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I. TINTRODUCTION

A. llistory of ICA Communication Audit

The concept of auditing communication in an organization is not a

‘new one. 'Odiorne (195%) wts the first in the literature to use the

v phrase "communication audit". Since then, Guetzkow (1965), Porter
and Roberts (1972), Price (1972), Redding (1972), Roberts and O'Reilly
(1974) and Goldhaber (1974) have reviewed the literature and described
the instruments, techniques, tools and methods used to assess or andit
communication effectiveness in organizations. . These summaries and
reviews of the original studies reveal that most suffer from method-
ological weaknesses which limit their utility today: use of .small
samples, unreplicated measurements, limited predictive validicy,
lack of comparative analyses (Goldhaber and Krivonmos, 1977).

Reieognizing the problems associated with previous approaches to

the measurement of organizational communication, Division IV (the
Organizational Communication Division) of the International Commutuica-
tion Assdciqtion (ICA) decided in 1971 to begin the develorment of its
own measurement system, called rhe ICA Comnunication Audit. After
three years of ‘lcv.:lopment and twou of pilot-testing, the ICA Communica-,
tion Audit has been successfully implemented in 17 ‘organizations in the
United States and Canada, with over 8,000 people being audited. Table 1
describes the objectives, resources and results of the 6-year history of
the ICA Communication Audit. Camplete information about the history and
development of the audit appears clsewhere (Goldhaber, 1976; Yates,
et: al., 1976; Goldhaber and Krivonos, 1977). The only comparable
cfforts at measuring organizational communication are the work of the
University of Michigan's Institute of Social Research (Taylor and

2 Bowers, 1972) and of Osmo Wiio at the Helsinki Research Institute for
Business Economics (Goldhaber, et. al., in press and Wilo, 1974,
1976). The former, although reporting norms derived from over 20,000
persons in 15 organizations, only uses three of 92 (1970 version)
survey items to measure communication. The latter, reporting norms
~derived from over 5,000 persons in 22 organizations, is limited -to the
use of a single questionnaire for its data collection. While similar
in overall goals (to establish a normed data bank to facilitate
comparative analyses and theory-building)} to the work of Wiio and
ISR, the ICA Communication Audit's products’ are more exteénsive:

1. An organizational profile of perceptions of communication
events, practices, and relationships; this profile can be further
analyzed according to such demographics as: age, sex, education,
supervisory status, division and/or department, job tenure.

2. A map of the operational ‘communication networks for rumors,
social, innovative and job-related messages, listing all group
members, liaisons and isolates, identifying potential bottlenecks
and gatekeepers.

3. . Verbal summaries of successful and unsuccessful communication
experiences. used to explain some of the reasons for communication
‘problems or strengths identified in the above profiles and networks.

4. An organizational- and individual profile of actual communica-
tion behaviors summarizing major message sources, receivers, topics,
channels, lengths, and qualities, thus allowing comparisons between
actual and perceived communication behaviors.

5. A set of genmeral recommendations, derived from the results
oﬁ the audit, indicating which attitudes, behaviors, practices, and
skills should be continued, added, changed, or eliminated.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



6. Several personuel trom the organization familiar with the
ICA Audit instruments and procedures, helping the organization to
take the major initiative' in conductiny futurce audits thomselves.

7. Permanent future access (on a confidential basis) to the
1CA Audit data bank, allowing the orpanization to compare thie
results of present and future audits with those of similar organi-

zations,
1ol

B. Andit Instriments and Procedure

The ICA Communication Audit uses five measurement tools, cach
of which can be administered independently or in any comBination,

1. Questionnaire Survey- Il8 items and 10 dewmographics plus
up to I8 questions of any type determined by the organization. .
The reliability .of the scales on the 118 item set ranges from &
low of .70 to a high of .90, .The validity of these scales is
based upon their self-avident relatiopship to organizational
communication and their ability to predict organizational out-

' comes. Respondents answer the survey anonymously in ‘group

sessions lasting about 45 minutes. The survey allows respondents
to indicate their perception of the current status of their communi-
cation system as well as their desired or ideal status. This helps
the identification of communication needs in the organization.
(Although complete information about the survey and its develop-
ment appears elsewhere--Yates, et. al., 1976 -and Goldhaber, 1976--~
the next section of this paper summarizes in more detail its content,
.reliability and validity.) :

2, Interviews- Randomly and/or purposively selected members of
the organization are asked to participate in vne-on-one interviews,
the principal purpose of which is to corroborate and/or expand upon’
concerns reported in other audit tools, 1Two interview schedules are
used: one that is structured to provide exploratory infermation, usin:
open-cnded queétions: and a follow-up puide which is specilically
tailored to ecafh organization to explain findinpgs rovealed through the
use of other audit tools, Most interviews last 1-1' hours, and all
are conducted_%onfidentially (sometimes using two interviewers and/or
tape recorderﬁ to faqilitatc data analysis).

. 3. thwoék Analysis- Respondents.indicate the extent to which
they typically communicate with ecach individual in their unit or
department (oﬁ with key individuals outside their unit). A computer
vxamination of all communication links identilics the operational )
communication| network (for rumors, social and job-related messages) .
and places individuals into communication roles of isolate, liaison,

‘ or group member (See Richards, 1975 and lesniak, et. al., '1977),
The instrument is completed in group sessions lasting about 30
minutes. . . . .

4, Communication Experiences- Respondents describe critical
communication episodes which they feel are representative of typical’
. successful or unsuccessful incidents. From these descriptions a
- set of examples are developed to help illustrate why a pgiven unit
' or department is experienciny good or bad commuiiication.” These
qualitative data add much richness to, and provide explanation for,
information from other audit tools. Respondents complcte this in-
strument (n group or individual sessions lasting about one hour.
All data are computer analyzed confidentially (Porter, 1976).

ERIC
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5. Communication Diary- $imilar to the worlk of Conrath (1974),
Elton, et, al,, (1970), Pye (1976, 1977), and Thorngrew (1970), cach
participant {s asked to maintain a diary of gpecified communication
activities (conversations, phone calls, mectings, written materials
sent-or recelved) over a one-week period, Forms are provided to
slmplify the recording of these communication cvents. Cumulative
tim¢ required per person for the entire week is approximately 1%
hours, including a short training period. These data are confi-
dentially analyzed by computer and.provide indications of actual
communication behavior among individuals, groups and the entire
organization (Porter, 1976),

N

< In order to complete the Comnunication Audit within a reasonable
time-frame -(usually about 6 months), the followinyg timetable is
styggested: :

ACLIVITY , DURAT LON
' l, Finalize contract: prepare tools.......iiuveens . 2 weeks
2, Conduct’ exploratory intervicws...... . cieedeiene.. Lweek
3., Transcribe interviews and prepare for Jnlthl.......... L week
4, Analyze exploratory interviews..........ocveiiia., i 2 weeks
5. Admirister survey, communication expericnces and
network analysis questxonndirC' . . P . .1 woek
6. Anialyze survey; communication e\porlences and nctwoxk
analysis data. T I L

7. Preliminary LnLerpretntxon of data, formulntlon of
follow-up interview guide, communication diary log..... 3 wecks
8. Conduct follow-up interviews, administer communica-
tion diary........ ........ ereese e aneeaaness 2 wooks
9. Trauscribe Lnterv1qu and prepare for analysis;
prepare diary data.......c..cvienrencrusnnennonsonassnss L waek
10. Analyze follow-up interviews, communication diary...... 2 weeks
.11, Interpret data, draw conciusions, prepare .
recommendations, write final report............e....... B wooks
e 12. Present final report (orally-and in writing), discuss
FUBUTE SEEPS. v tevnrnntnnecoeerns C it ree st

iav]

days

TOTAL ELAPSED TIME. .. et snnensereennuneununenneeensss25.3 woeks

C. Dcvelopment o. Survey Questionnaire

.. - pased upon the work of Redding (1972), Rohcrts and 0'Reilly (1974)
and Dennis (1975), members of the TCA Commimication Audit team
identified conceptual areas of importance to the measurcment of
organizational communication. These conceptual ‘areas and the

“theoretical framework from which they are derived are explained
‘elsewhere (See Goldhaber, 1976, Apnendix 1, and’ Yates, et. al., 1976,
pp. 15-17, esp. Table 1). In short, the survey was intended to
measure both attitudes ("how do you feel?') and perceptions about
("to what extent do you...?") communication sources, messages,
channels and receivers within the context of major interfaces
(individual to individual, individual to unit, individual to
organization, unit ‘to unit and organization to environment).
Major topics to be surveyed included concepts about information
accessibility, information adequacy, communication satlsfactxon and
importance, communication content (clarity, accuracy, utLlLty,
appropriateness, timeliness), communication relationthpq, and
conmunxcaclon outcomes.,

Between May'and September, 1974, three drafts of an extensive
survey were completed, based upon the above framework and revised
according to comments provided by audit team members and/or their
reviews of.existing literature, Draft 3, consisting of 184 items
and 9 demographics, was pilot-tested in 6 organizations (n-1,776)
between October, 1974-November, 1975. Yates, et. al., 1976 provides

ERIC .~ - .
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complete statistical information about the results ol these pilni-
tests and how the survey was revised in accordance with these

results (See Yates, esp. pp. 37-53). VPrimary criteria used in

rovising the instrument were: reliabi.ity (comparison of items
with each other and with the entire instrument); inter-item

correlation (number of othev items within a section of the sur\.v
which correlated with it, measucing its intvrnal conhlhtency,
predictive validity (how well did the item correlatv, across aundit,
with key organizational outcomes): face validity (clarity, pppropriaste-
ness, relevance of item, as determined by content experts: importance
of item, as determined by organizational members); factor analysis , e
data (did an item cluster with other items, appearing to mcasure & '
single factor--sce Yates, et. al,, 1976, Tables 2-6 for complete

factor analysis data). All criteria were used collectively to make
decisilons for each item; factor analysis data were only uscful for

the "relationships" secction ol the survey, where 3 cleav factors

were identified, accounting For about % of the variance.

As a result of the above pilot-testing program, Dratt-4 of the
survey, containing 116 items and 10 demographics, was completed.
Draft 4 was tested in 4 organizations (n=178) between .lanuitry-
April, 1976, and resulted in only minor changes. Between May, 1976
and May, 1977, the current version of the survey, Dratt 5, was used
in 6 organizations (n=1,977). Table 2 presents the different topics
measured in the survey and Table 3 illustrates the scales used to
asscss these topics.

Draft 5 of the survey, containing .118 items and 10 Jemographics
has an overall reliability of .838. Complete information,.on the
reliability and validity of the survey appears in Table 4.

As can be seen in Table 4, validity indices correlating orgnni;
zational cutcomes with ”current status” of communication cnvxrunmcnt
are more predictive than .those correlated with "ideal status"

Further research will determine whether this measurement paradnm

“(i.e., "how much information do you receive now?" versus 'how much

information do you want to rccelve’”) is ‘valid for the ICA Communxca-
tion Audit. .

D. @htline of Paper

The remainder of this paper is divided into four parts. Part 1T
will describe the 16 audits and the overall demographics of the
current survey data bank. Part ITI will present the current norms
for the survey and major conclusions about organizational commmiica-
tion derived from these nowtms. Part TV will analyze these norms by
both organizational type and major demographics, providing evidence
to test contingency theories about organizational communication.

DESCRIPTION OF AUDITS AND DEMOGRAPHTICS

A. Audits Completed -

Sixteen audits have used the survey instrument; Table > presents
a-summary of the populations, samples and completed returns from
thesc audits. Table 6 groups the organizations According to a
general typology (see tlall, 1972). As can be scen from these
tables, the survey has been administered in organizations with a
total population of 15, 163. About 407 of this population was o
sampled (n=6,402), with a return rate cxceeding 60% (3,931).*

*As indicated'in'Tablu‘S, survey data from 3 audits (U.S. Senator's

Office, Public Defender's Office, Albuquerque Hospital, with' total
N=123, was not in the data bank for the norms rcported 'in this paper:
thus, all analyses reported here arc based on an ¥=3808 for 13

()rganlzaL ions,
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Purthermore, almost 3/4 of the survey data bauk was collected in
hospital or educational institutions; ouly 177 was collected in
the traditional private (or "profit') scctor of the ¢conomy.
Sirce dnta collection, for the most part, occurred during the
vconomic recesuion of 1974-5, this may cxplain why private sectov
organizations werc more reluctant to be andited than those in the
public scctor.,

‘8. Demographics v

Table 7 summarizes the demographic information collected from
the 3,808 persous currently stored in the survey data bank. As
can be seen in Table 7) about 607 of those responding are salaried,
female non-supervisers who are under 40 years of age. Almost all
of the sample worls during the day and most iudicate they repularly
comrunicate with more than 5 people. The sample was about cqually
divided regarding the amount of communication training received,

~with about } receiving little or no training and about % receiving

some or extensive training. Although slightly morc than 40% of

the. sample have worked witll their present orpanization for more
than 6 years. less than 30% have held the same job. for that period
of time, indicating higher job than organizational turnover for this
sample; further evidence of the relatively high turnover of this
sumple is that 536% have worked with their present organization and
727 in their present job for less than 5 years. The sample is
relatively well educated with 56% completing at least one college
degree; this may be somewhat misleading since almost 407 of the
respondents did not answer this item and there was no opportunity
to indicate that a respondent. did not yet complete hiigh school.

0f the ftems which were used in all audits (i.e., some demographics.
wore not relevant’in some audited organizations), only are had a
low response rate; 487 of the sample did not indicate their age.

NORMS FOR ICA SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The data from the 3,808 persons (13 organizations) currently in
the survey data bank were submitted to analysis by Porter's CAAS
(1976) computer program which rank orders survey items according to
the number (percentage) of people responding to a given combination

“of scales. The ICA's survey norms, thus include both reports of

mean's (on a 1-5 item scale) and percentages of people selecting
certain responses; additionally, where 'current status' and "ideal
quality” conditions were measured, a 'heed" indéx was.computed
which increases roughly as a function of the discrepancy between
"current' and "ideal' conditions. Néed indices may also be used

as 'mormative' data for purposes of comparative analyses.

A final note is necessary before presenting the norms., As

Wiio (1976) has correctly pointed out, "large samples tend to give
sometimes rectangular or bimodal distributions." As a result, he
recommends against using just the means and standard deviations for
comparing survey items, and suggests using contingency analysis and
Chi-Square techniques. Preliminary analysis of the ICA's survey
data for cach -item indicated that only 4 of the 116 items approachcd
a bimodal or rectangular distribution; the rest indicated either an
approximate normal or a skewed (left or right) distribution. Thus,

-our analysis proceeded by using the means to compute the relevant

need indices; furthermore, since we report raw frenuencies and per-
centages in computing our tables which rank survey items, we offer
users an alternative method of analysis.
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A, Recefving Information From Oclhers

Table 8 presents the amount of intormation both currently and
fdeally veceived from others in the organfzation, and Table 9 rank
orders the various Information ropics according to their need for
additional informutlon. Most employces don't receive a great
amount of intormation. 'They receive the most information about
personal matters dircctly related to their jobs (e.g.s job re-
quirements, pay and benefits) and the least about organizational
concerns (c.g., decision-making affecting their jobs, mistakes and
failures, management problems). In general, empioyees want more
information about most topics, particularly those of direct concern
to them and their jobs, although the grecatest nced for more in-
formation was on how organizational dedisions are made that affect
their jobs (a majority of employees receive little information now
on this topic). .

B. Sending Information To Cthers

Table 10 presents the amount of information employees currently,

ideally "nd need to send to others in their organization. . Most

employces do not have the opportunity to send much information to

cothers. What they do send typically relates to requests for morc
information needed to do their jobs or reports of their job progress.
" They rarely have the opportunity to complain about their job or

evaluate their superiors although a majority would certainly welcome this;
in fact, this represents the greatest nced for improvement {n the
opportunity to send information. '

C. Sources of Information

Table 11 presents the amount of information both currentl!y and
ideally received from various sources within thc organization and
Table 12 rank orders these sources according to their need for
additional information. Employees receive the most information
from those sources closest to them (e.g., co-workers, their boss)
and the least informatlon from those who arc most distant (e.g.,
top management, boss' boss, formal management presentations); even
the "grapevine’” was a source, of more information than the latter.
Although most employees want more information from all séurces
(excluding the grapevine), they want the most from their immediatc.
supervisor. Despite the large amount of information (probably
related directly to their jobs) currently received from bosses,
this source represents the greatest need for more information.
Additional nceds focus on such distant sources as Lop management
and department mectings, probably for more information related to
organization-wide concerns, decision-making, ctc. TIn short. re-
spondents want to hear more from their boss and on up the hierarchy.

. Follow-llp Action ) .

Table 13 presents the amount of action or follow-up that is
~taken on information sent to others in the organization. As with
information sdurces, the farther up the hierarchy, the worse the
follow-up. The most- -follow-up comes from those most proximate to
employees (subordinates and co-workers), and the least from top
management. Although most employces indicated they perceived
"some™ follow-up from subordinates, co-workers and their boss,

they only perceived "little'' fol low~up from top-management.

Q | 8
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. Quality of Inlormation From Key Sources

Tables 14-18 present the extent intormation from supervlsors,
subordinates, co-workers, top manapewent and the grapevine is
timely, accurate, useful or excessive. In pencral, information
from top management is of lower quality than that From other

nourees (excluding the grapevine), Most accurate and useful in-
formatlon tends to come from supervisors, subordinates and co-
workers rather than from top management, - The lowest quality in-

formation from any of the sources seems to be due to problems of
timeliness (getting information tvo carly or too late), and this
is particularly true for top management from whom only 1/3 of

the respondents were receiving timely information. Few employces
thought they received excesstve infommation from any souvce, in-
cluding the grapevine, which is consistent with ecarlicer findings
indlcating a nceed for more information on most toplcs and.more
follow-up from most sources.

F. Channels of Communication

Table 1Y presents the amount of information cwployces currently,
ideally and need to receive from various channels of communication.
Employces tend to receive the most information from telephone and
written channels, as opposed to face-to-face channels. Although
information roceived through the former, more impersonal channels,
is about adetquate for most employces present needs, more face-to-
face commufiication is currently needed (primarily in meetings with
top management and immediate supervisors, as indicated in C. above).

G. Organizational Communication Relationships

Tables 20 and 21 describe the extent to which communication re-
lationships are effective and likely to cnhance the climate and
overall effcctibeness of organizations. 1In general, the immediate
communication climate is excellent. Most employees like working in
their organization, trust their boss, co-workers and subordinates;

- they think their boss is warm and friendly, understands their jol.

needs, is open, honest and a good listener. Although they believe

"they can tell their boss when things go wrong, they do not believe

this is so. for the organization at large. They do not believe the
organization cncourages differences of opinion, allows them to

have a say in decisions affecting their job or rewards or praises

them for outstunding, performance; further, they believe they do not

have much influence on operations within their department. In short,
the immediate working climate §osters hHealthy interpersonal relations,
whereas .the organization at large tends to lack incentives, recognition,
input on decision-making and opportunity for influence and sufficient
advancement, : . "

H. Satisfaction With Organizational Outcomes
: \

Table 22 prescnts the extent to which emplovees are satisficd with
various organizational outcomes. Again, most seem very satisfied with
their immediate relationships and their job. They are least satisfied
with their chances to get ahead, their opportunity to make a.difference
and their organization's overall communication efforts. Although satis-
faction with pay has a bimodal distribution (several are satisfied and
others are equally dissatisfied), most employees seem to feel they have
gone as far as they can go in their organization. As noted in other
findings, insufficicnt feddback, reward syétemq, performance appraisc
and follow-up may be contributing to this focus of dissatisfaction.
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I. Ovecrall Survey Conclusions

v '

Table 23 presents cach of the 116 survey items with their means
standard dveviations and response distributions. Oyerall findings
from the I[CA's survey {nstrument include:

I, Most employevs nefther receive nor have the vppurtunity to
send a great amount of information in their organizations, Their
primary nceds fnclude both more information about personal job-
related matters and organizational decision-making along with a
greater 6pportunlty to voice complaints and evaluate superiors,

! 2, In general, the farther up the organizational hicrarchy, th
less the follow=up, particularly related to information sent to top
management ., -

3. The best sources of fnformation are those closest to employcus
(t.e., co-workers, fmmediate supervisors), and the worst are those
farthest away (top management, boss' boss, formal management prescn-
tations). Although employees currently receive the most information
from their boss, they want even more, particularly related to the
conduct of their daily jobs. The greatest needs appear to be for
more job-related information from immediate supervisors and more
orpanization-related {nformation from top management,

4. In gencral, information from top management is of lower quality
(less timelv, zccurate, useful) than that from other key sources, Al-
theugh primarily a problem of top management, receiving untimely
megsages (too ecarly or too late) has reduced the quality of informa-
tion from all key sources,

5. Employees tend to get more information than they want and of
lower wuality from their organization's "grapevine". .

6. Information received through impersonal channels (telephone or
written) appears adequate, but there is a need for more information
through face-to-tace channels.,

. "7. The immediate cormunication climate is excellent and healthier
than that of the organization at large. Employces like working in
their organizations and enjoy healthy interpersonal relationships with
those closest to them.. At the same time, however, the organization as
a whnle limits complete openness, lacks sufficient incentives and re~

¢ wards, and minimizes anut, influence and advancement opportunitiecs
for its employees. .

8. Although satisfied with their current progress, most employees
ave not too optimistic about their future within their organization.
While highly satisfied with their job'and close relationships, they
arce nnt satisfied with their chances. to advance further or make a
difference in their organization. This dissatisfaction may be due
more to communication-related problems (e.g., lack of feedback, re-
ward and appraisal systems, involvement in decision-makinv) than to
pay or more concrete jncentives. n

9. 1In short, while job satisfaction, int¢rpersonal relatianships
and work propress secm satisfactory, particularly among those in close
interaction, communication problems related to insufficient input, in-
fluence, appraisal and feedback exist with more distant sources of in-
formation.

ERIC -~ S 0
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"ANALYSTS OF NORMS BY ORGANTZATTON TYPE AND DEMOGRAPUICS

A Contingency Analysis

Lawrence and Lorsch (1969 have shown that there (8 ne one best
kind of ovrganlzation to deal with complex and changing envirvonmental
conditions. Luthans and Stewavt (1977) more recently have tntroduced
a general contingeucy theory of manapement which presents lliterally
hrnndreds of potential varfables influencing orpanizational perfor-
mance, Wlio (1976) has applied contingency theory to the analysis of
data collected with his LTT Audit procedure and, although findiug no
poneral rcldtionﬁhlps between demopraphic and communication variables,
did find signiflcant relationships (n different types of organizations
and in different demographic contingencies, Unfortunately, except for
Wiio, .no communication researcher has applicd contemporary contingency
theory to the study gf organizational communication (Goldhaber, 1977),

Since onc of the ICA's long-range goals for the Audit is the
buildine, testing and validating of erganizational communication-.
theories, it seems to be in a good position to address the major ie-
search question: Under what contingencies do organizations commumicate
best when confronting their environment? Specifically, do different
types of organizations have different cormunication needs? Do organi-
zational internal contingencies (demographics such as age, sex, vdu-
ciation, senlority, management level, amount of communication training)
affect communication needs? Are different demographics morc salient
as predictors of communication need in different types of organiza-
JLions? Do different combinations of demographics and organization
types produce different qualities of communication relationships and
communication satisfaction? 1In this paper, we analyze~the ICA survey
data bank by sclected demographics and organization types as we begin
to find answers to some of the questions of interest in testing con-
tingency approaches to organizational communication.

2

]

ﬁ. Organization Type

Figures !-4 present comparison among the 13 different organizations
currently stored in the data bank. (As indicdted- above, data from 3
audits was collected but is not currently stored in the data bank.)
Results of the ANOVA's indicate that: '

l. Government organizations have'a greater need to recelve in-
formation than other types of organizations: educatiohal organizations'
need to receive information 1s slightl, above the average for all
organizations, and both health care and private organizations are
below the average.

. k)

2, Government organizations have a greater nced to send informa-
tion than other types of organizations; health care organizations'
need to send information is slightly above the average for all
organizations, and both educational and private sector organizations
are slightly below the average. O

3. Government organizations-have a greater need to receive in-
formation from & variety of communication sources than do other types
of organizations; health care, educational and private sector organi-
zations, all slightly below the average, do not differ greatly from

cach other in their need for information from different sources.

4. Workers in government organizations tend to be less satigfied
with organizational outcomes tlan those in other organizations; satis-
faction is highest among workers in private sector organizations;
little difference exists in worker satisfaction between those in
health care and educational organizations, These results tend to
support the predictive validity of the ICA survey instrument, namely
that employees who are most dissatisfied with their organizational
outcomes will have the greatest need for communication improvements.

-
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5. .Althongﬁ, the above Pindings tend to support the continpency
theory proposiciouv that differential communication efleetn occur
amony, differeut types of organizatlons, a word of cautiou ls in
order. White vur total sample includes 13 organizations, the sample
within any one organizational catepory is smatl (health care-2,
. governmental-3, educational=-5, privace-3)., lPurther, the ajparently
' . negative results about governmmental orpanizations, while possibly
representative of the greater population of govermment orgunlzntiohs,
wls collected {n wrreat part from a para-military police agency. Tralts
inherent to that organization's goals, structurc, decision-making
mechanisms, etc. may have nepatively influenced these results. Never-
theless, further audits {n government organizations will provide further
igsights into thewe possibilities.

C. Demographics

In order to facilitate-a test of contingency theory of organjzational
communication, the scales of the, survey were summed across items, Using
the demographlce variables as fixed factors in a multiple-factored ANOVA
for unequal cell sizes ($PSS, Verslon 6.0), the various combinations of
contingencies werce tested as to their predictive utility regarding com=-
munication variables, With the exception of the "communication relation=-
ships! scale on the survey, all scales were unidimensional (based upon
preliminary factor analysis work published in Yates, ect.. al., 1976) and,
accordingly, the items were summed to provide an interval, continuous
value for cach scale. Missing valuyes for a given item were substituted
by the meam value for that iLtem:

Each of the, ten demographics and several combinations of demographics
and orpanization types, for a total of 442 tests, were submitted to the
preliminary analysis. \An alpha level of .0l was used for all tests,
wiven the preliminary nature of this contingency analysis. Such a
rigid alpha level would normally increasec the probability of a Type-2
crror. However, since we conducted 442 tests, we used a more rigid alpha
level in order to reduce Type=-l error.

2 vur data are prescnted for each of the major demographics; where
second or third-order interactions may Influence the main effects, such
is noted. Howdver, such interactions may be more apparent than real
considering the very large N (3808) in the sample.

I, Job Classification was not a very strong correlate of organi-
zational communication behavior. No clear pattern of relationship
ovolved between this demographic and measures of communication.
However, salaried employces tended to want and need more information
than hourlies, but the latter tended to enjoy better relations and be
more satisfied with organizational outcomes.

Women tended to send and receive (and want to send and recelive) more
information than men. Men have a gpreater need for information; they
also tend to have more effective relationships than women. These
fIndings should be considered in the light of the 2-way interactions
found between sex and supervisory status, sex and age, sex and type
of organization, and the three-way interactions among age, sex and
type of organization and education, sex and type of organization.

2 Sex was somewhat associated with communication behavior.

3. Work shift was not strongly related to communication behavior.
Workers in later shifts tended to want less information, have worse
T relationships and be less satisfied than those from earlier shifts
(perhaps duc to the former's relative lsolation).

Q . : ‘
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4. Organization Tenure was strongly related to communication
behavior. Employees who worked longer with their organiZationms

‘tended to receive and send more ‘information than they needed,

enjoyed better relationships and were more satisfied with organi- - )

zational outcomes. For employees working 5 years or less with . -
their present organization, the reverse was true. This demographic
interacted significantly with type of organization, indicating its
relatively selective nature. . -

5. Job Tenure was also strongly related to communication be-
havior, again indicating that those workers with the longest

‘tenure in their 'jobs needéd less] and received more information

while enjoying high morale and govod relationships. ' These findings
are someéwhat influenced by significant two-way interactions between
job-tenure and both education and ‘supervisory status.

6. Supervigory Status was moder}tely associated with communica-
tion behavior. Supervisory/personnel tended to receive (and want
Lo receive) more information than non-supervisors; furthermore, the’
former were more satisfied with organizational outcomes and enjoyed
healthier interpersonal relationships. Supervisory status interscted
significantly with sex, job. tenure and type of organization

7. Education was moderately associated with communication be -
havior, but for some variables the relationship was curcilinear
rather than linear. Those who were the least and most educated
wanted and needed the most information. As education increases, the
need to send information decreases, better relationships are enjoy
and satisfaction with organizational outcomes increases. Education E
strongly interacted with type of organization and significeatly iater-
acted §3—way interaction) with both sex and organization type.

8. Age was one of the strongest correlates of communication be-
havior. Younger émployees (under 40) tended to Treceive less and A
want more information than their older counterparts, Employees
under 30 needed’to both send and receive more information than those,
over 30, but only from and/or to selective sources:; Although em-
ployees under 30 ‘enjoyed better relationships, they were less satis-
fied with organizational outcomes than older employees. Age inter-
acted very strongly with type of organization and somewhat with.both
sex and supervisory status. . A significant three-way interaction was
reported among age, sex and organization type.

a, Communication Training, was moderately associated with com=-" -
munication behavior. In general the more training, the: more in- 2
formation received and wanted, the more effoctive the relatiomships )
and the more satisfying the organizational ocutcomes,™ As training
increased the need to send information decreased. -

«

10. “Number of People Communicate With was also moderately-re-
lated to communicationgbehayior. Those who talked to the greatest
number of people tendeg to receive and want more information,
enjoy better relationships and be more satisfied with organizational
outcemes. This variable signif1cant1y interacted with type of

.
.
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Summarizing our basic *findings about demograbhic variables:

1. Similar to Wiio (1976), we did not find any general relation-’
ships between demographic variables and communication variables; while
we were able to ldentify several demographics which either strongly
or moderately related to communication behavior, second or third-
order interactions may have influenced these findings..

2. Age, organization and job tenure were the strongest demo-
graphic correlates of communication behavior; organization type
interacted with several demographics of communication behavior,

3. The above findings, although preliminary in nature; provide
strong evidence for the acceptance of a contingency approach to the
study or organizational communication. ’

CONCLUSION

The ICA Communication Audit, now entering its 7th year, has . -
finally begun to realize its intended potential, namely to begin to
formulate conclusions about organizational communication behavior,
perceptions and attitudes across different types of organizations.
With the -publication of this paper and its current norms, the dream
of comparatice analyses among organizational: communication researchers
and practitioners is now becoming a reality. Naturally, at this stage
of our development, our findings, although based upon the largest
sample yet collected in the United States, are still highly tentative.
Furthermore, our analysis of organization types and demographics in-
dicates that broad generalizations atout "how organizations comsmuni-
cate” may be misleading. without considering the contingencics oper-
ating for particular organizationms.

As we move toward continued theory~building in organizational
communication, we invite interested researchers to both help us
build and use our data bank:™ - -

-
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Objectives

Table 1: Development of ICA Communication Audit

Shase T (1971-1974)

Development of Audit °©
Procedures/Instruments

—
-

.Develdp conceptual frame-
work

Identify, survey and
evaluate audit literature
Develop audit procedure
Develop (or identify) audit

“instruments consistent with
conceptual framework and

audit procedure

3% 'years: of work from 163
researcheré from 6 countries
L convention workshops

3 convention meetings

5 mail surveys

4 literature searches
(manual and computer)

Phase 11 (1974-1976)
Pilot-testing of Audit

‘Procedure/Instruments

‘1, .Conduct pilot-tests of audit

procedure and instruments in
'a variety of organizations
2, Develop computer programs to
analyze the data
3. Revise audit instruments/
procedure based.upon data
from pilot-tests

‘4, Develop' plan to disseminate

audit results/plans to
appropriate outlets

L2 years of work from 100 re-

searchers from 4 countries

2, .10 pilot-tests involving more
than 2,000 employees

3. 6 convention workshops

4, 7 professional meetlngs

5 2 grants o

6, 3 management meetings

7, 1 conference call i

Phase III (1976-present)

Implementation of Audit
Procedure and Data Bank

.I 1'

2,

Implement audit procedure
in variety of organizations
Develop norms allowing
inter-organizational com- -
parisons -

Use audit data to bu1ld

and test organizational

-communication theories
. .Disseminate results of

audits ,
Train researchers/practi-
tioners to become ICA'com-

1% years of work from 150
researchersjfrpm ! countries.
6 audits involving more than

3,000 employees

7 audit workshops attended
by over 200 persons
! management meetings

AR o e e D D R D e T o ) O o Oy O O 0 PP B A Ay PR N O D A e W -------—---n------n-n---u---------------- ------

Il
-

~ conceptual framework

annotated bibliography on
communication audits ,
general procedure for con-
ducting audits

drafts of five audit in-
struments .
general procedure for
credentialing auditors

<N

1, 2 additional drafts of audit
. process/instruments
2. management plan outlining
steps in conducting audits

3. synthesis of audit process
‘4, surmary reports-of 10 audits
5, original computer programs to
.analyze audit data
plan for giving audit feedback
7, plan for managing audit project,

conducting audit workshops and

disseminating audit results

1

) drafts of audit tools .
operations manual

. data bank operational (over

5,000 for survey)

NETPLOT operational (to
 help network analysis part

of audit) ,
brochure printed, newsletter
distributed 5 papers, 3

-articles written, all to

help disseminate audit
infomation oy
25 credentialed -auditors 20

»
o



© - ‘ _ Table 2: Survey Topics

o

Topic . ' ' : Number Items -
1. Amount of information received/desired from _ .
others on selected topics .26

2. Amount of information sent/desired to be sent .-
to others on selected~topics ) 10

3. Amount of 1nformat10n recelJéd/de51red from- ‘

'selectwd sources : _ 18

R 4.  Amount of follow-up or action taken on _
information sent to others. _ N 4
5. Quality of information received»from'key sources 20

//

6. Amoun: of information 7‘ece:.ved/df-=51.red from

o se? ected channels N _ 6

7. Quality of communication relationships ' 21

8. Satisfaction with major organizational outcomes 11

L 9. Perceived. organizatiomnal effectiveness ) 2

10. Demographic information . 10

" TOTAL o o ) I 128

‘//'_.x
R
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. Table 31 Scales Used in the Questionnaire- Survey

[

I. Amount Scale

This.is the amount ~ ) . This is the amount
] - of information . -+ of information" .
' v , I receive now . R I want to receive
. v v ‘
.o o P - u
o o s %
~ U 1) + U
. "o b o b
S ) ' H Y V)
Sy 1 e
pugdR Lo gel
| o A 0 H ¢ A4 0. g
: , >0 0 > > om0 >
Topic Area . v . | .
- Progress-inyour job 1, 1 2 3 45 2, 12 345
Pay and benefits 3.1 2345 b 12 345
.----------..-~--.-.---.-------------.~-~---:“----_----‘--'-----.--.--‘-“---..--~--'-“------------ ------ LA LY LY Yy -
II. Extent Scale ; ITI. Satisfaction Scale
|
I
h | 1o
: oo R
v 0 oo g .
oo o i} | H
_ Ex% s ) ‘E»U ! w oo
[ ' ¢ ‘N ! "0 ol
[J] o g N UK | W [}
>y AL EL QU 5 l T R
~ R OR = H ! won W og
<H LU MU B0 Cn ! IR R R
T T R ¥ U ] 0 W LU A W '
OW O% OX 0¥ 0K | o oA 0 og
FH HE HR HE RO W WH g
. : LMLy
Relationship: | ' S - . v,
’ . " ' "‘\' m B S‘N‘H ' e
85. ‘Extent to which ' E ne LED Ao
: : you trust your : S8 o SRt Y
boss. . 12 3 4 5 | ‘
: , 4 Qutcome:
L. Your

|
l
86.. Extent to which |
© you have a say b pay 1 2, 3 &5
in; decisions ‘ o '
that affectyou 1 2 % 4 5 :
(your job) . ‘ ' . . | . .




Table b Religbility/validitx_of Survexlnetrumentl\

Receieing Information
: Receiving Information6
Sending Informatidn5
- Sending Informa;;on6;
Infornation Sources
‘Information Sources
Relationships’

" Orgznizational Qutcomes

hs o tareh 15, 1977, Y230

2Nunnally, Equatlon 6 18 p. 193 as generated by program PIAS

5 I 1} + ’ . |
Current ratings (”amount of 1jformat10n received now"), -

6. . | » o
Ideal ratings (”amount of information wanted to recelve”)

| Reliability2 Avg. Correlation  Discrimination Validity Indext4
R with total score  Ability’ - | |
882 o 1007,
85 600 - 100,
85 767 100,
787 T3 100
s 541 Cow
756 580 8%
90 Wa ok
876 669 1007
.838 n/a n/a

T o o o e L 0 I i o o o 0 0 10 3 0 0 0 190 00 40 0 1m0 0 0 408 o 10 0 o i e e o0 g

3Dlscrlmmatlon percentages are the number of items which 51gn1f1cantly (alpha- 05) discriminate
‘between high and low scorers (top 17A versus bottom 17% and do so with at least a difference of
one standard deviation; \

4Correlatq.on coefficient between part1cu1ar scale and "organizational outcomes” scale, All co-
eff1c1ents are "statlstlcally significant",

]
~ The relatlonshlps "scale" is multlple dlmen51oned therefore statistics based upon total seores
are mlsleadlng and left out; the valldlty 1ndex reported 1s a multiple L. | ‘



 Table 5: Shmméry of Audits

i a
. ¢

[ Organization

.Populafion Survey Sémple Sdrvex Return

1. Arizona Utility - - - - 4,000 400 . 3%0.
2. Canadian Hospital ' , . 1,700 - - 1,700 . 977 .
3. Fio;idééélhéoi System - 2,700 : 588 S 267
4. U.S.-Semator's Office Y R T B 33
a -"5.h Penﬁsylvania Manufactufimg _ B ' L L
. | Company - 1,000 - 124 ' 124
. < %6. Public Defender's Office 25 25 25
| 7. University Persbnnei Officé ’ 33 : 33 ' 30
8. .Univefsity Pablic Rglétionév . : . ' '
o -~ Division ~ | ... 68 68 '52
A T, U. S. Federal Agency : . 100 100 ) 76
10. Universiﬁy Academic Départment ' . 50 2 50 ' 20
11. - Wisconsin Volunteer Agency . 200 200 . . - 66
12. New York Bank - | 11,800 315 191 -
13, Colorado Hospital - 735 735 480
. 14. Federal Police Agency. ‘ . 500 . 500 214
*15. Albuquerque Hospital . 800 112 65
'16. Kansas University B 1,412, 1,412 961
TOTALS - ‘ 15,163 6,402 . 3,931

_*not in data bank

A

4 _ 'Iable'G: Type of Organizétions,Audited
' 'Organization>Type Number Audited Combined Returns % of Bank
Health Care Organizatioﬁé 3 1,522 o 39%
Educatignal Organizations . = 5 1,330 o 349,
Privéte\ﬁnterﬁrisel ' 3 " 665 . 17%
= « - Governmental Organizations 5 414 - 10%
TOTALS o “16%% 3,931 1007
*??lorganizations-not currently in data bank
LN N Py
| N
_ N
, i -
.
32 ‘




Tabie‘?mh Demdgréphic Préfile of.Persons fudi ted

* Demographic # Respondents % of Total| Demogravhic # Resp. %Of I
‘1. Classification R | 8 hee - 19%
CSslaried [Tl 86 | Under 20 SN
Hourly 5 384 21 to 30 629 314
. Other . 5 4 3_1 todo ﬁ97: 25%%'
vV | 1 %0 50. o800 209
b S BT L N ]
5 galei . E \ %Sig 2%% , 9, Communi.cation o |
, -gmg>9--—---4--------1----- mmemsinEecmweommmnhonn-- " Iraining C17H9
3, Shift o ooy o | 3
N s o - atg | 0 Nome ‘ 309
. Day Shift o e ) e gfg fg%
Second Shift, - 178 /R GIRRY
Third Shift w6 Bxtensive a4
Q_th.er-ngr_t.ii.lm.ei...e:c_c_)_--_--_-___22 ......... R B oL .
b, Organization Tenure 3354 o N 10. %5%£ﬁ§%§§%§ B 1732 "
Less than.1 year "58:1 17; SOt :
1 to 5 years 13k 9% ¢ o
¢ to 10 years . By a1y e ;l' 4%
| AMp_r_e_J:b_ap._l_ﬁ._y.e_ar_s__-------.\---- S N oy (pore 5) o 78
5 Job Tenure | | a1 B O
less than Lyedr . B]2. 24
1 to 5 years N 199 Lsg
6 t0 10 years o 78 179 |
11reto 1n learsars . | g& g? |
al_kty Years _ oo oL 0.
o SRAE 1 i
. - Supervisor : - o 124é\ g
. Non-supervisor - . L .;ggo\_ e
"« 7. Education | e
-~ Completed high school W 164
. Scme college or fechnical school B4 274 , |
< Completed college or tech. school 41 » 23 4l
“ 94 Some graduate school ko 188
5 Completed gratuate schood . 6 . 1gf
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Table 19

©

Channels of Communication

Topics Rank Ordered Positively With Regard to Current Quality .

TRank Percent Sample Mean Persdns Questioh from ICA Survey

¢

1 - 55,00 3.48 2014
2 54,00 347 . 2005
3 k5,000 3019 1640

Written (memos, letters, notices)
Face-to-Face ' '
Telephone

The %=those feeling positvely about the topics.listed above.)

Topics Rank OrderedfPositively With Regard to Ideal Quality

1 - 73.00 3.96 2660
2  61.00 3.68 2213
3 . 51.00 3.44 186 |

Facé—to—Face
Written (memos, letters, notices)
Telephone " '

>

To ics Rank Ordered Positively With Respect To Need for Information

Ran Need Index Ideal Index Statu; Index Persons Survéy I -

'1"\\ h.52 . 3.96
20\ 3.89 - 3.68
5 \3.m 3.0k

The nee

.lower th

need index, the greater

The higheyr the index, the greater
- particula

should be

appropriatg information topic.

()

347 2004 ‘ﬁ'Face—to—Face

3.48 _' 2014 - Written
3.19 1640 Telephone

index represents need for information versus -overload. The

the tendency for information overload.
the need for information on that

topic. As the need index grows larger, more attention
iven to allocation of communication resources to the g

Pia
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5 6340y 312 e 2136 DE0KEE YO0 TRIST YOUR CG=wORKERS
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13 4bogy 3087 sanh 37 T Tl Yy TRUST 102 RAA6ENENT
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2439 1791 EXTENT YDUR ORGANIZATION RECIGNIZES AND REWARDS UUTSIANDING PERFIRMANCE
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21 64392

1694302 2.4
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TABLE 2}: SUMMARY OF AUDIT NORMS

- INFORMATION RECEIVED

" : VERY : VERY
ITEM PEAN ST.DV. LITTLE LITILE SOME GmT GREAT
1. Progres in your job ¢C)  3.15 1.21 .468 599 1117 1061 520
Tawi (D 3.9 0.85 41 127 892 1712 989
3. Your job requiremééts kC) 3.37 1.14 275 587 975 1308 612
4 " ' o (1) 3.9 0.92 81 147 577 1647 1079
§. Mreganization policies (C) }.04 1.20 484 749 1037 1042 422
6. " ." (D) 3.91 70,92 57 181 858 1572 1052
7. Pay and benefits (Q) 3.30 -1.19 3?4 585 941 1223 591
8. ") 408 0.8 56 105 655 1519 1327
9. Technological changes -(C) 2.84- 1.19 . 597 608 1112 727 272
10, " v a3 1.11 203 322 996 1068 715
- 11, ﬂi;takés and Zailures (C) 2.59 1.17. ° 847 855 1176 615 211
12, v LMD 3.5 1,06 173 349 1171 1224 759
13. How you Qre being judged(€)2.96 1.29 662 709 956 910 488
14, " : " (1)4.06 0.92 60 125 709 1441 1365
15. How your problems are beiny
handled (C) . 2,84 1,21 619 896 994 _872 327
16. " f Lom(1) 3.99 0.89 - 3 140 738 1590 - 1168
17. tlow decisions are made (C) 2.54 1.25 . 987 911 - 883 675 252
18, " ”A (1) 4.01 0.93 78 141 713 1485 1270
19. Promotion and advancement | :
¢ opportunities (C) 2,66 1,30 . 945 701 892 734 347
20, " ’ " (1) 3.98 0.98 92 168 738 1386 1299
21, Program/servicé developments s . - -
in your organization (C) 2,88 1,17 574 772 1166 877 302
22, w ’ " (1) 3.75 0.95 84 221 1062 1434 860
23, How, your job‘relnﬁes to~
total operations - (€) 3.23 1.18 395 549 1106 1114 541
24, " ) " (i) 3.89 0.922 58 187 §68‘ 1532 1025
AZS. Prosfbms management faces ) . T
" in your.organizdtion (G) 2,65 1,18 783 855 1123 666 239
26. wo . " (1) 3.63° 0.99 125 253 1192 1344 736
- INFORMATION SENT '
27, Reports of job grog;ess(c) 3.07 1,22 521 602 1130 577 491
28. " ' ") 3.69 1.01 137 224 1098 1391 840
29, Complaints about your job
and/or working cond. () 2.71 1.31 900 789 918 701 397
30, " - . o (1) 3.51 1.24 384 336 894 1169‘ .910‘
>
2 -
00

a



. o : . © TABLE 23 (CONT.) . L

INFORMATION SENT (CONT.)

ITEM . .. MEAN ST.DV, LITTLE LITTLE SQME GREAT GREAT.
~ 81. Requests.for information .
needed for your job (c) 3.14 1.21 427 589 1086 952 508
- 32, " (1) 3.71 1.08 197 .235 956 1337. 941
33. Evaluations of your A - . . . o
superiors (C) 2.46 1.39 1313 631 727 530 396
34, 0" ) " (I) 3.51 .1.19 291 351 ’1029‘ 1933 868
35. Requests for clarification
* of instructions | (c) 2,92 1.29 691 642 972 844 459
36, " " (I) 3.48 1.27 421 317 842 1135 882
FOLLOW=-UP )
37. Top management 2,65 1.31 729° 477 626 558 230
38. Immediate supervisor . 3.23 1.14 216 233 621 665 223
39. Co-workers 3.42 0,99 1060 172" 703 723 243 .
40, Subordinates E 3.41 1,12 156 132 469 647 239

SOURCES OF~INFORMATION

/1, Your boss [ (©) 3.48 1.21 322 - 465 © 860 1278 .827

42, " " : " (I) 4.2¢° 0.84 56 69 464 1623 | 1518

- 43. Department meetings (€) 2,95 1,27 673 606 996 952I 409
44, " : ) " (I) 3.85 0,95 104 137: 902 1526 957

45, Individuals in other unts . .
in your organization (c) 2.78 1.11 593 724 1390 717 208

46, " - "o(I) 3.42 1,00 167 377 1355 1215 503
47. Management presentation(C) 2.55 1.25 984 727 992 595 246
48, " "1y 3,35 1.09 262 397 1216 1137 . 513

49 Co-workers. in your unit () 3.55 1,04 169 370 1042 T426 665

50, "o(1) 3.86 0.92 81 146 o 1562 948
51. The grapevine (© 2.53 “1.15 564 458 1591 629 369
52, " o 7y 2.3%  1.24 1233 750 948 405 241
5;..Boss’s superior (s) (C) 2.69 1.31 - 892 659 969 €49 367

vs4.v W @348 1.4 283 316 1051 1166 712
55. Top management . -~ . (C) 2.47 1.29 1220 703 830 . 547 269
56, " - (I) 3.49 1.15 276 332 1061 1101 775
57. SuSosdinares ) (C) 2.98 1.13 197 148 499 348 88

' 241

'58, " " : (Iy 3/49 1,13 116 V5 388 467

C=CURRENT I=IDEAL

[Elz:i(:  .v_' u ‘: . A , | .- . u. gs S) .

JAruntoxt provided by exc |



TABLE 23 (CONT.)

QUALTTY O INFORMATION -RECEIVED FROM YOUR BOSS

‘ VERY S VERY

ITEM MEAN  ST.DV. LITTLE LITTLE SOME  GREAT GREAT
59. Timely ‘ ) 73,22 71,00 328 499 1309 1140 426
60. Accurate 3,74 1.05 102 166 476 950 596
61. Useful 366 0.98 76 159 629 876 406
62. Bxcessive " 1.99 1., 920 446 382 154 70

'

QUALITY OF INFORMATION -RECEIVED FRCM SUBORDINATES

63, Timely ’ 3.27  0.95 121 254 901 768 . 172
64‘. .Accurate : 3.51 ‘0.95 53 110 398 . 567 147
65, Uscful 3.59 0.95 45 108 387 592 201
66. Excessive . 2,04 .1.07 506 351 270 © 99 31

A QUALITY OF INFORMATION-RECEIVED FROM COSWORKERS

67. Timely , ) 3.26  0.97 197 459 1424 1235 283
68, Accurate _ 3.56  0.95 63 174 611 831 282
69. Useful : 3.51- ©.92 . 65 180 686 893 227
70. EsccsgiQQ' . 1.99 1.05 787 554 398 125 46

QUALITY OF INFORMATION-RECEIVED FROM TOP MANAGEMENT

21, Timely ' 2.93 1.15 539 558 1286 ' 847, 285
72. Acéurate o 3.40 1,16 178 136 506 680 302
73. Useful ' 03,15 1,15 229 274 693 572 © 232
7. Excessive © 1.97 1.09 . 862 - ‘446 370 125 54

QUALITY NF INFORMATION-RECEIVED FROM THE GRAPEVINE

75, Timély ©2.48 1.2 552 416 614 240 134
. 76. Accurate ) 2.39  1.09 520 '509 638 235 59
77. Useful 2.51 113 480 448 673 269 90
78. Excessiv. 2,21 1,27 ° 796 415 389 198 137
CHANNELS OF IN?()R}MTION ~ -
79. Face-to-Face =~ (© 3.46 1.19 344 364 987 1234 771
A 8o, ™ " (D) 3,96  0.93 83 121 798 1503 1157
81. Telehpone . () 3.19 1.19 460 473 1089° 1186 454
82, " n (Iy 3.3 1.11 282 323 1168 1254 612
83. Written (>} 3.48  1.00 - 249 359 1046 1396 618
84, " ' (1) 3.68 . 0.97 129 217 1072 1475 738

C=CURRENT I=IDEAL

ERIC - 60
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COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS

ITEM

1

TABLE 23 (CONT.)

v

85. Extent you trust your
- boss

.86. Extent your boss is
honest with you

87. Extent you trust your

' subordinates

88. Extent you trust your
co-workers

89. Extent you trust top
management

90. Excent top management is
sincere in their communica-
tion with employees

91. Extemt co-workers get along
with each other

92, Extent diferent work groups
share information

93. Extent your organization
encourages differentes- of.
opinion

94, Extent you have a say in

decisionk that affect you

95, Extent your boss 'listens to
what you have to say

96. Extent you feel free to
disagree with your boss .

,97. Extent you are candid and
) frank with others

98. Extent you can tell your bo

that things are going wrong 3.07

99. Extent yeur boss praises.yo
for a good job

100. Extent your organization
rewards performance

101. Extmat your boss malnualns
friendly relatlons

. 102, Excent you have influence o

.operations in your unit

103. Extent you are involved in
achievement of org. goals

1c¥, Extent you like worklng for
your organization”

105. Extent your boss understand
your job needs

-

ALY

3

VERY , VERY

MEAN  ST.DV. LITTLE LITTLE SOME  GREAT GREAT
3,77 1.16 254 230 305 124 1178
3,79 1.08 170 262 844 1338 1100
3.74  0.89 58 113 746 1127 486
3.72  0.87 83 154 1117 1721 . 633
3.22 1.12 369 449 1334 1080 452
3,12 1.12 391 538 1368 990 376
3.69 .91 97 202 1067 1706 )34
©2.85 1.02 431 759 1571 711 182
2,67 1.08 678 843 1377 579 152
2.78 1.21 717 728 1147 816 209
3.53  1.14 268 360 998 1289 791
3.53  1.17 366 366 1202 1086 651
3.59 0.98 93 198 827 1033 452
SSs

1,07 178 303 954 1377 © 875
u g
2,98 1.23 605 621 1183 863 425
2,46 1,14 962 829 1212 462 167
3.53 1,16 290 347 991 1217 846
n N .
2.76 1,23 772 710 1090 771 - 309
2,96  1.22 586 629 1168 894 392
3,89 0,97 115 164 817 1521 1089
s - - . .
3.43 - 1.08 247 374 1205 1228 609
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TABLE 23 (CONT.)

SATISFACTION WITH ORGANIZATTIONAL OUTCOMES

ITEM

106,
107,

108.

109,

110,

111,

113,
114,
115,

116.

VERY SOME FAIRLY VERY
MEAN ST.DV. DISSAT DISSAT NEITH.®SATIS. SATIS.
Your relationships with
people in your unit 4,10 0.9 77 221 350 1651 1392
Your relationship with .
your boss . . 3.88 1.17 202 368 474 1283 1380
Your job . 4,02 1,02 103 280 405 1543 1350
Your organization, as compared
with others which you know 3.62 1.16 194 482 715 1225 919
Your pay : ' 3.24  1.25 403 734 617 1303 560
Your progrees in your organization .
up to this point ’ . 3.54 1.85 244, 539 663 1370 841
Your opportunities for getting K
ahead in your organization 2.97 1,26 572 . 788 . 889 928 401
Your organization's attempts )
to keep you informad 3,04 1.19 433 845 889 1089 392
Your organization's overall . :
communication efforts ©3.02 1.16 420 848 951 1101 340
Your opportunity to make a _
difference in you org. 3,16 1..15 360 622 1068 1124 406
Your organization's concern
for employees' welfare 3.18 1.25 458 652 865 1129 561
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