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Communication between IS staff and users during requirement specification is unavoidable. However, little research has 
been conducted to e.xplore the relationship between effective group communication and the quality of the requirement 
specification. This empirical research was based on group communication theory by Johnson and Johnson and 
requirement specification theory by Wetherbe and Awad. 

This study confirms that effective group communication is positively associated with the quality of the requirement 
specification. Furthermore, it highlights the three attributes of group communication which are most positively associated 
with the quality of the requirement specification. These are: problem solving ability, group cohesion and decision making 
ability. The three attributes of group communication which are least associated with the quality of the requirement 
specification are: interpersonal communication, participation and leadership, and power and influence. 
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1. Introduction 

The systems development process follows a 
predetermined pattern which may be divided into 
four major stages, namely specification, 
development, implementation, and maintenance. 
Whilst the success of each stage clearly impacts on 
subsequent stages, according to Ein Dor and Segev 
[11] the likelihoo4 of final system success is 
dependent on the completeness and explicit nature 
of the statement of requirements. 

Ideally the statement of requirements, also 
referred to as the requirements specification, 
should be complete, consistent, comprehensible, 
traceable to requirements, unambiguous, 
modifiable, and writable [21]. The success of the 
requirements specification in terms of these 
standards largely depends on the effectiveness of 
the exchange of information between users and 
systems analysts. During this stage users have to 
provide information so that the resulting system 
will address their system needs. Systems analysts 
also have to ensure that technological constraints 
and possibilities are taken into account [10]. 

In order to gather information for systems 
analysis and design, systems analysts have to 
interact with people outside of the Information 
Systems department. This necessitates crossing 
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departmental boundaries. Communication across 
organizational boundaries is difficult and prone to 
bias and distortion. Management Information 
Systems literature is replete with indications of the 
existence of a communication gap between users 
and systems analysts [1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 16, 18]. Thus one 
can conclude that communication between users 
and systems analysts is important during all stages 
of software development, but particularly during 
the requirements specification stage as it is during 
this stage that the system requirements are 
introduced and investigated. 

The importance of effective communication 
between users and systems analysts during the 
requirements specification stage has been 
highlighted in various studies which have shown 
that the maintenance cost for a developed system is 
two to four 'times greater than the pre-delivery cost 
[17]. About two-thirds of the maintenance cost can 
be attributed to misconception, not identifying the 
real needs, or improper conceptual design [15, 19]. 
It has also been found that almost half of the 
problems requiring maintenance are detected only 
after completion of acceptance tests [17), and that 
the relative cost of fixing problems detected during 
final testing or operation is 50 to 100 times greater 
than for problems detected during requirements 
specification [4]. 
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Given that the greatest financial cost accrues 
during the operations or maintenance stage of the 
software life-cycle, and that these costs are often 
the result of shortcomings of the requirements 
specification, it is believed that a study of the 
requirements specification stage is clearly 
warranted. More specifically, a better 
understanding of communication practices during 
this stage, and the possibility of a relationship 
between communication effectiveness and the 
success of the requirements specification is 
considered to be of importance. 

2. Effective Communication 

According to Robbins [20], " ... one of the most 
inhibiting forces to successful group performance is 
a lack of effective communication ... No group can 
exist without communication." 

Gibson, Ivanevich and Donnelly [12] define 
communication as "the transmission of information 
and understanding through the use of common 
symbols, verbal or non verbal." Shannon, Weaver 
and Schramm developed a communication model 
which includes the elements in Figure 1. 

Communication theory may thus be defined on 
three levels: 
i. How accurately the symbols may be 

transmitted. This is the technical level. 
ii. How precisely the transmitted symbols convey 

the desired meaning. This is the semantic 
level. 

iii. How effectively the received message affects 
conduct in the desired way. This is the 
effectiveness level. 

This study is concerned with the third level, 
namely effective communication. A distinction has 
to be made between effective and good 
communication, in that communication is effective 
when the intended outcome is achieved, while good 
communication occurs when one party understands 
the concepts the other party is conveying. Effective 
communication can only exist when the receiver of 
a message interprets the message in the way in 
which the sender intended it [13]. In other words it 
may be said that good communication is a 
prerequisite for effective communication. 

White and Leifer [23] report that good 
communication skills was ranked the second most 
important skill for systems development project 

team success. Good communication skills include 
both sending and ,qccMng skills, for example 
ensuring that the ~ sent is appropriate to the 
receiver's frame of reference (sending skill), and 
paraphrasing the message received to test 
understanding (receiving skill) (13, 14]. 

. In summary, research has shown that software 
development is viewed as an important issue facing 
Information Systems ~management, and that failure 
during the requirement$ specification stage has 
considerable financial implications later on in the 
system's life cycle. It has further been noted that a 
primary focus of the requirements specification 
stage is concerned with communication between 
users and systems analysts, and that this 
communication is problematic as a result of the 
organiz.ational boundary crossing which is 
inevitable. A study conducted by White and Leifer 
[23] highlighted the importance of good 
communication skills, however, as far as the 
authors are aware there have not been any studies 
of effective communication between users and 
systems analysts during the requirements 
specification stage of systems development. 

3. Prior Research 

An empirical study conduct~d by Edstrom [10] on a 
sample of sixteen companies found that symptoms 
of ineffective communication between users and 
specialists were consistently related to user 
dissatisfaction with the system. In the same year, 
working with De Brabander he developed a model 
of effective communication based on the works of 
Churchman and Schainblatt, and Gruber and Niles. 
De Brabander and Thiers [8] tested this model in 
an experimental study using a sample of 182 
students. The results indicated that power 
asymmetry and a semantic gap have a negative 
effect on effective communication and that the 
presence of a third party nullifies this negative 
effect. They further concluded that " ... as far as we 
know, almost no research has been devoted to the 
intervening process (communication) by which the 
involvement of the user in system development 
affects the success of computer applications." 

Other than the above, no research focusing 
specifically on communication between is staff and 
users during requirement specification could be 
found in the relevant literature. 

Communicator Encoding Meaagc & Medium Dcroding Receiver 

Feedback 

Figure 1: Shannon, Weaver and Schramm's communication model 
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4. Research Design 

This exploratory research was designed to discover 
whether or not any relationships exist between 
attributes of effective group communication and 
the quality of the requirement specification. A 
questionnaire designed to identify such 
relationships was sent out to individuals who have 
been involved in the requirement specification 
phase of a system. Respondents included systems 
analysts, users, management and business 
consultants. 

4.1 Questionnaire design 
The questionnaire was divided into three sections. 
The first dealt with demographic information, from 
which one could describe the communication 
environment. It identified the role of the 
respondent, the person or persons responsible for 
the requirement specification and the size and 
composition of the project team. It also identified 
the time span of the project, the budgeted cost of 
the system, the strategic importance of the system 
to the company and the complexity of the system. 
The final aspect of demography focused on the 
percentage of time spent in various forms of 
communication. These included telephone 
conversations, informal one-to-one conversations, 
formal one-to-one conversations, informal group 
meetings, formal group meetings and other. 

Section Two dealt with the group 
communication process, and was based on the 
works of Johnson and Johnson. In 1975 they 
published Joining Together: Group theory and group 
skills. The success of this book is evidenced by the 
fact that it has subsequently been republished in 
1982 and in 1987. Further, there have been 72 
citations in the Social Science Citation Index since 
1975. Their theory was considered especially 
suitable, since it focused "on groups that have 
defined goals and use a problem-solving process to 
achieve them" [14). They identified nine 
characteristics of effective group communication, 
which formed the basis of section two of the 
questionnaire (see Appendix 1 for the complete 
questionnaire). Because of the nature of 
communication, the questions in section two were 
subjective and respondents were asked for their 
perceptions of the following communications 
attributes:. 

Goals of the group. Ideally group goals should 
be clear, understood by all, and should not be 
incompatible with the goals of individual 
members. 
Interpersonal Communication should be a 
clear, two-way exchange in which both ideas 
and feelings are expressed by all members of 
the group. 
Participation and leadership. In effective 
groups, participation and leadership is 
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distributed among all group members. Goal 
accomplishment should not be emphasized at 
the expense of the functioning of the group. 
Power and influence should be equalized and 
shared among the members of the group. 
Influence should be based on ability rather 
than position. 
Decision making procedures should be 
appropriate and varied depending on the 
situation. All members should be encouraged 
to participate in decision making, and for 
important decisions all group members should 
be consulted. 
Conflict and controversy should be expressed 
and dealt with constructively, by reaching 
agreement to the satisfaction of all members 
in the group. 
Group cohesion is the extent to which the 
members in the group like, accept, support, 
trust and communicate openly with one 
another. Implicit in group cohesion is the 
acceptance of individuality, rather than 
enforcing conformity. 
Problem solving ability. Members in effective 
groups tend to display a high problem solving 
ability. 
Interpersonal effectiveness. This relates to 
how well the consequences of one's behaviour 
matches one's intentions. This focuses on 
individual message ,sending and receiving 
(including non-verbal signalling) which is 
beyond the scope of this research, thus it was 
specifically excluded from the questionnaire. 

Section two of the questionnaire therefore 
evaluated the effectiveness of group 
communication involving the systems analyst and 
the user during the requirement specification 
phase. The nine characteristics of effective group 
communication identified by Johnson and Johnson 
can be measured separately, thus enabling one to 
identify specific strengths and weaknesses of this 
communication. 

Section three focused on the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the requirement specification 
process. For the purposes of this study, efficiency 

Industry No 

Insurance 5 
Retail 3 
Oil 3 
Manufacturing 2 
Consulting 2 
Government 1 
Transport 1 

Total 17 

Table 1 : Industry Sectors of 
respondents. 

% 

29.0 
17.5 
17.5 
12.0 
12.0 
6.0 
6.0 

100 
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related to the effort expended to complete a 
specification [22). The effort expended could be 
measured in terms of the number of people 
involved ( and their skills) and the reasonableness 
of the time spent on the specification task. 
Effectiveness on the other hand was defined as by 
how well the specification contributed to the 
systems development process. To contribute, it had 
to be accurate and complete [2). 
It was recognized that the measures of the 
requirements specification (above) may be 
considered simplistic. The measures are subjective 
and thus could suffer from diffusion in the analysis. 
However, this was an exploratory study, the 
purpose of which was to identify relationships. The 
proof of cause and affect, which would be the 
subject of subsequent studies, would have to utilize 
far more rigorous measures. 

4.2 The sample 
The questionnaire was first tested on a pilot basis 
to ensure question validity. Then, prior to 
distributing it, 17 companies were contacted 
telephonically to obtain their support for the 
research. A total of 120 questionnaires were then 
sent to the IS managers in each of these companies. 

Each was asked to select a system which had 
recently (within the last six months) been specified. 
Generally, for each system selected, four 
questionnaires were filled in, two by systems 
personnel and two by user personnel. A total of 83 
completed questionnaires were returned, 
representing a 69% response. 

The companies were selected from the Western 
Cape and were generally large installations. Table 1 
represents the industry sectors of the responding 
firms. 

4.3 Method or analysis 
Since this was an exploratory study, the data was 
not subjected to formal hypothesis-testing statistics. 
The approach rather employed descriptive 
statistics, searching for strong positive or negative 
associations between requirements specification 
efficiency and effectiveness on the one hand, and 
group communication attributes on the other. The 
analysis took two parts. In the first the authors 
examined the attributes that were being tested, and 
searched for what they considered to be likely 
positive or negative associations. Expected positive 
associations are listed in Table 2. 

EXPECTED POSITIVE ASSOCIATIONS 

RS Attributes 

Number of people involved 
in relation to the task 

The reasonableness of the 
time spent in relation to 
the output 

Group Communications Attributes 

Where respondents felt that the correct number of people were 
involved, one would expect that interpersonal communication, 
participation and leadership, power and influence, and conflict and 
controversy were effective. 

Where the time spent in terms of output was reasonable, one would 
expect that group goo.ls, participation and leadership, power and 
influence, decision making procedures, conflict and controversy and 
problem solving ability were effective. 

Time spent versus anticipated Where the time spent on the project differed little from the time 
time anticipated, one would expect that group goals, interpersonal 

communication, participation and leadership, decision making 
procedures, conflict and controversy, group 
cohesion and problem solving ability were effective. 

" Accuracy of the specifications Where the requirement specification is accurate, one would expect that 

Completeness of the 
specifications 

Understanding the specs 

interpersonal communications, participation and leadership, power and 
influence, conflict and controversy, group cohesion and problem solving 
ability were effective. • · 

Where the requirement specification covers all areas of the proposed 
system, one would expect that group goals, interpersonal communication, 
participation and leadership, decision making procedures, group cohesion 
and problem solving ability were effective. 

Where the requirement specification is understood by all parties 
involved in systems development, one would expect that interpersonal 
communications, participation and leadership, decision making 
procedures, group cohesion and problem solving ability were effective. 

Table 2: Expected positive associations between the RS and group communication attributes. 
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The second step in the analysis consisted of 
searching for verification or denial of these 
associations or assertions. The questionnaire 
details were captured using LOTUS 123 and 
transferred to a Vax 6230 where they were analyzed 
using the statistical package SAS. The principle 
statistical technique involved the use of Pearson's 
correlation coefficient. Although it is accepted that 
the scales used in the questionnaire are not truly 
interval data, the purpose of the exercise was to 
measure the strength of association between the 
responses to one question and the responses to 
another. There was no attempt either to identify 
the cause of a movement in responses or to prove 
the extent of a relationship. For this reason 
Pearson's measure was considered satisfactory. 

S. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

The requirement specification process can be 
measure in terms of efficiency and effectiveness. 
Table 3 lists the group communications attributes 
that were significantly associated with those 
attributes concerning the efficiency of the 
requirements specification process. Efficiency was 
measured in terms of the number of people on the 
team in relation to the size and complexity of the 
system, the reasonableness of the time spent in 
performing the task, and the amount of time spent 
versus what was anticipated. 

The number of people involved. There was no 
strong association between the number of people 
involved in the project (in relation to size and 
complexity) and any group communication 
attributes. In fact, Power had the highest positive 
correlation, but at a coefficient of 0.189 this was 
considered too'low to be conclusive. 

The reasonableness of the time spent in terms 
of the output. It is significant that this factor had 
the most number of group communication 
attributes positively associated with it. What this 
suggested was that there was a positive relationship 
between attributes of good group communication 
and people's ability to achieve a result in a 
satisfactory period. Specific attributes of group 
communication which appear to impact on the 
reasonableness of the time spent are: problem 
solving ability, handling of conflict and controversy, 
group cohesion and decision making ability. The 
association between the reasonableness of the time 
spent and group cohesion was unexpected. 

Of course, in none of these analyses can a cause 
and effect relationship be established. Thus it 
cannot be claimed that if one improved a group's 
ability to handle conflict and controversy, for 
instance, then that group would require less time to 
achieve its goals. Further research would be needed 
to establish such a relationship. 

Time spent versus what was anticipated. The 
responses were analyzed separately where less time 
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was spent than budgeted and where more time was 
spent. Once again the factors were similar to those 
identified for "reasonableness", possibly indicating 
-that the aspects of problem-solving capability, 
group cohesion, decision making and conflict and 
controversy are significantly associated with a 
group's ability to produce results within a required 
time-frame. What was equally significant was the 
absence of other group communication attributes, 
such as: goals, interpersonal communication and 
participation and leadership and power and 
influence. The analysis suggests that these 
attributes do not play a crucial role in the efficiency 
of the process. 

Two associations between attributes of group 
communication and the time spent on the project 
require further explanation. First, both the groups 
that spent less time than anticipated and the groups 
that spent more time than anticipated, were 
positively associated with certain aspects of 
decision making effectiveness. However, the groups 
that spent less time than anticipated were more 
strongly associated than the groups that spent more 
time than anticipated. It is also significant that the 
groups that spent more time than anticipated were 
positively associated with clear group goals. The 
clarification of this issue, it is suggested, could well 
be a subject of further research. 

Further analysis was performed to establish the 
relationship between attributes of group 
communication and the effectiveness of the 
requirements specification. Effectiveness focused 
on the accuracy of the specification, as measured by 
the amount of change required subsequent to its 
initial completion, and the completeness of the 
specification. 

Change due to inaccurate initial specification. 
This was the crux of the analysis: to determine the 
role that individual attributes would play in 
producing accurate specifications. There were a 
number of significant positive associations, but not 
one factor was completely positively correlated. For 
instance, two factors concerning the decision 
making process - the appropriateness of the 
decision making procedure, and consultation with 
all parties prior to making the decision - appear in 
the table, but missing are other decision-making 
attributes such as the involvement of all parties and 
the variety of procedures used. If one were to 
express the conclusion in a cause and effect 
relationship then one could conclude that the 
better the problem solving ability, the fewer the 
changes after completion. Although this is an 
appealing conclusion, it is not necessarily true 
because it is unsubstantiated by this research. 
Amount, of change because requirements were 
unclear at the time of specification. It was 
interesting that the focus shifted from problem 
solving ability and conflict and controversy in the 
case of inaccuracy, to goals and decision-making in 
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GROUP COMMUNICATION ATTRIBUTE Corr PStat 
Co-eff 

The number of people involved in relation to the task 

No significant correlations 

The reasonableness of the time spent in relation to the output 

028 Problem solving ability 0.500 0.0001 

024 Conflict and controversy - Dealt with constructively 0.518 0.0001 

023 Conflict and controversy - Attitude of the group 0.468 0.0001 

026c Group cohesion- Members supported one another 0.458 0.0001 

020 Decision making - All members consulted 0.409 0.0001 

021 Decision making - All members involved 0.388 0.0003 

025 Conflict and controversy - Agreement reached 0.388 0.0003 

026a Group cohesion - Members liked one another 0.354 0.0007 

026e Group cohesion - Members communicated openly 0.358 0.0009 

026d Group cohesion - Members trusted one another 0.320 0.0030 

026b Group cohesion - Members accepted one another 0.315 0.0040 

Less time spent on the project than anticipated 

028 Problem solving ability 0.676 0.0001 

025 Conflict and controversy - Agreement reached 0.582 0.0015 

026d Group cohesion - Members trusted one another 0.517 0.0058 

020 Decision making - All members consulted 0.507 0.0069 

021 Decision making - All members involved 0.506 0.0071 

019 Decision making - Procedure used appropriate 0.503 0.0075 

023 Conflict and controversy - Attitude of members 0.486 0.0102 

026c Group cohesion - Members supported one another 0.439 0.0221 

026a Group cohesion - Members liked one another 0.418 0.0301 

027 Group cohesion - Individuality encouraged 0.395 0.410 

026e Group cohesion -Members communicate openly 0.383 0.0480 

026b Group cohesion - Members accepted one another 0.378 0.0519 

More time spent on the project than anticipated 

020 Decision making - All members consulted 0.360 0.0060 

021 Decision making - All members involved 0.360 0.0060 

024 Conflict and controversy - Dealt with constructively 0.320 0.0912 

09 Goals - Clearly defined 0.320 0.0910 

014b Participation - Equal participation by all 0.310 0.1150 

016 Power and Influence - Low personal power and influence -.340 0.0054 

Table 3: Correlation between group commmunication attributes and requirement specification 
efficiency 
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GROUP COMMUNICATION ATIRIBUTE Corr P-stat 
Co-eff 

The amount the RS was changed because of inaccurate 
initial specification 

019 Decision making - Procedure used appropriate 0.553 0.0001 
028 Problem solving ability 0.447 0.0001 
026d Group cohesion - Members trusted one another 0.415 0.0001 
025 Conflict and controversy - Agreement reached 0.413 0.0001 
020 Decision making - All members consulted 0.408 0.0001 
024 Conflict and controversy - Dealt with constructively 0.379 0.0004 
OlOa Goals - Members have similar goals 0.372 0.0005 
018 Decision making - frocedure used varied -.290 0.0080 

The amount the RS was changed because requirements were 
unclear at the time of specification 

09 Goals - Clearly defined 0.347 0.0010 
019 Decision making - Procedure used appropriate 0.324 0.0030 
020 Decision making - All members consulted 0.320 0.0030 
OlOa Goals - Members have similar goals 0.314 0.0040 
018 Decision making - Procedure used varied -.340 0.0020 

The completeness of the specification 

027 Group cohesion - Individuality encouraged 0.393 0.0002 
OlOa Goals - Members have similar goals 0.377 0.0004 
023 Conflict and controversy - Attitude of members 0.360 0.0008 

Table 4: Correlation between group communication and RS effectiveness. 

the case of unclear requirements. This suggests that group communication attributes were ranked for 
where there is an ill-defined environment the each of the efficiency and effectiveness factors. The 
project leader should emphasize the purpose of the rankings indicated that for efficiency the problem 
study and should focus on the procedures whereby solving ability of the group was most significant, 
the group will decide on the requirements of the followed by group cohesion and the ability to 
system. resolve conflict and controversy. Factors that were 

The completeness of the specification. Of note least significant for efficiency included goals of the 
was the absence of association with the openness of group, interpersonal communication, participation 
group communication, participation by all group and leadership and power and influence. 
members, and the involvement of all parties in the For effectiveness, on the other hand, the 
decision-making process. All of these, it could be decision-making procedures were most significant, 
assumed, would contribute to ensuring that the followed by problem solving ability and group 
specification was complete, assuming that the skills cohesion. Again, interpersonal communication, 
of the group were correctly matched to the participation and leadership, and power and 
requirements of the job. Johnson and Johnson [14] influence were least significant for the effectiveness 
also assert that these are attributes that contribute of the requirement specification. 
to effective group communications, yet this was not From the above, it is evident that the group 
substantiated in this research. communication factors which are most significantly 

An attempt was made to determine whether associated with -the quality of the requirement 
there was any one attribute relating to group specification are: 
communication which was consistently correlated (1) problem solving ability, 
significantly with requirements specification (2) group cohesion and 
success. The correlation coefficients for each of the (3) decision making ability. 
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Group communication factors which are least 
significantly associated with the quality of the 
requirement specification are: 

(1) interpersonal communication, 
(2) participation and leadership, and 
(3) power and influence. 
Figure 2 provides a summary of the significant 

relationships ( those with a correlation coefficient 
greater than .333. 

6. CONCLUSION 

Practitioners and researchers have frequently 
indicated that the quality of communication 
between IS staff and users impacts on the quality of 
the requirement specificatf'on. This exploratory 
research was designed to investigate the validity of 
this assumption. A secondary objective of this 
research was to highlight those aspects of 
communication which are most significantly 
associated with the quality of the requirement 
specification. 

This study supports the assumption that there is 
a significant association between the effectiveness 
of group communication involving IS staff and 
users and the quality of the requirement 
specification. Specific attributes of group 
communication which are significantly associated 
with the quality of the requirement specification 
include problem solving ability, group cohesion and 
decision making ability ( as defined by Johnson and 
Johnson, [14]). 

There are a number of implications arising 
from this study for project management and 
decision-making in a non-homogeneous group. The 
most important is the strength of the relationship 
between problem solving ability and the 
effectiveness of the ioup. Problem solving relates 
to the resolution of unsettled matters and the 
formulation of solutions. The study indicates that it 
is the most significant factor in group success and 
should thus be of particular importance to project 
managers. Research in this area, determining the 
extent to which project management methodologies 
actually emphasize this aspect, may assist in 
understanding the factors that positively influence 
group performance. 

Group decision making has received s1:1bstantial 
attention recently, such as having a special section 
in MIS Quarterly devoted to it (1988, Vol 12 No 4), 
and it is no small wonder, considering the role it 
plays in group performance, as this research has 
highlighted. The same can be said of group 
cohesion. What was interesting was the lack of a 
positive relationship between any of the efficiency 
or effectiveness factors on the one hand and inter
personal communication, participation and 
leadership or the role of power and influence on 
the other. 
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Further research is necessary to determine 
appropriate methods of enhancing the positive 
aspects of group performance. This is especially 
true if one considers the current trend towards 
group activities in such areas as Joint Application 
Design (JAD). 
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Appendix 1 

SECTION 1 : DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

For questions 1 to 4 , indicate your choice by circling the correct letter. 

1. What was your role in the requirement specification process : 

a. Project Manager - User 
b. Project Manager - Systems 
c. User 
d. Systems Analyst 
e. Other - Please specify 

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

2. The development of the system from initiation to implementation did/is likely to take : 

a. Less than 6 months 
b. 6 to 12 months 
c. 12 to 18 months 
d. 18 to 24 months 
e. greater than 24 months 
f. Uncertain 

3. The development cost of the system was/is likely to be : 

a. Less than R50 000 
b. R50 000 to R200 000 
c. R200 000 to R500 000 
d. R500 000 to Rl 000 000 
e. Greater than Rl 000 000 
f. Uncertain 

4. Responsibility for preparing the requirements specifications lay /lies with: 

a. The project manager 
b. The project team - including users 
c. The project 'team - excluding users 
d. A systems analyst 
e. A user 
f. Other - Please specify 

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

5. If there was a formally constructed team, indicate how many people were involved during the analysis of the 
system: 

Project management 

System analysts 

Analyst programmers 

User management 

Other users 

Others 

If others, what were their functions? 
--------------------------------------------------------------
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6. In relation to the total contact between users and analysts, please assign percentages in the table 
below to the amount of time spent on each activity: 

Telephone conversations 

Informal one-on-one conversations 

Formal one-on-one conversations 

Formal group meetings (ie those with an agenda, a 
chairman, and when minutes were taken and distributed.) 

Informal meetings (ie where a group met to discuss 
requirements,but where there were no formal procedures) 

Other 

If other, please specify:. _________________ _ 

For the rest or the questionnaire, please indicate your answer by circling the correct number. 

7. In relation to the operations of the organization, the system: 

h~~~~c 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Will have little 

importance impact 

8. In relation to the other computer systems in your organization, how would you rate the system in terms of the 

following: 

Highly complex 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very simple 

Many functions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Few functions 

Technologically advanced 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Technologically 
simple 

SECTION 2 : GROUP COMMUNICATION 

For this section, we would like to consider your perceptions of the meetings during which users and 

analysts discussed the requirements for the new system. 

9. To what extent were the goals of the group defined ? 

Clearly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unclearly 

10. Rate your perception of individual member's (both systems analysts and users) goals during the 

meetings: 

Identical 

Compatible 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Different 

Incompatible 

11. How would you rate the level of understanding between the systems analysts and the users ? 

High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low 

12. Was the direction of communication between the systems analyst and the user balanced? 

Mostly Analyst to User 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mostly User to 
Analyst 
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13. In communication between the systems analyst and the user, were both ideas and feelings or 

only ideas expressed ? 

Ideas and feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ideas only 

14. Rate participation by the members during the meetings. 

High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low 

Equal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unequal 

15. To what extent did the group produce the specification at the expense of personal relationships within 

the group? 

Relationships had 
priority 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. To what extent did personal power influence the group process? 

High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Was power and influence determined primarily b) ability or by position? 

Ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. When decisions had to be made, were decision making procedures varied ? 

Always the same 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Requirement specification 
had priority 

Low 

Position 

Different procedures used 

19. In general, when decisions had to be made, was the decision making procedure used appropriate for the 

situation? 

Always 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Never 

20. For important decisions, were all participants consulted? 

Always 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Never 

21. How would you rate the involvement of participants in decision making ? 

High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low 

22. Was controversy and conflict expressed or suppressed during the meetings? 

Expressed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Suppressed 

23. What was the attitude of the group to controversy and conflict during meetings ? 

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 

24. Were controversy and conflict dealt with constructively or destructively ? 

Constructively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Destructively 

25. When controversy or conflict arose, was agreement reached to the satisfaction of the group ? 

Always 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Never 

26. How would you describe the relationship between the users and the systems analyst at the time 

that requirements were being specified ? 

a. They liked each other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 They disliked 
each other· 

b. They accepted each other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 They rejected 
each other 

c. They supported each other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 They 
antagonized 
each other 

SACJ/SART, No 3, 1990 17 



18 

d. They trusted each other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 They distrusted 
each other 

e. Communication was open 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Communication 
was closed 

27. Did the group encourage individuality or conformity ? 

Individuality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Conformity 

28. How would you rate the problem solving ability of the group? 

High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low 

SECTION 3 : REQUIREMENTS SPECIFICATION 

For this section , we would like to consider the requirements specification process. 

29. In relation to the size and complexity of the project, were the correct number of people involved? 

30. 

Far too many 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Far too few 

Did they have the necessary knowledge/skills to perform the task? 

A good spread 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very 
unbalanced 

31. Was the time spent reasonable in terms of the output? 

Very reasonable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unreasonable 

32. Did you spend more or less time than you anticipated? 

Far more 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Far less 

33. How has the RS changed since it was finalized, in each of the following categories: 

a. Because of changed business requirements? 

Substantial change 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No change 

b. Because of inaccurate initial specifications? 

Substantial change 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No change 

c. Because the requirements weren't clear at the time? 

Substantial change 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No change 

34. Did the specification cover all areas of the proposed system? 

Complete coverage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Large gaps 

35. Was the specification understood by all parties involved in systems development? 

Complete, thorough 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Little understanding 
understanding by by a few 
everybody 

36. Was the specification read by all parties involved in systems development? 

Read by everybody 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Parts read by 
some 
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