 

clarification 
of instructions (C) 

38. Requests for 3.48 2.68 17.6 5.9 35.3 17.6 23.5 
clarification (1.27) ( 1.20) 
of instructions (I) 

Follow-up 

39. Top management (C) 2.65 2.94 26.3 21.1 36.8 15.8 0.0 
(1.31) (0.93) 

40. Top management (I) * 4.5 * * * * * * * * * * 

(2.45) 
41. Middle * 1.66 63.3 9.1 24.2 3.0 0.0 

management (C) (0.96) 
42. Middle * 2.48 6.1 57.6 18.2 18.2 0.0 

management (I) (0.87) 
43. Immediate 3.23 2.36 11 . 1 52.8 25.0 11 .1 0.0 

supervisor (C) (1.14) (0.83) 
44. Immediate * 2.13 52.8 5.6 19.4 19.4 2.8 

supervisor (I) ( 1. 33) 
45. Co-workers (C) 3.42 3.00 0.0 25.0 56.3 12.5 6.3 

(0.99) (0.82) 
Co-workers (I) * 3.25 6.3 12.5 43.8 25.0 12.5 

(1.06) 
46. Subordinates (C) 3.41 2.94 6.3 25.0 43.8 18.8 6.3 

( 1 .12) ( 1. 00) 
Subordinates (I) * 3.81 0.0 6.3 31.3 37.5 25.0 

Sources of Information 

47. Your boss (C) 3.48 3.22 11. 1 11 . 1 33.3 33.3 11. 1 
(1.21) ( 1.17) 

48. Your boss (I) 4.20 3.66 5.6 0.0 22.2 66.7 5.6 
(0.84) (0.84) 

49. Department 2.95 2.53 5.6 58.3 13.9 22.2 0.0 

meetings (C) (1.27) (0.91) 
50. Department 3.85 3.39 11 . 1 5.6 27.8 44.4 11 . 1 

meetings (I) (0.95) (1.14) 
51. Individuals in 2.78 3.50 * * * * * * * * * * 

other units in your (1.11) (2.44) 
organization (C) 
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Table 1 Continued 

52. Individuals in other 3.42 3.25 6.3 12.5 37.5 37.5 6.3 
units in your (1.00) (1.00) 
organization (I) 

53. Management 2.55 1.55 63.6 21.2 12.1 3.0 0.0 
presentation (C) (1.25) (0.83) 

54. Management 3.35 2.03 57.6 12.1 6.1 18.2 6.1 
presentation (I) (1.09) ( 1.40) 

55. Co-wori<ers in your 3.55 2.00 57.1 5.7 20.0 14.3 2.9 
unit (C) ( 1 .04) ( 1. 28) 

56. Co-wori<ers in your 3.86 2.66 22.9 1 7.1 34.3 22.9 2.9 
unit (I) (0.92) (1.16) 

57. The grapevine (C) 2.93 3.28 11 . 1 11 . 1 33.3 27.8 16.7 
( 1.15) ( 1.23) 

58. The grapevine (I) 2.34 2.41 29.4 17.6 41.2 5.9 5.9 
( 1 .24) (1.18) 

59. Mid management (C) 2.69 2.62 7.7 46.2 23.1 23.1 0.0 
( 1 .31) (0.96) 

60. Mid management (I) 3.48 3.31 0.0 15.4 46.2 30.8 7.7 
(1.14) (0.85) 

61. Top management (C) 2.43 1.82 57.6 15.2 15.2 12.1 0.0 
(1.29) ( 1.1 0) 

62. Top management (I) 3.49 3.80 0.0 6.7 26.7 46.7 20.0 
(1.15) (0.86) 

63. Subordinates (C) 2.98 3.00 13.3 13.3 33.3 40.0 0.0 
(1.13) ( 1.06) 

64. Subordinates (I) 3.49 2.09 60.6 3.0 12.1 15.2 9.1 
(1.13) (1.49) 

Quality of Information - Received from Key Sources 

65. Subordinates 3.27 3.00 0.0 0.0 28.6 42.9 28.6 
(0.95) (0. 78) 

66. Co-workers 3.26 3.41 0.0 5.9 52.9 35.3 5.9 
(0.97) (0.71) 

67. Immediate Supervisor 3.22 3.18 5.9 17.6 35.3 35.3 5.9 
( 1.09) (1.01) 

68. Middle Management * 2.60 0.0 20.0 26.7 26.7 26.7 
(1.12) 

69. Top Management 2.93 3.00 5.9 41.2 11.8 29.4 11.8 
( 1.15) ( 1.22) 

70. Grapevine 2.48 2.91 1 7.1 22.9 22.9 25.7 11.4 

( 1.21) (1.29) 
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Table 1 Continued 

Channel a of Information 

71. Face-to-face (C) 3.46 4.36 • • * * * * * • •• 

(1.19) (2.46) 
72. Face-to-face (I) 3.96 3.56 0.0 11.1 27.8 55.6 5.6 

(0.93) (0.78) 
73. Face-to-face * 2.78 16.7 11 . 1 50.0 22.2 0.0 

with more than (1.00) 
two people (C) 

74. Face-to-face • 2.28 50.0 5.6 16.7 22.2 5.6 
with more than ( 1.43) 
two people (I) 

75. Telephone (C) 3.19 3.06 16.7 11 . 1 22.2 50.0 0.0 
( 1.1 9) (1.16) 

76. Telephone (I) 3.34 3.39 11. 1 5.6 22.2 55.6 0.0 
(1.11) ( 1 . 09) 

77. Electronic Board (C) • 2.13 37.5 25.0 25.0 12.5 0.0 
( 1 . 09) 

78. Electronic Board (I) • 2.56 18.8 37.5 12.5 31.3 0.0 
(1.15) 

79. Newsletter (C) • 2.13 31.3 25.0 43.8 0.0 0.0 
(0.89) 

80. Newsletter (I) • 2.81 18.8 6.3 56.3 12.5 6.3 
(1.10) 

81. Fax (C) • 2.53 29.4 11.8 35.3 23.5 0.0 
(1.18) 

82. Fax (I) • 2.59 23.5 17.6 35.3 23.5 0.0 
( 1. 12) 

83. External Media (C) • 2.27 20.0 46.7 20.0 13.3 0.0 
(0.96) 

84. External Media (I) 2.44 18.8 37.5 25.0 18.8 0.0 
( 1. 03) 

Communication Relationships 

85. Extent your 2.46 2.00 44.4 16.7 33.3 5.6 0.0 

organization (1.14) ( 1.03) 
rewards performance 

86. Extent you like 3.89 3.16 5.3 15.8 36.8 42.1 0.0 

working for your (0.97) (0.90) 
organization 
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Table 1 Continued 

Satisfaction with Organizational Outcomes 

87. Your job 4.02 3.68 0.0 10.5 21.1 57.9 10.5 
(1.02) (0.82) 

88. Your organization,as 3.62 3.23 0.0 22.9 34.3 40.0 2.9 
compared to others (1.16) (0.84) 
you know 

89. Your pay 3.24 2.47 15.8 31.6 42.1 10.5 0.0 
(1.25) (0.90) 

90. Your progress in 3.54 3.31 5.3 15.8 26.3 47.4 5.3 
your organization up ( 1 .85) (1.00) 
to this point 

91. Your opportunities 2.97 2.10 31.6 31.6 31.6 5.3 0.0 
for getting ahead in ( 1 .26) (0.93) 
your organization 

92. Your organization's 3.02 2.78 1 1 . 1 22.2 44.4 22.2 0.0 
overall communication (1.16) (0.94) 
efforts 

93. Your opportunity to 3.16 3.28 11. 1 16.7 16.7 44.4 11. 1 
make a difference in (1.15) ( 1.23) 
your organization 

94. Your organization's 3.18 2.67 5.6 44.4 27.8 22.2 0.0 
concern for ( 1.25) (0. 91) 
employees' welfare 

--------------------------------------------------------------------

C = CURRENT 
I = IDEAL 
* Data not available 
•• Data analysis not complete 
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Table 2 
Ranked Differences Between Norm and Mean 

Information Received 

1 . Pay and benefits (C) 1 .33 * 

2. Organization policies (I) 1 .32* 

3. Promotion and advancement 1 . 21 * 
opportunities (I) 

4. How you are being judged (I) 1 . 1 5 * 

5. Organization policies (C) 1. 09 * 

6. Pay and benefits (C) 1. 02* 

7. Progress in your job (I) 0. 76* 

8. Promotion and advancement 0.66* 
opportunities (C) 

9. Job requirements (I) 0.63* 

10. Job requirements (C) 0.42 

11. Technological changes (I) 0.29 

12. Mistakes and failures (I) 0.28 

13. How you are being judged (C) 0.25 

14. Technological changes (C) 0.24 

15. How your problems are 0.22 
handled (I) 

16. Problems management 0.19 
faces in your organization (I) 

17. How decisions are made (C) 0.1 

18. Program/service developments 0.14 
in your organization (C) 

19. How your job relates to total 0.12 
operations (C) 

20. Problems management faces 0.09 
in your organization (C) 

21. How decisions are made (I) 0.1 
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Table 2 Continued 

22. Progress in your job (C) 0.01 

23. How your problems are 0.0 
handled (C) 

24. Requests for information -0.03 
needed for your job (I) 

25. How your job relates to total -0.06 
operations (I) 

26. Program/service developments -0.08 
in your organization (I) 

27. Mistakes and failures (C) -0.65 

Information Sent 

28. Complaints about your job 0.83* 
and/or working condition (I) 

29. Reports of job 0.53* 
requirements (I) 

30. Evaluations of your 0.34 
superiors (C) 

31. Evaluations of your 0.27 
superiors (I) 

32. Complaints about your job 0.24 
and/or working condition (C) 

33. Reports of job 0.18 
requirements (C) 

34. Requests for clarification of 0.8 
instructions (I) 

35. Requests for clarification of 0.5 
instructions (C) 

36. Requests for information -0.03 
needed for your job (I) 

37. Requests for information -0.28 
needed for your job (C) 

Follow-up ** 

3 8. Immediate supervisor (C) 0.87* 

39. Subordinates (C) 0.47 

40. Co-workers (C) 0.42 

41. Top management (C) 0.29 
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Table 2 Continued 

Sources of Information 

42. Co-workers in your unit (C) 

43. Subordinates (I) 

44. Management presentation (I) 

45. Co-workers in your unit (I) 

46. Management presentation (C) 

4 7. Top management (C) 

48. Your boss (I) 

49. Department meetings (I) 

50. Department meetings (C) 

51. Your boss (C) 

52. Middle management (I) 

53. Middle management (C) 

54. Subordinates (C) 

55. The grapevine (I) 

56. Individuals in other units 

57. Top management (I) 

58. The grapevine (C) 

59. Individuals in other units (C) 

1. 55* 

1 . 4 * 

1 .32* 

1 . 2 * 

1. 0 * 

0. 61 * 

0.54 * 

0.46 

0.42 

0.26 

0.17 

0.07 

-0.02 

-0.07 

-0.1 7 

-0.31 

-0.35 

-0.72 

Quality of Information - Received from Key Sources 

60. Subordinates 

61 . Immediate supervisor 

62. Top management 

0.27 

0.04 

-0.07 
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Table 2 Continued 

63. Co-workers -0.1 5 

64. Grapevine -0.43 

Channels of Information ** 

65. Telephone (C) 0.13 

66. Face-to-face (I) 0.4 

67. Telephone (I) -0.05 

68. Face-to-face (C) -0.9 

Satisfaction with Organizational Outcomes 

69. Extent you like working for 0. 73* 
your organization 

70. Extent your organization 0.46 
provides rewards 

71. Your opportunities for getting 0.87* 
ahead in your organization 

72. Your pay 0. 77* 

73. Your organization's concern 0.51. 
for employees' welfare 

74. Your organization, as 0.39 
compared to others you know 

75. Your job 0.34 

76. Your organization's overall 0.24 
communication efforts 

77. Your progress in your 0.23 
organization up to this point 

= NEGATIVE 
c = CURRENT 
I = IDEAL 
• Noteworthy difference 
•• Some data not available 

36 



Follow-up (Feedback) 

The category of follow-up measures the amount of action or 

feedback received from an individual after sending that person 

information. A noteworthy difference (0.87) was found in the 

item concerning the amount of feedback that immediate 

supervisors currently give to subordinates. Compared to norms 

from other organizations (M =3.23) which fell into the "some" 

category for amount of feedback, supervisors in the TTUHSC 

library system received a score (M=2.36) in the ranking of "little" 

feedback received. The category of feedback was missing some 

normative data, and therefore, IS not necessarily an accurate 

representation of the results. 

Or&anizational Outcomes 

This category dealt with the level of satisfaction an 

employee receives or fails to receive while working at a company. 

The level of satisfaction can relate to an individual's job, co

workers, supervisor, or the organization as a whole. Individuals 

were asked to rate the extent to which they were satisfied with 

key areas. Noteworthy differences were seen in several areas. 

The first category dealt with the opportunities for getting ahead In 

the organization (0.87), which includes information about the 

company hierarchical structure. The opportunities norm (M=2.97) 

compared to the mean from TTUHSC results (M =2.1 0) reflect a 
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high level of dissatisfaction. The next ranked item was pay (0.77), 

which included the individual's salary and other monetary 

benefits or bonuses. This score is the difference between how 

satisfied employees in other organizations are (M =3 .24) compared 

to how satisfied the employees at the TTUHSC library system are 

with their pay level (M =2.47). Lastly, the organization's concern 

for employees' welfare (0.51 ), which includes the company's 

interest in its employees on a personal basis (e.g., health, family, 

mental state, etc.). This scored was developed from the difference 

of how concerned other companies are about the welfare of their 

employees (M=3.18) compared to the level of concern the TTUHSC 

library system has for its employees (M=2.67). 

Other Categories 

Information Received. This category measured the amount 

of information received on key topics. Employees were asked to 

rank the amount of information received at the present time 

concerning important topics and the amount of information 

needed to be received in order for that employee to effectively do 

his/her job. Noteworthy ranked differences between norm and 

mean in the category of information received were found in the 

following areas: pay, policies, promotion, evaluation, progress and 

job requirements. The category with the largest difference was 

that of current pay and benefits (1.33), which showed the amount 
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information presently received about salary and health care. This 

difference was developed from ICA norms (M =3 .04) and TTUHSC 

means (M = 1.13 ), which put the difference amount into the rank of 

"very little" information received--the lowest of all categories. 

The second largest difference was found in the area of 

organization policies ( 1.32), which contained the difference 

between the amount of information received on the topic of 

organizational policies in other organizations (M =3. 91, "some") and 

the amount of information received at the TTUHSC library on 

policies (M=2.59, "little"). Third, the area of promotion and 

advancement opportunities demonstrated a difference of 1.21, 

showing the amount of information on pay increases, job 

advancement, and increases in job responsibilities needed. The 

amount of information received in audit organizations about 

promotions and advancements was ranked in the "some" category 

(M=3.98). The amount of information about promotions at 

TTUHSC was ranked at in the category of "little" information 

received (M=2. 77). Ways of being judged was the next category at 

(1.15), which included the amount of information on evaluation 

types needed. This difference of the amount of information 

received by audit organizations concerning how individuals are 

judged (M =4.06), and the amount of information on this topic 

received by employees during this survey (M =2.91) shows a 

dramatic difference. The amount of information typically 
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received on this topic IS "great", but the amount received by the 

employees at TTUHSC on this topic is "little" demonstrating one of 

the largest differences in rankings. The fifth category was 

organizational policies (1.09), showing the present amount of 

information received on the organization's standards and 

regulations. The amount of information concerning organizational 

policies received by audit organizations is "some" (M = 3. 04), 

however, the amount received during the study of this 

organization is "very little" (M =1.95). Current pay and benefits 

(1.02) was the sixth category, which showed the amount of 

information presently received on the employee's salary level, 

health care, Insurance, etc., was the category with the sixth largest 

difference. The item's mean (M =1.97) fell into the lowest 

information received category "very little" compared to the ICA 

norm of 3 .30, showing that "some" information concerning pay 

was being received. The next largest difference was found in the 

area of progress in the individual's job (0.76), which reflects the 

amount of information about job advancement now received. 

Both the norm (M=3.93) and mean (M=3.17) fell in the "some" 

category for this item. The category of current promotion and 

advancement opportunities (0.66) was the eighth largest area, 

which exemplifies the amount of information presently received 

about pay increases and job advancement was next on the list. 

Both the amounts received from audit organizations (M =2.66) and 
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the amount received at the TTUHSC library (M =2.00) were ranked 

as "little." The final category with a noteworthy difference 

between ICA norms and means was that of job requirements 

(0.63 ), which included the amount of information needed in the 

areas of duties and skills desired for a job. Again, both the results 

from audit organizations (M=3.94) and those from the TTUHSC 

library system (M =3 .31) fell into the same ranking of "some" 

information received. 

Information sent. This area focuses on the amount of 

information sent to others within the organization regarding 

certain topics. Individuals were asked to rank the amount of 

information about key topics sent to others in their company. 

Again, they were asked to rank both the area of information that 

they presently sent and the amount of information that they 

needed to send concerning certain topics. In the category of 

information sent, noteworthy differences were found in the items 

concerning job complaints (0.83), which focused on the amount of 

information that needed to be sent regarding job-related 

problems, and job requirements (0.53), an area asking that more 

information be sent regarding the duties and responsibilities of 

the job in question. The area of job complaints was developed 

through the difference in the amount of information sent by 

individuals in audit companies about job complaints (M =3.51) and 

the amount of information about complaints sent by the 
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employees of TTUHSC (M=2.68). In the area of job requirements, 

audit organizations (M =3.69) sent more information concerning 

this topic than the library did (M =2.89). Thus, the employees of 

the TTUHSC library system are sending less information to their 

co-workers about job duties. 

Sources of information. This category exemplifies the 

various sources individuals may receive information from within 

the organization. Employees were asked to rank the amount of 

information currently received from key sources and the amount 

of information they would like to receive from those sources. The 

sources of information category developed noteworthy differences 

in several areas. The largest difference was seen in the amount of 

information received from co-workers in audit organizations 

(M =3.55) and the amount of information received from the co

workers at the TTUHSC library system (M =2.00) revealing a 

difference of (1.55). The category of subordinates had the second 

highest difference between the amount of information received by 

audit organizations (M=3.49) and the amount of information 

received by TTUHSC employees (M =2.09) at 1.4. The category of 

subordinates focused on the amount of information that 

supervisors receive from the employees working directly beneath 

them. Management presentations (1.32) was the third largest 

difference, which targeted the amount of information that 

individuals would like to be receiving from their supervisors' 
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formal presentations. This figure was developed through the 

difference in the amount of information that would like to be 

received by audit companies' presentations (M =3.35) and the 

presentations of the TTUHSC (M=2.03). The fourth largest 

difference was found in the source of co-workers in an 

individual's unit at 1.2. This category targeted the amount of 

information wished to be received from other individuals within 

the department at the TTUHSC (M =2.66), and the amount received 

from co-workers in audit organizations previously tested with the 

ICA Questionnaire (M=3.86). The next category of management 

presentations were found to have a rate of ( 1.0) demonstrating 

the difference between the amount of information presently 

received from formal demonstrations by directors at the TTUHSC 

and the amount received by managers at audit organizations. 

Last, the category of direct supervisors shows a difference of 0.54, 

which targets the amount of information that employees would 

like to receive from direct supervisors at the TTUHSC (M=3.66), 

and the amount received from direct supervisors at audit 

organizations (M=4.20). 

Research Question 2 

Along with the comparison of norms and means, an analysis 

of the differences between concepts "currently" employed at the 

TTUHSC library system and those which would in an "ideal" 
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envuonment be employed were studied. To calculate these 

differences, the present area's ranking was subtracted from the 

ideal area's ranking. Again, differences larger than 0.5 were 

considered noteworthy and are highlighted, (see Table 3). 

Follow-up (Feedback) 

This category dealt with the amount of action or feedback an 

individual receives after sharing information with certain key 

personnel. The numbers shown reflect the difference between the 

amount of feedback presently demonstrated by key personnel 

and the amount of feedback needed by those personnel in order 

for the 

individual to do his/her job effectively. Noteworthy areas were 

seen in top and middle management and subordinate categories. 

The largest difference between current and ideal items was seen 

in the category of top management ( 1.32), which includes the 

upper echelon of supervisors and directors. This difference was 

developed from a current "little" level of feedback (M=2.94) and 

the "great" amount desired (M =4.56). The second largest 

difference between the amount of feedback received (M =2. 94) 

and the amount desired (M=3.81) was seen m the category of 

subordinates at 0.87. This level targeted any employee under the 

immediate supervision of the individual filling out the 

questionnaire. Lastly, the category of middle management (0.82), 
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which includes lower-level supervisors and managers contained 

the third largest difference between current and ideal 

perceptions. 

Channels of Information 

The channels category targets the amount of information 

received through communication channels. The numbers shown 

report the difference between the amount of information received 

through a channel now, and the amount of information needed to 

be received through that channel in order for the individual to be 

able to do his/her job effectively. A noteworthy difference was 

seen in the newsletter channel (0.68}, an inter-organizational 

publication. The amount of information presently received 

through the TTUHSC newsletter (M=2.13) was somewhat less than 

the amount desired (M=2.81). 

Other Cate&ories 

Information received. This area targets the amount of 

information sent on various topics. The figures indicate the 

difference between the amount of information received on a topic 

and the amount needed to be received in order to fulfill the 

individual's job requirements. The ranked differences between 

the amount of received and that needed were found in several 

areas. The first area was pay and benefits (1.09), which included 
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Table 3 
Differences Between Current and Ideal 

Perceptions of Communication 

Information Received 
1 . Progress in your job 

2. Your job requirements 

3. Organization policies 

4. Pay and benefits 

5. Technological changes 

6. Mistakes and failures 

7. How you are being judged 

8. How your problems 
are handled 

9. How decisions are made 

1 0. Promotion and advancement 
opportunities 

11. Program/service 
developments in your org. 

1 2. How your job relates to 
total operations 

13. Problems management faces 
in your organization 

Information Sent 

Ideal - Current 

0.05 

0.36 

0.64* 

1. 09* 

0.64* 

0.03 

0.2 

0.93* 

1.39 

0. 77* 

1. 09* 

0.84* 

0.88* 

14. Reports of job requirements 0.27 

15. Reports of job related 
problems 

1 6. Complaints about your job 
and/or working condition 

1 7. Requests for information 
needed for your job 

18. Evaluations of your superiors 

1 9. Requests for clarification 
of instructions 

2 0. Top management 

0.27 

0.21 

0.32 

1 . 1 2 * 

0.26 

1. 32* 
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Table 3 Continued 

Follow-up 
21 . Middle management 

22. Immediate supervisors 

23. Co-workers 

24. Subordinates 

Sources of Information 
25. Your boss 

26. Department meetings 

2 7. Individuals in other units 
of your organization 

28. Management presentation 

29. Co-workers in your unit 

30. The grapevine 

31 . Middle management 

32. Top management 

33. Subordinates 

Channels of Information 
34. Face-to-face 

* 

35. Face-to-face with more 
than two people 

3 6. Telephone 

3 7. Electronic Board 

38. Newsletter 

39. Fax 

40. External Media 

Noteworthy difference 

0.82* 

-0.23 

0.25 

0.87* 

0.44 

0.86* 

-0.25 

0.48 

0.66* 

-0.87 

0.69* 

1. 98* 

-0.91 

-0.8 

-0.5 

0.33 

0.43 

0.68* 

0.06 

0.17 
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the employee's current salary, health care, insurance, etc. This 

category showed a large difference between the amount of 

information received (M=1.97), and the amount of information 

desired (M=3.06). Program and service developments (1.09) was 

the second category, which included new developments to 

employee benefits such as health care or Insurance was the next 

largest difference. "Some" information was desired (M=3.83), 

however, "little" information was received (M=2.74). The third 

area analyzed asked how problems are handled (0.93) including 

the process of problem solving through the chain of command was 

the result of a difference in the amount of information concerning 

problems received (M =2.84), and the amount wished to be 

received (M=3.77). The fourth category asked about the amount 

of information received concerning the problems management 

faces in the individual's organization. A level of 0.88 was 

determined through the difference between current (M =2.56) and 

desired norms (M=3.44). The next largest difference was how an 

individual's job related to total operations of the organization 

(0.84 ), developed from the difference in the amount of 

information received (M =3.11) and the amount that would like to 

be received (M =3.95). The sixth category of promotion and 

advancement opportunities (0.77) including the structure of the 

company's organizational hierarchy and the individual's chances 

for job advancement were found through the difference of current 
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(M=2.00) and desired (M=2.77) amounts of information. Next, 

differences between current and ideal perception on 

organizational policies, which include the organization's standards 

and regulations were at 0.64, which was the difference of today's 

amount of information concerning policies (M = 1.95) and the 

amount desired (M = 1.26). Finally, technological changes (0.64 ), 

which include equipment upgrades and production improvements, 

were developed through the difference between the amount of 

information currently received (M =2.60) and the information 

preferred (M=3.24). 

Information sent. This category focuses on the topics m 

which information is distributed to others within the organization 

and the amount of that information sent. In the category of 

information sent, a noteworthy difference was found in the item 

dealing with the evaluations of immediate superiors at 1.12, a 

vast difference from all other items in this category. The 

difference was calculated from the amount of information 

concerning immediate supervisors currently sent (M =2.12) and 

the information preferred to be sent (M=3.24). This suggests that 

employees view they are not given ample opportunity to evaluate 

their supervisors. 

Sources of information. This category ranks the amount of 

information received from key sources within the organization. 

The scores noted reflect the level of difference between the 
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amount of information received now from a source and the 

amount of information needed from that same source in order for 

the individual to do his/her job effectively. Several noteworthy 

items are listed below. The largest difference in a category was 

seen in the area of top management (1.98), which included high 

level supervisors was calculated through the difference between 

the "very little" amount of information currently received from 

top management (M = 1.82), and the amount of information desired 

(M=3.80, "some"). Department meetings at 0.86 have the second 

largest difference between the amount of information received 

(M=2.53) and the amount preferred (M=3.39). This category of 

departmental meetings includes monthly staff meetings and 

bimonthly executive meetings. The third largest category of 

middle management (0.69) including low-level supervisors and 

directors, is developed from a difference in current amounts of 

information received (M=2.62) and desired amounts (M=3.31). 

Finally, co-workers within an individual's unit (0.66) fell into the 

fourth largest category including all employees working within 

the individual's department, showed the difference between the 

amount of information presently received from co-workers 

(M=2.00), and the amount desired (M=2.66). 
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Research Questions 3 and 4 

To test research questions 3 and 4, a correlation analysis 

was conducted to determine the linear relationship between 

organizational outcomes and feedback or communication channels 

(see Tables 4 and 5). No significant correlations emerged from 

any of the comparisons. After the correlation analysis did not 

demonstrate any significant relationships, a multiple regression 

analysis was used to analyze specific relationships between 

variables. This analysis revealed no effect on organizational 

outcomes from the combined relationship of channel and feedback 

(F=.65, p< .58; R2 = .16). 
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Table 4 

Means, Standard Deviations and Range for 
Outcome, Feedback and Channel 

Variable M range 

Channel 24.94 7.77 23 

Feedback 8.64 2.84 1 1 

Channel 13.14 4.01 1 1 

Table 5 

Correlation Analysis of Outcome, Feedback and Channel 

Outcome Feedback Channel 

Outcome 1.00000 0.24780 0.16759 
0.0 0.4143 0.5842 

17 13 13 

Feedba~k 0.24780 1.00000 0.06178 
0.4143 0.0 0.8568 

13 14 11 

Channel 0.16759 0.06178 1.00000 
0.5842 0.8568 0.0 

13 11 14 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The general purposes of this study were to compare the 

TIUHSC library system audit results to ICA Audit norms; to 

determine the differences between current and ideal perceptions; 

and to determine the relationship between organizational 

outcomes and the areas of channels and feedback. Before such 

relationships could be examined, the conceptualization of 

communication channels, outcomes, and feedback were explored. 

The present investigation did not find significant results through a 

regression analysis or a correlation analysis of these three areas. 

However, trends and noteworthy differences (more than 0.5), 

were seen during comparisons of TTUHSC library means and ICA 

norms. Comparisons of current and ideal perceptions also 

displayed noteworthy differences. It should be noted that the 

results of this study are limited due to the organizations used to 

develop the ICA normative means were much larger in size than 

the TIUHSC library system. Therefore, the results taken from the 

audit organizations such as universities, manufacturing and 

industrial corporations may not a reliable comparison to smaller 

organizations. 
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Research Question 1 

The instrument used to test the research questions was a 

modified 113-item ICA Audit questionnaire, based on the 

research of Goldhaber and Rogers ( 1979). Some items in the 

questionnaire's demographics section were dropped to avoid 

losing the respondents' anonymity. 

In the area of feedback, a noteworthy difference was found 

m the item concerning the amount of feedback supervisors give to 

their subordinates. This finding was supported in several ways. 

First, managers received low scores as sources of information. 

Further, several topics related to supervisors such as promotion 

opportunities, pay and benefits, and organizational policies 

received low rankings for the amount of information currently 

received concerning them. All of these topics exemplify that 

supervisors are not gtvtng enough information through feedback 

to their subordinates. The TTUHSC employees generally 

responded more negatively about the level and quality of 

feedback the higher the administrative level in question. 

Generally speaking, survey respondents reported receiving 

less information about their job, their administrative systems and 

their organization than the "norms" from previous ICA research 

developed from audit organizations. Respondents also reported 

less of a desire to receive information in these same areas than 

respondents from earlier studies. When receiving information, 
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employees tend to get more information than they want and of 

lower quality than what is necessary from their organization's 

grapevine. Most employees stated a need for both more 

information about job progress matters and organizational 

decision-making topics. 

Several employees stated that they are not optimistic about 

their future within their organization, or their chances to advance 

further or make a difference in their organization. Results suggest 

that the organization as a whole lacks sufficient incentives and 

rewards, and limits input to or from its employees. Respondents 

also stated a desire for greater opportunity to voice complaints 

and to evaluate their superiors. Overall, the results demonstrated 

that library management may not differ from managers in other 

organizations in their styles, strengths and weaknesses. 

Research Question 2 

It is interesting to compare the differences between 

concepts currently employed at the TTUHSC library system and 

those which would be used in the ideal environment. Research 

question 2 asked where the largest differences between current 

and ideal perceptions of communication were located within the 

TTUHSC library organization. The category of follow up dealt with 

the amount of feedback received from key personnel in the 

TTUHSC library system compared to the amount of feedback 
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desired. Results confirmed that there was a noteworthy 

difference between the amount of feedback currently received 

and the feedback desired from top managers, middle managers 

and subordinates. Respondents stated that they received "very 

little" feedback from middle management (1.66), exemplifying a 

high level of dissatisfaction. The category of feedback was 

missing some normative data resulting in the inability to make 

the comparison between TTUHSC and ICA norms, and therefore 

possibly biasing results. 

Generally speaking, large discrepancies were found between 

"ideal" and existing communication practices and systems. These 

confirm that employees are dissatisfied with the amount of 

information, etc. they are presently receiving, and therefore are 

unable to perform their jobs efficiently. Respondents perceived 

the quality of information received from an immediate supervisor 

as more satisfactory than that received from a middle or top 

manager. In general, the further up the organizational hierarchy, 

the smaller the amount of feedback received. This lessening of 

feedback within organizations is commonly seen because of time 

constraints placed on top management levels. For example, in the 

TTUHSC library system information concerning topics discussed m 

the executive meetings is carried more rapidly through the 

grapevine than through the formal channel of memos. Employees 

stated that they were dissatisfied with the amount of information 
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received from management presentations, top management and 

their immediate supervisors. 

To help alleviate the problems of low amounts of feedback 

and information, I recommend that the TTUHSC library system 

use staff meetings more to disseminate information to the 

employees and that memos be sent to employees immediately 

following an executive meeting. At the present time, memos 

concerning the meeting are sent out later that same day. The 

grapevine is working effectively within the medical library and 

does not need any changes, however, if more information is sent 

to employees through formal channels, employees will not have to 

rely on the grapevine for information, improving the accuracy of 

information. 

Research Questions 3 and 4 

One of the goals of this investigation was to discover the 

possible effects of communication channels and feedback on 

organizational outcomes. Research question 3 attempted to define 

the relationship between communication channels and 

organizational outcomes. Items in the ICA Questionnaire which 

dealt with job satisfaction, organizational commitment and other 

related areas were used to examine organizational outcomes. 

Research question 4 examined the relationship between feedback 

and organizational outcomes. Results of the study indicated that 
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there was no significant relationship between communication 

channels or feedback with organizational outcomes, however, the 

small sample size of this study limited the results. Research 

indicates that these variables are normally related, therefore if 

the sample size for this study was larger, significant results would 

have been possible. 

A multiple regression analysis was first employed to test the 

relationship between organizational outcomes and the areas of 

communication channels and feedback. When the regression 

analysis did not demonstrate a significant relationship between 

outcomes and feedback or channels, a correlation analysis was 

employed to determine the linear relationship between these 

categories. No significant correlations developed from any of the 

compansons. However, the relationship between organizational 

outcomes and feedback showed a trend (r=.25), which would have 

possibly been considered significant, had the sample been larger. 

A limitation to the correlation analysis was the limited number of 

responses used for analysis. Of the three relationships analyzed, 

outcomes and feedback (N=13), outcomes and channels (N=13), 

and feedback and channels (N=ll), the sample size was small 

since missing data deleted a number of cases from being 

considered. Future research should employ a larger sample stze to 

test the research questions applied in this study for more accurate 

results. 
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With regard to organizational outcomes, noteworthy 

differences were discovered in the topics of promotion, pay, 

satisfaction, and the organization's concern for the employee's 

welfare. It would appear that a large amount of employees' 

dissatisfaction was directed towards progress-related areas in the 

working environment. Further, these areas frequently received 

low scores in the needs assessment. The employees of the TTUHSC 

library system seem to like working in their organization. At the 

same time, however, the organization as a whole limits complete 

openness, lacks sufficient incentives and rewards, and minimizes 

input, influence and advancement opportunities for its employees. 

Although satisfied with their current progress, most employees 

are not too optimistic about their future within their organization. 

Overall, the survey results appear to suggest relative 

satisfaction with immediate and departmental relationships and 

communication systems. However, a desire for more information 

is apparent throughout the results of the study. Respondents 

expressed a desire for receiving greater amounts of information 

than that currently received. Next, employees are not clearly 

informed about their roles and functions, especially by their 

immediate supervisors and top management. Information 

received through impersonal channels (e.g., telephone, written, 

etc.) appears adequate, but there is a need for more information 

though face-to-face channels, however, this is not the most 
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expedient form of information transfer. Last, employees have a 

feeling of alienation from the organization as a whole in terms of 

decision-making. Respondents desired a "team" spirit and 

approach to problem-solving. In short, while job satisfaction, 

interpersonal relationships and work progress seem satisfactory, 

communication problems related to insufficient input, influence, 

appraisal and feedback exist with more levels of the hierarchy. 

The differences between the ICA normative organizations 

and the TTUHSC library system creates an obvious limitation. The 

organizations previously analyzed with the ICA Audit consisted of 

large corporations and universities. Because of the difference in 

size of the normative organizations and the medical library, the 

results acquired through this study may have been more dramatic 

had they been compared to organizations similar in size to the 

TTUHSC library system. 

Recommendations 

The TTUHSC library system would benefit from improving 

the flow of information to its employees. Beneficial topics include: 

promotion and advancement opportunities, important new service 

or program developments, pay and benefits, how organizational 

decisions are made, how job related problems are being handled, 

organizational policies, how they are being evaluated, and 

progress in their work. This could be accomplished in several 
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ways including: creation of a weekly newsletter (instead of 

monthly), the creation of an employee handbook, or holding more 

frequent department/staff meetings. 

The TTUHSC library system should encourage the upward 

flow of information from subordinates. Employees may benefit 

from being encouraged to ask for more information, to ask for 

clarification, to voice complaints, and to make suggestions. This 

may require more training of managers in the use of supportive 

or open communication styles. This could be implemented 

through a workshop, the creation of a formal suggestion system, 

or the addition of a speak-up section in a weekly newsletter. 

Expansion of the human resources area may strengthen the 

organization. This could be accomplished through personnel 

announcements being posted on bulletin boards, circulated in a 

weekly newsletter, or published In the employee's handbook. 

Such announcements may include: policy changes, position 

openings, promotions, titles, retirements, vacation schedules, 

resignations, etc. 

Developing some system for recognizing and rewarding 

outstanding performance may benefit the company in several 

ways. This should improve attitudes about the company and 

employee performance. Executive Director's luncheons honoring 

outstanding performances or announcements in a weekly 

newsletter would accomplish this recognition. 
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Finally, showing more concern for personal information 

regarding the employees may improve employee morale. 

Announcing information regarding personal concerns of 

employees such as deaths in the family, illness, births, marriages, 

etc., may promote more goodwill towards the employees from top 

management. This could be accomplished through a weekly 

memo, through a weekly newsletter, through announcements at 

staff meetings, or through bulletin boards within the organization. 

Limitations 

Existing limitations of the present study should be noted 

when interpreting the results. The population of the TTUHSC 

library system (N =43) was limited, although there was no control 

over this. Thirty-seven completed questionnaires were used for 

audit analysis, and a larger sample would enhance the the 

generalizability of the results reported here. Additionally, 

respondents were asked to skip questions which did not directly 

apply to them. This resulted in a decrease of responses in 

categories relating to the correlation and regression analyses. This 

decline in responses lessened the chances for significant 

relationships between these variables to be identified. 

Further, a leadership change occurred within the TTUHSC 

library system at the time of the audit. During the needs 

assessment, an interim director was in place at the library, 
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however, the new director was appointed two weeks pnor to 

employing the audit. Changes in the internal dynamics of the 

organization may have occurred, explaining the more neutral 

results received by the ICA Questionnaire. "In some degree every 

event of departure and replacement has its effects and requires 

adapting in the part of the organization as well as the person who 

accedes to office" (Katz & Kahn, 1966, p. 307). 

Another possibility for obtaining the somewhat neutral 

responses with the ICA Questionnaire Survey in comparison to the 

needs assessment could lie in the types of questionnaires 

themselves. The needs assessment was qualitative in nature and 

composed of open-ended questions. This particular format may 

have led to stronger responses. Conversely, the ICA Audit 

Questionnaire was a quantitative measure and may acquire more 

neutral replies, surveys produce a perception of anonymity which 

has the effect of neutralizing answers (Hamilton, 1987). 

Finally, it should be noted that the ICA Audit Questionnaire 

norms were established from 16 organizations previously 

analyzed with the audit. These companies were an assimilation of 

industrial and manufacturing organizations. The norms developed 

from these 16 organizations do not sufficiently reflect norms from 

random samples of organizations. 
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Future Research 

Future research should consider comparisons of norms from 

organizations of similar orientations and goals to acquire a more 

accurate analysis of norms and means. The ICA norms used in 

this study were taken from the results of several companies (e.g. 

schools, universities, industrial corporations, etc.) analyzed with 

the ICA Audit. Are there any communicative differences between 

different types of organizations? Obviously every organization 

communicates in different amounts and by different means, 

therefore, it would be informative to test these differences. Are 

there organizational communication differences between libraries 

and other types of companies not reflected by the ICA samples? 

Such examples could be academic libraries, service organizations, 

smaller organizations, etc. If so, what is the nature of these 

differences? 

Next, testing differences in communication climate in lieu of 

organizational outcomes may have greater chances at developing 

significant results. Much research has been previously done in 

the area of communication climate and its influence on other 

variables within the organization (Jablin et al., 1987; Katz & Kahn, 

1966; Kreps, 1985; Redding, 1972). Significant results may be 

obtained from analyzing communication climate and the factors 

which influence it (e.g., feedback, communication channels, 

sources of communication, etc.). 
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Also, a comparison of the communication quality among 

smaller branches and the main library branch should be 

addressed. Results from the needs assessment highlighted 

problems between the RAHCs and the main branch of the TTUHSC 

library system. Are there communication differences between 

branch libraries and those not having branches? What are the 

variables involved in these differences? To what level does 

technology play a role in branch library communication? 

Furthermore, if employees do not communicate effectively 

within their organization, will this affect their ability to 

communicate with patrons? This area was not analyzed m this 

study because Texas Tech University was in the process of 

analyzing all service organizations and their communication with 

patrons at the time of this assessment. 

Finally, the lack of research concerning the application of 

audits to the area of libraries was obviously lacking. More 

research in this area is warranted. Knowing the organizational 

communication similarities and differences between libraries and 

other types of organizations would help researchers apply 

previous audit results to the communication processes within 

library systems. Overall, the results from this study were merely 

trends which would require the utilization of a considerably larger 

sample size to test the research questions applied in this study for 

more accurate results. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY 

by 

The International Communication Association 

Instructions 
Please mark all your responses with a #2 pencil on the enclosed 
scantron sheet. Please answer all questions since each is 
important for possibly improving the operation of your 
organization. If there are any questions which do not apply to 
you, leave them blank. If by answering any question you would 
lose your anonymity, you may choose to also leave those 
questions blank. If there are questions which you do not 
understand, please ask us about them (Dept. Communication 
Studies: Lea Gibson 742-3967, Dr. Dan O'Hair 742-3911). Again, 
please answer each question as honestly as possible--all responses 
will remain anonymous. We are asking for the questionnaires to 
be completed by April 25. We appreciate your patience for this 
important survey. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Please send your completed surveys to: 
Lea Ann Gibson 
TTU/Dept. of Communication Studies 
Mail Stop 3083 

or P.O. Box 4209 
Lubbock, TX 79409-3083 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Dan O'Hair 
& Lea Ann Gibson 

*Questions adapted from the International 
Communication Association Audit 

7 1 



PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE TO EACH QUESTION 

Receiving Information from Others (Effectiveness) 

Instructions for Questions 1 through 26 

You can receive information about various topics in your 
organization. For each topic listed on the following pages, mark 
your response on the answer sheet that best indicates: (1) the 
amount of information you are receiving on that topic and (2) the 
amount of information you need to receive on that topic, that is, 
the amount you have to have in order to do your job. 

This is the amount This is the 
of information I amount of 
recetve now information I 

need to receive 
a.> - a.> -- t':S - t':S - a.> - a.> - -·- ..... ·- ..... 
~ e,:, ~ e,:, 
>.a.> a.> - >.a.> a.> -t':S >. t':S >. ..... -= a a.> ..... ..... -::::: a a.> ..... 
a.> .::: 0 ..... a.> a.> .::: 0 ..... a.> 

Topic Area >~en e,:,> >~en e,:,> 

How well I am doing in my job 1. 1 2 3 4 5 2. 1 2 3 4 5 

My job duties 3. 1 2 3 4 5 4. 1 2 3 4 5 

Organizational policies. 5. 1 2 3 4 5 6. 1 2 3 4 5 

Pay and benefits. 7. 1 2 3 4 5 8. 1 2 3 4 5 

How technological changes 9. 1 2 3 4 5 10.1 2 3 4 5 
affect my job. 
Mistakes and failures of my 11.1 2 3 4 5 12.1 2 3 4 5 

organization. 
How I am being judged. 13.1 2 3 4 5 14.1 2 3 4 5 

How my job-related problems 15.1 2 3 4 5 16.1 2 3 4 5 
are being handled. 
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How organization decisions 17.1 2 3 4 5 18.1 2 3 4 5 
are made that affect my job. 
Promotion and advancement 19.1 2 3 4 5 20.1 2 3 4 5 
opportunities In my organization. 
Important new product, 21.1 2 3 4 5 22.1 2 3 4 5 
service or program 
developments In my organization. 
How my job relates to the total 23.1 2 3 4 5 24.1 2 3 4 5 
operation of my organization. 
Specific problems faced by . 25.1 2 3 4 5 26.1 2 3 4 5 
management. 
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Sending Information to Others 

Instructions for Questions 27 through 40 

In addition to receiving information, there are many topics on 
which you can send information to others. For each topic listed on 
the following pages, mark your response on the answer sheet that 
best indicates: (1) the amount of information you are sending on 
that topic and (2) the amount of information you need to send on 
that topic in order to do your job. 

Topic Area 

Reporting what I am doing 
in my job 
Reporting what I think my 
job requires me to do. 
Reporting job-related 
problems 
Complaining about my job 
and/or working conditions. 
Requesting information 
necessary to do my job. 
Evaluating the performance 
of my immediate supervisor. 
Asking for clearer work 
instructions 

This is the 
amount of 
information I 
receive now 

0 ..... - ~ ..... ..... 0 .... 1-o 
~ C) 

0 0 ..... 
>->- e ~ >-. 1-o ..... 
0 .-:::: 0 

0 1-o 
1-o 0 

>~Cil C)> 

27.1 2 3 4 5 

29.1 2 3 4 5 

31.1 2 3 4 5 

33.1 2 3 4 5 

35.1 2 3 4 5 

37.1 2 3 4 5 

39.1 2 3 4 5 
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This is the 
amount of 
information I 
need to receive 

0 ..... - ~ ..... 0 ..... .... 1-o 
~ C) 

0 0 ..... 
>->- e ~ >-. 1-o ..... 0 1-o 
0 .-:::: 0 1-o 0 
>~Cil C)> 

28.1 2 3 4 5 

30.1 2 3 4 5 

32.1 2 3 4 5 

34.1 2 3 4 5 

36.1 2 3 4 5 

38.1 2 3 4 5 

40.1 2 3 4 5 



Follow-up on Information Sent (Feedback) 

Instructions for Questions 41 through 50 

Indicate the amount of action of follow-up that is and needs to be 
taken on information you send to the following: 

Topic Area 

Subordinates 

Co-workers 

Immediate supervisor 

Middle Management 

Top Management 

This is the 
amount of 
follow-up 
now received 

0 -.... .... ·-
...... 
~ 
0 
""' tooool Cl 

0 0 ...... 
>.- E ~ >. 
""'.... 0 ""' o.:: 0 .... 0 

>toooolCilCl> 

41.1 2 3 4 5 

43.1 2 3 4 5 

45.1 2 3 4 5 

47.1 2 3 4 5 

49 1 2 3 4 5 
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This is the 
amount of follow
up needed 

0 .... - ~ .... 0 .... 
""' tooool Cl 

0 0 .... 
>-- E ~ >. 
""' .... 0 ""' 0 .::: 0 .... 0 

>toooolCI) Cl> 

42.1 2 3 4 5 

44.1 2 3 4 5 

46.1 2 3 4 5 

48.1 2 3 4 5 

50.1 2 3 4 5 



Sources of Information 

Instructions for Questions 51 through 68 

You not only receive various kinds of information, but can receive such 
information from various sources within the organization. For each 
source listed below, mark your response on the answer sheet that best 
indicates: (1) the amount of information you are receiving from that 
source and (2) the amount of information you need to receive from that 
source in order to do your job. 

Sources of Information 

This is the 
amount of 
of information I 
receive now 

~ -.... .... ·-......:~ 

Subordinates (if applicable) 51.1 2 3 4 5 

Co-workers in my own unit or 53. 1 2 3 4 5 
department 
Individuals In other units, 55.1 2 3 4 5 
department In my organization 
Immediate supervisor 57 1 2 3 4 5 

Department meetings 

Middle Management 

Formal management 
presentations 
Top management 

The "grapevine" 

59.1 2 3 4 5 

61.1 2 3 4 5 

63.1 2 3 4 5 

65.1 2 3 4 5 

67.1 2 3 4 5 
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This is the 
amount of 
information I 
need to receive 

~ -.... .... ..... 
......:~ 

~ ~ .... 
>.- ~ ~ >. 
1-1 .... s:; ~ 1-1 
~ .-:::::: 0 1-1 ~ 
>....:lCI'.l O> 

52.1 2 3 4 5 

54.1 2 3 4 5 

56.1 2 3 4 5 

58.1 2 3 4 5 

60.1 2 3 4 5 

62.1 2 3 4 5 

64.1 2 3 4 5 

66.1 2 3 4 5 

68.1 2 3 4 5 



Timeliness of Information Received from Key Sources 

Instructions for Questions 69 to 74 

Indicate the extent to which information from the following sources is 
usually timely (you get information when you need it-not too early, not 
too late). 

Subordinates (if applicable) 

Co-workers 

Immediate supervisor 

Middle Management 

Top Management 

"Grapevine" 
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Q) -...... ...... ·-~ 
Q) Q) ...... 

~-: E t"j :>.. 
Q) .<;::::: 0 ~ ~ 
>~en C> 

69. 1 2 3 4 5 

70. 1 2 3 4 5 

71. 1 2 3 4 5 

72. 1 2 3 4 5 

73. 1 2 3 4 5 

74. 1 2 3 4 5 



Channels of Communication 

Instructions for Questions 75 through 90 

The following questions list a variety of channels through which 
information is transmitted to employees. Please mark your response on 
the answer sheet which best indicates: (1) the amount of information 
you are receiving through that channel and (2) the amount of 
information you need to receive through that channel. 

This is the This is the 
amount of amount of 
information I of information I 
recetve now need to recetve 

~ ... ~ ... - ~ - ~ ... 
~ 

... ~ ... ... .... ·- .... ·-..J ~ ..J ~ 
>.~~ ... ~ ~ ... 

~ >. >.- 8 ~ >. .... ':: 8 ~ .... .... ... ~ .... 
Channel: 

~ .-:::::: 0 .... ~ ~ .-:::::: 0 .... ~ 

>..JCI'.l ~> >..JCI'.l ~> 

Face-to-face contact 75.1 2 3 4 5 76.1 2 3 4 5 
between two people 
Face-to-face contact 77.1 2 3 4 5 78.1 2 3 4 5 
among more than two 
people 
Telephone 79.1 2 3 4 5 80.1 2 3 4 5 

Written (memos, letters) 81.1 2 3 4 5 82.1 2 3 4 5 

Bulletin Boards 83.1 2 3 4 5 84.1 2 3 4 5 

Internal Publication 85.1 2 3 4 5 86.1 2 3 4 5 
(newsletter) 
Internal Audio-Visual 87.1 2 3 4 5 88.1 2 3 4 5 
Media(Videotape, Films) 
External Media (TV, 89.1 2 3 4 5 90.1 2 3 4 5 
Radio, Newspapers) 
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Organizational Outcomes 

Instructions for Questions 91 through 106 

One of the most important "outcomes" of working in an organization is 
the satisfaction one receives or fails to receive through working there. 
Such "satisfaction" can relate to the job, one's co-workers, supervisor, or 
the organization as a whole. Please mark your response on the answer 
sheet which best indicates the extent to which you are satisfied with: 

Outcome: 

My job 

My pay 

My progress in my organization 
up to this point in time. 

My chances for getting ahead 1n my 
organization 

My opportunity to "make a difference" 
to contribute to the overall success 
of my organization 

My organization's system for recognizing 
and rewarding outstanding performance 

My organization's concern for its 
members' welfare 
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This is the extent I 
am satisfied 

0 -- ~ - 0 -..... .... 
~ 0 
. 0 0 ->-- E ~ >. 
.... - 0 .... 
0 .~ 0 .... 0 
>~rl') O> 

91. 1 2 3 4 5 

92. 1 2 3 4 5 

93. 1 2 3 4 5 

94. 1 2 3 4 5 

95. 1 2 3 4 5 

96. 1 2 3 4 5 

97. 1 2 3 4 5 



My organization's overall communicative 
efforts 

Working tn my organization 

My organization, as compared to other 
such organizations 

98. 1 2 3 4 5 

99. 1 2 3 4 5 

100.1 2 3 4 5 

My organization's overall efficiency of operation 101.1 2 3 4 5 

The overall quality of my organization's 
product or service 

My organization's achievement of its 
goals and objectives 
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103.1 2 3 4 5 



Background Information 

This section is for statistical purposes only and will be used to 
study how different groups of people view your organization. We 
do not want your name, but would appreciate the following 
information. If answering any of the following questions would 
allow your identity to be known, you may skip those questions. 

1 04. How do you receive most of your income from this 
organization? 
1. salaried 
2. hourly 
3. piece work 
4. commission 
5. other 

105. What is your sex? 
1. male 
2. female 

106. Do you work: 
1. fulltime 
2. parttime 
3. temporary fulltime 
4. temporary parttime 

107. How long have you worked In the TTUHSC library system? 
1. less than 1 year 
2. 1 to 5 years 
3. 6 to 10 years 
4. 11 to 15 years 
5. more than 15 years 

108. How long have you held your present position? 
1. less than 1 year 
2. 1 to 5 years 
3. 6 to 10 years 
4. 11 to 15 years 
5. more than 15 years 
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109. What is your position in this organization? 
1. I don't supervise anybody 
2. first-line supervisor 
3. middle management 
4. top management 
5. other (please specify: 

) 

110. What was the last level you completed In school? 
1. less than high school graduate 
2. high school graduate 
3. some college or technical school 
4. completed college or technical school 
5. graduate work 

111. What is your age? 
1. under 20 years of age 
2. 21 to 30 years of age 
3. 31 to 40 years of age 
4. 41 to 50 years of age 
5. over 50 years of age 

112. How much training to Improve your communicative skills 
have you had? 
1. no training at all 
2. little training (attended 1 seminar, workshop, training 

activity or course) 
3. some training (attended a few seminars, workshops, 

training activities, or courses) 
4. extensive training (attended a great number of 

seminars, workshops, training activities, or courses) 

113. During the past ten years, in how many other organizations 
have you been employed? 

1. no other organizations 
2. one other organization 
3. two other organizations 
4. three other organizations 
5. more than three others 
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APPENDIX B: NEEDS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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TTUHSC Library System Needs Assessment Questionnaire 

The following questions are designed to highlight areas of 
communcation in the Texas Tech University Health Sciences 
Library System. Your responses will help us to determine specific 
areas of inquiry for the communication audit to be conducted next 
month. 

Certain terms are defined, but the questions are purposely 
designed to be somewhat general and ambiguous so that they do 
not bias your answers in any way. No one other than Dr. Dan 
O'Hair and myself will be viewing your responses, so please feel 
free to be as expressive and honest as needed. Please do not let 
anyone see your responses to this questionnaire. Thank you for 
your help. Please mail your completed questionnaire to me at the 
following address by Friday, January 18th: 

Lea Ann Gibson 
Department of Communication Studies 
P.O. Box 4209 
Lubbock, TX 79409-3083 

or 

Mail Stop 3083 
Texas Tech University 

1. Channel--the mode of transmission of ideas. 

Describe your impressions of the channels through which you 
normally receive information relating to your work at the 
TIUHSC library system (e.g. memo, phone, letter, meetings, 
etc.) 

2. Effect--the consequences resulting from communication. 

What kinds of information do you receive during 
communication with others at the TTUHSC library system? 
How would you describe the quality of that information? 
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3. Feedback--the way others respond to your communication 
with them. 

Who provides you with feedback within the TTUHSC library 
system? Describe the frequency and quality of that feedback. 

4. General: 

Describe an ideal system/pattern of communicatio for the 
medical libraries of the TTUHSC. 

5. What are your greatest communication needs as an employee 
of the TTUHSC library system? 
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