













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































to be on or not to be on, you get it. And then with the memo, because it doesn’t

come early you cannot also hold me responsible for that.

While agreeing to a number of the issues raised by the female group, the academic staff
group at the CU (academic staff) mentioned additional problems that were associated with the
channels of communication including staff addiction to Yahoo and Gmail which resulted in the
minimal use of the intranet system. Such internal publics were unconscious of the fact that the
university considered the intranet as an official system of communication, so they missed a lot of
information communicated by management.

Comparatively, the academic staff at UG desired communication via emails/intranet
because “as soon as they send the message, within a few minutes, it would be in the mail.”
However, they criticised the frequent requests to change passwords which made the medium
unattractive. Other participants complained about the difficulty in connecting to the Wi-Fi at
certain places which they considered as a gap in internal communication. As one participant
explained:

With the Wi-Fi connection, it is not accessible everywhere so it means that if you

are at a particular place where there is no data or Wi-Fi you can’t access the internet

for any information. So, since they want to provide us with Wi-Fi they should try

and make it efficient to use so that we can get access to information everywhere.

Additionally, the senior staff group at UG complained about the accessibility of
information by some junior workers who were not computer literate. To them, a section of the
junior staff could hardly read or write. Such people could not even attempt to access information

via emails/intranet. The statement below, from one of the participants, is illustrative:
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If everybody is to have access to the internet, like it would be a great medium of
communicating effectively to the staff but because it is not everybody who is on it
that is the loophole. Like he said, when I come to work, | make sure to check my
mail to know what is going on because if you don’t go there, you will not know
what is happening. ... But let’s come to our neighbours who cannot access the
information or read. If the message is meant for everybody on campus, how will

somebody who cannot access get that information?

This same concern was expressed by the senior staff at GIMPA where a participant
explained that: ““... for the general staff ... not everybody could read or write so you have to come
to their level and explain things to them”. For this reason, the majority of participants in the senior
staff group at UG recommended the use of telephones for the communication of information via
voice calls or SMS to make it accessible to many staff members. In this case, those who could not
read would, upon seeing a text message, engage people to read and explain to them. Other
participants in this group, however, disagreed, noting that the use of phone calls and SMS could
only be employed at the departmental level as it could be cumbersome if adopted by the University.
The senior staff at UG also concurred with other groups on the use of letters and memos as a very
reliable means of internal communication. A participant who was very much against the use of
SMS explained:

You can receive SMS; it can have the name of the person, but it could not

necessarily be from the person so for me | hesitate a bit about them. But for the

official letter, you may have a signature and stamp and | have seen for myself that

it is coming directly from the person so that one | can trust it but for the rest I will

hesitate a bit.
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In spite of the confidence in hard copy letters, the senior staff participants at UG did not
hesitate in enumerating the problems associated with them. Some indicated the undue delay of
letters at the university’s mail office, while others complained about the delivery of letters to wrong
offices. The senior staff at GIMPA noted that the unclear definition of roles hampered the
communication of institutional decisions. They were not sure whether it was the registrar, deans
or the rector’s responsibility to communicate information. As a result, “most at times, decisions
taken at the top come to us as rumours”. These attitudes delayed actions that were required to
advance the work of the university.

While some participants complained about sourcing information via electronic means such
as the intranet and website and welcomed print media such as memos and letters as the more
reliable and authentic means of communication, the survey respondents generally considered the
internet as their most reliable source of information about their respective universities. As
illustrated by Table 5.2, more than half of the respondents from CU (56.8%) relied on information
sent through the university website, emails or social media; three-quarters of the respondents from
UG (75%) also relied on these media, whereas more than three-quarters of the GIMPA respondents
(78.8%) depended on the same media. The university website had the highest patronage by
students in all three universities with GIMPA recording the highest percentage of students (61.2%),

followed by UG (49.5%) and CU (43.2%).
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Table 5. 2: Students’ Most Reliable Source of Information by Institution

Students’ most Name of Institution
reliable source of Central University of
information University GIMPA Ghana Total
Notice Boards 24 13 41 89
29.6% 15.3% 19.7% 23.8%
University Website 35 52 103 179
43.2% 61.2% 49.5% 47.9%
Emails/Internet 2 8 13 23
2.5% 9.4% 6.3% 6.1%
Student Handbook 0 1 5 6
0.0% 1.2% 2.4% 1.6%
University Brochure 2 2 0 4
2.5% 2.4% 0.0% 1.1%
Newsletters 0 0 2 2
0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 5%
University Events 3 1 0 4
3.7% 1.2% 0.0% 1.1%
Television L 0 0 1
1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Social Media 9 i 40 56
11.1% 8.2% 19.2% 15.0%
Grapevine 0 0 2 2
0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 5%
No Response 5 1 2 8
6.2% 1.2% 1.0% 2.1%
Total 81 85 208 374
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Another channel that students considered to be most reliable was notice boards for which
CU recorded the highest percentage (29.6%), with UG recording almost a fifth of the sampled
students (19.7%), followed by the GIMPA (15.3%). The print media such as the student handbook,
university brochure and newsletters did not seem to be popular among the students probably

because, these did not report news on current affairs in the institutions.
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Table 5. 3: Respondents’ Impression about Internal Communication

Name of Institution
Respondents’ Impression
about Communication Central University of
University GIMPA Ghana Total

| get fully informed 3 11 12 26
3.7% 12.9% 5.8% 7.0%
| get adequately informed 13 23 33 69
16.0% 27.1% 15.9% 18.4%
| get fairly informed 41 23 104 168
50.6% 27.1% 50.0% 44.9%
I only get limited 12 11 36 59
information 14.8% 12.9% 17.3% 15.8%
| hardly get informed 9 16 22 47
11.1% 18.8% 10.6% 12.6%
No Response 3 1 1 5
3.7% 1.2% 5% 1.3%
Total 81 85 208 374
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The survey respondents were further requested to indicate their impression about internal
communication in their respective universities. Interestingly, the respondents’ perspectives about
internal communication in their various universities were different from the FGD participants’
impression as indicated in Table 5.3. At UG, the majority of respondents (71.7%) had a positive
impression about internal communication, followed closely by respondents from CU (70.3%) and
GIMPA (67.1%). Consequently, GIMPA recorded the highest number of respondents (31.7%)

with negative impression, followed by respondents from UG (27.9%) and CU (25.9%).

5.2.2 Timely Release of Information
The various research participants had varied reasons for the untimely release of information. The

SMR at CU, for instance, did not hesitate to mention the problems associated with timely
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communication. According to them, the deans and heads of departments whom management
depended upon to communicate policy decisions to their subordinates sometimes forgot to do so.
This called for a revision in the communication strategy and the use of additional media. He said:
We used to have problems with making policy and its communication with
timeliness. But now, we are very careful. If it is something that is going to impact
on people, by the time we are closing the meeting or within a week we would have
generated the action point and communicated so that nobody will say we have taken
many decisions that are impacting them and they are not aware. That’s why we
brought up the WhatsApp platform to make things better. The Reporter itself is

quarterly so it is not a timely medium for communicating.

While the PR representatives also confirmed that the timely release of information posed a
challenge, they attributed this challenge to the long protocols that information had to pass through
before the final release. As explained by the PR representative at CU:

Part of the challenge is sometimes the timely release of information. You want to

send something out but, of course, you have to clear with some of your superiors.

...we are more like a rallying point, S0 you want information from others to do what

you want to do but sometimes, it doesn’t come as quickly as you want.

The PR representative at GIMPA concurred as she narrated the drudgery associated with
sourcing information. She indicated that, once information reached her office, her outfit ensured
this was released to their stakeholders on time (on the same day). However, “the thing is how it

gets to us. I think it is the procedure or process that takes a longer time”.
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Some FGD participants also mentioned that the challenges associated with internal
communication included the untimely communication of information. Information was said to be
communicated at very short notices, resulting in the delay of the expected action. While agreeing
with a number of the issues raised by the academic staff, the senior staff at CU mentioned
additional problems that were associated with the means of communication by confirming the
untimely release of memos. The academic staff at the UG backed the discussion on untimely
release of information. As one participant put it:

Sometimes, you get an email. The email is a scanned document, and you check,

and they want the information (response) the next day. ... You realise that the

information has been on somebody’s desk for so many years but does not get to

you on time.

It was also discovered that in spite of their levels of satisfaction and good impressions about
communication in their universities, the survey respondents concurred with the FGD participants
on the issue of untimely communication. As illustrated by Chart 5.1, more than half of the
respondents in UG (52.9%) and about half from the GIMPA (50.2%) indicated their dissatisfaction
with the untimely communication of university policies, procedures and future plans, whereas
almost three out every five of the respondents at CU (59.2%) were dissatisfied on the same issue.
This gives a general indication that the three institutions fall short when it comes to communicating

issues on timely bases.
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Figure 5. 1: Level of Satisfaction with the Timely Communication of University Policies
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5.2.3 Consistency of Communication and Image Management
Maintaining consistency in communication at the universities was investigated. With regard to
verbal communication, it was gathered that the members of senior management were the main
communicators in the respective universities. For example, the SMR at CU said:

In principle, the Vice-Chancellor is the main spokesperson. No matter how close

the PR is to the VC, the VC is the key spokesperson. When the message comes out

and there is trouble, we don’t jump on the PR, we jump on the VC.

This spokesperson role was mostly delegated, and efforts were made to ensure that the intended
messages were communicated as rightly captured by the PR representative at CU:
Because we are communicating on behalf of the University, the information that

has to go out must be clear to the VC to ensure that we are saying the same thing
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and it is one voice coming from the university. ... If you crosscheck your facts, you

are sure that the information that is going out is in the form we want it to go out.

At GIMPA, the Registrar was the main spokesperson, whereas UG had two key persons:

“No,” Table 5.4 offers a graphical presentation of the findings.

Table 5. 4: Summary of Findings on the Use of Visual Symbols

and UG, messages were crafted and vetted by senior management before distribution.

the registrar for management decisions and the director of public affairs in charge of
communication to the media and external publics. Sometimes, the PR director also distributed

memos/letters written by the registrar via the intranet. It was also gathered that in the case of CU

The study also explored the deployment of some institutional visual symbols to determine how
consistency was achieved. The findings were categorised under three (3) different sub-themes

namely use of logo, use of colour scheme and use of typography. Using (V) for “Yes” and (X) for

Category ICU IGIMPA UG
Use of Logo
Placement of institutional logo on signboards X X X
Placement of institutional logo on stationery N N N
such as letterheads and business cards
Placement of logo on institutional vehicles N X X
Use of Colour Scheme
Consistent use of the right corporate colours for N N X
institutional logo
Consistent use of corporate colours on X X X
signboards
Consistent use of colour scheme on X X X
institutional vehicles
Consistent use of colour scheme on stationery N N N
(e.g. letterheads, business cards)
Use of Typography
Consistent use of typography on stationery N N N
Consistent use of typography on signboards X X X
Consistent use of typography on vehicles X X X
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It can be noted that only CU recorded equal numbers of yeses and noes (five out of ten each). Both
GIMPA and UG recorded more noes than yeses, with UG recording the higher number of “No”
(that is seven out of the ten categories) and GIMPA recording six out of ten. Out of the ten
categories, all the institutions recorded “Yes” with regard to the placement of institutional logo on
stationery, the consistent use of colour scheme on stationery and the consistent use of typography
on stationery, indicating that all the institutions placed much value on ensuring consistency in the
use of visual symbols on their stationery.

With regard to the placement of the logo, CU appeared the most consistent. It only recorded
inconsistencies on signboards. At the other two institutions, especially UG, the placement of the
logo on signboards and vehicles appeared inconsistent. For instance, at UG, some signboards had
the institutional logo at the top middle part of the signage, while others had it at the top right side
or left side.

Generally, the data revealed common practices among the universities in terms of the
appearance of corporate colours on signboards and vehicles. UG appeared the most inconsistent
among all the institutions with regard to the use of colour scheme because, it used different shades
of yellow/gold and blue in its logo and on signboards and vehicles. In some instances, these colours
were blended with red which was not an institutional colour. GIMPA and CU recorded the same
number of consistency and inconsistency in their use of colour scheme and the inconsistencies
were mostly discovered on their vehicles and signboards. All the three institutions documented the
same number of consistency and inconsistency regarding the use of typography. Though all
revealed consistency in their use of typography on stationery, they all used different font types and

sizes on signboards and vehicles.
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The study also crosschecked the findings in Table 5.4 by exploring the views of the
interviewees and FGD participants on consistency in the communication of visual symbols. On
this, CU and UG seemed to share similar experiences. The SMR at CU declared that the university
recently did a major rebranding with respect to its logo and colours to avoid the complication
associated with its old logo and corporate colours. He added that, since the university did not have
many symbols, much attention had been dedicated to communicating the new logo and colours
which were displayed on all visual images including stationery, souvenirs, vehicles, publications
and signboards. He said: “we developed a document that guides everything we do; pictures, font
sizes and types for various kinds of communication”. The PR representative confirmed the views
expressed by the SMR, adding that CU was still evolving from a college to a fully-fledged
university. Consequently, their visual symbols might have features of the old logo. However, “we
now have a standard representation of all our symbols and colours so any unit that wants to use
them consults us to get the correct versions”, he indicated. Additionally, the PR unit ensured that
the right logo and colours were used in designing stationery for all units as well as souvenirs.
Participants of the academic staff at CU expressed satisfaction with the rebranding exercise. One
of them captured their sentiments as follows:

Our new logo is clearly embossed on our signboards, vehicles, university cloth and

other souvenirs. If our vehicle is moving in town, it speaks volumes about the image

of the school to people who see it. Our rebranding adds a lot to image enhancement

in our community.

The group was, however, of the view that the University needed to educate the community very

well about the new symbols and colours.
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The SMR at UG admitted that there had not been consistency in the use of visual symbols
at the University. In view of this, senior management set up a team which was tasked to brand the
university. Management lately approved the team’s proposal which had a goal to ensure
consistency in the use of all the University’s visual symbols on signage, vehicles, buildings,
publications, souvenirs, stationery and ephemerals. This was confirmed by both the PR
representative and the FGD participants at UG. Like her colleague at CU, the UG PR representative
indicated that lately departments usually crosschecked with the Public Affairs Directorate to
ensure that they were using the right versions of the institutional logo, colour scheme and other
visual symbols. Also, the directorate was in charge of designing stationery, souvenirs and other
ephemerals. The FGD participants at UG agreed that new signboards bearing “the same colour and
the same design” were being mounted. Similar to the academic staff at CU, they appeared satisfied
with the rebranding as indicated in the following statement: “if you work here and you are walking
somewhere and you see the logos on vehicles passing, it gives you some sense of pride and joy
because there is consistency’.

Unlike CU and UG, the GIMPA SMR and PR representative had divergent views on the
deployment of visual symbols. The SMR claimed that the registrar’s office was in charge of
providing the specs for designing letterheads and branding vehicles, signage, souvenirs and
ephemerals. Contrary to this, the PR representative said the corporate affairs office was responsible
for all these. She added:

We are the ones who design the signage, and with the use of all these typographies,

logo, colours, we do samples, and it is discussed by management. ... For branding

purposes, Corporate Affairs is developing something so that it will cut across board

for image building.
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It was, therefore, not clear which office was mainly in charge of ensuring consistency in the use
of visual symbols at GIMPA. The FGD group at the institute expressed dissatisfaction about the
deployment of university symbols. One participant announced:

Traditionally, our colour is blue with a green background. But our clours have not

been consistent. Each and every activity that we hold has different colours. We are

trying to see all our vehicles are having the logo and the university brand but apart

from the bus, which is now very active on the road, no other vehicle has the

inscription boldly written on it.

The views of the survey respondents regarding consistency in the use of institutional logo
and colours were also sought. For them, the questions were limited to the use of these visual
symbols on signboards and institutional vehicles. Similar to the FGD participants at CU and UG,
the survey respondents from all the institutions expressed consensus on the consistency in the use
of institutional logo on signboards and vehicles. Table 5.5 shows that more than three out of every
five students in each institution agreed that there was consistency in the use of institutional logos

on departmental signboards, with CU having the highest percentage of students (70.8%).
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Table 5. 5: Views about the Consistency in Institutional Symbols and Colour Schemes

Name of Views about the Consistency in the Use of Institutional Total

Institution Logo on Departmental Signboards

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No
Agree Disagree Response
Central 12 41 13 1 14 81
University 14.8% 50.6% 16.0% 1.2% 17.3% 100.0%
GIMPA 10 46 23 2 4 85
11.8% 54.1% 27.1% 2.4% 4.7% 100.0%
University 28 114 54 7 5 208
of Ghana 13.5% 54.8% 26.0% 3.4% 2.4% 100.0%
Total 50 201 90 10 23 374
13.4% 53.7% 24.1% 2.7% 6.1% 100.00%
Name of Views about Consistency in the Colours Used to Emboss Total
Institution Institutional Vehicles
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No
Agree Disagree Response

Central 11 43 9 1 17 81
University 13.6% 53.1% 11.1% 1.2% 21.0% 100.0%
6 52 20 4 3 85
GIMPA 7.1% 61.2% 23.5% 4.7% 3.5% 100.0%
University 22 112 57 11 6 208
of Ghana 10.6% 53.8 27.4 53 2.9 100.0
% % % % %
Total 39 207 86 16 26 374
10.4% 55.3% 23.0% 4.3% 7.0% 100.00%

Also, more than three out of every five students indicated that there was consistency in the use of

institutional colours on vehicles. In this case, GIMPA recorded the highest percentage of students

(68.7%). On the other hand, less than a third of the respondents from GIMPA and UG disagreed

that their respective institutions were inconsistent in their use of these visual symbols, whereas CU

recorded less than a fifth of the respondents disagreeing with this statement.

As to whether consistency in the use of institutional logo helped to promote institutional

image, UG recorded the highest percentage of students (80.8%) saying they agreed, followed by

GIMPA (69.4%) and CU (64.2%) as graphically shown in Table 5.6. In respect of how consistency
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in the use of institutional symbols contributed to the promotion of institutional image, the survey
respondents of CU and UG shared the same views as the FGD participants from the same
institutions. The GIMPA respondents, however, differed from the FGD participants at GIMPA
who perceived that there were inconsistencies in the communication of visual symbols.

Table 5. 6: Consistency in the Use of Visual Symbols to Promote Institutional Image

Views about Consistency in Visual Symbols to Promote
Institutional Image
Name of | Strongly Strongly
Institution Agree Agree Disagree Disagree | No Response Total
Central 15 37 14 0 15 81
University 18.5% 45.7% 17.3% 0.0% 18.5% 100.0%
15 44 18 5 3 85
GIMPA 17.6% 51.8% 21.2% 5.9% 3.5% 100.0%
University 39 129 27 7 6 208
of Ghana 18.8% 62.0% 13.0% 3.4% 2.9% 100.0%
Total 69 210 59 12 24 374
18.4% 56.1% 15.8% 3.2% 6.4% 100.0%

5.3 Stakeholder Integration and Relationship Management

The study further investigated interviewees, participants and respondents’ views about stakeholder
integration and the management of stakeholder relationships in the three institutions. Data for the
section were gathered from the interviews conducted with representatives of senior management
and the public relations units, and, reinforced by the FGDs with employees and the survey of
students. Generally, all the SMRs interviewed identified their internal stakeholders as students,
academic staff and support staff (senior administrators, senior staff, and junior staff) whom they
considered as the major stakeholders. The SMRs were also of the view that the senior management

in their respective institutions communicated effectively with these internal publics.
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5.3.1 Interactivity with Stakeholders
Though some of the interviewees confirmed that two-way communication was necessary for the
mutual relationship with the internal stakeholders in the institutions, the findings from the
stakeholders themselves did not reveal much to support this claim. Both the SMRs and PR
representatives revealed various platforms for interactive communication with the internal
stakeholders in their respective institutions. These included management meetings with
stakeholders at different levels, heads of departments and staff union leaders. As the PR
representative at UG explained:

We have for example convocation. The various employee associations also exist,

they communicate management decisions, and the people are able to say what they

think, and they have representation at the highest decision-making level, which is

Council. I also think that there are departmental meetings, advisory boards, school

management committees; | mean there are so many ways in which interactions can

occur.

The meetings served as general fora for stakeholders to voice their views. It was also found that
some of the SMRs and PR representatives measured the level of interaction by the amount of
feedback received. For example, the PR representative at UG mentioned that it was not easy for
her unit to track feedback directly from stakeholders. According to her, other units in the
University might receive feedback on her unit’s communication activities without sharing it. She
claimed:

Unfortunately, Public Affairs we don’t receive much. It may very well be other

units are getting feedback, but they do not give us that information. They just come

to ask us we want copies of a publication ...or where can I find it on the website.
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And | am thinking that when they ask you and you tell them, they should be able to
tell you that I gave it to this partner and because of that we have won this grant, or
we have done this. But they don’t come. ... The university business is still going
on so stakeholders are happy with whatever we are doing that’s why they will come

to support the University, but we don’t get direct feedback from the various units.

Similar to the PR representative mentioned above, the SMR at CU considered the feedback
received as a mark of interactive communication. He revealed that the academic staff in his
institution had both formal and informal feedback loops and explained the extent to which they
could go to make their views known to management. He said:

The formalised feedback is often for faculty members in the university association.

They would always want to have meetings with management to have their feedback

on information that has been sent and there are also informal sessions where people

walk to your office and tell you that they have seen this and that and this is what

they are thinking about it. So, there is serious feedback that goes on.

Consistent with the submission by the SMR at the CU, the PR representative at the same
university explained that the employees at their university, together with students, had
different avenues for interacting with management. He said:
One of the key means by which most people interact with us is to write; some send
emails and others show up in person at any of our campuses or the main office to
communicate the gaps that they encounter. Assuming we say we are focusing on
students’ life and the students have a problem, they show up to tell us. ... Students

have their own platform for interaction. Then we have support staff and senior

158



members on another platform, and we have a third platform not for interactions but
official notices. And we have another one for everyone that is aside the official

emails and all that.

These submissions depicted ideal situations for effective stakeholder relationship.
However, the participants of the FGDs did not support the assertions made above. For instance,
the senior staff at CU said there were no negotiations with staff on issues. Most often, management
used the top-down approach to communicate with employees “because you are there and an issue
is brought without staff consultation”. The academic staff at CU confirmed that management drew
up some policies without stakeholder engagement. One participant recounted times when he
personally made suggestions to management to involve employees in drawing up policies.
However, his efforts proved futile. He explained:

There are certain times that [ have expressed to management that these things let’s

get stakeholders involved but management has its own perception about what that

approach implies and the problems it can actually pose for their activities. So yes,

there are certain times that some communication goes on but there are certain things

| expect that some collaboration and interaction should take place bearing in mind

stakeholders and by the time you realise it has been dropped. Management would

want to do things knowing that it will be successful which doesn’t help optimise

stakeholder collaboration.

Similarly, the participants at GIMPA (senior staff) thought management-employee
relationship was not cordial, adding that they would rate management grade one (1) “on a scale of

1-5, with 5 being the highest”. According to them, management was not responsive enough and
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that it was the President of their (support staff) union who could “champion” issues for them on
certain occasions. One participant in the group summarised his colleagues’ perception thus: “If
the issue at stake is in management’s favour, they will collaborate; if not, they won’t do so”.

The academic staff at UG also considered internal stakeholder relationship at their
institution to be basically unsatisfactory, though there were varied opinions regarding management
at each level. For instance, management-employee relationship at the college level was “a bit
alright” because once a while, they met with the provosts and college secretaries for discussions.
However, they largely worked in a structured and rigid system where everyone must keep to their
own place since the system made it “difficult for people to even come out to air their own views”.
They perceived the system to be where professors were seen as top decision makers, and thus,
when some faculty members attended certain meetings, they hardly made contributions for fear
that they might “be seen to be supporting a so-called controversial view”. Even in instances that
senior management consulted them to make decisions, “issues or concerns raised by staff are
quashed in a way”. One of the participants summarised the group’s views as follows:

The system builds timidity in a way ... because it is like a chain of command ...

and there are a number of levels you go through before reaching management. So,

at whatever level, you are careful of whatever you are saying and who is present to

the extent that if a message is coming from the Vice-Chancellor or Registrar, who

are you a lecturer to talk? Because if you are not careful, your promotion is just at

the corner ... so they will target you.

Generally, the FGD participants considered the relationship between management and internal
stakeholders to be unfavorable. They were unhappy about the various levels or “chains of

command” which delayed the free flow of communication.
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5.3.2 Mediated feedback and Related Challenges

One dominant view that came up during the FGDs was the existence of mediated feedback.
Participants of the FGDs generally revealed that management-employee communication was
mainly through the top-down approach where employees received information through various
media (including the heads of department) from top management. It was also discovered that there
was hardly any reliable feedback loop through which employees could get back to management.
According to the senior staff at CU, there were no suggestion boxes nor any device that would
enable employees to register their concerns. The available feedback loop to reach management
was through one’s head of department (HoD) or a WhatsApp platform managed by the public
relations unit. With the information sent through one’s HoD, management could choose to respond
or not and with regard to the WhatsApp platform, the public relations unit would seek approval
before making one’s concerns known to management.

The senior staff at UG affirmed that management-employee interactions were mediated
mainly through departmental heads. They also identified a number of factors that militated against
cordial relationships with their Head of Department (HoD) which made the interactions
unattractive. For example, some heads usually listened to some staff at the expense of others. Some
participants who were embittered by this attitude explained:

In some of our departments, the management-employee relationship sometimes is

not cordial at all because some heads always listen to what an employee has said

about someone and they always consider that person to be a very bad person

without investigating. By so doing, it brings productivity down. So, | will say that

it is not cordial at all. ...
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| also think that they should listen to us very well .... They shouldn’t listen to
someone who will come and complain about their colleagues. That does not help

with good relationship.

Other participants linked management-employee relationship to the trustworthiness of their
superiors, with regard to their conditions of service. They complained about their superiors not
being honest with them in the sense that they could engage them to work overtime and refuse to
offer the right endorsement for their overtime claims. The majority of the participants agreed with
the following submission:

For instance, you said I should come Saturday and Sunday and work, it is overtime

but when you write it, he won’t sign for you. Even the number of hours you are

entitled to, he will reduce and give you what he or she wants. So, for the employer

to do this to you, me the employee will not be happy, so automatically the

relationship will not be cordial.

Not only were the above considered as challenges to management-employee relationship,
some participants were also of the view that the rank system in the university did not bode well for
interactions between management and employees:

With the categories we have in the university: junior staff, support staff, senior

members, those at the top see themselves as equal so we beneath them think that

cordial relationship is not there at all. So, in terms of employee and manager

relationship, it is very bad because of the ranks we have here.
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Consistent with the above view, the academic staff described the levels that their feedback
had to pass through under the collegiate system at UG. Per their description, after receiving
personal mails, one could not “cross the carpet and jump”. One had to respond to the mail through
the Head of Department, the Dean and the Provost which delayed the processing of information.
With regard to personal mails, one had to copy all or some of the office holders mentioned above.
The worst scenario occurred when recipients ignored the appropriate levels and sent feedback on
their personal accord. In such cases, the questions posed are: “why is the letter coming through
you? Why didn’t you pass it through the appropriate channels (offices)”? The employees seemed
to have various challenges in interacting with their superiors who were considered as
representatives of senior management. As aresult, the FGD participants were hesitant to commend
management-employee relationship in their universities.

The survey respondents from all the three universities confirmed that there were limited
feedback loops, adding that, management was not responsive to students’ feedback on university
policies. A close examination of Table 5.7 shows that only 32.1% of CU respondents were satisfied
with the feedback avenues provided for students’ interaction with management. For the
respondents from GIMPA, 44.7% showed satisfaction whereas 42.8% of the respondents from UG
indicated satisfaction with the feedback loop. In all cases, about half of the respondents showed
dissatisfaction with the available feedback channels in their institutions. The CU recorded 53.1%
of respondents; the GIMPA had 51.8%, while the UG revealed 51% of its respondents in this
regard. More importantly, respondents gave similar indications with regard to management’s
response to their feedback. Only about a third of the respondents from CU (32.1%) and UG
(32.2%) showed satisfaction, whereas close to half of the GIMPA respondents (44.7%) indicated

satisfaction. On the other hand, about three out of five respondents from UG claimed they were
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dissatisfied, while a little more than half of the respondents from CU and GIMPA registered their

dissatisfaction.

Table 5.7: Level of Satisfaction with Feedback Loops and Management’s Responsiveness

Satisfaction with Name of Institution
feedback loop Central GIMPA University of Total
University Ghana
Satisfactory 26 38 96 160
32.1% 44.7% 46.2% 42.8%
43 44 106 193
Unsatisfactory 53.1% 51.8% 51.0% 51.6%
12 3 6 21
No Response 14.8% 3.5% 2.9% 5.6%
Total 81 85 208 374
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Satisfaction with
management’s
responsiveness
Satisfactory 26 38 67 131
32.1% 44.7% 32.2% 35.1%
43 43 134 220
Unsatisfactory 53% 50.6% 64.4% 58.9%
12 4 7 23
No Response 14.8% 4.7% 3.4% 6.1%
81 85 208 374
Total 100.0% 100% 100.0% 100.0%

5.3.3 Stakeholder Support

Some observations made by the FGD participants are worth pointing out. There was a general
consensus that the implementation of management decisions was highly dependent upon
stakeholder interactions. Participants maintained that once management engaged in dialogue with
employees, they would consider themselves as part of the implementation plan and work with
management to achieve success together. Some group members of the CU senior staff session
explained:

What I believe is that if you are at the top, you still have to recognise yourself as

one of us. You need to come to our level and let’s talk as families. Coming down
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to our level doesn’t mean we won’t respect you so when you come and you talk to
us, because we are at the implementation stage, we listen to whatever that you have
to tell us. ... I also think there should be stakeholder discussion. Let’s talk about it,
let’s see how best we can help the whole community so that the implementation of
policies or communication will go down well with everybody. It will even help you
in the long run because if things are better, you will earn a good name together with

us.

Similar to the senior staff, the academic staff at CU believed that management interactions
with employees on issues concerning the university would elicit their support to push institutional
agenda. Participants explained further that stakeholder interactions could give employees the
confidence to become vessels for communicating management decisions. They would also become
tools for justifying, defending and protecting such decisions and make operationalisation easier.
Without employee engagement, staff would not work wholeheartedly. A participant claimed:

When management does not get a certain level of cooperation and people are not

pleased with it, it can create a certain attitude such that when new decisions are now

being introduced, people will have some kind of paranoia about such things and it

wouldn’t help. ... One thing that management needs is support of its followership.

But when an approach is used where followership would grumble, it may not elicit

that optimum support. People will just lend their minimum support so as not to have

issues with anybody.

The senior staff at UG, however recalled one occasion when they had a seminar to discuss some

of the decisions by management, especially on the university’s strategic plan. They expressed their
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appreciation of that seminar and indicated that more of such seminars, to a large degree, would

boost employees’ morale to work in support of management’s agenda.

5.4 Cross-functional Collaboration
The findings of this study did not reveal much about cross-functional collaboration in the
universities. Data gathered from the in-depth interviews showed that cross-functional
collaboration occurred between the registrar’s office, the public relations units and other
departments. The SMRs in the universities gave indication that the registrar’s office was the hub
of communication and all other units tapped information from that office to communicate to the
publics. As the SMR at GIMPA said:

The Registrar is the focal person as much as communication is concerned but he

has representatives in the various units. Then to complement his efforts, we have

the corporate affairs and institutional units.

The SMR at UG also shared this view adding that being the secretary to the university
council, the Registrar was mandated to communicate information from management, though the
public affairs and human resource offices collaborated with the Registrar to communicate other
forms of information. The SMR at CU, however, revealed a slightly different picture. According
to him, their system required everybody to keep an open office to enable staff and students to
access information from the offices of the Vice-Chancellor, Registrar, Deans, and Heads of
Department to advance their work. All the PR representatives alluded to the statements made by
the SMRs in their universities. The PR representative at UG mentioned that beside the Registrar’s
office, her office also worked in collaboration with the colleges to ensure that they followed the

appropriate standards for communication. The PR representative at GIMPA also indicated that in
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assisting the Registrar with communication, the public relations office worked with other units as
a team. She explained:
We ensure that we are a team, not just from corporate affairs, but we work with the
assistant registrars, the deans and the heads of units to ensure that what is going out

is exactly what they mean to send out in terms of language and all that.

By this mandate, the units, in designing their communication materials were required to
consult the PR unit to ensure the appropriate use of university colours and symbols. The PR
representative at UG, therefore, wished there could be a Public Affairs co-ordinator in each college
at her institution so that “whatever is done at the centre will be replicated within the colleges at the
professional level”.

Based on the finding that the communication of institutional policies cascaded down to
schools and departments through Deans and HoDs, the study sought to find out the perceptions of
employees about cross-functional collaboration. In this regard, two broad issues emerged from the
data gathered from the FGD participants. One of the issues was that there was hardly any
collaboration among the departments in the different universities. Only a few participants in senior
staff group at UG mentioned that there was a considerable level of collaboration across
departments. Some of the group members, however, differed from this belief saying “when in need
of information from another department to advance your work, you can go there severally and still
not get it”.

The academic staff in the same university, who shared the belief that there was no
collaboration among departments, brought up another dimension to the argument. The group
members unanimously indicated that the departments were engaged in unhealthy competition. As

one of the group members described:
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There is unnecessary competition among departments because there’s no proper
platform to deepen collaboration towards the attainment of the university’s
strategic goals. ... Some departments do things secretly thinking that other
departments will make better progress than them. ... However, the focus should
be on interdisciplinary collaborations to advance teaching and research for the

attainment of the university’s vision.

This group attributed the lack of collaboration to an “ownership culture” that existed in the
university. They explained that unlike other universities where all facilities belonged to and were
managed by the institution, UG had a culture where departments owned facilities and they charged
other departments that wished to use the facilities. “I think that ownership culture is creating
tension and competition among departments’’, one member declared. The group members believed
that the “ownership culture” translated into keeping information to one’s chest and so once that
culture was discouraged, departments would be ready to collaborate. The senior staff at CU also
shared the views expressed by the UG groups. The members gave indication that departmental
collaboration was difficult in their institution. One of the participants explained that “sometimes
you hear about a policy and then when you try to request, you will be tossed around but policies
that will stop your benefits come very quickly”. The academic staff at CU, however, said it was a
bit easy to collaborate with the departments that were close to one’s office. This same view was
shared by the senior staff at GIMPA. Thus, the general perception was that departmental
collaboration was not very prominent in the universities.

“Collaboration on friendly basis” recurred in the FGD dataset. This came up strongly
during the discussions with the FGDs at UG. The faculty (academic staff) at UG said collaboration

was largely on personal grounds. One of the group members captured their views thus:
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Naturally, you will have a friend in other departments, maybe on disciplinary
grounds or church or any other grounds or bases. You are together based on friendly
relations so you can get information if that person has it. You can also initiate a

programme and work as a team.

Similar to the faculty group, the senior staff at the same university said it was “very easy to get
information from our own colleagues”. This view was also expressed by the senior staff at GIMPA.
The UG group members, were however, of the view that their university was very large which
naturally made it impossible for staff to know all their fellow employees. As a result, “you
shouldn’t have a relationship with a person before you can get information to advance the work of
the University”. Taking the perspectives shared by the academic staff at CU and senior staff at
GIMPA into consideration, it is realised that sharing information with departments close to one’s

office boils down to friendly collaboration.

5.4.1 Open Flow of Communication

From the narratives of the SMRs, it could be deduced that there was open flow of information in
the universities. Bureaucracy, according to the CU SMR, was very short and in addition, senior
management did not “hide information unless it is very sensitive”. The view about the open flow
of information surfaced in the interview with the PR representative at CU. He mentioned that it
was easy for any member of staff to share ideas on policies communicated by management. He
was, however, quick to add: “that doesn’t guarantee that what you say will be taken but at least, you can

easily book an appointment with any of the senior members and share your views”.

The PR representatives at GIMPA and UG also claimed that their universities experienced

open flow of information. By this, the representative at GIMPA meant that the information shared
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on the institutional intranet generated feedback from the internal stakeholders. On the other hand,
the PR representative at UG explained that various employee associations existed to facilitate two-
way communication between management and staff. By virtue of their associations, the
stakeholders had representation at the highest decision-making level (University Council) and
boards and committees including advisory boards and school management committees where their
views could be communicated. While the PR representatives appeared convinced that the
platforms, they mentioned were good enough for open discussions and two-way communication,
these did not seem to be adequate for open communication in the institutions. The submissions by
the PR representatives, therefore, contradicted earlier claims by the FGD participants that their
systems bred timidity.

The FGD participants expressed divergent views regarding the open flow of
communication. For instance, some members of the faculty at CU thought there was free flow of
information in their university, whereas others claimed that the free flow of information pertained
to the platform of Central University Teachers Association (CUTA). Other members perceived
that there were “monologue and dialogue”, meaning that both one-way and two-way flow of
communication existed. As one member described: “some of the information is straight from the
top (monologue), they don’t expect you to say anything. But for others, you can share your views
(dialogue)”. Those who held the latter view believed that being the head, management had the
right to take certain decisions without necessarily involving stakeholders or dialoguing with them.
However, they should always keep the stakeholders informed about their decisions.

On the other hand, the senior staff at CU considered information to be what they termed as
“stampeded”, implying that information was not easily accessible. Information was usually

delayed or might not be communicated at all. Consistent with an earlier submission made by the
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PR representative from CU, the senior staff added that in matters where staff expressed their views
about issues, they could not guarantee acceptance or implementation by management. One of the
participants claimed: “we try as much as possible to bring out our ideas but as to whether those
ideas will be taken is a different matter”.

On the question of the open communication, one segment of the UG groups (the senior
staff) indicated that information flow in their university was not commendable. This was attributed
to the fact that certain types of information did not reach staff early enough; other pieces of
information were not communicated at all to help staff to follow the university’s agenda
effectively. While agreeing with the senior staff, the other segment (the academic staff) likened
the university to a human being suffering from a mild stroke, with regard to information flow. One
member gave a vivid description as follows:

If I were to compare the university to a human being, | would say the university is

someone who suffers from a mild stroke. It is not a deep stroke because when you

talk about a mild stroke, the blood is still circulating, but is not the best. In order

for the person to be so well, just clear all those fat tissues that impinge the blood

flow, which is the information flow that I'm talking about. Once we clear untimely

communication, hidden agendas and bureaucracies, this school will be better in

terms of communication.

Unlike the results from the FGDs, a close examination of the survey data indicates that
more than half of the respondents from each university were satisfied with the flow of information
in their respective universities. The respondents’ level of satisfaction as indicated in Chart 5.2
highlights their impression about internal communication as shown in Table 5.3. The Central

University had the highest percentage of respondents (71.6%) indicating their level of satisfaction
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with information flow in their university. More than half of the respondents from UG (62.1%)
were satisfied, similar to those from the GIMPA (61.2%).

While this gives a good impression of information flow to the student body in the various
institutions, it is worth noting respondents’ level of dissatisfaction with information flow as well.

Figure 5.2: Level of Satisfaction with information Flow in the University
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Both UG and GIMPA recorded more than a third of respondents (38% and 37.6% respectively)
registered their dissatisfaction with information flow in their respective universities, whereas CU
had less than a third of its respondents (28.4%) indicating their dissatisfaction. This implies that
information flow among the student populace was better at CU than the other two universities.
Overall, the survey respondents (students) seemed more satisfied with information flow in the

universities than the FGD participants (employees).

5.5 Institutional Strategic Plan
Having explored respondents’ and participants’ views about stakeholder relationship, the

researcher further investigated the internal stakeholders’ level of involvement in strategic planning
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and communication as an example of integrated communication practice. Specifically, their
perceptions about the development and communication of institutional strategy coupled with how
these motivated them to strive for the achievement of the long-term goals of their respective

institutions were explored.

5.5.1 Development of the Institutional Strategic Plan
The findings revealed that the three institutions seemed to have similar experiences in terms of the
development of their respective strategic plans. All the interviewees, both at the management level
and PR offices, said committees were set up to develop their institutional strategic plan. The
membership of their strategic plan committees included stakeholders drawn from the academic
departments, administrative and professional cadre and the external publics. However, none of the
teams set up for this task involved representatives from the Public Relations office. The PR
representative at UG claimed theirs was a participatory process of hearing, sharing, discussing and
reviewing to develop the final template. The PR representative at the CU enumerated the
membership of their team, indicating that he did not take part in developing the strategy:

At the time it was done, we had people from all kinds of backgrounds. We had the

current Council Chair, members from judiciary, people from health, we had staff,

deans and directors, the Registrar and some legal persons as well and then a few

people who were not members of the University but were serving on our Council.

... In fact, then the PR wasn’t a full directorate, it was just a unit under the registry,

so | presume once the Registrar was there, it covered up but the PR wasn’t there.
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His situation was quite different from the PR representative at UG who was also not a
member of the steering committee. However, the committee saw the need to engage her
services and dragged her into the strategy development exercise. She recounted her
experience:
In fact, there was a steering committee for the strategic plan. I am not a member,
even though when they set it up, | was putting the strategic plan together. I would
be called occasionally to tell them where | had reached because if you saw that
book, | had to look at it, study it and say, look this one will be good; we should put
this picture to translate whatever is texted and all that. They were surprised. ... But
| wasn’t generally a member. I think my colleague realised that the sort of
discussion that was going on there, it would be good for me to come in attendance.
So sometimes, my colleague who was the secretary and servicing the committee
would just invite me. ... When they do it then they give it to me and say make sure
you have designed it then and print it. In fact, when they saw the first thing, they
liked it because | also looked at other universities and how they had done theirs and
| said | want to do something similar for [this] university. So that is the proposal |
took to them. | did it on my own non-designed way and | showed them before |
started dealing with the printers. I think I attended about three of the committee’s

meetings ....

The PR representative from GIMPA could not even recall the composition of the team that
developed their institutional strategic plan. On the question of the membership of the team

responsible for the strategic plan, she had this to say: “That’s going to be a tough question
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because I’m not sure. I am not too sure, but I don’t think I was involved. ... but there was a team
that developed it”.

The senior management representative in the same university gave a run-down of the
people who handled their strategic plan and the processes the document was taken through for
approval to confirm that the PR unit was not included in the development of the strategy.
According to him, a sub-committee of the university’s academic board, composed of “professors
of strategic management”, was constituted. The board developed the first draft which was
interrogated by a larger body, a constituent of the academic board after which it was submitted to

the academic board. He explained:
When it is endorsed by the academic board then it goes to some committees of Council for
them to look at before eventually going to Council. There are actually two committees of
the Council, in fact, that are responsible for looking at strategic document. That is, Policy
and Strategy Committee and then Administration, Legal and Grievance Committee. So,

they also have to interrogate before it goes to Council for their approval.

Through all these stages, the GIMPA SMR made no mention of engaging the PR unit.
Consequently, the PR personnel were not considered as part of the people with the relevant

expertise for developing a strategic plan in all the universities.

5.5.1.1 Input from Internal Stakeholders

With regard to internal stakeholders’ involvement in the development of the strategic plans of the
various institutions, the findings revealed diverse views from the internal stakeholders sampled for
this study. For instance, the senior staff at CU indicated that their category of staff was not involved

in developing the strategic plan of their institution. On the question of their contribution to the

175



development of their strategy, one participant said, “for senior staff, we don’t have a union ... so
there was no negotiation and input from us at all”. This indicated that the private university, (CU)
run a different system from UG and GIMPA which had Senior Staff Associations. The faculty at
CU, however, said their representatives were involved in drafting the strategic plan. However, one
member of the group was quick to contend that “I don’t remember that the person representing us
ever met with us in any gathering to give us a gist of what was happening”. A cursory glance
through the membership of the CU strategic plan committee also revealed that the representatives
from academia were members by virtue of their positions as Deans of schools and faculties and
not as delegates from the Central University Teachers’ Association (CUTA). This implies that
some members’ belief about having a representative on the committee was only conjecture.

Some participants of the FGDs at UG had their union executives being part of the team that
developed the institution’s policies such as the strategic plan, though they claimed their executives
did not share any insights with them probably because they (the executives) were not privy to the
details involved. With regard to their contribution to developing their institutional strategy, the
senior staff from UG agreed with the following submission by one of the participants:

In decision making, management of this school do their own thing. Council takes

their decision without involving any employee in their decision making so they

formulate their policies like the strategic plan and put it out there. ... When we talk

about the unions, they are there but the individual staff in the decision making is

nil. Maybe through the unions, sometimes consultations happen. Sometimes too it

doesn’t because we have been meeting quarterly and it is not everything our

executives tell us.
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The senior staff at GIMPA mentioned that their category of staff had very little to do with
the development of the institutional strategic plan which confirmed the earlier submission made
by the SMR of their university regarding the composition of their strategic planning committee.

As indicated by the survey data in Chart 5.3, opinions varied with regard to management’s
involvement of students in drawing up the strategic plans of the various institutions. Only GIMPA
had about half of its respondents (50.6%) showing satisfaction with management’s involvement
of students. As many as 127 respondents representing 61% from UG were not satisfied with the

level of consultation that took place before the development of their strategic plan.

Figure 5. 3: Management’s Involvement of Students in Drawing up Strategic Plan
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Similarly, about three out of every five respondents from CU (63.2%) were dissatisfied
with negotiations made with students in developing their strategic plan. Thus, unlike those from

GIMPA, the respondents from the public and private universities did not seem to be content with
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their level of involvement in the development of important policies such as the strategic plan of

their institutions.

5.5.2 Communication of Strategic Plan

The study further sought to explore perceptions about the effective communication of institutional
strategic plan, in the light of some participants and respondents’ claim that there were no adequate
negotiations during the development of their respective strategic plans. Generally, varied opinions
were expressed about how the various institutions’ strategic plans were communicated, though
there were a few instances where interviewees and participants had consensus. All the interviewees
at both the senior management level and PR offices affirmed that the information on their
respective strategic plans was communicated through various channels such as meetings, seminars,
fora, abridged copies and the website. This was reinforced by the efforts of office holders including
provosts, deans and heads of departments who were tasked to share and sensitise their staff about
their institutional strategy.

In spite of the general consensus, each institution had a peculiar way of dealing with the
effective communication of its strategy. For instance, the SMR at UG claimed that some
employees knew about the strategic plan and used it. However, there was another segment of
employees who had no idea about the source of the strategic plan or how to apply it. According to
her, “they call it Registrar’s strategic plan. So, it’s like far away from them. So, we have strategies
to deal with such employees”.

GIMPA identified a problem with its strategic plan and took steps to develop a new one

that could be communicated effectively. As explained by the SMR from the institution:
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In 2017, we realised that our strategic plan was a little too verbose; there were too
many things in it so it wasn’t reader friendly. Going for the fact that we Ghanaians
don’t like reading, you now go and put a voluminous document in front of them
that it is your strategic plan. It will not be user or reader friendly if I may put it. So,
what we have tried to do this time around is to make sure that it is very brief and
straight to the point, so that when you now state the various things that you are
supposed to do at the university level, you give a broad strategic plan, then the
schools will now pick it and break it down within the context of the framework of

what has been given so that everybody will be involved.

Related to the challenge of dealing with inadequate readership was the problem of illiterate publics
who needed to be dealt with to become part of the broader picture of the institutional framework.
The SMR at CU demonstrated how his institution brought such publics on board:
When the strategy was approved by council, we disseminated it to the Heads of
Department, the deans and the directors and then we had a whole series of
stakeholder meetings and then formed committees within the schools for
implementation of the plan. So, at convocation, the VVC laid out the key drivers of
the plan and the deans and directors picked out relevant parts to implement. | also
did the same thing because it is very broad and different strategies must be dealt
with by different people. So at least at the senior levels, there is quite an
understanding. I’m not sure if the typical junior staff is quite clear where we are
headed and that’s difficult for most organisations because they don’t work at levels

to understand the key strategies. What matters to them is to devolve it. So we make
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junior staff know how what they are doing is contributing to the bigger picture. You

don’t explain the whole strategic plan because it is a waste of time.

According to the SMR and PR representative from UG, their institution designated some
office holders as ‘champions’ for the sake of ensuring the effective communication of their strategy
to enable all staff to work in sync with the achievement of the institutional goals. These champions
included the vice-chancellor (VC), pro-vice chancellor, registrar, provosts, deans, directors and
heads of departments. The SMR expressed how the champions worked with emphasis on the
strategy she adopted as a champion:

With the strategic plan, when we did the action plan, there were champions. ... If

you are a provost, today you have some things that you are supposed to work onp,

Registrar, VC and so on. So, there are champions so I have tried to do what I’'m

champion of. ... The VC is expected to be working on his, and also do it his own

way and so on and so forth. So how do we communicate? | am open to suggestions,

but I believe that if people can listen and react then we are all moving together. The

strategy information cannot just be one way and hope that the communication will

take place. For me that’s how I see it. That’s why I budgeted for the interactions.

This interviewee elaborated the interactions she budgeted for based on her knowledge that her
university’s internal publics had been made aware of their strategic plan but hardly knew what the
whole strategy entailed. As she put it:

Last year when we had our Registrar’s Conference, they (administrative staff) were

aware there was a strategic plan, you know, but they don’t know what is inside. For

many people, they haven’t bothered to go into the content. But they know there is
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a strategic plan. ... So, | budgeted for a few interactions with staff and | did one
with the professional group, admin professional group. My plan was to then move
to another segment this year and then do it little by little. What became absolutely
clear is that you cannot ignore the support, especially the support staff. They are
the ones who tend to stay there long and have the institutional memory so if you
just deal with the heads, the next one will come and they have to start all over again.
So always we try when we have the admin professionals and some support staffs.
It’s a little effort at a time. As somebody said, if we had a lot of money, we could
run twenty interactions and everybody would be on the same spot but we are doing

it once a year, that is pretty slow but one hopes that it will catch there.

Among the FGD participants, strategy communication did not appear to be a popular thing.
Almost all the groups had not had extensive information enough to be abreast with their
institutional strategic plan. The academic staff at CU intimated that there was a big gap in
communicating the strategic plan of their university because only a few people such as deans and
heads of departments were given the abridged copies to share the contents with their staff.
Occasionally, members heard dimensions of the strategy at general fora such as convocation and
graduation ceremonies. Their experience was similar to that of the senior staff from the same
university who only got to know about the strategy during its launch. They added that “afterwards,
some of the top executives were given the whole document for people to know what was
happening. But for what to do at every point in time, we don’t know”. This group considered
themselves at the implementation stage, thinking they had the right to know the details of the
strategy “because we are on the field working to implement all that you are planning”. However,

they were usually left in a limbo. Apparently, the management of CU equipped their heads of units
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to assist with the communication of the strategy, but their effort did not match what pertained on
the ground.

The participants in the senior staff at UG did not express different sentiments from their
counterparts at CU. Consistent with claims by the SMR from UG, some group members exhibited
their ignorance about the authorship of the strategic plan. The majority of group members believed
that it was written by the then vice-chancellor and that they got to know about it from a meeting.
Some group members also claimed they read about the strategic plan on their institutional website.
Though all group members expected that their heads of department (HoDs), being part of
management, would share information that they received about the University’s strategy with
them, this never happened. They, therefore, had the opinion that their HoDs did not “even care
about employees”.

The academic staff at UG, however, had a slightly different experience from the senior
staff in the same institution, regarding the communication of their institutional strategic plan.
Rather than rely solely on their HoDs for information on the institutional strategic plan, the faculty
learnt about it through the university’s website, convocation (staff meetings) and graduation
ceremonies. Not all the members in the faculty group had comprehensive information about the
strategy though. Some mentioned that one had to search thoroughly to find it on the university
website and also the university did not provide frequent information on the strategic plan. The
senior staff at GIMPA expressed a rather apathetic feeling. The members confirmed that the
institutional strategic plan had been communicated to them through emails but it did not really
matter to them. One member explained: ... the strategic plan which is the direction of the institute

is there, but nobody cares about it ... because nothing motivates you to read it”.
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The perceptions of the survey respondents were worse than those expressed by the FGD
participants. Asked about their awareness of the strategic plan of their respective universities, the
majority of respondents indicated that they were not aware of their institutional strategy. As shown
in Chart 5.4, more than four out of every five respondents at CU and UG (86.4% and 82.2%
respectively) said they were unaware whereas 65.9% from GIMPA said they were ignorant about
their institutional strategic plan. Of those who said they were aware, GIMPA recorded the highest
percentage (30.6%).

Figure 5. 4: Awareness of the University’s Strategic Plan
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The data gathered on the accessibility of the strategic plan confirmed the claims by
respondents who said they were ignorant about the strategy. In each institution more than half of
the respondents said they were ‘Not sure’ if their institutional strategic plan was readily accessible.
Together with those who said ‘No,” each institution recorded more than three-quarters of
respondents who were uncertain about the accessibility of their strategic plan. Chart 5.5 illustrates

the distribution of responses.
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Figure 5. 5: Accessibility of the Institutional Strategic Plan
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Similar to the FGD participants, the respondents also indicated that they hardly received
frequent messages on the strategic plan of their universities. As many as 178 (out of the 230)
respondents from UG rarely received information or did not receive information at all about the
strategic plan. The Central University recorded 68 out of 81 respondents in the same situation.

Even GIMPA which recorded the least had 57 out of the 85 respondents admitting this fact. Table
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5.8 provides a graphic distribution of responses.

Table 5. 8: Frequency of Information Received on Strategic Plan

Frequency of Name of Institution
information on Central University of

strategic plan University GIMPA Ghana Total
Very Often il 8 9 18
1.2% 9.4% 4.3% 4.8%
Often 9 14 17 40
11.1% 16.5% 8.2% 10.7%
Rarely 40 39 98 177
49.4% 45.9% 47.1% 47.3%
Not at all 28 18 81 127
34.6% 21.2% 38.9% 34.0%
No Response 3 6 3 12
3.7% 7.1% 1.4% 3.2%
Total 81 85 208 374
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Thus, as far as the communication of institutional strategic plan was concerned, the SMRs
and PR representatives were not on the same page with the internal stakeholders who participated
in this study. The results from the FGDs and survey confirm that the communication of
institutional strategic plan was not done to the expectation of the internal stakeholders drawn from

each university.

5.5.3 Mission and Vision Campaign
One would assume that the PR units in the various institutions would develop strategies to magnify
the communication of their institutional strategy via mission and vision campaigns. However,
some of the PR representatives mentioned that similar to the strategy communication, mission and
vision campaign was a shared responsibility in their institutions. On the question of the strategies
employed for mission and vision campaign, the PR representative from GIMPA did not have much
to say. She only indicated that the PR and Human Resource (HR) units were in charge of
communicating their institutional mission and vision:

Actually, let me be honest with you. It is not Corporate Affairs alone. It is HR. HR

will send it out to staff. This is important that all staff have it on the tip of their

fingers. ... Corporate Affairs will sort of disseminate it to the other publics.

The PR representative of UG expressed mixed sentiments when the same question was put
to her. She maintained that mission and vision campaign should not be the sole responsibility of
the PR Unit. Other offices should play a central role in communicating these values, especially
because some units had developed their own strategic plans to reflect that of the university. More
importantly, senior management should be at the centre of the campaign as they had the

opportunity to interact with different publics. The quote below is illustrative:
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| think that if you look at this question, it may not just be the role of corporate
communications department or in this university, public affairs. This is four years
since we started the vision. All officials are required to be involved in sharing and
also communicating the university’s mission and vision, but most colleges also
have their colleges’ strategic plans, and it translates from what the corporate vision
and mission is. | do not think it is one department or directorate that has to do that.
... I think that above all or beyond even what people think, management should be
the foremost communicator of our vision and mission because they have the
opportunity to interact with people even at the international level and they also have
the means to be able to attract things to the institution by the way they publicise our

vision and mission.

This did not, however, imply that the PR unit would not be part of the publicity because
“what public affairs will do, will be to ensure that in all our communication materials, ... we have
the vision and mission of the university to serve as visible reminders”. Such communication
materials included brochures, calendars and diaries. According to her, one of such communication
materials which could be circulated throughout the University was a mission and vision plaque.
Unfortunately, this agenda could not be implemented extensively not only because of budgetary
constraints, but also because it was not considered as a priority. She buttressed her point with the
following explanation:

When we launched the strategic plan, we had a budget where we could do a mission

and vision plague so that we have it in all offices and lecture halls. We are not

successful in getting approval for that because at the time senior management saw

that it should rest with the various units of the university to do it so that they can
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take it from their budget, so I think it’s a question of budget. ... It is also because
the institution has priority areas, and our priority is research and teaching. Though
it is important to inform our stakeholders and our publics about us, I think on a
scale where monies are needed for research and teaching, using monies to be

producing plaques ... will be something else.

The PR representative at CU shared some of the sentiments of his counterpart at UG in
respect of embossing the mission and vision in publications such as graduation brochures, annual
reports and other related communication materials. The point of departure, however, was that the
CU PR unit succeeded in circulating the mission and vision plaque across the university because
“we were trying to make people understand what we stand for, so we did plagues. You will see it
in every office”. The CU PR representative, unlike his colleague at UG, appeared to have support
from senior management to carry out this agenda. This was reflected in a statement by the SMR at
CU: “... in most of the offices including reception and admissions, we have done a plaque out of
the mission and vision statements and framed it as a reminder to people”.

Another finding worth reporting is the development of strategic plans by various sections
of the university in tandem with the main university strategy. This practice was a characteristic of
UG and GIMPA. As indicated earlier, the UG PR mentioned that the colleges in her university
also had their own strategic plans which “translate from what the corporate vision and mission is”.
The GIMPA SMR also intimated that arrangements had been made for schools to “get their own
strategic plan within the framework of what has been provided by the central administration”. This
practice could either boost or hamper integration depending on the extent of co-ordination or

monitoring.
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Asked about the awareness of their institutional mission and vision, the FGD participants
could not confidently indicate their level of knowledge, though members in each group (especially
those from CU and UG) could recite phrases from their mission and vision. The participants could
not recall any vision or mission campaigns in their institutions, although they heard about the
mission and vision at meetings or read them at their institutional websites. The faculty at UG said
the mission and vision were not so visible on their institutional website and so one had to navigate
to reach them. Interestingly, some of the UG faculty had seen a few vision and mission plaques in
some lecture halls, whereas the participants from CU did not make mention of any vision or
mission plaques at all. These two observations were contrary to claims made by the PR
representatives in the two institutions. Additionally, the participants from UG and CU indicated
that their mission and vision were clear and straightforward. However, the academic staff at CU
intimated that there was no appraisal of the University’s strategic plan so the stakeholders “do not
get a full gauge about how far the University was going”. The senior staff at GIMPA, however,
said “on the website, we still have two visions and two missions”. Therefore, it was not clear to
them which their institution was working with.

The UG participants expressed some perspectives on the communication of their
institutional mission and vision which are worth mentioning. According to the senior staff, what
pertained on the ground was contrary to the mission projected by the University. That is, the
University’s intension to create an enabling environment for national and global development
through cutting-edge research and high-quality teaching and learning, was misleading because
usually, some of the incentives or logistics required for high quality teaching and learning were
either malfunctioning or unavailable. They cited examples of malfunctioning public address

systems or inadequate seats in some lecture halls. Even if requests were made for replacement or
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installation, it would take a long time to respond, implying that teaching and learning would not
occur in an enabling environment as indicated in the University’s mission. Additionally, this
situation would not promote the world-class status the university intended to achieve. One of them
explained:

We can’t say we are a world-class university when students stand two and more

hours to learn. Some don’t get seats because chairs are broken. When equipment

break down, it takes a long time before those things are reinstalled.

In agreement with the claims by the senior staff, the faculty group at UG indicated that
“there is a statement somewhere saying one thing but, on the ground, they are doing different
things. So, a lot of people are not concerned about the University mission/vision”. They maintained
that intermittent internet access, partial allocation of research funds and the bureaucracy one had
to go through to receive or be denied research funding were just examples of some of the
bottlenecks in ensuring an enabling environment for intensive research. One participant described
his experience:

Talking about enabling environment, when you want to source funds to do research,

look at the bureaucracy that they take you through. | submitted an abstract to attend

a conference and it was passed. When | went to see the accounts section, they said

because it was approved by the Office for Research, Innovation and Development

(ORID), I needed an appointment to see the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for ORID. | went

to book the appointment but was never called, so why do you talk about creating

an enabling environment?
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The participants perceived that situation such as this might not motivate faculty to engage in
research and as a consequence of this, UG would have difficulty in attaining its vision of becoming
“a world-class research-intensive university over the next decade”.

Table 5.9 illustrates the survey respondents’ perspectives on the awareness of their
institutional mission and vision. Interestingly, almost the same percentage of respondents who said
they were aware of their institutional mission affirmed their awareness of the vision. Of the three
universities, only CU had more students indicating their awareness of their mission (79%) and
vision (80.2%). GIMPA recorded an equal percentage of students (47.1%) indicating that they
were either aware or unaware of their institutional mission. With regard to their vision, almost half
of the respondents (49.4%) were unaware, whereas 44.7% affirmed their awareness. The
University of Ghana was the only institution which recorded the largest percentage of students
indicating their unawareness of both their institutional mission (67.8%) and vision (60.1%).

The data in Table 5.9 illuminates the submissions made by the PR representatives at CU
and UG regarding the circulation of mission and vision plagues. Follow-up questions revealed that
the students at CU became aware of the mission and vision due to the plaques distributed across

lecture halls and offices in the institution, as indicated by the SMR and PR represenative.
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Table 5. 9: Awareness about University’s Mission & Vision

Are you aware of the University's mission?

Name of Institution Yes No No Response Total
Central University 64 14 3 81
79.0% 17.3% 3.7% 100.0%
40 40 5 85
GIMPA 47.1% 47.1% 5.9% 100.0%
65 141 2 208
University of Ghana 31.3% 67.8% 1.0% 100.0%
169 195 10 374
Total 45.2% 52.1% 2.7% 100.0%
Are you aware of the University's vision? Total

Name of Institution Yes No No Response

Central University 65 13 3 81
80.2% 16.0% 3.7% 100.0%
GIMPA 38 42 5 85
44.7% 49.4% 5.9% 100.0%
University of Ghana 77 125 6 208
37.0% 60.1% 2.9% 100.0%
Total 180 180 14 374
48.1% 48.1% 3.7% 100.0%

institutional mission and vision.

5.5.4 Achievement of Strategic Goals
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In comparison, the UG and GIMPA students indicated that they read about their mission
or vision on their websites. Unlike the CU respondents, they did not have mission plaques in all
lecture halls and offices, which explains why the majority of the UG respondents were unaware of
the institutional mission and vision. Both the FGD and survey data did not record much on mission

or vision campaigns. The negative consequence of this might reflect in the achievement of

The study further sought to find out the extent to which strategic goals had been achieved based
on the communication of institutional strategy. At CU, it was gathered that the University’s core

intent to raise transformational leaders was fully in force. Also, the administrative cadre was




working hard to achieve the University’s objective of becoming a Christian university. Again, the
institution’s objective to move the majority of its academic programmes to its Miotso Campus had
been realised. Additionally, the objective of getting all faculty to pursue terminal degrees (PhD)
was fully in progress. The University had a monitoring and evaluation team responsible for
checking the performance of the institution regarding the achievement of its goals.

The situations at GIMPA and UG were quite different. The SMR at GIMPA confessed that
no evaluation had been conducted scientifically to assess the performance of the strategic plan:
“there is no periodical review to see how we are doing. There is nothing scientific but
unscientifically, we can say things are moving on well”. The SMR at UG equally lamented about
the inability to track the achievement of strategic goals but her claim was based on different
reasons:

It is obvious that it is not just having the plan, but you have to know it; you have to

walk it and implement it and it is the implementation that you need people

(employees) to buy into. ... But it looks like people are not catching it because the

most effective way of implementing the plan is to make it your personal record. So,

if you don’t see your role, you will just be watching the University. People are still

learning to link their action plans to the strategic plan, and | have seen that each

college has tried to carve out what it would do using the strategic plan. But how do

we ensure that the messenger is in, the teachers are in... There’s no reward, neither

is there any punishment, and so people can just get away with it and then when they

are coming for promotion, they bring you their four-year work on their action plans.

It’s a bit useless ... some people have no idea what we are doing.
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Though the SMR indicated that the University’s Institutional Research and Planning Office
(IRPO) was in charge of tracking and evaluating the achievement of key performance indicators
(KPIs), IRPO’s report was usually based on achievements at the college level. The SMR, therefore,
seemed disappointed by the slow pace at which employees were linking their daily routine to the
achievement of the institution’s strategic goals. The PR representative shared some of the
sentiments expressed by the SMR. In her opinion, employees’ attitudes and outputs did not
measure up to what had been communicated about the strategic plan. This made it difficult to
evaluate the achievement of the University’s strategic goals.

The study further investigated how the communication of strategic plan, mission and vision
had motivated FGD participants and survey respondents to contribute to the realisation of their
institutional strategic goals. Though the FGD participants perceived that the communication of
their institutional strategic plan, together with the mission and vision, was poorly done, they all
indicated their contributions to the achievement of institutional goals, except for the senior staff at
GIMPA who reiterated that they were not motivated by their institution to make any contributions
towards the achievement of the institutional strategic goals. Asked about the kind of motivation
they expected, they mentioned “cash”.

On their contributions towards the achievement of institutional goals, both the academic
and senior staff at CU said they engaged in activities that would boost student numbers, as this
was perceived as the ultimate goal the University intended to achieve. Their perspective did not
directly reflect the University’s vision, which is “to raise transformational leaders for our world”
though. On the one hand, the academic staff claimed that there was a marketing committee
composed of faculty who mounted stands at vantage places to announce that “on-the-spot

admission was going on. All this was part of faculty members’ commitment to ensuring the
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achievement of a strategic goal”. The group, however, complained about the lack of a monitoring
and evaluation report which could help them to map out their future strategies. On the other hand,
the senior staff had an underlying reason why they would “go all out to increase student numbers”.
According to them, increase in enrolment meant an opportunity of “getting a jump in salary or
certain allowances”.

At UG, the participants in the two different groups mentioned how they contributed
towards the achievement of the University’s strategic goals. Some members among the senior staff
said they tried to be punctual at work and avoided absenteeism in order to work diligently to help
the University to achieve its goals. Others actually stated the specific activities they performed.
For example, one member said that as a technician, his contribution towards creating “an enabling
environment” for “high quality teaching and learning” was to ensure that the microphones in the
lecture halls worked perfectly for lectures. Another participant said his work in the University
Library enabled him to contribute to the University’s vision of attaining the world-class research-
intensive status in that he directed students and faculty who visited the Library to the sections
where they could find relevant research materials.

Similar to the senior staff, the UG academic staff enumerated some of the activities they
performed. Some claimed that they created an enabling environment for teaching and research by
engaging in quality teaching, maintaining good lecturer-student relationships and supervising
student research. Others said they published their research findings in high-impact journals and
made presentations at both local and international conferences which contributed to the attainment
of the University’s vision. However, similar to the female group at CU, they had an underlying
agenda for engaging in intensive research. The group members expressed a general consensus

about one participant’s submission:
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At our own level, we are trying to do some publications in reputable journals and
that adds to the university’s ranking as far as research productivity is concerned. So
even though, | have not received any funding, at least, |1 have done a couple of
publications on my own which contributes to the university’s vision.... The
paradox of it is that even if you are not being rewarded, you are supposed to publish
in order to get promoted. When it comes to that, you have no options. Whether you

like it or not, you have to do it if you really want to survive in the system.

The above statement illuminates the earlier assertion by the SMR at UG regarding
employees linking their action plans to promaotion.

Table 5.10 summarily describes the survey respondents’ understanding of the messages
communicated about their university’s strategic plan and their contributions towards the
achievement of strategic goals. The most interesting aspect of the data is that for all the institutions,
the percentages of respondents who agreed that they understood the messages communicated were
close to those who said the communication helped them to contribute to the achievement of
strategic goals. For instance, GIMPA recorded 63.5% of students who claimed they understood
the messages communicated about their strategic plan and 62.4% of those who said the
communication helped them to contribute to the achievement of their strategic goals, whereas at
UG 27% and 29.9% indicated their understanding and contribution respectively. Similarly, those
who said they did not understand the messages communicated indicated that the communication
did not help them to contribute to the achievement of strategic goals. For example, UG recorded
69.7% of students who misunderstood the messages communicated about the strategic plan and
67.8% of those who thought the communication did not help them to contribute to the achievement

of the strategic goals.
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Table 5. 10: Student Understanding of Messages about Strategic Plan and Contribution to
the Achievement of Strategic Goals

Name of Institution Total
Central University | GIMPA | University of Ghana
The messages | receive about the university's strategic plan are well understood
Strongly Agree 5 9 7 21
6.2% 10.6% 3.4% 5.6%
Agree 28 45 49 122
34.6% 52.9% 23.6% 32.6%
Disagree 33 20 108 161
40.7% 23.5% 51.9% 43.0%
Strongly 10 7 37 54
Disagree 12.3% 8.2% 17.8% 14.4%
No Response 5 4 7 16
6.2% 4.7% 3.4% 4.3%
Total 81 85 208 374
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
The messages | receive about the university's strategic plan help me to contribute to the
achievement of strategic goals
9 9 13 27
Strongly Agree 11.1% 10.6% 6.3% 7.2%
Agree 22 44 49 133
27.2% 51.8% 23.6% 35.6%
Disagree 40 23 102 147
49.4% 27.1% 49.0% 39.3%
Strongly 5 6 39 54
Disagree 6.2% 7.1% 18.8% 14.4%
No Response 5 3 5 13
6.2% 3.5% 2.4% 3.5%
Total 81 85 208 374
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The data from CU shows that more than half (53%) of the respondents misunderstood the

messages, whereas a close percentage (55.6%) said the communication did not help them to

contribute to the achievement of strategic goals.

Together, these results provide important insights into the claims made by the PR

representatives and FGD participants. For example, the findings from CU did not reflect the claims

made by the PR representative that by saturating their lecture halls and offices with the institutional

mission and vision the intended communication would be achieved. The CU survey respondents
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proved that mission and vision plaques were not enough to provide understanding of institutional
strategic plan. The data from UG respondents also confirmed the FGD participants’ claims that
the communication of their institutional strategic plan had not been well done as more than three

out of five respondents said they did not understand what was communicated.

5.6 The Implementation of IC

The study investigated the placement of PR practitioners at the management table and how this
influenced the roles they played in implementing the concept. In addition, management’s support
for IC, based on their understanding of the concept was explored. The following sections present

the data gathered on these aspects of the study.

5.6.1 Placement and Roles of the Communication Expert

The data revealed that all the three institutions had heads for their PR units. Of the three, only the
Director of Public Affairs at UG had a master’s degree in Communication Studies and professional
training in Public Relations. The Head of the Corporate Affairs Directorate at GIMPA had a
master’s degree in Business Administration, whereas the Head of Corporate Affairs and PR
Directorate at CU had a master’s degree in Organisation Development. On the question of whether
the Heads/Directors of PR were part of senior management (or the dominant coalition) in their
respective institutions, the representative at GIMPA claimed she was part of senior management.
She explained that: “T don’t even report to the Registrar; I report directly to the Rector. ... I also sit as a

non-voting member on the academic board and on the executive management as a voting member”.

However, her statement did not conform to the SMR’s claim that the Corporate Affairs

Director reported directly to the Registrar “who was the focal person as much as communication

197



was concerned. ... So, Corporate Affairs works with the external people on behalf of the registrar”.
The Registrar, according to the SMR, was a member of senior management whereas the corporate
affairs director was not.

Similarly, the responses from the PR representatives from UG and CU were at variance
with the GIMPA representative’s submission. Both representatives indicated that the PR Director
was not part of the senior management in their respective institutions. The CU representative said
in the structure of their institution, senior management was composed of only the Vice-Chancellor,
Pro-Vice-Chancellor, Registrar and Deans. The PR Director was a senior member but not part of
the dominant coalition, though he was involved in some of the decisions taken by senior
management because “‘sometimes top management seeks my opinions on decisions they want to
take since this has implications on our image and brand”. Additionally, he served on certain
committees and sub-committees. His statements were confirmed by the SMR at CU who said that
the PR Director was not at the level of director; he was “an in-charge”, and as a consequence of
the level of seniority, he was not part of senior management meetings but he got adequate briefing
to be able to do his job well. He added that “for a PR person to be part of top management, the
person has to get to the registrar position” because by the structure of the University, “the PR
Director is not a member of top management”.

Similar to the PR representative at CU, the one at UG said their dominant coalition did not
include the head of the PR unit. She thoroughly explained that:

The way the University structure is, it is the Registrar who is a member of senior

management but ’'m not a member. For me, it is not a good thing for you to be on

the same committee or platform with your supervisor. ... I prefer to receive the
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instructions as a dutiful public servant so that if the Registrar, my boss, has

something which concerns my unit, | expect my boss to tell me to do it.

Her statement was reaffirmed by the SMR at UG who indicated that the Registrar was part
of senior management and so she had the mandate to communicate management decisions.
However, the Director of Public Affairs was sometimes assigned to communicate the Registrar’s
circular on the University’s webpage.

On the question of autonomy, the GIMPA representative said she enjoyed “55%
autonomy,” which she explained to mean that her directorate was one of the only two directorates
that reported directly to the Rector of the institute. She also took instructions directly from the
Rector and sometimes, from the Registrar. “So, I have a lot of power. ... As to whether I use it is
what I don’t know, but I don’t witness too many meddlesome situations, you know”, she added.
Her claim was, however, rebutted by the SMR who maintained that the Registrar, being the main
communicator, wielded autonomy because the message he crafted was not vetted by any officer
provided he was communicating in the interest of the Institute. However, the administrative staff
representing the Registrar in other sections of the Institute, including the Director of Corporate
Affairs, sometimes referred their messages to the Registrar for vetting.

Unlike the GIMPA representative, the CU PR representative gave indication that he was
not autonomous in his communication efforts. Though the directorate developed many
communication materials, information circulated to the internal and external publics had to be
approved by the Registrar or the Vice-chancellor. This was confirmed by the SMR who said:

The PR reports to me and they have no gaps in briefing. They do the message design

and graphics all by themselves, but they will bring it up for discussions and then

we will work it out. When it comes to media scheduling, they are basically in charge
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of it. We let them decide, based on their understanding of the landscape, how media
may be scheduled. Whether they are going print or electronic, they are completely
autonomous in that regard. But we ensure that the moment we have information

which must be put out, we work together in this kind of thing.

The CU SMR reiterated that the PR Director was mandated to develop some
communication materials and handle media relations in order to avoid reducing him to “the roles
of a messenger such as taking protocols and passports as was characteristic of certain
organisations”. He also added that though the PR Director helped with the design of messages for
the Vice-chancellor (VC), he could not own such messages because “no matter how close the PR
is to the VC, the VC is the key spokesperson”.

Similar to the PR representative at CU, the PR representative at UG said the Director of
Public Affairs did not wield autonomy. She explained:

If you are part of the University, you can’t be autonomous. Whatever message 1

craft or even if | want to communicate to both internal and external publics, | need

to first bounce it off my superiors so | cannot be autonomous in communicating.

Autonomy will come when for example, you have received information from your

superior saying this is coming from outside of the University, it is ok for you to

communicate or you see something which is normal but not sensitive information.

But communicating about the University, you cannot achieve that autonomy.

She further indicated that for collegial purposes, one had to share information with senior
management before communicating such information to the University’s publics so that such

communication would not come as a surprise to them. Additionally, senior management might
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want to add information from meeting decisions which the PR unit might not be privy to.
“Therefore, when you are communicating on behalf of an institution, it has to be co-ordinated.
You can’t just do it alone because once it goes out, you can’t erase it”, she said.

The SMR at UG endorsed this claim, adding that “we don’t have any such autonomous
administration. 1 mean we expect that they (Public Affairs) will give the advice for us and we
approve and then run with it”. In addition, the Public Affairs Director had authorisation to prepare
letters for the Registrar’s signature, react to publications in the media, design general notices and
communicate information from her office and from management. “So, there’s one that she
develops the content and there is one that she’s the medium for communication”, she indicated.
The above discussion suggests that all the PR directors were not completely autonomous.

It was also gathered that the heads of the PR units had budgetary constraints in handling
their communication duties. This was evident especially in the submissions by the interviewees at
UG and CU. The PR representative at UG reported about the lack of budget for the mission and
vision plaques she planned for. Additionally, a university that aspired to achieve a world-class
research-intensive agenda would be more concerned with cutting-edge research than allocating
budgets to publicity materials such as plaques, banners and signage. The SMR at UG also gave
indication that her office operated within their budget allocation, and it was expected that every
other office would do the same. These interviewees’ perceptions were buttressed by the CU PR
representative who said, “the nice ideas usually get stuck when you don’t have the funds to push
them”. The SMR at his institution confirmed his claim saying:

There always will be budgetary constraints because they (PR) can’t get everything

they want. If you leave them, they will blow the budget on advertising, but we really

don’t have that kind of money.
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It seemed, therefore, that both the PR representatives and SMRs were aware that communication

efforts in the institutions were affected by budgetary constraints.

5.6.2 Availability of Communication Strategy
It was found that apart from CU, none of the other institutions had a communication strategy that
served as the blueprint for the IC process. When asked whether there was a communication strategy
to guide the IC process, the PR representative at CU had this to say:

There is a document which is on marketing and communication for the University;

it has a leaning on the main strategic document which is guiding us for the next ten

years. ... It was developed by a team led by the head of the Marketing Department.

The document, according to him, “mentions social media as one of the institution’s key
channels of communication as well as co-ordination and consistency in communication”. The
document was not circulated widely to the entire university, though the Corporate Affairs and PR
Directorate used it as a guide. On this issue, the SMR’s statement was at variance with the
submission by the PR representative. The SMR gave the indication that the communication
strategy would be developed by the PR unit in consultation with senior management, implying that
no such document existed.

The GIMPA PR representative said a team composed of a lecturer, representatives of the
Corporate Affairs office, an external consultant and students were developing a communication
strategy which would guide their IC efforts. Asked about the details of the document, she said the
strategy would have a mission statement and a vision as well as objectives. However, the SMR at

GIMPA did not seem to be aware of the development of any communication strategy for the IC
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process. Asked if there was a communication strategy that guided the integrated communication
process in their institution, he enquired about the essence of developing a communication strategy.
At UG, the PR representative was straight to the point when she was asked about the
availability of a communication strategy. She said:
In fact, we don’t have a document that we can hold on to. No. Even if we have a
strategy, it is a spoken one or an unwritten one, but we don’t have a document that

| can show you.

Similar to the SMR at GIMPA, the SMR at UG requested for the explanation of the term,
communication strategy, when a question was posed to find out about the availability of such a
document. Based on the explanation, she confirmed the statement made by the PR representative
saying: “I don’t think we developed one”.

Based on the analysis above, it is clear that the data collected for this study did not have
any concrete evidence of a communication strategy for the implementation of integrated

communication in any of the three institutions.

5.6.3 The Use of Technology

The data revealed that the universities had adopted social media as one of their major means of
communicating with their internal stakeholders, though further probes showed minimal use of
these media. At CU, social media platforms (especially WhatsApp groups) had been created for
all categories of staff, aside the use of the University’s website and intranet for communication.
GIMPA and UG also used the websites and intranet widely for communication in addition to
departmental and unions’ WhatsApp platforms, though unlike CU, their WhatsApp platforms were

managed by the respective groups and not by the institutions.
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In all the universities, the institutional homepage appeared to be a major source of
information, though some of the research participants complained that one had to navigate
thoroughly to reach the information required. Apart from GIMPA, the stakeholders from CU and
UG claimed that their intranet was managed well by their public relations offices, especially with

regard to communicating information.

5.6.4 Support from Senior Management
There was a consensus among the interviewees regarding senior management support for the
implementation of integrated communication in the institutions. Both the SMRs and PR
representatives gave reasons to confirm their belief that senior management was in support of IC
activities. Of the three SMRs, the one at CU appeared to be the most certain about what I1C entailed
and the implications of management support for the agenda. He said:
You make sure that you don’t limit the PR budget when it is justifiable because the
benefits of IC are for all of us. And once you give them the resources, including
financial support ... equipment, camera, staffing and the rest, you make sure they

are able to deliver.

This SMR deemed it important for senior management to appreciate the critical role of PR staff in
the IC process by equipping them well enough resources to make them more effective. He
mentioned training programmes/short courses and exposure to other institutions as some of the
opportunities that the PR staff could enjoy to give them a broader understanding of the field of IC.
He acknowledged the Corporate Affairs Directorate as the unit that initiated and designed most of
the University’s communication materials in consultation with management. Additionally, he

commended the unit for its mediation and for being proactive in external communication. The unit
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also played a key role in expanding the means by which the university could be visible, including
the introduction of social media platforms. All these, according to the SMR, facilitated the 1C
process. The PR representative at CU admitted that senior management was in support of IC to a
large extent. He said:

We have enjoyed a lot of support from senior management. It’s been easy doing a

lot of things because you hardly send an idea that will be shut down. The challenge,

though, has been the budget. ... [ want a budget that is fluid enough for you to do

all the things you wish to.

Unlike the SMR at CU who exhibited some understanding of the 1C process, the one at
GIMPA requested for the explanation of the term when the researcher sought to find out his level
of understanding. Thinking that the Registrar was the focal person for communication at GIMPA,
he had a slightly different opinion when the question of senior management support for integrated
communication was posed:

Why do you think management would not lend this support when me ... the

Registrar is also a member of management and only carry information within the

context of the institution’s mandate? ... You cannot go outside that and begin to

talk about issues that have nothing to do with the institution’s regulatory

framework.

What this implies is that being the main communicator and part of senior management, the
Registrar was also at the centre of the IC process. Therefore, he could influence senior management
support for the process. He did not link the support from management to the PR unit, though the

interview with the PR representative revealed that the PR unit enjoyed a lot of support from senior
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management with regard to the IC process. She said: “senior management is very supportive; they
are right behind me and ready to listen to whatever suggestions I make”.

Similar to the SMR at GIMPA, the SMR at UG requested for the explanation of integrated
communication. When she was later asked whether senior management lent its full support to an
IC agenda, she had this to say:

| should say I don’t know why we should not. I don’t see why if it should get us to

where we want to go, why we should not support it. ... We will probably ask public

affairs to take a shot at it, draw a plan and when they finish, we circulate it and then

probably be able to reward if any department or unit which is able to use it well. It

is not a bad thing so if it is planned, why shouldn’t we use it?

Unlike the SMR at GIMPA, her countenance revealed someone who had not really
experienced IC (as explained) but thought it was a laudable idea. The PR representative confirmed
management support at UG indicating that senior management had been particularly co-operative
to a large extent. She mentioned the availability of office space for all staff in the Public Affairs
Directorate and collaboration with other units of the University such as the university library, the
ICT and archival units which facilitated their IC efforts. She added that senior management also
used the communication materials produced by the Public Affairs unit and sometimes repeated
some statements developed by the unit when delivering speeches. This had contributed immensely
to communicating the institution’s corporate identity. All these, she said, also confirmed
management support for the unit’s communication efforts. She, however, wished there could be
more professional staff and enough budget to make the unit’s work smoother. It can be noted from
the above analysis that both the SMRs and the PR representatives perceived IC as a worthy

communication process to support.
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5.7 Summary
This chapter dealt with the presentation of the research findings. The data collected from the three
institutions, using different sources of evidence, in-depth interviews, focus group discussions,
survey and qualitative content analysis, were presented with particular attention to in-case analysis
and across-case analysis. Additionally, the data were organised around the five broad themes that
formed the basis of this study: the co-ordination of internal communication, stakeholder integration
and relationship management, cross-functional collaboration, strategy communication and
mission/vision campaign and the implementation of integrated communication.

The findings revealed that the internal publics in all the three institutions perceived
fragmentation in internal communication, cross-functional collaboration and the communication
of institutional strategic plan, mission and vision. The next chapter deals with the discussion of the

research findings.
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CHAPTER SIX

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

6.0 Introduction
The study set out to investigate internal stakeholders’ perceptions about the practice of integrated
communication in three universities in Ghana with the main objective of recommending the
effective management of Integrated Communication in institutions. This chapter focuses on the
discussion of the key findings. The discussion is woven around the emergent themes and the
following research questions which the study sought to address:
1. In what ways will internal communication and relationship management in the institutions
be linked to the performance of internal stakeholders’ roles?
2. What are the ways in which the communication of institutional strategic plan connect
with internal publics’ contributions to the achievement of institutional strategic goals?
3. How do the roles of PR practitioners intersect with PR strategies for the implementation
of integrated communication in their institutions?
4. How does top management’s understanding of integrated communication link with its
support for the implementation of IC in an institution?
The chapter addresses these questions by examining the empirical data against scholarship
within the field of integrated communication, while explaining the theoretical paradigms that

support the concept of IC.
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6.1 Internal Communication and Relationship Management for Stakeholder Output

The objective of investigating the internal communication and relationship management in the
universities was to determine the actors involved, the channels used, consistency in
communication and the extent to which internal stakeholder relationship contributes to work
output. This was premised on the fact that the holistic co-ordination of multiple communication
activities and the different expertise demonstrated by internal publics are important in the IC

process and help institutions to realise their desired goals as observed by Smith (2012b).

6.1.1 Co-ordination of Internal Communication and Internal Stakeholders’ Output
Scholarship suggests that co-ordination is cardinal to attaining efficiency in communication and
ultimately helps institutions to achieve their objectives (Akrani, 2011; Du Plessis and Thomson,
2013). Again, the literature categorises three different actors who can co-ordinate internal
communication as an individual, a steering committee and adhoc meetings, each of which consists
of communication manager(s) (van Riel, 1995). The findings presented in Chapter Five, however,
reveal that the universities hardly employ the actors for co-ordination as mentioned in the
literature. Rather, the co-ordination of communication in each university mainly rests with the
Registrar (who is considered as the key actor). The PR director only assists with the process.
Additionally, administrative staff, Deans, Directors and Heads of Department assist with
internal communication in the institutions. Of all these actors, only the PR director is a
communication manager, though he/she is not the focal person for internal communication in the
university system. This suggests that the university has its own protocols for dealing with internal
communication, a system which regards the Registrar, rather than the PR director as the main

communicator. The reason behind the university system designating the Registrar as the main actor
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in the communication process could be attributed to the fact that, the Registrar is the Secretary to
the University Council, the highest decision-making body and other important boards and
committees including the Academic Board. Any administrative staff (in the registrar cadre) who
serves on such boards can only be delegated, where necessary, to communicate on behalf of the
Registrar.

It is also gathered from the data that there is fragmentation in internal communication at
the institutions in that co-ordination appears to be distorted. Only the actors at the top management
level (including the Registrar) seem to co-ordinate with the PR director (especially at CU and UG).
At the Colleges/Schools/Faculties and Departments, however, co-ordination seems to dwindle as
variously expressed in the submissions of the FGD participants. The complaints lodged by the
FGD participants suggest that Deans, Directors, Heads of Departments and Administrators who
are expected to relay information to staff do not perform this role as planned. There seems to be a
distinct lack of strategies to ensure synergy in the communication process, contrary to
recommendations by Moriarty (1994), Rouse (2006) and Mulder (2008). The implication is that
each institution suffers conversation fragmentation (Grissom, 2019).

It was noted that the SMRs could not easily identify the main factor leading to the lag in
internal communication. They mainly blamed it on the channels used and, therefore, resorted to
the use of multiple channels of communication (as suggested by Welch, 2012) including memos,
letters, intranet, meetings, with the intension of reaching the internal publics through different
means. However, there was no evidence of audience research to identify the channels preferred by
the different internal publics as articulated by Welch and Jackson (2007). Interactions with the
research participants revealed their preferred channels which confirmed Welch’s (2012) notion on

‘usability.” The usability of internal communication media was seen in the FGD participants’
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preferences for memos and emails or a combination of the two, which they claimed were reliable.
The survey respondents also chose their institutional website as their most reliable source of
information.

This study does not reveal much to support the different views that scholarship offers for
the smooth co-ordination of internal communication. With the use of communication channels for
instance, the research participants appear to face peculiar challenges with each of their preferred
channels. Some of them complained about unreliable internet connectivity which delayed access
to online messages or instructions and subsequently hampered the performance of their roles.
Others who preferred communication through memos and letters criticised the untimely delivery
of information or the delivery of letters to wrong offices which delayed their response or reaction
to the roles expected of them. These two concerns came up especially from the FGD sessions at
CU and UG. The PR representatives at the same institutions also complained about the sluggish
protocols associated with seeking management approval for communication, whereas the survey
respondents registered their dissatisfaction with the untimely release of information, confirmed
submissions by the FGD participants and PR representatives. To the FGD participants at GIMPA,
the unclear definition of roles at the management level delayed the communication of institutional
decisions which led them to resort to rumours as a major source of information.

The above challenges, associated with the internal communication processes in the
universities, defeat the call for effective co-ordination of institutional communication for the
achievement of institutional objectives as proposed by Du Plessis and Thomson (2013), Smith
(2012), Akrani (2012) and Duncan and Caywood (1996). From the theoretical point of view, these
challenges do not help to reduce the barriers to integration as presented in Duncan and Caywood’s

(1996) model. The scenario presented shows that the communication actors appear to be at one
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end of the spectrum trying to handle internal communication to the best of their ability, while the
internal publics wallow at the other end of the spectrum to grab useful information. The end result
is fragmentation in internal communication which has negative implications for work output
because as some of the FGD participants indicated, they do their jobs based on information
received. Therefore, when information is delayed or not delivered as expected, their schedule is
jeopardised. For internal communication to be effective in the institutions, the PR manager must
be charged to map out the effective procedures for co-ordinating communication.

On the issue of image management, the data provides enough evidence to show that the
FGD participants at CU and UG, together with the survey respondents in all the institutions, are
happy with their institutional image through the deployment of institutional logos, colour scheme
and typography. For the research participants at CU and UG, their perceptions could be attributed
to the SMRs and PR representatives’ claims that those institutions are making stringent efforts to
ensure consistency in their institutional visual symbols. This exercise, in both institutions, is
guided by certain protocols which allow the institutions to develop identical visual symbols for all
departments. It is clear that the little changes made in the deployment of their visual symbols make
the research participants proud of their institutions as expressly indicated by the participants at
CuU.

Though the perceptions variously expressed by the research participants are not completely
supported by the data generated from the content analysis on the deployment of the institutional
visual symbols, they provide evidence of Massey’s (2015) image maintenance stage which informs
an institution to improve its image management effort based on feedback received from
stakeholders. In effect, the internal stakeholders’ perceptions are useful feedback that the

institutions require to firm up their strategies to enhance their image (Massey, 2015; Massey. 2010;
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Gilpin, 2010). Again, as Hussain and Ferdous (2014) would envisage, the universities’
determination to implement a consistent and holistic programme on the deployment of their visual

symbols would retain a positive image among their various stakeholders.

6.1.2 Integration of Internal Stakeholders and Relationship Management
The literature recommends two-way communication and stakeholder involvement in the integrated
communication process (Briola, 2015; Morsing and Schultz, 2006, Freeman, 2004). Again,
Hawrysz and May (2017) and Barker (2013) explain that engaging stakeholders in sustainable and
mutually beneficial relationships ensures their commitment to working towards the attainment of
institutional goals. For these reasons, Niemann-Struweg (2014) and Barker (2013) advocate for
interactive engagement, knowledge creation and sharing. Against this backdrop, a key objective
of this study was to assess interactive communication and stakeholder relationship management in
the three institutions. Measuring the evidence in this study against the ideals projected by these
scholars, it is apparent from the FGD panels that interactive communication is very minimal in the
three universities. Though the SMRS and PR representatives were confident about the prevalence
of interactive communication between management and other internal stakeholders in their
institutions, the FGD participants and survey respondents generally expressed contrary views.
The picture that emerges from the findings is that, interactions between employees and
management in the institutions lack the factors that bode well for sustainable relationships. The
four broad issues that were identified by the FGD participants were inadequate two-way
communication, the lack of cordial management-stakeholder relationship, unreliable feedback
loops and bureaucracy, which the UG faculty referred to as “chains of command”. The views of

the survey respondents regarding the lack of reliable feedback loops and unresponsiveness by
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management confirm that the internal stakeholders involved in the study are not happy with the
management-stakeholder relationship in the three institutions.

Engaging internal publics and interacting effectively with them supports the use of the
involvement strategy (which advocates two-way communication) rather than the response strategy
or the one-way delivery (Morsing and Schultz, 2006). As articulated by the FGD participants,
stakeholder engagement makes the publics confident to justify, defend and protect management
decisions to make operationalisation easier. Consistent with the literature (Niemann-Struweg,
2014; Morsing and Schultz, 2006), some FGD participants collectively identified some of the
factors that facilitate internal publics’ support for management decisions. Stakeholder engagement,
effective interactions and dialoguing, according to these participants, will enable management to
elicit the internal publics’ support and mold them into worthy ambassadors for their respective
institutions. Though these views were predominantly expressed by the participants at CU, those at
UG indicated similar sentiments when they expressed appreciation for a seminar organised for
senior staff to solicit their views on the performance of their institutional strategic plan.

That management’s failure to engage internal publics effectively does not encourage them
to work wholeheartedly and help with the institutional implementation processes also came up
clearly in the FGD sessions. This implies that consistent with the literature (Pitt, 2014; Andriof et
al., 2002), the participants understand the critical role of communication in encouraging internal
publics to work for the implementation of management decisions. Unfortunately, the findings of
this study do not seem to support Briola’s (2015) recommendation that stakeholder integration is
vital for the attainment of institutional goals.

In terms of theoretical perspectives, the kind of symbiotic relationship expected in

integrated communication as projected by the systems theory (Laszlo and Krippner, 1997) is not
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very prevalent in the findings of this study. Once the internal communication remains vertical, top-
down or one-way, it is difficult to integrate the internal publics to the system and make them part
of the whole integration picture. In other words, without adequate two-way communication,
employees consider themselves detached from the system entity and feel discouraged to contribute
their quota to the success of the system. Though the data partly supports the stakeholder-based
integration stage (Duncan and Caywood, 1996) based on the identification of the institutional
stakeholders by the SMRs and the assignment of internal stakeholders to HoDs and Deans for
relationship management, there is no evidence of a fully integrated communication function led
by Public Relations as prescribed by Duncan and Caywood’s (1996) model.

As part of its objective to examine stakeholder integration, this study also investigated how
cross-functional collaboration reflected in the relationship among internal publics especially the
FGD participants. Cross-functional collaboration normatively allows employees with different
expertise to work in teams in an enabling environment that facilitates creativity and knowledge
sharing for the achievement of a common goal (Beck, 2019; Smith, 2012a). This implies that team
spirit and open communication are the defining principles in this kind of communication terrain.
The data from this study, however, appears to suggest that the universities do not have a good
platform for collaboration. Though the FGD participants expressed divergent views about
collaboration among the various departments, the general impression created at CU and UG is that
collaboration is difficult to achieve. Departments are not receptive enough due to unhealthy
competition among them and an ownership culture which is prevalent at UG. The groups that
claimed collaboration was easy in their institutions referred to their colleagues or friends who
readily provided them with the information required, implying that cross-functional collaboration

IS very scanty in the institutions.
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At UG and CU, the data only shows effective collaboration among the Registrar’s office,
the PR unit and other constituent units of top management, whereas GIMPA is not clear about
collaboration, due to the divergent accounts by the PR representatives and the SMR. The likely
reason for the fragmented collaboration among employees is that there is no mechanism to whip
up a team spirit among the various departments. Also, as noted by Wilsea (2018), the universities
lack the degree of alignment required for different departments to articulate the institutional brand.
Consequently, people tend to use their expertise in isolation. This defeats the purpose of
knowledge sharing and the property of equifinality (explained in Chapter Two) which allows
system units to thread different paths (or use their diverse expertise) with the aim of achieving an
ultimate goal.

The data gathered on open communication is interpreted with much caution given the
divergent views expressed by the research participants. The findings from the SMRs and the PR
representatives in all the institutions give indication that there is open flow of communication in
their respective universities. However, their ideas about open communication are limited to
discussions at meetings where union representatives are present, especially at UG. Though CU
claims that management keeps an open door to internal publics for discussions, it appears that the
publics’ inputs may not necessarily make any impact because management may not work with
those inputs as indicated by the senior staff and PR representative. Whereas the senior staff in the
same institution is outright in admitting to a closed system of information flow, the academic staff
is not very certain. The latter eventually admits that management cannot always dialogue with
internal publics, but they should ensure that the publics are well informed, which implies that
information flow is not very open. The comparison made by UG faculty group sums up the whole

argument and confirms the fact that there is fragmentation in communication at the university.

216



That is, information flows in piece meal at UG similar to blood circulation in a person with “a mild
stroke”.

The combination of findings on the flow of communication does not support the conceptual
premise that great institutions create an atmosphere of open communication and encourage
communication across management ranks and departments (Gronstedt, 2000). Such an atmosphere
also enables both vertical and horizontal communication which includes cross-functional
communication, but this seems to be lacking in the institutions that were investigated.

There are several issues emerging from the findings on internal communication and
stakeholder relationship. First, internal communication may appear to be well co-ordinated as
submitted by the SMRs and PR representatives in the various institutions. Again, stakeholder
relationship may seem cordial and interactive with appropriate feedback loops that enable two-
way communication. However, the submissions by many of the research participants show that
the internal publics and management live in two completely different worlds. Whereas
management is of the view that stringent efforts have been made and the necessary protocols put
in place for a well-coordinated internal communication and stakeholder integration, the internal
stakeholders, are generally not happy with the turn of events. The internal publics’ complaints
about the untimely release of information, poor network, unreliable feedback loops, poor inter-
departmental collaboration, poor interactivity and management-employee relationship raise
concerns about the poor management of IC in the institutions. Essentially, there is a disconnection
between the effort management seems to be making and the internal publics’ expectations.

The above analysis implies that the internal publics are not adequately informed to perform
their duties. Also, the findings of this study hardly demonstrate the open system of communication

which is associated with two-way communication and a high level of interaction and
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interdependence (Gregory, 2000). Rather, the institutions exhibit factors of the closed system
which allows limited interactions as explained by Gregory (2000) and Cutlip et al. (2006). The
study does not provide enough evidence to support the properties of systems theory such as holism,
homeostasis and self-regulation which are necessary for the survival of integrated communication
(Mele et al., 2010; Barlie and Polese. 2010; Miller, 2009; Caldwell, 2012; Christopher, 2007;
Senge, 1990; Covington, 1998). Consequently, it can be argued that Integrated Communication is

not effective in the three institutions.

6.2 Strategy Communication for the Achievement of Institutional Goals

Literature points out that one way of measuring the success of Integrated Communication is to
identify the realisation of institutional strategic goals as well as the mission and vision (Niemann-
Struweg, 2014; Massie and Anderson, 2003). Against this background, this study explored the
communication of institutional strategic plans as an example of integrated communication practice
by the institution. One of the objectives of this study, therefore, was to investigate how stakeholder
engagement and the communication of institutional strategy influenced the internal publics’

contributions to institutional goals.

6.2.1 Stakeholder Involvement in Strategy Development

According to scholarship, it is very important to seek the inputs of internal publics in developing
institutional strategic plan because this participatory venture urges the publics to buy into the
strategy, own it and yearn to be team players for achieving the desired goals (Dean, 2015). Even
more important is the inclusion of the PR manager in the development process due to his/her role

in communicating the strategy to institutional publics (Gallup, 2017; Moriarty, 1994). In line with
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these suggestions, the study investigated the degree to which the communication of institutional
strategic plan, mission and vision motivated the research participants to contribute to the
realisation of institutional strategic goals. The data, however, do not show any significant results
to confirm the points raised by the literature.

Beginning with the development of the institutional strategic plans, all the universities
exhibited common features that show that the internal publics were not involved. In spite of the
vital role PR plays in such processes, none of the three institutions showed evidence of PR
inclusion in the steering committees set up for the development of their strategic plans. It,
therefore, appears that the committees were set up without a clear understanding of the relevance
of PR’s role in the exercise. The UG steering committee was, however, attuned enough to realise
the need for PR involvement. The contribution made by the Director of Public Affairs that, «...
my colleague who was secretary and servicing the committee ... realised that the sort of discussion
that was going on there, it would be good for me to come in attendance”, is consistent with Gallup
(2017) and Moriarty's (1994) position on the involvement of the communication or PR manager
in such processes.

The data on internal stakeholder engagement reveal divergent views from the FGD
participants. Generally, the views expressed by the FGD participants are inconsistent with Dean’s
(2015) suggestions on employee involvement in the process of developing an institutional strategic
plan. The participants from GIMPA, just like the senior staff at CU, were certain that they were
not involved in the process. Though the academic staff at CU and the senior staff group at UG felt
they were represented, further investigations did not support their assertions. The former was found
not to be involved in the process, whereas the latter which was represented did not receive any

feedback from their representatives as expected. It, therefore, appears that the private and quasi-
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public universities do not make provisions that allow internal publics (employees) to be
represented on committees for drawing up policies such as a strategic plan. On the other hand,
participants from the public university who have a window for union representation hardly enjoy
any interactions on policy or strategy development with their union representatives. The
implication here is that though the necessary system has been created to garner employee input, it
is not used effectively, leading to undesirable results such as making employees feel their views
are unimportant or stalling their rich ideas which could inform strategy development.

With regard to data from the survey, the respondents from GIMPA painted a different
picture from what was presented by the FGD participants because more respondents showed
satisfaction with the level of student involvement in the strategy development. The majority of
respondents from CU and UG, however, seemed to agree with the FGD participants from their
institutions as they showed dissatisfaction with their level of involvement. The broad picture
created in all the institutions was that the internal publics were unhappy with the stakeholder
consultations in drawing up policies such as strategic plan. It is pertinent, however, to note that
involving internal stakeholders in the strategic planning process has a lot of implications. It informs
them about where the institution is; where it wants to be in future, and what is required to get there.
The consultations elicit the internal publics’ consensus, support and opinions. Additionally, they
own the eventual strategic plan, talk it and operate on the same playing field with senior
management by aligning their daily actions with the achievement of the institutional goals. The
lack of consultations will likely make the internal publics apathetetic, and consequently jeopardise

the realisation of the institutional vision.
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6.2.2 Stakeholders’ Perceptions about Strategy Communication

In relation to the communication of institutional strategic plan, the findings reveal that the SMR
in each institution thought enough effort had been made to communicate the strategic plan together
with the institutional mission and vision on various platforms. The internal publics, however,
brought a different perspective to the discussion. Though the publics mentioned some of the
channels used to communicate their institutional strategic plans, it appears the communication was
not effective enough. As reported in Chapter Five, the FGD participants collectively complained
about the scanty and centralised communication of their institutional strategic plans, et cetera.
These seem to be the reason why the majority of survey respondents were unaware of their
institutional strategic plans.

Several possible explanations can be deduced from the publics’ complaints. First, the
channels used to create awareness about the strategic plan, the mission and vision were not
effective enough. Secondly, there seemed to be inadequate sensitisation seminars as many of the
participants learnt about the strategic plan through their own efforts such as navigating their
institutional website as well as reading mission and vision on plaques. Perhaps the only instances
of face-to-face meetings to share the institutional strategy are the ones mentioned by the academic
staff at CU (congregation and the launch) and the senior staff at UG (the stakeholders’ seminar).
In this regard, the participants’ requests for more of such seminars or meetings indicate that the
communication was not adequate enough to sink the strategy well.

The findings further indicate that the Deans, HoDs and other champions designated to
assist with the communication appeared to do very little in educating the internal publics. It is even
more surprising that the PR units that are expected to lead the communication of the strategic plans

played very minimal roles because the study did not detect any vigorous campaigns organised by
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the PR units. For instance, both the PR representatives at CU and UG mentioned the development
of mission and vision plaques as a way of enhancing the communication of their institutional
strategies. It appears, however, that the communication approaches used by the PR units were not
integrated adequately well enough, leading to conversation fragmentation (Grissom, 2019).

The most interesting finding is that the PR representative at UG sees the communication
of the institutional strategy, mission and vision not as the sole responsibility of the PR unit but as
a duty of all units, especially senior management. This seemed to be the practice in the other
institutions as well. While the involvement of senior management is important as explained in the
literature (Dean 2015), PR role in this communication venture must also be considered as very key
(Gallup, 2017) and not be relaxed. The impact of PR’s role in strategy communication needs to be
felt by the institutions. This is an opportunity for PR to engage in research to identify and segment
institutional stakeholders and map out the channels that can effectively communicate the strategy
to these stakeholders. It is also the occasion for developing campaigns to sensitise the stakeholders.
Every message in the campaign must be relevant and of interest to the publics to urge them to
associate with the institutional strategy. In this regard, John Martson’s (1979) RACE (research,
action planning, communication, evaluation) may guide PR to be at the centre of the
communication process.

Among the FGD participants, the communication of the strategic plan was affected by
various factors. For instance, the apathetic attitude exhibited by the male group at GIMPA was
attributed to the lack of motivation. In addition, the data revealed that the GIMPA website
displayed the contents of two different strategic plans which create confusion. As a result, the
group members did not know which content to align their daily actions with. At CU, strategy

communication appeared to centre on office holders such as Deans and HoDs who were supposed
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to share the information with other internal publics in their respective units. Their failure to
communicate the strategy as expected left the internal publics with limited avenues such as general
fora and graduation ceremonies for accessing such useful information. The participants at UG
experienced a worse scenario as some appeared to be ignorant about the authorship or the source
of the University’s Strategic Plan. The implication is that the internal publics may likely see a gap
in the communication of the Strategic Plan leading to their ignorance about key aspects of their
institutional strategy. Adequate knowledge of the institutional strategic plans, through effective
communication, may empower the internal stakeholders to utilise their expertise for the benefit of
the institution. On the other hand, ignorance may adversely affect their contributions towards the
achievement of the institutional strategic goals.

The faculty group at UG shared the experience of their counterparts at CU in terms of the
means by which they learn about their institutional strategic plan. Their complaint about having to
navigate thoroughly to find the strategic plan on the UG website indicates that the document is not
easily accessible online. This view is massively confirmed by the survey respondents in each
institution. The institutional strategy, the roadmap for the achievement of institutional goals, is
such an important document that stakeholders should not stress themselves to find. The
institutional website is also a useful platform to host such an important document due to its
accessibility to both internal and external publics. It appears the institutional websites are not user-
friendly, with regard to navigating for the institutional strategy. However, locating the strategic
plan on the institutional website should not be associated with drudgery and fatigue. As indicated
by Brown (2021), “internet users are notorious for low attention span; if they do not find what they
are searching for on the first page, they are likely to ditch that page for another”. Also, White et

al. (2010) suggest that employees prefer the push dissemination (which includes communication
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by email or direct links) as against the pull dissemination by which one has to search for
information. Consequently, positioning the strategic plan or its link on the institutional homepage
should not be compromised. Otherwise, the institution is likely to lose stakeholders who may
depend on the website to access the strategy and this may ultimately affect their contributions to
the achievement of institutional goals.

The general impression created by all the FGD participants is that there is inadequate
communication of institutional strategic plan and other policies to employees. The survey
respondents demonstrated similar perceptions as shown in their massive dissatisfaction about
awareness creation and accessibility of their institutional strategic plan. It is significant to note that
communicating the strategic plan mainly through the one-way or vertical mode leaves little room
for stakeholder engagement or interaction as articulated by Dean (2015). This may explain why
the participants are confused, ignorant or apathetic about aspects of their institutional strategic
plan. Communication is a prominent driver of strategic success. This may explain why scholars
such as Chikere and Nwoka (2015), Classen and Vewey (1998) and Hodge and Anthony (1991)
propose the adaptive/open systems approach for the iterative interactions required for the
achievement of strategic success. Keeping an open communication system might inform the
internal publics to consider themselves as subsystems (within the larger system) whose
commitment, dedication and participation are necessary for the success envisioned. As a
consequence of this, Dean’s (2015) suggestion that employees should be kept up-to-date and be

made to understand how their work contributes to the entire institutional strategy is cardinal.
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6.2.3 Stakeholders’ Contributions to the Achievement of Strategic Goals.

The findings from the SMRs and PR representatives revealed some uncertainties about the internal
publics’ contributions to the achievement of their respective institutional goals. Unlike CU where
a number of goals are said to have been achieved, the SMRs at GIMPA and UG are not able to
state categorically the contributions made by the internal publics towards the achievement of
strategic goals because there had neither been any evaluation (as in GIMPA) nor a comprehensive
report on the evaluation undertaken (in case of UG). The submission made by the SMR at UG that
employees have to know their institutional strategic plan, walk it and align their roles to it perfectly
corroborate the ideas raised by D’souza et al. (2011) and Walt (2006) that the institution is an
integrated framework which may be affected by employees’ decisions and actions. However, she
(the SMR at UG) is unable to identify the main reasons for employees’ inability or slow pace in
linking their daily roles to the strategic plan. Some of the reasons she gives are based on
speculations, though there is a clear indication of inadequate communication of the University’s
strategy as depicted by her own words “... it’s a bit useless... some people have no idea what we
are doing”. Surprisingly, the PR representative who is supposed to diagnose the problem and
suggest solutions woefully mentions that employees’ attitude and outputs pose a challenge to
evaluation.

It appears that the UG PR representative’s statement illuminates the SMR’s assertion that
some staff do not seem to know what the University is doing. Therefore, they have very little or
no contribution that calls for evaluation. It is also possible that the Public Affairs Directorate
(PAD) is relaxed about the evaluation of the performance of the Strategic Plan, because as
indicated by the SMR, the evaluation task is vested in the Institutional Research and Planning

Office (IRPO) and not in PAD. The implication is that the University seems not to consider the
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evaluation of its strategic performance as a function of PAD, or perhaps Public Affairs is
considered inadequately equipped to evaluate the contributions of subsytems towards the
achievement of institutional goals. The case at UG was similar to the situations at CU and GIMPA
where the Public Relations units were not involved in evaluating the performance of their
institutional strategies. Consequently, the PR units’ bid to demonstrate Martson’s RACE in their
respective institutions is likely to enhance their roles and influence their inclusion in the evaluation
processes.

It is also important to note that though there is an expression of disappointment among
some SMRs and PR representatives regarding internal stakeholders’ contribution to the
achievement of strategic goals, some of the FGD participants especially from CU and UG appear
to give a glimmer of hope. The UG participants’ enumerations of their contributions (to teaching
and research) come as a surprise, given their earlier complaints about the disconnection between
their institutional mission and vision statements and the reality on the ground. Those at CU also
complained about the lack of appraisal of their contributions, though they appeared to be doing
their best to help their university to achieve its strategic goals. It may seem that all these
participants from CU and UG are willingly making their contributions in consonance with
scholarly recommendations by Dean (2015) and Christensen, et.al. (2008) that employees become
team players for the achievement of institutional goals if the strategy development is participatory
in nature and the strategy is communicated effectively. This is, however, rebutted by the senior
staff at CU and the faculty group at UG as they confess that their contributions are mainly geared
towards salary raise and promotion respectively. This implies that employees who may appear to
be working towards the achievement of institutional goals may be doing so to satisfy their own

interests. A similar observation was made by Walt (2006) whose respondents mentioned that they
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learnt their institutional values to satisfy a performance appraisal requirement and not because the
values were effectively communicated.

What the above analysis suggests is expressly articulated by the FGD participants at CU:
“people will just lend their minimum support so as not to have issues with anybody ...” (CU
academic staff). In other words, people may not work wholeheartedly towards the achievement of
their institutional goals. Also, in spite of the UG faculty group’s observation that no enabling
environment is created for achieving the institutional vision of a world-class research-intensive
university, they work hard to help realise the University’s strategic intent. However, their effort is
to enable them to “survive in the system” which supports the idea that if strategy communication
is not done to expectation, employees will not willingly contribute to the achievement of
institutional goals. The apathetic attitude demonstrated by the GIMPA participants is even worse.
Such employee actions (as exhibited by the CU, GIMPA and UG participants) may be termed as
unethical behaviour (Duff, 2019), which might negatively affect the growth of the institution. For
instance, if employees keep lending their minimum support to the cause of institutional goals, the
overall institutional output might be minimal. Similarly, employees who make contributions to
satisfy their own interests (such as salary raise and promotion) may relax when their needs are met,
while those who are apathetic (like the GIMPA participants) may influence their colleagues with
the negative attitude.

Theoretically, it may seem that the above-mentioned contributions by the CU and UG FGD
participants support the equifinality and common finality perspectives of the systems theory, which
refer to the diverse activities that systems actors perform to attain a common goal (Katz & Kalin,
1978; Miller, 2009; von Bertalanffy, 1962). On this note, despite the selfish intentions of these

systems actors, their contributions might assist their respective institutions to move towards their
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vision, irrespective of how minimal those contributions might be. On the other hand, system actors
who appear apathetic (as with the GIMPA) are not fully integrated into the institution to enable
them to locate their daily activities within the shared vision of the institution (Cadwell, 2012). In
such a situation, systems property of ‘holism’, which is charaterised by the integration of supra-
system and its subsystems for a common goal, is not realised. It is important to note, however, that
subsystems’ strife to achieve institutional goals, as demonstrated by the senior staff at CU and
faculty group at UG, is driven more by internal stakeholder initiative than the institutional
communication procedures. Conversely, where the participants appear apathetic like the GIMPA
group, contributions towards the achievement of strategic goals are hardly recorded.
Operationalising support for the achievement of institutional strategic goals in terms of
numerical distribution is also worth reporting. To a very large extent, the survey respondents at
CU and UG confirm the perceptions of some of the FGD participants in these institutions in that
the respondents’ lack of understanding, as reported in Chapter Five, negatively impact their
contribution to the achievement of their institutional strategies. Surprisingly, the case at GIMPA
was quite different because the respondents claimed they understood the communication of their
institutional strategy, and this significantly influenced their contributions to the attainment of their
strategic goals. While this finding seems to suggest that the GIMPA respondents were painting a
positive picture of their institutional strategy communication, it reveals some internal
inconsistencies. First, the number of repondents who claimed their understanding of the
communication of their strategic plan facilitated their contributions to the strategic goals
outnumbered those who said they were either unaware of the institutional strategic plan or
rarely/never received information about it. This shows a clear disparity in their responses.

Secondly, their responses on the understanding they gained from the communication of their
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strategic plan does not sync with the GIMPA FGD participants’ claim that their institutional
website displayed information from two strategic plans, leaving them confused about which was
operational. These inconsistencies imply that that the GIMPA respondents appear not to be a
credible source with regard to seeking opinions about the communication of the GIMPA Strategic
Plan.

6.3 PR Influence on the Implementation of IC

In keeping with the objective of this study, the roles that Public Relations plays in the
implementation of IC in each university were explored. Scholarship strongly acknowledges Public
Relations as a core management function that should operate at the micro, meso and macro levels
of an institution to facilitate the IC process (Classen & Vewey, 1998; Lube, 1994; Hodge &
Anthony, 1991). To be able to play its roles effectively, scholars further recommend that the head
of Public Relations should have a seat at the top management table to influence management
decisions by engaging in environmental scanning for the identification of potential problems and
opportunities (Caywood, 2012; Angelopulo, 1994; Lubbe, 1994).

However, the results of this study have been unable to demonstrate much of the above
recommendations. In the first place, the structure and line of reporting in the universities do not
allow the PR Directors to be part of top management or exercise autonomy in performing their
communication roles. As variously stated by the SMRs and PR representatives at UG and and CU,
the Directors of PR are not part of the dominant coalition in the two institutions. Neither do they
wield autonomy, given all the protocols their communication materials go through for approval.
The SMR at CU explained further: ... for a PR person to be part of top management, the person
has to get to the registrar position”, because per the structure of the University, ... the PR Director

is not a member of top management”. The PR representative at UG confirmed: “the way the
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University structure is, it is the Registrar who is a member of senior management but [’m not a
member... I prefer to receive the instructions as a dutiful public servant”. These submissions seem
to suggest that the institutional setting in the Ghanaian context (similar to the corporate landscape)
does not support Caywood’ (2012) recommendation that the PR manager must be part of the
dominant coalition. Therefore, there appears to be a clear disparity between rhetoric and empirical
reality. Kwansah-Aidoo and Owusu-Hemeng (2006) made a similar observation in the Ghanaian
banking sector. Their study showed that members of the dominant coalition who considered PR
role essential to their banks were not in favour of allowing PR professionals a seat at the top
management table. It is pertinent to note, however, that this situation is not limited to Ghana and
recent times. For instance, Grunig, Dozier, Ethling, Grunig, Repper and White (1992, as cited in
Kwansah-Aidoo and Owusu-Hemeng, 2006) discovered that though many CEOs and corporate
leaders considered PR role relevant to their respective organisations, in reality, they were not
allowing the professionals to join the dominant coalition in the organisations. This might be due
to institutional and social ignorance of the value of PR’s efforts or the lack of a formally recognised
managerial-level function for Public Relations within the institution (DeSanto, 2011).

It might also appear that being admitted to the top management table is subject to PR
practitioners’ educational background or professional training as suggested by Kwansah-Aidoo
and Owusu-Hemeng (2006). Plowman (2004, as cited in Kwansah-Aidoo and Owusu-Hemeng,
2006) also notes that the role assigned to PR practioners is strongly influenced by the professional
competence and quality of members of the Public Relations team. However, this study shows that
having educational and professional qualifications in Public Relations/Communication Studies
does not determine a practitioner’s inclusion in the dominant coalition. A case in point is the Public

Affairs Director at UG who, unlike her counterparts at CU and GIMPA, has a master’s degree in
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Communication Studies and professional training in Public Relations, but is not part of the
dominant coalition in her institution (just like those at CU and GIMPA).

DeSanto (2011) identifies a list of functions that the PR practitioner ought to perform
(including media relations, reputation management, relationship management, environmental
scanning and boundary spanner) to be regarded as a manager. However, Grunig et al. (1992)
maintain that the level at which these functions are performed is influenced by whether the
practitioner is perceived as a manager or a technician. This implies that if the PR practitioner enacts
the functions enumerated by DeSanto (2011) with excellence, he/she might pass for a manager. If
not, PR may be relegated to fulfilling routine (techinician) role in the institution. This argument is
aptly captured by Hutton (1999): “Unless public relations finds a way to develop one recognisable
identity, it will continue to be relegated to more technician ranks of practice charged with carrying
out the decision taken by others” (Hutton, 1999. Cited in DeSanto, 2011:9).

The above may explain why the PR Directors are not part of the dominant coalition in their
respective institutions. Inncreasingly, they appear to play the technician/functionary role which,
according to Cutlip et al. (2006) and Gregory (2000), operates in a closed system. This system
facilitates the use of the two-way asymmetrical model of communication which allows practioners
to develop high calibre information materials for the purpose of influencing institutional publics
to behave in a desired manner. The PR situation in the institutions might also be influenced by the
reporting lines which seem to explain why the PR practitioners do not have a full grasp of the IC
processes in the institutions. Their institutional systems appear to pressurise them to be fully
engrossed with the one-way asymmetrical model instead of the two-way symmetrical model which
aligns with the open system and enables dialogue for attitudinal change by both the institution and

its publcs. Consequently, drafting some communication materials, circulating information
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developed or approved by top management and attempting to secure consistency of
communication appear to be the preferred tasks for the PR units at CU and UG as confirmed by
the SMRs and FGD participants. Perhaps this explains why most of the FGD participants
demonstrate uncertainties about the role PR plays in ensuring a cordial relationship between
management and internal stakeholders. In the case of GIMPA, the FGD participants reported that
PR’s preferred role is to circulate funeral announcements via the institutional intranet.

In view of the above, the PR units are not seen at the centre of key IC antecedents such as
cross-functional collaboration, relationship management and the communication of strategy,
mission and vision (recommended by van Baalen and Mulder, 2016; Briola, 2015; Dean, 2015;
Yang and Taylor, 2014; Niemann-Struweg, 2014; Shin, 2013;), as evidenced in all the FGD
sessions. This situation can be explained in different ways. First, the University system appears to
breed timidity which perhaps makes the PR units wait for instructions before embarking on the
role of facilitating such IC protocols. Secondly, the PR units’ failure to take such initiatives may
be due to the lack of confidence emanating from their relegation to the technician role. The third
reason may be budgetary constraints as gathered from the statements by the CU SMR and the UG
PR representative. These might explain why PR roles seem to be skewed towards some minute
aspects of the micro level of the institutions which involves the co-ordination of communication
materials and image building. Consequently, it is not easy to situate the PR practitioners’ roles
within the meso and macro frameworks which focus on the integration of all communication
activities, environmental scanning and communication management at the strategic level as
proposed by Barker (2013), DeSanto (2011), Schutte (2009), Argenti, Howell and Beck (2005),

Vos and Shoemaker (2001) and Classen and Vewey (1998).
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The evidence of this study also points to the fact that the development or availability of a
communication strategy is increasingly through the efforts of other units aside the PR
units/directors. The PR representative at CU cited a similar document developed (by an academic
unit). At UG, the SMR mentioned a document developed by a committee for branding purposes,
whereas the SMR and PR representative at GIMPA gave divergent views about their
communication strategy. The impression created is that the PR unit in each university does not
have any document that guides its efforts in ensuring the IC process. The idea of communication
strategy does not even appear to be familiar to them. This implies that all the many benefits that
the communication strategy can offer for the implementation of IC as noted by Mele et al. (2010),
Niemann-Struweg and Grobler (2007), Massie and Anderson (2003), Gagnon and Michael (2003)
and Tushman and Nadler (1999) are not experienced by the universities selected for this study.

The findings of this study reveal what scholarship says about using technology to converge
diverse media in order to reach diverse and fragmented publics (Kitchen and Burgman, 2015; Lee
et al., 2010; Kitchen, 2005; Dewhirst and Davis, 2005, 2005). Consistent with these scholarly
projections, the PR units use institutional websites, intranet and selected social media to
communicate with the internal publics. The internal publics themselves affirm the convenience
derived from sourcing information from the multiple media, in spite of some challenges faced.
Though one would expect that the use of social media would facilitate two-way communication as
indicated by Mulhern (2009), as noted from the FGD sessions, communication by social media
such as WhatsApp only yields fruitful discussions on the platforms for the respective staff groups
including academic and administrative staff. Suggestions and feedback channelled through the PR
unit via institutional social media are hardly attended to as noted by the CU senior staff. The

implication here is that the public relations practitioners are unable to exhibit the expertise, power,
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relationship management and enhancement of institutional reputation associated with the use of
technology and social media (Smith and Place, 2013; Lee and Park, 2013; Sweester, 2010). Again,
the findings show little about the use of social media by the three universities, though these media
appear to be popular among some FGD participants and the students/survey respondents. This
gives indication that PR has to augment its use of social media to enhance the IC effort.

In a nutshell, the data gathered for this study does not produce much evidence on Public
Relations contributions to the cause of IC in the various institutions. Caywood’s (2012) call for
Public Relations skills and vigorous communication strategies and tactics for the implementation
of IC is not reflected in this research. Consequently, it may seem that Public Relations attends to
the 1C process with a laissez-faire attitude. However, it could also be that the stiff administrative
systems prevent the practitioners from making meaningful contributions to the IC process. The
consequence of it is that the institutional strategic intent would rarely be implemented effectively

(Classen and Vewey, 1998; Dela Rey, 1994).

6.4 The Place of Social Media in the Implementation of IC

The findings of the study reveal inadequate use of social media in the communication processes
of the three institutions. It is obvious that the commonly used internet channels are institutional
websites, the intranet and WhatsApp platforms by some internal stakeholder groups, with
WhatsApp being the only social media platform that is popular among the stakeholders
investigated. While WhatsApp appears to be inadequately used, the internal stakeholders were also
silent about other social media platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram. Place et al.
(2016) are clear about the fact that social media is becoming a key ingredient for direct engagement

with publics as it makes stakeholder integration easier. The universities’ minimum use of social

234



media, thus, deprives them of the interactive qualities associated with the media as a tool for
fostering relationships and enhancing institutional reputation (Lee & Park, 2013; Sweester, 2010;
Keller, 2009).

Additionally, the assertion by FGD participants at CU that WhatsApp platforms are created
for certain staff groups in their institutions reveal the in-group/out-group effect presented by Place
et al. (2016) whereby those in the know may be separate from those who are not. This practice
may likely keep a chunk of the internal stakeholders out of the communication loop. Again, Place
et al. (2016) express a concern where social media remains a technical consideration for those with
expertise rather than a managerial consideration. It appears this is the case of the three institutions,
as both Management and PR Officers do not seem to be actively engaging with social media. These
issues call for all the three institutions take a serious look at their use of social media in their bid

to successfully implement IC.

6.5 Management Support and Influence on the Implementation of IC

The endorsement of top management is considered very critical for the implementation of IC
(Kitchen and Burgman, 2015; Argenti et al., 2005). One objective of this study was to explore top
management’s support for the implementation of IC. As noted in Chapter Three, top management
is the architect that, according to Niemann-Struweg (2014), “serves to set the example for the
integration of the mission in all communications...’”” (p.188) and additionally ensures the
continuous communication of the institutional mission to all levels of the business. While
scholarship gives impression about a well-informed management that can orchestrate the IC
process, very little evidence is shown per the data gathered from this study. First, the data reveals

that only the SMR at CU demonstrates knowledge about 1C and some of the steps to follow in the
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IC process, whereas the other SMRs (at GIMPA and UG) request for the explanation of the concept
before contributing to the discussions held with them. The implication, then, is that except for the
SMR at CU, the other SMRs, who happen to be designated as leaders of communication in their
respective universities, can hardly orchestrate an 1C agenda as expected due to the little knowledge
they have. Consistent with the literature, the PR representative at UG suggests that top
management has to lead the mission and vision communication. However, this does not appear to
be the reality in the institutions.

Secondly, the data reveals that top management might have the will power to endorse the
IC process, but this is highly dependent on a plan as summarised in this statement: “I don’t see
why if it should get us to where we want to go, why we should not support it .... It is not a bad
thing so if it is planned, why shouldn’t we use it?” The PR representatives in all the three
institutions mention the reasons why they think management is in support of the 1C process though
these do not include the IC agenda that management expects from them. This indicates that IC is
not part of the conversations between management and PR.

In spite of the initial ignorance displayed by some of the SMRs, all of them stated how the
communication of their institutional strategy could be made easy. Those from CU and UG gave
indications of designating some management personnel as champions for the communication of
their institutional strategic plans. The SMR at UG, additionally organised a seminar on the
institutional strategy for some internal stakeholder groups. Noting the problems associated with
the old strategic plan, GIMPA took steps to develop a new one that will be reader-friendly,
according to the SMR. While these management interventions appear to be consistent with the
recmmendations by van Baleen and Mulder (2016) and Niemann-Struweg (2014) who propose top

management support for the implementation of IC, they also have associated setbacks. For
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instance, the champions are hardly monitored to identify the problems that the internal
stakeholders have with their role. The seminar at UG is short-lived and does not satisfy the
consistency recommended for strategy communication (Dean, 2015). This probably explains why
the senior staff at UG called for more seminars. GIMPA’s attempt to change its verbose strategic
plan resulted in two mission statements and two vision statements on its website, making its
internal stakeholders confused about the one to follow.

In its support for the implementation of IC, another area of concern to top management is
the availability of a communication strategy. The communication strategy should be jointly
developed by top management and PR practitioners as theorised by Duncan and Caywood (1996).
It should also have objectives that align with the institutional strategic objectives to guide the IC
process (Duncan, 2011; Gagnon & Mochael, 2004; Massie & Anderson, 2003). The study reveals
that both the SMR and PR representative at UG are certain about a document developed by a team
to brand the University, which confirms that there is not necessarily any document to guide the IC
process. The other institutions expressed divergent views on the issue. For instance, the SMR at
CU expressed ignorance about the document which the PR representative said had been developed
by their Marketing Department to serve as a communication guide. Similarly, the SMR at GIMPA
did not seem to know about any document being developed by a team to guide their IC process as
indicated by the PR representative. It, therefore, appears that neither the SMRs nor PR
representatives are involved in developing the documents mentioned. Again, the ignorance
expressed by the SMRs at GIMPA and UG about a communication strategy shows that their
institutions are not familiar with the practice of guiding a communication process with such a
document. The implication, then, is that top management in the three institutions have not played

any major role to develop a strategy that guides the IC process as recommended by literature.
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It is also evident from the findings that budgetary constraint is one of the huge challenges
that may inhibit top management’s support for the IC process. In other words, senior management
of the universities (especially at CU and UG) pledges support for the IC process so far as there is
enough budget. Though this perspective appears to be in consonance with Niemann-Struweg’s
(2014) observation, it is quite ironical because the allocation of sufficient budget for the IC agenda
is a responsibility of management itself. Perhaps if the PR director is integrated into the dominant
coalition, his/her inputs would facilitate the allocation of sufficient budget (Niemann-Struweg,

2014).

6.6 Summary
In this chapter, the findings presented in Chapter Five were discussed to respond to the research
questions and objectives of the study. The discussion was guided by the conceptual and theoretical
claims that define the IC concept. The following are the emerging themes that were identified from
the discussion:

e The Registrar, who is the head of administration, is also the head of communication, the
one mandated to lead and oversee all communication processes in each university, though
each institution has a head of Public Relations.

e Contrary to theoretical and conceptual prescriptions, the Head of Public Relations neither
wields autonomy nor sits at top management’s table. Rather, the head reports to the
Registrar, similar to other administrative officers. This seems to work against the effective

practice of IC by the PR practitioners.
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The universities attempt a blend of old and new media in their integrated communication
efforts. However, this is distorted by occasional untimely communication and the
interruption of internet connectivity.

In terms of communication flow, the universities are generally perceived to operate the
closed system of communication due to minimal interaction and feedback loops.
Consistency in communication is mainly perceived by the internal stakeholders as the

alignment of visual symbols.

Apart from collaboration between the PR units and the Registrar’s office, collaboration in
the other sections of the universities occurs predominantly among friends and not
departmentally based because of fragmentation, as there is no central mechanism that

ensures cross-functional collaboration.

Some internal stakeholders lend support for the achievement of institutional strategic goals
not because of the effective communication of institutional strategy, but because it is a
requirement to achieving their individual goals.

While top management and Public Relations units consider IC to be a laudable concept, its
full potential is not exploited due to budgetary constraints, the lack of proper planning and
a well-developed communication strategy to guide the process.

In a nutshell, integrated communication is not managed efficiently in all the three

universities. There is fragmentation in all the factors that ensure effective IC such as internal

communication, cross-functional collaboration and stakeholder relationship management. Though

the top management and PR units in the institutions seem to be convinced that they are observing

the elements of IC, they need to strengthen their efforts in order to deepen efficiency and,
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consequently, have all internal publics buy in to their IC agenda. The next chapter deals with the

conclusions drawn from the discussion and the recommendations for the effective practice of IC.

————
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CHAPTER SEVEN

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7.0 Introduction

The study set out to investigate the practice of integrated communication in three universities in
Ghana, namely Central University, Ghana Institute of Management and Public Administration and
University of Ghana. The main objective of the study was to examine the perceptions of the
internal stakeholders of the institutions about the practice of Integrated Communication in their
respective universities in order to make recommendations on how to improve the management of
IC in universities in Ghana. The study was mainly guided by the systems theory which
recommends a symbiotic relationship between a system and its subsystems in a manner that
enables them to work together for the achievement of the same goal. In the same vein, Integrated
Communication advocates the co-ordination of all communication activities to help the institution
and its publics to work in sync for the achievement of institutional vision, making the systems
theory appropriate for this study. The key issues from scholarship and discourse within the field
of Integrated Communication which helped to frame the study were the scanty literature on the
use of IC in higher educational institutions and the scope of internal publics’ involvement, PR
input and top management’s backing for the Integrated Communication drive.

The study employed the multiple case study approach which accommodates different data
collection methods. Under this mode of enquiry, a total of five (5) focus group discussions were
conducted for selected academic and administrative staff and six in-depth interviews, for selected
senior management representatives and PR representatives in the institutions. Additionally, a total
of 400 students were surveyed in order to compare employee and student perspectives about the
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practice of Integrated Communication. This chapter draws conclusions from the study based on
the key research findings and the theoretical/conceptual reflections. The chapter also deals with
the implications of the study to the practice of Integrated Communication in institutions and makes

recommendations for effective practice.

7.1 Key Research Findings
The key research findings, as contained in the following section, are based on the perceptions the
internal stakeholders expressed about the practice of IC in the three universities selected for this

study.

7.1.1 Perspectives about Internal Communication and Stakeholder Relationship

The findings of this study demonstrate that the nature of an organisation largely influences the
selection of key actors in internal communication. Being higher educational institutions (and
universities for that matter), the universities have their Registrar as the head of communication
because the Registrar is the head of administration and the secretary to University Council. This
is a characteristic of all the three universities, regardless of whether they are private (CU), quasi-
public (GIMPA) or public (UG). Apart from the Registrar, there are many other actors in the
internal communication process including the Director of Public Relations who usually seeks
approval from the Registrar (and occasionally from the Vice-Chancellor or Rector). The Vice-
Chancellor/Rector, Deans and Heads of Departments also play some roles in internal
communication. The different actors of communication, coupled with the different channels used,

record various degrees of fragmentation in the universities’ integrated communication efforts.
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Of the three registrars, only the one at CU has a master’s degree in communication studies.
Similarly, only the PR Director at UG has a master’s degree in communication studies among the
PR representatives in the three universities. The findings, therefore, reveal that the universities
have a porous human resource for communication, and this affects the co-ordination of internal
communication. Co-ordination appears to end at the offices of the registrar and the vice-chancellor
in liaison with the public relations unit. It does not seem to continue through to the other actors in
communication which explains why many of the FGD participants and survey respondents
complain about the untimely communication of issues.

The study further reveals the use of multiple channels by all the universities, coupled with
a growing tendency to converge the various channels in order to reach out to their publics through
both print and electronic means. Though the use of multiple channels seems to be appreciated by
many of the internal publics, it is saddled with problems such as occasional network disruption
and inaccessibility by some junior workers who can neither read nor use the internet.

Findings from the content analysis also show some inconsistencies in the communication
of visual symbols in all the universities. This notwithstanding, the FGD participants and the
majority of the survey respondents from CU and UG disclose the prestige associated with their
institutional image, which they attribute to efforts made by those institutions to synchronise their
visual symbols. GIMPA, however, reveals divergent opinions as the survey respondents seem to
be happy with their image, whereas the FGD participants are not.

In addressing the guestion of how management relates to employees and students, the
views expressed by the communication actors (SMRs and PR representatives) in all the institutions
are inconsistent with the findings from the internal stakeholders who largely describe

management-stakeholder relationships in their respective institutions as uncordial. The consistent
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use of the top-down communication approach, the lack of reliable feedback loops and the
unresponsive attitude of management are some of the reasons that account for the stakeholders’
perceptions. The internal publics (especially the FGD participants) pledge their support for

management subject to effective interactive relationships.

7.1.2 Perspectives on Cross-functional Collaboration

A key finding from the study is the minimal engagement in cross-functional collaboration. It was
noted that cross-functional collaboration occurs between the registrar’s office and the other offices
that assist with communication (including the public relations office). Also, cross-functional
collaboration occurs between the public relations office and other departments at a very minimal
rate. Again, evidence from the data shows that collaboration among the departments is very limited
due to unhealthy competition and an “ownership culture”. Largely, collaboration among the
internal publics is fragmented as it only occurs on friendly basis and not on departmental basis,
according to the FGD participants. Based on these perceptions, the participants have divergent
views about the open flow of communications in their respective institutions, though the general
concensus is that the institutions do not keep an open system of communication.

The survey respondents in all institutions, however, reveal a point of departure by showing
massive satisfaction with the open flow of information in their respective institutions. The general
import, then, is that collaboration among the registrar’s office and the other departments reflects
in their communication with students who are at the receiving end. On the other hand, the
employees scrutinise departmental collaboration and consider it to be inadequate because they

need that to work more effectively.
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7.1.3 Perspectives on Strategy Development and Communication
It was discovered that the engagement of PR representatives and internal publics in the
development of the universities’ strategic plans was either ignored or inadequate in all the
institutions, except for the GIMPA survey respondents. The universities seem to employ multiple
channels in communicating their strategic plans. Additionally, various strategies were adopted to
deal with the challenges associated with the communication in each institution. In spite of all these
efforts, the institutions suffer conversation fragmentation because the internal publics do not seem
to be fully aware of their institutional strategic plan. The implication is that the use of meetings,
seminars, websites and other channels appears not to be consistent or visible enough to register the
strategies well in the minds of the publics.

It is also evident that the institution that developed mission and vision plagques (CU) made
some impact with regard to creating awareness among its publics, compared to the ones that did a
few (UG) or no plaques at all (GIMPA). However, this did not reflect in the internal publics’
contributions to the achievement of their institutional strategic goals. It is obvious that the publics
who contribute to the achievement of the goals do so to satisfy their own interests and not because
of gratifications from the communication of their institutional strategies, mission and vision. This
implies that effective stakeholder engagement and consistent interactions over an institutional
strategy cannot be overlooked if an institution expects its publics to contribute wholeheartedly to

the achievement of its strategic goals (Gallup, 2017; Dean, 2015).

7.1.4 Perspectives on the Implementation of IC
Evidence from the study further reveals that of the different conditions required for the

implementation of IC, very little exists in the universities. Regarding the use of a communication
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strategy, it is realised that CU and UG are guided by different documents which assist them in
branding their institutions. These documents, however, do not completely cover/inform the other
processes of IC as spelt out in the literature. A worse scenario is created by some of the SMRs and
the PR representatives who demonstrate ingnorance about the potentials of a communication
strategy in the IC process.

With the use of technology, the findings show that GIMPA and UG use their institutional
websites and intranet for official communication, whereas CU combines these with a social media
platform (WhatsApp). These channels do not show adequate use of technology. They also reveal
that the universities do not fully explore the potentials of social media in deepening integrated
communication effort as recommended by Place et al. (2016), Smith and Place (2013) and Lee et
al. (2010). Given the role of social media in ensuring interactive communication, the universities
are seen to be losing a major ingredient that can enhance their 1C efforts.

It is also clear from the findings that the structure and culture of the universities do not
permit the PR Director to be part of top management and to exercise autonomy. As a consequence
of this, PR’s role as a boundary spanner, change agent and facilitator of relationship management,
cross-functional collaboration, et cetera is undermined. Additionally, there is enough reason to
show that the PR role is hampered by budgetary constraints.

With regard to top management support for the implementation of I1C, the findings reveal
that the management in each university is in favour of IC and would lend maximum support as
long as there is sufficient budget and a well-developed plan to guide the process. Broadly speaking,

the following main conclusions can be drawn from the study:
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The key factors of IC are not completely observed by all the universities investigated. As
a result, the universities, together with their internal publics do not enjoy the full benefits
of IC.

The universities’ communication systems are saddled by conversation fragmentation
resulting from the inefficient co-ordination of internal communication.

The minimal use of social media by the universities poses a huge challenge to the full
application of IC in their communication processes.

The lack of a well-developed plan and the required documentation (communication
strategy) hampers effective IC in the institutions.

The culture of the universities placing the Registrar at the helm of the communication
processes which prevents the directors/heads of PR from taking full charge of IC and being
part of top management. PR autonomy, thus, appears to be a mirage.

PR’s role is generally centred on downward communication with little or no room for
engagement in the mechanisms that make IC work effectively including two-way

communication and relationship management.

It can be gathered from the above that generally, integrated communication is not practised

efficiently by the three institutions.

7.2 Implications for Practice

Even though the findings of this study can only be generalised to the sample drawn, they,

nevertheless, have some implications for the practice of IC in universities and other higher

educational institutions in general. Several years of research on Integrated Communication has

advanced the knowledge base on how the co-ordination of internal communication facilitates the
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IC process (Kokemuller, 2019; Du Plessis & Thomson, 2013; Christensen et al., 2008; Mulder,
2008; Thorson & Moore, 1996; Moriarty, 1994; van Riel, 1992, 1995, 2001). However, this study
reveals that the universities suffer conversation fragmentation arising from their communication
systems, which may have impaired the effective co-ordination of internal communication. That is,
using the available literature as a base, the study identifies some challenges associated with the co-
ordination of intenal communication in the three universities such as untimely communication
(emanating from long protocols for approval) and inconsistencies with electronic communication,
which could be addressed to enhance the IC process. These findings, therefore, suggest directions
for revamping expertise, resources and approval processes for the effective co-ordination of
internal communication. Also, the FGD participants and survey respondents gave divergent views
on their preferred channels of communication. To enhance the co-ordination of internal
communication, the institutions ought to embark on audience research to identify the right
channels for each segment of internal stakeholders so that communication will reach target
audiences as intended.

Though the qualitative content analysis of this study reveals some inconsistencies in the
universities’ deployment of some visual symbols, the research participants’ satisfaction with the
level of consistency achieved by CU and UG in certain areas of their visual communication is a
source of encouragement for universities to work hard to raise their image. This finding implies
that enhancing institutional image partly lies in the institution’s effort or ability to ensure
consistency in its graphical symbols. Consequently, institutions ought to work hard enough to
achieve ‘one look, one voice’ through effective co-ordination and integration of visual symbols

and messages (as suggested by Hussain & Ferdous, 2014; Kantanen, 2012; Grunig et al., 2002;
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Duncan & Caywood, 1996) to lead their stakeholders to engage in conversations and activities that
will maximise their success.

While scholarship recommends mutually beneficial relationships between institutions and
their publics for the achievement of common goals (Hawrysz & Maj, 2017; Briola, 2015; Yang &
Taylor, 2014; Pride & Ferrel, 2014; Morsing & Schultz, 2006), the findings from this study suggest
that the universities studied may not be completely adhering to this recommendation. The data
shows both FGD participants and survey respondents expressing dissatisfaction about
management-stakeholder relationships. To illustrate from one of the key findings, some of the
FGD participants confess that if management relates cordially with them, they will also lend
support for the implementation of management decisions. This empirical evidence calls for
increased and sustainable effort by institutions to promote management-stakeholder relationship
across all institutional units for the attainment of mutually beneficial goals. Consistent with the
systems perspective, building mutually beneficial relationship may sensitise the internal publics to
have a sense of belonging as subsystems and team players whose contributions and sense of
sharing are key to the survival of the whole system (institution).

The findings on the development and communication of institutional strategies have a
number of implications that are worth noting. First of all, the institutions’ failure to adequately
involve the PR Directors and the internal publics is inconsistent with literature by Gallup (2017)
and Dean (2015) who advocate for the full participation of the PR practitioner and other internal
stakeholders in developing strategic plans to avoid poor communication and failure to buy-in to
the strategies. Again, the lack of a communication strategy in each institution might be a
contributory factor to the poor communication of institutional strategies. Ultimately, the

inadequate involvement of internal publics and poor communication of strategies may have led to
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the apathy and half-hearted employee outputs described by some of the research participants.
These findings may be used as evidence for the importance that scholars attach to the involvement
of internal stakeholders and PR practitioners in the development and communication of
institutional strategic plans and the communication strategy. For instance, involving the PR
Directors at the initial stage may keep them abreast of the information that needs to be
communicated to the publics in addition to what is required to develop a strategy to guide the
communication process. The findings, therefore, provide empirical direction on how universities
should involve their internal stakeholders in strategy development and communication.

Evidence from the study further suggests that Public Relations role as prescribed by the
literature is encroached upon by the Registrar who is designated as the head of communication in
each institution. Consequently, the Director of PR has no seat at the top management table. As
articulated by the SMR at CU, the PR Director can only be part of top management after rising to
the position of registrar. Autonomy in communication is, therefore, not a likely possibility. This
might explain why PR’s output in the IC process is scanty in all the institutions. It is pertinent to
note that the dimension of PR encroachment found in this study is not covered in the literature and,
therefore, requires critical attention. There is also the need to empower the Director of PR to lead
thorough communication campaigns, be the liaison officer between top management and
stakeholders and the orchestrator of all IC processes in the institution. Additionally, revamping
expertise and resources for the proper co-ordination of internal communication will avoid
conversation fragmentation in the institutions.

Generally, the findings of this study point to the fact that the three universities and their
internal publics may not be enjoying the full benefit of IC. This conclusion may be attributed

largely to the universities’ non-observance of the key factors of IC in a more complete manner as
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indicated above. It is important to note that this study provides empirical data on IC practices in
three universities, which may add to the body of knowledge that serves as reference for the
practical application of IC. Though the insights gained from the study may not bring about instant
transformations in the institutions’ integrated communication activities, it is possible that these

insights may gradually awaken institutions to enhance their IC practices.

7.3 Implications for Theory
The study points to some issues that impinge on theoretical and conceptual claims within the
practice of integrated communication. First of all, due to the universities’ non-observance of the
key factors of IC, it is not easy to identify each institution’s stage of integration, as depicted by
Duncan and Caywood’s (1996) integrated communication model. Secondly, systems theory and
IC scholars have variously emphasised the need for unifying efforts by institutions and their
constituent units as well as the effective co-ordination of the multiple communication activities for
mutually beneficial outputs (Du Plessis & Thomson, 2013; Smith, 2012a; Duncan & Caywood,
1996). The implication is that the theoretical propositions ought to reflect in the internal
communication efforts of the universities investigated. However, the findings of this study show
that the universities’ communication systems are not well co-ordinated, meaning that the unifying
efforts proposed by the systems perspective are not enacted by the institutions and their internal
publics. Consequently, the findings of this study are inconsistent with the fundamental systems
dictum of using a holistic approach for all communication activities.

Moreover, the kind of symbiotic and mutually beneficial relationship posited by the
systems theory might not be fully claimed for IC practice in the universities under investigation.

Though the top management, especially at CU and UG, thinks a lot is done to ensure effective
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relationships with the employees, the staff themselves do not show any gratifications obtained
from their relationship with management. Coupled with this, much cannot be said of cross-
functional collaboration which ensures effective communication, teamwork and mutually
beneficial relationship at the horizontal level. All these findings do not resonate with the kind of
interdependence and interrelationships that exist between a system and its sub-systems.
Consequently, systems theory’s proposition of the symbiotic relationship required for the survival
of a system and its subsystems is not confirmed by evidence from this study.

Additionally, it appears that none of the institutions can fully boast of the adaptive/open
systems approach which enables a system to receive inputs from its environment and processes
the information received to deliver output with feedback loops to its subsytems (Chikere & Nwoka,
2015; Classen & Vewey, 1998). Evidence from this study shows the FGD participants do not enjoy
the full benefit of the open system of communication. On the other hand, many of the survey
respondents appear to be satisfied with information flow in their respective universities, but
express dissatisfaction about the availability of feedback loops and top management’s
responsivess. These appear to suggest that the open systems perspective, together with its
properties of homeostasis and self-regulation (which deal with rigorous exchanges between the
system and its constituents), is not fully supported by the findings. To give meaning to any attempt
at mainstreaming the integrated communication concept in the universities, this study makes a
strong case for an ecosystem that opens up the space for effective interactions among the university
systems and their subsystems. On the basis of this, the study strongly recommends much deeper
entrenchment of the system theory for a full benefit to be derived from the integrated

communication approach.
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Although this study is predominantly exploratory in nature, it raises a number of
opportunities for further research and theory development. The study, through its multiple sources
of evidence, has generated findings that may be relevant for the expansion of the systems theory.
Though the findings cannot be generalised to larger populations due to the sample sizes, they offer

the opportunity to refine the concepts and constructs that emerged from the inductive analysis.

7.4 Recommendations

On the basis of the findings of this study and consistent with the literature, there is the need to re-
examine the role of the Registrar as Head of Communication in the universities. This role assigned
to the Registrar may have the tendency of diminishing the expected output from the Director of
PR captured in the literature as the manager and orchestrator of the IC process. Additionally,
opening up the space for more enhanced communication input of the Director of PR would be
more appropriate and may, perhaps, deepen the integrated approach to carrying out communication
activities in the universities.

While the above recommendation is necessary, it is equally important for universities to
review or redefine the position of the heads of PR by designating them as IC champions. Placing
them in the limelight of the IC process promises the following benefits: the effective co-ordination
of all communication activities, image integration, management of mutually beneficial
relationships with stakeholders and cross-functional collaboration (Niemann-Struweg, 2014;
Duncan & Caywood, 1996). Similarly, it would ensure the streamlining of reporting lines and the
effective evaluation of the IC process.

Again, it is noted that the universities’ lack of a communication strategy terribly affects

their implementation of IC. In this regard, it would seem more fruitful for the universities to
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develop a well-planned communication strategy with a strategic focus that aligns with their
institutional strategic goals. The communication strategy would provide strategic direction for the
co-ordination of all communication efforts as well as the alignment of individual daily activities
with the institutional goals. Beyond the above recommendations, the following are also key:

Institutions must consider one-way or vertical communication as a practice of the past and
limit it as much as possible. Stringent efforts must be made to engage stakeholders in two-way or
interactive communication and acknowledge their inputs because when stakeholders feel
marginalised, they become apathetic. This would impinge on the achievement of institutional
strategic goals.

Closely related to the above, universities must be cautious of conversation fragmentation
that could arise from poor co-ordination and the use of multiple channels for internal
communication. They must embark on periodic audience research to identify their publics’
preferred channels for communicating policies and other pieces of information in order to be on
the same page with them. In this case, media/channels that are not in the position to communicate
information clearly to certain segments of the publics can be avoided.

Furthermore, cross-functional collaboration must be managed in a manner that dissuades
fragmented relationships and silos in order to encourage interdependence and team spirit that feed
into broader discussions across the entire institution.

It is equally cardinal to dedicate an office or officer (preferably with PR expertise) to design
a well-planned, thoughtful and holistic approach to management-stakeholder relationship. This
design should take into account, the periodic sensitsation of key people (such as Heads of
Departments) who would liaise with the departments on behalf of management to refresh their

strategies for ensuring cordial relationships in their units. The periodic training and discussion to
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endow the HoDs with the necessary skills and strategies to nurture mutually beneficial
relationships with publics. Adequate provision must also be made for effective feedback loops and
total member involvement in the communication process. These efforts will encourage a sense of
belonging and efforts for the achievement of institutional goals for the mutual benefit of all.

To facilitate the above, new technologies should be extensively explored and employed.
Institutions should make effective use of social media together with other technologies.
Institutional websites should be updated often and be made interactive enough to attract
stakeholders’ input at all times. Reliable database and social media platforms should be created
and well managed.

Scholarship recommends sufficient budget as a key pre-condition for running the IC
programme, but this is subject to the importance attached to it. It is clear from the findings that
none of the universities had sufficient budget for IC. Institutions must attach a lot of importance
to the IC programme and allocate enough budgets to it to avoid poor quality and haphazard
communication programmes. Similarly, all other resources such as office space and qualified
personnel must be made available.

Universities must not lose sight of the fact that the buy-in of top management is always
crucial for the success of IC. The commitment of top management would ensure that all possible
barriers that impinge on the IC programme are removed; the necessary resources are provided and
the IC programme as a whole is fully supported by top management. It is pertinent to note that the
contribution of PR to an effective IC agenda is essential for top management buy-in. The public
relations unit should, therefore, develop strategies and programmes that will attract the

endorsement and full participation by top management.
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It is additionally important to design a periodic evaluation schedule for the IC process.
This calls for public relations active engagement at the micro, meso and macro levels of the
institutions. The conduct of situational analysis at all these levels would inform public relations
about the resources and logistics required while preparing the grounds to get buy-in from all key

actors and stakeholders.

7.4.1 Recommendation for Further Studies
Further research using the deductive approach to investigate the perceptions of different
institutional stakeholders about IC is recommended to confirm/debunk the systems theory by

drawing inferences from larger populations.

7.5 Contributions to Knowledge
The study used the case study approach which allows the use of multiple sources of evidence to
investigate integrated communication, using the systems theory as the theoretical basis. Employing
multiple sources of evidence such as in-depth interviews, focus group discussions and survey
generated data to highlight the different factors of integrated communication.

Additionally, the perceptions of four different categories of internal stakeholders provides

a wide range of empirical evidence to fill the gap in literature identified earlier in this research.
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APPENDIX I: INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR SAMPLED EMPLOYEES OF THE

UNIVERSITIES

INTRODUCTION

| am a student at the Department of Communication Studies, University of Ghana, Legon. | am
conducting a research on integrated communication in universities for my PhD thesis. This
discussion is to help me gather data for the research. Please be assured that this is a personally-
sponsored and purely academic work. Therefore, | have no intentions to use the information
derived for any financial gains. Your candid opinions would be very much appreciated.

Thank you.

A. GENERAL IMPRESSION ABOUT COMMUNICATION IN THE UNIVERSITY]

Q1. What are the channels used for communication in this University? Probe

Q2. Which of the channels would you say is yourmost reliable source of information about the
University and why?

Q3. Tell me about your general impression about communication with employees in this
University.

Q4. In your view, which department is fully in charge of communicating information from
University Management? Probe

B. IMAGE MANAGEMENT/CO-ORDINATION AND STRATEGIC CONSISTENCY IN
COMMUNICATION

Q5. What is your impression about the deployment of the University’s symbols, inscriptions,
colours? Probe

Q6. To what extent has the deployment of the University’s symbolspromoted the image of the
University?

Q7. What are your views about the co-ordination ofcommunication activities in this University?
Probe

Q8. How does information travel from Management to University stakeholders?

Q9. How will you rate consistency in communication (from Management-HoDs, Management-
union groups)? Probe

C. COMMUNICATION ABOUT THE UNIVERSITY’S STRATEGIC PLAN

Q10. How do you get information about this University’s Strategic plan? Probe
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Q11. How has the communication of the University’s strategic plan helped you to contribute to
the achievement of the University’s strategic goals? Probe

Q12. In your view, to what extent has the University achieved its strategic goals? Probe
D. CROSS-FUNCTIONAL COLLABORATION
Q13. Indicate the level of collaboration that exists among departments/employees regarding the

sharing of information about the University’s strategic goals.

Q14. How easy is it to derive information from other departments/colleagues to advance your
work? Probe

Q15. What are your overall views about the free flow of information in the University? Probe

E. RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT
Q16. What are your impressions about the University Management’s relationship with employees?

Probe

Q17. What feedback loops do you have/How do you get back to Management?

Q18. To what extent is Management responsive to your concerns raised? Probe

Q19. How does the PR unit contribute to managing your relationship with Management? Probe
F. RECOMMENDATIONS

Q20. Kindly give some suggestions for the improvement of integrated communication in this
University.
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APPENDIX 11: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SAMPLED STUDENTS OF THE

UNIVERSITIES

Thesis Title: An audit of integrated communication in universities: A study of three
universities in Ghana

| am a student at the Department of Communication Studies, University of Ghana, Legon. | am
conducting a research on the above topic for my PhD thesis. | would be very grateful if you could
take a few minutes to answer the following questions. Please be assured that your answers will be
confidential.

Thank you.

A. GENERAL IMPRESSION ABOUT COMMUNICATION IN THE UNIVERSITY]

Q1. From which of the following channels do you receive information about the University?
(Please tick all that apply)

1. Notice Boards [ ] 2. University Website [ ] 3. Emails/Intranet [ ]
4. Student Handbook [ ] 5. University Brochure [ ] 6. Newsletters [ ]
7. University Events [ ] 8. Radio [ ] 9. Newspapers [ ]
10. Television [ ] 11. Social Media [ ] 12. Grapevine [ ]

13. Other (Please SPeCify)....coouueuiine it it

Q2. Which of the following would you say is your most reliable source of information about the
University? (Please select only one answer.)

1. Notice Boards [ ] 2. University Website [ ] 3. Emails/Intranet [ ]
4. Student Handbook [ ] 5. University Brochure [ ] 6. Newsletters [ ]
7. University Events [ ] 8. Radio[ ] 9. Newspapers [ ]
10. Television [ ] 11. Social Media [ ] 12. Grapevine [ ]

13. Other (PleasSESEEESE.. .. B ... B . W S ... ...

Q3. How satisfied are you with information flow in your University?
1. Very satisfied [ ] 2. Satisfied [ | 3. Dissatisfied [ ] 4. Very dissatisfied [ ]

Q4. Which of the following best describes your impression about communication in the
University? (Please select only one answer.)

1. I get fully informed [ ] 2. 1 get adequately informed [ ] 3. I get fairly informed [ ]
4. 1 only get limited information [ ] 5. | hardly get informed [ ]

Q5. Inyour view, is the public relations department fully in charge of information from University
Management?
1.Yes|[ ] 2.No[ ] 3.Notsure| ]
Q6. How often do you receive information from the public relations department in this university?
1. Frequently [ ] 2. Sometimes [ ] 3. Rarely [ ] 4. Never [ ]
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B. COMMUNICATION ABOUT THE UNIVERSITY’S STRATEGIC PLAN;

Q7. Are you aware of the university’s strategic plan? 1. Yes[ ] 2.No[ ]
Q8. Are you aware of the university’s mission? 1.Yes[] 2.No[ ]
Q9. Are you aware of the University’s vision? 1.Yes[] 2.No[ ]

Q10.Would you say information about the University’s strategic plan is readily accessible?
1.Yes[ ]2.No[ ] 3. Notsure [ ]

Q11.How often do you receive information about the University’s strategic plan?
1. Veryoften[ ] 2. Often[ ] 3.Rarely[ ] 4. Notatall[ ]

Q12. Through which of the following channels do you often receive information about the
University’s strategic plan? (Please tick all that apply.)

1. Notice Boards [ ] 2. University Website [ ] 3. Emails/Intranet [ ]
4. Student Handbook [ ] 5. University Strategic Plan [ ] 6. Newsletters [ ]
7. University Events [ ] 8. Radio [ ] 9. Newspapers [ ]
10. Television [ ] 11. Social Media [ ] 12. Grapevine [ ]

13. Other (Please SPeCify). . .oceueeuiiiie it

Q13. Which of the following channels would you say is your most reliable source of information
about the University’s strategic plan? (Please select only one answer.)

1. Notice Boards [ ] 2. University Website [ ] 3. Emails/Intranet [ ]
4. Student Handbook [ ] 5. University Strategic Plan [ ] 6. Newsletters [ ]
7. University Events [ ] 8. Radio [ ] 9. Newspapers [ ]
10. Television [ ] 11. Social Media [ ] 12. Grapevine [ ]

13. Other (PleasSESREINNE" . B I S T ... .. ...

Q14. Use the list below to describe your views about the way university management
communicates the university’s strategic plan to you.

Communication of University’s | 1 2 3 4
Strategic Plan Strongly | Agree Disagre | Strongly
Agree Disagree

a The messages | receive about the
university’s strategic plan are well
understood.

b The messages | receive about the
university’s strategic plan help me to
contribute to the achievement of
university goals.

c Messages received on the university’s
strategies make me a proud associate
of the University.
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Q15. Overall, how satisfied are you with communication received about the university’s future
strategies?
1. Very satisfied [ ] 2. Satisfied [ ] 3. Notsatisfied[ ] 4. Not satisfied atall [ ]

Q16. Will you say communication about the university’s future strategies informs your reaction
towards the achievement of the university’s long range goals?
1.Yes[ ] 2.No[ ] 3.Notsure[ ]

C. CO-ORDINATION AND CONSISTENCY IN COMMUNICATION
Q17. Will you say communication received from the various departments is well co-ordinated?
1.Yes[] 2.No[] 3. Notsure[ ]

Q18. The various departments depend on the public relations/public affairs department to
communicate their events.
1. Strongly agree [ ] 2. Agree [ ] 3. Disagree [ ] 4. Strongly disagree [ ]

Q19. The public relations department ensures consistency in all the messages received from
university management about the university’s future strategies.
1. Strongly agree [ ] 2. Agree [ ] 3. Disagree [ ] 4. Strongly disagree [ ]

Q20. The messages received from the SRC about the university’s policies are the same as those
received from the university management.
1. Strongly agree [ ] 2. Agree [ ] 3. Disagree [ ] 4. Strongly disagree [ ]

Q21. Use the list below to describe your views about consistency of communication.

Consistency of communication | 1 2 3 4
Strongly | Agree Disagree | Strongly
Agree Disagree

a. | Messages about the university’s activities
are usually sent through one department.
b. | Messages about the university’s strategic
plan are usually sent by the Public
Relations Department.

c. | I receive the messages through the same
channel.

d. I receive the same messages
through different channels.

Q22. Do you have opportunity to send feedback on the messages received about the University’s
strategic plan? 1.Yes| ] 2.No[ ]

D. STAKEHOLDER COMMUNICATION
Q23. Please rank your impression about the University’s relationship with students in the
following table.
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The University’s
relationship with
students

1
Very
Satisfactory

2
Satisfactory

3
Unsatisfactory

4
Very
Unsatisfactory

a. | University’s
relationship with
students

b. | Negotiation with
students in
drawing up
policies.

c. | Timely
communication of
University
policies

d. | Availability  of
reliable channels
for students’
feedback.

e. | Responsiveness to
students’
feedback

E. DEPLOYMENT OF UNIVERSITY’S SYMBOLS AND COLOURS

Q24. Please use the list below to indicate your views about the deployment of the University’s
symbols and colours.

Deployment of University’s | 1 2 3 4
symbols and colours Strongly | Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

a. | There is consistency in the use of the
university’s colours on vehicles.

b. | There is consistency in the use of the
university’s  logo on  various
departmental sign boards.

c. | The alignment of university visual
symbols promotes the image of the
university.

F. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

D1. Gender: 1. Male[ ] 2. Female [ ]

D2. Age: 1.Lessthan18 years[ ] 2.18-25years[ ]3.26-35years|[ ]

4. 36-45 years [ ] 5. 46 and above [ ]
D3. Name of Institution:

1. Central University [ ]

2.GIMPA[ ] 3. University of Ghana[ ]
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D4. Programme: 1. Social Sciences [ ] 2. Business [ ]
D5. Residential Status: 1. Resident on Campus[ ] 2. Non-resident [ ]
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APPENDIX 111: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR SAMPLED
MEMBERS AT THE SENIOR MANAGEMENT POSITION IN THE UNIVERSITIES

INTRODUCTION

| am a student at the Department of Communication Studies, University of Ghana, Legon. | am
conducting a research on integrated communication in universities for my PhD thesis. This
interview is to help me to gather data for the research. Please be assured that this is a personally-
sponsored and purely academic work. Therefore, | have no intentions to use the information
derived for any financial gains. Your candid opinions would be very much appreciated.

Thank you.

A. GENERAL IMPRESSION ABOUT COMMUNICATION IN THE UNIVERSITY]

Q1. What are your views about the distribution of information in this University? Probe
Q2. What role does your office play to ensure information reaches the internal publics as expected?
Probe

Q3. To what extent does feedback received from internal publics indicate that information from
management is well communicated?

B. STAKEHOLDER RELATIONSHIP
Q4. Who are the University’s stakeholders?

Q5. Please tell me about how management’s relationship with the publics is managed?

Q6. Which office is at the centre of communicating information from management to the
University’s publics? Probe

C. CO-ORDINATION, STRATEGIC CONSISTENCY AND IMAGE MANAGEMENT
Q7. Which department is mainly responsible for co-ordinating information circulated to the
internal publics?

Q8. Does the department have a communication strategy that guides the communication of the
University’s strategic intent? Probe

Q9. Can you please tell me about the measures in place for the co-ordination and integration of
messages circulated to the internal publics? Probe

Q10. What are your views about the management of the university’s messages, symbols and
colours?

D. COMMUNICATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN, MISSION AND VISION

Q11. What are your views about the strategies used to communicate information about the
university’s strategic plan, mission and vision? Probe
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Q12. What shows that the communication efforts received the expected reactions from the internal
publics? Probe

Q13. To what extent has the department helped the University to achieve its strategic goals or
promote its image?

E. IMPLEMENTATION OF INTEGRATED COMMUNICATION

Q14. Please tell me about your views about integrated communication and the department in
charge of its implementation? Probe

Q15. To what extent is the department in charge of integrated communication autonomous? Probe
Q16. How does your office help to ensure the implementation of integrated communication?

Q17. How far does senior management support the integrated communication efforts? Probe

F. RECOMMENDATIONS

Q18. What recommendations would you give for the improvement of integrated communication
in this university?
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APPENDIX IV: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR SAMPLED
WORKERS AT THE PUBLIC RELATIONS

INTRODUCTION

| am a student at the Department of Communication Studies, University of Ghana, Legon. | am
conducting research on integrated communication in universities for my PhD thesis. This interview
is to help me to gather data for the research. Please be assured that this is a personally-sponsored
and purely academic work. Therefore, | have no intentions to use the information derived for any
financial gains. Your candid opinions would be very much appreciated.

Thank you.

A. GENERAL INFORMATION ON COMMUNICATION AND IC
Q1. Who are the key actors in internal communication in this university? Probe

Q2. What roles does your office play to ensure that information reaches the University’s publics
as expected? Probe

Q3. Briefly, what does integrated communication mean to you? Probe

B. COMMUNICATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN, VISION AND MISSION
Q4. Does your university have a current/recently used strategic plan? Probe

Q5. Please tell me about the processes involved in developing the document.
Q6. What strategies are adopted to communicate the strategic plan, vision and mission? Probe

Q7. To what extent has the university achieved its strategic goals? Probe

C. INTERNAL STAKEHOLDER RELATIONSHIP

Q8. Can you please mention your major stakeholders? Probe
Q9. How do you manage the relationship between management and internal publics? Probe

Q10. How do you ensure internal publics respond to management decisions? Probe.

Q11. To what extentwould you say this university operates in an open environment where people
can easily get access to information?

D. CO-ORDINATION/STRATEGIC CONSISTENCY AND IMAGE BUILDING

Q12. What strategies do you use to co-ordinate the messages circulated in the University? Probe

Q13. How do you ensure collaboration among internal publics to ensure synergy
communication? Probe
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Q14. How does your department manage the use of institutional symbols and colours? Probe

E. IMPLEMENTATION OF INTEGRATED COMMUNICATION
Q15. Does your department have a communication strategy that guides communication in this
university? Probe

Q16. What other mechanisms do you have for the implementation of integrated communication in
your university? Probe.

17. Please tell me about the position ofthe head of the PR in senior management discussions. Probe

Q18. To what extentdoes management support the PR department in its efforts to ensure
communicationintegration? Probe

Q19. Assessing your overall communication efforts, how far has the PR department been
successful in its integrated communication efforts? Probe

F. RECOMMENDATIONS

Q20. Given the chance, what would you like to change about your communication programme to
make it more integrated?

Q21. What further recommendations would you give for the improvement of integrated
communication in this University?
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APPENDIX V: CHECKLIST FOR GATHERING DATA ON THE USE OF

UNIVERSITY SYMBOLS

Category Central GIMPA|University of
University Ghana
Use of Logo

1. |Placement of institutional logo on
signboards

2. |Placement of institutional logo on
stationery such as letterheads and
business cards

3. |Placement of logo on institutional
vehicles

Use of Colour Scheme

4. |Consistent use of the right corporate
colours for institutional logo

5. |Consistent use of corporate colours
on signboards

6. |Consistent use of colour scheme on
institutional vehicles

7. |Consistent use of colour scheme on
stationery (e.g. letterheads, business
cards)

Use of Typography

8. |Consistent use of typography on
stationery

9. |Consistent use of typography on
signboards

10. |Consistent use of typography on

vehicles

(Use \ for ‘Yes’ and X for ‘No”)
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