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A STRUCTURAL RECONCEPTUALIZATION
OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION AUDIT»
WITH APPLICATION TO A STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

James E. Grunie
Collece of Journalisme Universituy of Marwland

Parer rresented to the Public Relations Interest Grours
International Communication Associationy
Horioluluy Hawaiir May 24-27, 1985.

Abhstract

The standard oreanizational communication audity as tupified
by the ICA Communication Auditr» measures the rercertioms that in—
aividual emrlovees have of communicatiorn in an orcanization—-mostly
interrersonal communication~—-and their satisfaction with that com—
muriication. Most orecanizational auditors assume that emrlouees who
are satisfied with their interrersonal communication will also have
hicher levels of Job satisfaction and rroductivitu—--althouch thew
do not alwaus state that assumrtiorn exrlicitlu.

A rublic relatiorns researchery» in contrastr would take more of
8 sustems view of organizational communicationr examinine whetner
the total communication sustem is arrrorriste for the ture of or-
canization it serves, Orcanizations develor structural charascter-
istics--esrecially cerntralizations stratificationr comrlexitur ard
formalization——in resronse to their envirvorments. In comrlesy du—
namic ernwvirormentsy orcanizatiorns Ggemeralluy are less ricidlu
structured than in staticy less-comrlex orcanizatiorns.

The literature orn orcanizatioridl sociolocw shows that emrlouee
Job satisfactiorn and orsanizatioral effectiveriess varw with the
arrrorriateness of an orGcanization's structure for its emnvirornmert.
In rarticulary rrofessional emrlovees Wwill have sreatest satisfac-
tion in a less-ricid orecanization. Such arn oreanizatior also re-
uires an oreny summetric commuriication sustem. Thusy rrofessional
emrlouees should have hish Jobh satisfactiony be rroductiver AND be
satisfied with the communication sustem in a3 less ricid orcaniza—
tiom. Structurer in other wordsyr exrlains Job satisfaction and
commuriication satisfaction. Job satisfaction and commurmiication
satisfaction are only sruriously related to one amother.

This rarer reconcertuslizes the orcanizational commurnicatiorn
audit by addine structural varisbles to the audit. By doinG sor the
reconcertiualized audit is bhased on a8 theoretical relationshir that
exrlains whuy the commumication sustem is or is not effectiver
rather than rroviding a rrofile of the communication sustem alore
with mo means of Judeine whether it is arrrorriate or riot.

The reconcertualized audit corntains Job satisfaction varia-
blesy structural variablesy variasbles to measure Grunic's theoru of
emrlovee rubliczs measures of emrlosee communication behaviorsy arnd
rercertions of and satisfaction with the communicatiorn sustem.

The audit irnstrument was admirnistered to all emrlovees of the
Mardland State Derartmert of Educatiorr as a first ster in a mador
rroJect to imrrove the derartment's communication sustem. Results
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show 3 stronGg correlation between orcanizationsl structure and both
Job satisfaction and satisfaction with the communication swstem. As
8 result of an inaprrorriste structurer Job satisfaction and com—
munication satisfaction are low. Several emrlouee rpublics also are
identifiedr whose profiles show the rotentiai effects of communi-
cation trainine and the ture of training recquired to charce the
communicatiors sustems.




Althouch the fields of orcanizational communication and rub-
lic relations have much in common thew have produced theories ang
research so different that an observer unfamiliar with either field
would see little commornality. Researchers of orcanizational cowm—
munication turicallu come from derartments of speech communicationi
researchers of rublic relations more nften come from schools of
Journalisme. Both sets of researchers have entered the academic
scere recentlys althoush orGganizational communication has more of a
history of research than does Public relationss. There is much more
literature on orcamizational commurniicatiorn tham on Public rela-
tiomss althoush most of the early research was dorme in orGaniza-
tiornal psucholoGgy rather than in communications.

Researchers of oreanizational communication cenerallw have
taken an individualistics rsycholoGicals arproach to theorw build-
inés a reflection of the persuasions attitude~chance raradiem that
dominates the field of sreech communications Im contrastes rublic
relations researchers--the few that there are--have orted more for
3 macro-levels sociolocicals raradiem as the hasis for their worh,

The reason for the difference is readilw arrarent. OrGaniza-
tiomal communicatiorn researchers Gererrllw want to understand com-
municatiors between individuals~--usually sureriors and subordin-
ates~-whereas rublic relatiormns researchers are more interested in
communication amonG Grours inside the orcamization (which thew
cenerally call "internal publics*) and between the orcanization and
external rublics. Orgamizational communication researcherss in
other wordsy studus irterrersomrnal communication? public relations
researchers study intersustem commurmicatiorie

Whern they azudit the effectiveriess of orGarmizatiormal communi-
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cations thereforer orcanizational communication researchers look
for effects on indiviouals. Public relations researchersy insteady
ask whether the communication swstem of an organization is the most
efiective rossible for the overall organizatiornal sustem of which
it is a rart.

Whern asked what communication contributes to the effectiveness
of ar orcanizationys oreani;ational communication theorists deter-
mine what effects communication has on the Job satisfasctiorn ancC
rerformance of emrlosees. When asked the same cuestions rublic re-
l1ations theorists more oftern determine whether the commurniication
sgstem helrs the oreasnizatiorn to manasce its interderendence with
the environment sand to mamace conflict amone subsustems within the
orcanization.

Althouch theu are rrobably overstateds I believe the followina
four rresurrositions rervade the field of oreanizatiomal communi-
cation and the communicatiors sudit stratecies develored in that
field., )

¥Communication is assumed to he 3 good thine in 3r orGaniza-
tiory something that aluwavs should be erncouraced.

*Oreanizational communication is rrimarily interrersonal com-
muriicatioris not 8 macro-level sustem of the orsamization that is
irmfluericed by oreanizatiornal structure.

XxThe rurrose of communication in an oraeanization is to rroduce
Job satisfaction amornc emrlouees and imrrove their Job rerformance.

XFercertions of communication by emrlouees can he used to
measure the success of communication in an oreanizastion.

In contrasty I believe that!

*Commuriicatior car e both furmectiomal and dusfunctiornal for

o
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the orGcanization 85 3 sustem.,

xInterrersonal communication is but one of many twres of com-
munication that make uer the communication sustem of an orcaniza-
tior.

xThe rurrose of communication in an oreanization is to facil-
itate understandine amone subswstems of the oreanization so that
theuy can better coordinate'their behaviors,

XPercertions of communication are colored bs mans variables
other tham actusl communication (such as orearizational constraints
or Job satisfaction). Thus variables that reauire emrlouees to de-
scribe rather than evaluate organizational communication rrovide a
more adecuate means of evaluatine thé communication sustem.

These differences in rersrective became arrarent when the
Marularnd State Derartment of Education asked me to develor 3 com-
muniication sudit for 8 new communication Frocram to be called the
‘Feorle on the Grow® rrodect. In develorine that rrocrams rFrodect
manacers soon realired that existine communication auditirme Pro-—
cedures» such as the ICA communication audits» would not rrovide an
adecuate basis for evalustine communication within the education
sustem in Maruland. Thus, we develored 3 new audit instrument. It
included structural varisbles taken from orcanizationsl sociolocys
variables to determine the kinds of rPublics in the sustems and
measures of communication behaviors of emrloueces» as well as the
traditional measures of Job satisfaction ard emrlowee rercertions
of the communicatior swstem found in existine audits.

To understarnd the reconcertualized auwdit rrocedurer we will
look first at the Peorle orn the Grow Frodect and then st the

theoreticsl urnderrirmnirngs of the rrocedure.
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THE °®PEOPLE ON THE GRUW® PROJECT

In 1983, the Marwland State Derartment of Education decided to
resrond to the mounting criticisms of the rublic education sustem
in the both the state and nation with a mador communication proGram
that would helr to to imrvrove the swstem and restore its cred-
ibility. The derartment at first envisioned @ media "imace® cam-
raien to rromote rublic educations A srpecial communication commit-
teer» howevers decided to set ur what Srunic and Hurt (1984) have
cslled 3 two-way summetric suystem of orcanizational and rublic
commursicatior:,

A two-way summetric sustem of communication facilitates
dialocue amonc members of the Dreaniéation and its environment and
strives for areater understandinG amone those members. It can be
contrasted with arn asummetric sgstem of communicatiori» whose pur-
rose is to rersuade one srour to do what another wishes. In this
caser the sustem was desiecned to facilitate commurnication within
the State Derartment of Education (internal communication)s within
the state educational sustem (intra-~internal communication)s and
amonc members of the educational sustem and external rublics
(externsl communication).

The Maruland Derartment of Educations thereforer needed to
audit the existine commuriication sustem in the educatiorn sustem to
determire how to facilitate 311 three kinds of communication and to
determine whether communicatiomn trainine would be necessarwy to
encourace education emrlovees in the state to communicate more
amonG themselves and with rublic and to communicate more effect- '

ively, The derartment needed to know how much emrlovees were com—

municatingy what thew were communicating aboutr the chanriels thew
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vere using for communicationr and their recertiveness to communi-
cation traininG &communication abcut communication). In additiony
the derartment warted to know the levels of Job satisfaction ard
communication satisfaction amonc emplovwees and how these variables
vere affected bw or affected communication behaviors.

Two audits have been conducted to dater one of the derart-
ment's certral-office staff in Baltimore and one oé field emrlouees
workine in the derartment's divisions of vocatiomal rehabilitation
and vocational-technical education for corrections. Each studuy
audited both communication satisfaction and Job satisfactiory which
are standard comronerits of most communication audits. Howevers this
research went further by looking for exrlarstions for communication
and Job satisfaction.

Simrly measurine communicatiorn and Job satisfaction carnnot
sucGest how to improve either. Orecanizatioridl socioloecists such as
Hace (1980¢: 293-320) have arcued that Job satisfaction results when
an oreanization has 2 structure that is arrrorriate for its em-
rlovees. In rparticulars comrles orceanizations with comrlex envi-
ronments cermerally emrlow srecialists who recuire autonomu to do
their work. Hithout sutoromy thes bhecome dissatisfied with their
work. Less comrlex oreanizations in simrle environments emrloue
fewer specialists and instead hire emrlovees who need less autonomw
in their work. For them» Job sstisfaction derends more on inter-
rersonal relationshirs than on autoriomw.

Autoriomys thereforer is the kew to Job satisfaction. The
amount of autorioms an emrlovee has derends on an orcanizstion's
sustem of constraintsr which makes wr the "structure® of an orean-

ization. The structural framework corriects emrlosees arnd restricts
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their behavior so that the organization Turctions 3s 8 sincle sws-
tem. RiGid structures can be used to coordinate emrlowee behaviors
with relativelw little need for communication excert for relational
commursicatioris With 8 less-ricid structurer however, the subsustems
of the oreanization cannot be coordinated without communication.

Oreanizational structure consists of a few variables that
mariacers can charGe to imrrove communications Job satisfactions and
organizationai effectiveness (seer e.G+.» Hace 1980 or Robbins
1983). There is no one best organizastional structurev.houever.
Hhich structure is best derernds on the number of erofessionalss as
orr-osed to surrort staff» emrloved by the orsanization and bw the
comrlexity and instability of the or;anization's envirorment. Gen-
erallyr the more education and rrofessionalism reauvired of emrlou-
eesy» the less rigid should be the orecanization's structure. Sim~
ilarluyy ricid structures restrict the sbility of an oreenizstior to
commuriicate with and coorerate with other organizations and rublics
in 3 comrledr unstable envirorment.

The characteristics of the internal and external environmerts
of the Maruland State Derartmerit of Education sucGcested that a
ricid structure was not arrrorriate for the derartment. Excert for
surrort staffr» most emrlovees are highlw educated rrofessionals. In
additiony the external envirorment for education todaw aprears to
be hichly complex and unstable.

Discussions with derartment rersonnel sueecested that the
structure was not arrrorriste for the oreanization's rersonnel and
envirornment. We could rot uriderstand and exrlairn the Job satis—
faction and communication behaviors of emrlowees» thereforer urniless

we related these variasbles to the structural characteristics of the

10
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orcanization. This studys therefores messured a number of variables
related to organizational structurer communication behaviors com--
munication satisfactions and Job satisfactions as well as the dem-
ocrarhic characterictics of MSDE emrlovees. It used several multi-
variate statistical technicues to develor indices of these five
sets of characteristics and to relate the characteristics to each
other. The result is 3 detailed profile of the derartment's em—
rlovees and structure and suscestions for imrrovinG the oreaniza-
tion's communiication sustem.

Irn addition to develorine this profile of th~ Zzrartment's
communiication sustems we 3lso used the audit rFrocedure to identifu
internal rublics. This rrofile of internal rublics made it rossible
to determine which emrlovees would be most likels to communicate
both inside and ouwtside the oreamization about educationsl issues
and which would be most likely to resrond to communication
traininG .

METHODS

A detailed euestionnaire cornsistineg of 1463 cuestions was de-
velored using cuestions similar to those used in Grunic's studies
of "the commurnication behavior of rublicss Job satisfaction and
communication audits develored by the Interrnational Commurnication
Association and the American Telerhore & Telesrarh Comeranys socio-
locical studies of oreanizational structures and stardard demo-
crarhic cuestiorns. One final orern-end cuestion also allowed
emrlovees to say anvthine thew wished about their JOSS and about

the derartments its structuresr and its communicatior sustem.

cuestiornmaires resultineg in 484 comrleted auestiomrnaires for the

ERIC 11
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All emrlouees of the derartmerit were ashked to comrlete the
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cerntral-office staff and 541 for the field staff., The resrondents
rlaced their answers on scanable zrnswer sheetsr and the results
were entered into the Univac 1100/80 comruter sustem at the Uni-
versity of Marulands Collece Park. All statistical comrutations
were dore usinG the Statistical Fackace for the Social Sciences.

Each auestion mesasured 3 theoretical coricert defined bw com-
munication or orsanizétion theory. Questions were ordered in 3 way
that would Gain the initial interest of resrondents but discourace
8 ’resronse set"--resrondinGg in 3 fixed manner to cuestions mess-
urine different coricertss The theorv behind each set of cuestions
and the statistical rrocedures used will be exrlzined cs each set
of variables is exrlaired.

The results of the auestions measurinG emrlovee satisfaction
with their Johs will be rresented first. Job satisfaction varisbles
thern will be relsted to oreanizationsl structure and demoe~arhic
variablesy in an attemrt to exrlazin the level of satisfaction
fourde. Then variables used to measure communiication behaviorses to
identify rublicss and to messure communication satisfactiorn will be
discussed and related to the other varisbles.

JOE SATISFACTION

Nire questions measured emrlovees' satisfaction with thei»
individual Jobs as well as with salaruy and benefits, workins con-
ditionss and with the waw the derartment handles rromotiomns, human
relationsy emrlouee recocrnitionr and resources and skills. Resron-
dents used a3 five-roint scales rancinGg from hichlu aGcree to highlw
disacree to indicaste their agreement with statemerts such as *0n
the wholes my Jobh is interestinG and challencirG.®

These nire varisbles were correlsted and factor amnaluzed to

12




detect mador dimensions of satisfaction that might run throuch the
nire variables. Table 1 shows the mean scores omn e@ach of the nirne
Job satisfaction variables 3s well as the results of the factor
analusis of these nine variables for both thg central-office and
field staffs. The results are a3lmost exactlw the same for both
rorulations of emrlosees. On 8 S-roint scaler @ mean score of 3.00
or more would indicate a rositive score on 8 variable and 3@ mean of
less than 3+00 3 necative scores. Thusy Table 1 ghows 38 high level
of satisfaction on the first two variables! "the Job beinc irnter-
estine snd challencing' and "lookine forward to comimg to work al-
most evers das.’ Central-office emrplovees were slichtls more sat-
isfied than field emrlowees on these two variablesr» however. Table
1 3lso shows that emrlouees are aware of resources and shills
availsble to them inm the orcanization. And thew are everily divided
irn their satisfaction with cemeral workine conditions.

Each of the other varisbles» howevers» shows that MSDE emrlouees
are ruite dissatisfied. Each of these variasbles seems to measure
emrlovee satisfaction with their relatiomshir with the oversll or-
canizatiory whereas the first two variables seem to measure ind-

ividual Job satisfaction. MSDE emrlosees are rarticularly dissat-

13




— S S . S TS S WS WY S W S S S S WS S G s W A 06 VD P SED WS SR SES WS G SV P SV VI TS WS G T D S VR ES. G e

TABLE 1
Mearnssy Factor Loadingss and Communalities
of Job Satisfaction Variables

Mear Orgarnization Individual
{S-roint Satisfaction Satisfaction

Uariable Scale) Facton Factor Communality

Central Central Central Ceritr
Office Field Office Field Office Field Offic

al

e Field-"

Or the wholer my
Job is challencineG .
arnd interestinGesee 3.92 3.79 16 «13 73 79 ' 06

I look forward to

comirng to work
2lmost very daYeees 3.43 3.34 32 « 34 +81 77 77

I feel as thouch I

have 3 real chance to

cet shead in this

orGanizatiorneeessee 2.20 2,01 06 57 28 «32 51

The best aualified

Feorle are usually

chosen for rpromotion

im this orcaniza-

LiOMsessosocoasssens 2,39 2,17 72 e &7 16 15 .

4y
(4

I am satisfied with
mg ravw and bernefits 1.99 1.89 + 39 +« 30 12 15 17

My orcanizastion has

a Gernuine concern

for the welfare of

its emrloYees.ecsee 2.39 2.34 +81 79 + 16 18 68

I am aware of resources

ard skills available

irm this orgcanizstion

that can assist me

ir doiric my Jobeeeo 3.35 3.47 + 39 ¢ 32 « 23 +«30 21

T am satisfied with
ms dau-to-day
working conditiorns. 2,99 3.04 59 « 90 + 40 + 36 +51

T am satisfied with

the recoegnition I

receive for Good rer-

formarnce in my Job. 2,89 2.76 61 -3 26 +30 +44

Fercentace of totsl variance
exrlairned by each factorisess 467 447 13% 177

+63

+43

+50

19

+38

41
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isfied with r3y and benefitsy their chances for cettine 3head in
the organizationy the fairness of promotionsr and the orcaniza~-
tiorn's concerrn for the welfare of its emrlowees.

The factor analusis showed that most of these nine variables
correlated hichlu with each other and clustered on two factors.
Commurialities were also hich for 311l variables excert sotisfaction
with ray and bernefits and awareness of resourcese. The hich commun-—
alities in Table 1 suceest that the nine measures of satisfaction
can be croured satisfactoriluy into two mador dimensions. Dissatis-—
factiorn with ray and berefits seems to be 3lmost universal in the
derartment, howeverr» and therefore it did rmot correlate hichlw with
the other satisfaction variablec. Likewiser swareness of resources
was Gernerally high and not stronclw related to the other satisfac~-
tion variables.

In the factor analusisy 3ll nine variables had rositiver and
cernerally hichys loadirncs on both of the two factors that were sic-
nificant (eicen value ereater than 1.0). However» the two variables
measurine satisfaction with individual rather than orcanizational
asrects of 8 Job--how interestine the .ob is and lookine forward to
comine to work--ioaded most hiechlw on the second factor. Thusy the
factor analusis seems to have serarated the individual from the
arcanizational asrects of Job satisfaction and rrovided 3 factor to
measure each of these dimensiorns.

If we look a6ain at the individual means of the variables that
make ur these two factors» we can see that» on the averacer MSDE
emrlovees are interested and challenced by their individual Jdobs
but dissatisfied with the internal environment of the oreaonization

in which thew must do their work.

15



TABLE 2
Correlations of Job Satisfaction Factors
With Demogrsphic Variables

Individual Organizational
Democrarhic Variable Satisfaction Satisfaction
Central Central
Office Field Office Field
Years working in education W27 .13 ~e15 -.09
Years workinc in MSDE ) 14 +11 -s17 -.12
Years workine in eresent .Job +13 + 05X ~217 -.11
Fositiorn in hierarchy .18 .18 «07x 13
Ace 25 +20 -.07% + 03%
Educsation 25 19 -.11 -, 02%
Sex {female = rositive score) -.18 -.13 -+06%x -—-,01x
= positive score)/1 -,11 -.01x -+ 02x +09
Disabled + 03% -.09 +07% +01x

1/Hisranicsy Asiansy and Native Americans eliminated from
correlations because of small numbers.

|
\

Race (blach
X*Not sienficarnt at p<.05,
The two Job satisfaction factors then were correlated with
‘ democrarhic variables to determirne if satisfaction at both the
| individual and orcanizational level was more commor in certain
‘ demoGcrarhic Grours. Gernerallyr the correlations were lowr 3nd thew
were similar for the central-office and field staffs. For satis-
faction with the individual Job» the correlations show that
emrlogees who are older and who have more educations more wears
working in the field of education» and @ manacement rosition--
rrobably those with the most interestine Jobs~-cenerallw are more
satisfied with their individual Jobs. Female and black emrlouees
are somewhat less satisfied with their individual Jobs than are

males and whitesr althouch the correlstions are small.

| At the orcanizational levely however, most of the correlations

i 16
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are small or insienificants susecestinG that dissastisfaction cuts
across all demoecravhic catesories. There is a3 tenderics for emrlow-
ees who have worked the longest in education and irn MSDE to be most
dissatisfied with their relationshir with the oreanization. The
hichest manacement reorle are slightly more satisfieds but the
correlation is significant onlw for the field staff.

4s 3 final ster in looking at Job satisfactions» the two var-
iables that did riot correlaste well with the two factors--satisfac-
tion with salary and benefits and awareness of resources and skills
available to emrlovees—--were correlated seraratels with the demo-
6rarhic variables. Both varisbles correlated 3t low levels with 3all
demoerarhic variabless sueeestine that disatisfaction with salarw
and bernefits cuts across all catecories and that most demoararhic
Grours are auware »f the resources available to them.

Althouch neither of ihe two factors of Job satisfaction cor-
related stronecls with an emrlowee's rosition im the derartment
hierarchys some signiticant differences in the four ranks arreared
whep 38 mean sca;e onn the two factors was comruted for the four
ranks, Table 3 shows that individusl Job satisfaction for the cen-
tral-office staff increased rroeressivels for each Job rank hut
that it was much higher for tor manacement than for the other three
Grours. Lilkewiser tor manacement a3t the central office has even
creater oreanizatiornal Job satisfaction tham do the other ranks»
but dissatisfaction with the orecamization is hichest in the middle
ranks~--first line surervisors and middle marscement--and sbove
averace for the surrort staff,

Middle manacement reorle on the field staffs howeverr» were

more satisfied than were middle-manacement reorle at the centrsl

17
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'office~—at levels nearlw eaual to the satisfaction of tor mansse-
ment reorle. Surrort staff members a3t the field level were esrec-
islly dissatified with their individual Jobssy and both surrort
staff arnd first-line surervisors: again were dissatisfield with the
orcanizaton.

In summarys these measures of Job satisfaction show that most
MSDE emr~louvees en.ow their works esrecially if thew are more edu-

catedy» olders» males and work ir marsecerial rarks of the orgarniza~-

tion. O the other harndy emrlovees are dissatisfied with their raw
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TABLE 3

Mearn Scores on Individual ard Oreanizationasl
Job Satisfactiorn Factors for Four Levels
Irn the Derartmernt Hierarchu/1

Individual Orcanizstional
Positior Satisfaction Satisfaction
Cerntral Ceritral
Office Field Office Field
Surrort Staff +159 -e217 + 064 -. 076
First Lire Surervisors + 064 «100 -.116 -+ 065
Middle Marnscement +117 ~308 -, 3109 e 564
Tor Manacemert 847 « 311 o747 +748
F 5.53%X S.81%xx 6. 30%X S.42%%
Xpd 05
XKXP<{,01
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1/ Scores are factor scores exrressed irn standardized Z-scoresy
wgich gave a3 mesr of ang a standarg éév?aiion o} ?.0.
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arnd bhernefits at a3ll levels and srours of the orecanization. Thew
3lso dislike their relationshir with the orecanizationr unless thew
are fournd ir: tor manacement rositiorns. We look next to

organizational structures thereforey for an exrlanation of these

satisfaction levels.




STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ORGANIZATION

Orecanizational socioloGgistec have concertuslized four mador
coricerts of oreamizatiornal sti;ucture (seer e.cr Robbins 1983 or
Gruriic & Hunt 1984: 99-101)¢

xCentralization--the extert to which decision makine is cor—
centrated at the tor of the oreanizational hierarchw. The more an
orcanization is centralizeds the creater the comstraints on em-
rlouees outside tor manacement and the less auvtoriomy thew have to
make their own decisions.

xStratification--the extent to which an orcani=zatior makes it
clear who are its hicher-level emrlosees and who are its lower-~
level emrlovees. Stratified orcanizations limit interaction between
emrlovees at different ranks and make it difficult to move from
lower to higher ranhks. Stratified orcanizations also clearlu dis-
tinGuish the prestice and ray of hicher-level emrlovees and provide
hicher emrlouees such rereuisites as rrivate officess executive
dinine roomss and wooden desks to set them zrart.,

XFormalization—-the extent to which an orcanization follows
rules and reculations. Gererallus ruless chartse and rrocedures
discourace imnnovation and autormomu in arn oreanizatiorny althouch
formalized rrocedures have been found to increase emplovee satis-—
faction whern thew do rot reduce autoriomw because the rrocedures
clarify what is exrected of emrlouees.

XComrlexnitu=-the extent to which an oreanization has educatedr
rrofessionalized emrlovees who fill srecialist roles.

Oreanizational research shows that ricidly structured orecam-

izations are hisch on centralizatiors stratificatiorns ard formal-
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ization and low on comrlexituy-—3lthoueh formalization can also be
hich imn less-ricidlw structured orGcanizations if it does rot in-
crease centralizations In additions orsanizational research shows
that emrlouees cererally are less satisfied with their jobs im
riGcidlw structured orecanizatiornss esreciallw if thew are highlw
educated rrofessionals.

Iri this studyr two auestions were used to measure each of the
four structural variables. For cerntralizations stratifications srd
formalization: gpplosees were asked their rercertions of the total
structure of MSDE. For comrlexitys howevers emrluvees ware asked to
rate the comrlexity of their individual Jobs rather than the com-
rlexity of the erntire oreanizstion.

We can look first a3t the comrlexitw variables in Table 4 to
determire whether MSDE is a3 comrlex oreanization as esrrected. The
answer at first arrears to be mixed. The mean score or the amourt
of educsation reauired for Jobs in MSDE was helow the midroint of
the five-roint scale for both the central office and field staffs.
The mearn score or the extent to which the Job was unrredictable and
constantly chaneinG was slichtly above the midroint for the central
office and slichtly below for the field staff.

Howevers the frecuencies for each of the five catecories of
the two cuestiorns shows two modal (mast freauent) resrornses! hiGgh
school education or less reauired for the Job or 2 Master's dearee
re@uired in the central office and hich school education or a
bachelor's decree for the field staff. These résponses shiow that
MSDE hires rrofessionals for comrlex Jobs and riorrrofessionals for
less comrlex surrort Jobs. Resrorses to the "routireness vs. un-

rredictability® questiorn fit 3 rormal distributiori for both Grourss
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"althouch there were more resronses on the uneredictable side of the

scaley sucGesting that MSDE is a comrley orcanizatiory at least for

the rrofessional staff.

TAELE 4
Mearn Scores orn Nime Structural VUariables Measured for MSDE
arnd Correlations Betweern VUariables Measurine the Same Concert

i €0 G A S b P PR T SR ST St G S b P U e b b e S S S - - -~ -

Cerntral Office Field Staff

Uariasble Mearnn Correlation Mears Correlation

- - e e o -— e g - s T s e o T s S

{3-roint scale)

Centralization?
Decisior making limited to

tor sdministratorseecseressens 2.30 2.38
-019 ’012
Auvtoriomy in makirne decisions in
emrloyee's owr JoDesssesssoses 1.85 1.84
Stratification?

Clear and recocsnized
differences betweer sureriors
and subordiriateSsse sss st s oo 2.45 2.27

Lt

31 18
Difficulty of mobility from lower

to higher ronksSssseess st eesse 2,56 2.54

Formalization?
FPercentace of rules and Frocedures
gsrecified in WritiriGesos oo ooeee 2.05 2.37
.18 23

Extent of surervision to
ensure comrliance with rules

and ProcedureSeessesssssoscess oo 1.92 1.96
Comrlexitul {(S-rt. Scale)
Mimimuem amount of education
recuired for emrlogee's Jobises 2.72 2.36
+ 31 + 33

Externt to which emrlouee's Job
is constantly chancine and
UnPPediCtable......oooo~ooooooo 3416 2079

The centralization and stratificstion variables show MSDE to
be 3 relativelu centralized andy esrecialluy stratified oreaniza-
tiorr. The mesarn scores for formalizatiorn were a3t the middle of the

scalers however. In totaly these variables do riot sugsest that MSDE
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is a highlw riGcid organi=atiorir but thew do sueceest that it is
structured more ricidlw than the idesl for 3 gomplex organization.

Khen the structursl variables are correlated with other vari-
ablessy howevers we beGin to Get a clearer ricture of the orcani-~
zational structure of MEDE. To reduce Ehe auantity of datar the tuo
auestions measuring each concert were summed into a sinGle irndex.
Tahle 4 shows that the two auestions used to measure each of the
structural coricerts correlate moderately and thus make ur adequate
indicessy althouch the correlation betuween is two centralization
cuestions is lowers esrecially for the field staff.

These indices of centralizationy stratificatiorn» formaliza-
tions and comrlexity were correlated with the demgcraphic variables
to see if rercertions of orGanizational structure varied amonc
different kinds of emrlosees., There were ro sicnificart correla-
tions with cerntvralization and formalization for either the central
office or field staffs.

Amonc the field staffs there were small rositive correlations
betweern stratificatiorns uvears in educstion (.11)s and years in the
rresent Job (.10). For the cerntral-offie staff, stratification
correlated with a few more variabless althouch those correlations
were also small! vears in education (.14)» vears in MSDE (.13)»
wears in the eresent Job (+11)y age (.11), female sex (+14)y and
beinc disabled (.12). These correlatiorns surrort the idea that MSDE
is stratifieds because reorle who kriow MSDE best--those who have
worked there the lorncest--are most likelw to saw it is strat-
ified. In additions womer: and disabled reorle-~in the central of-
fice--are somewhat more likelu than other emrlovees to saw the MSDE

is stratifieds rFrobably because they feel they are the isolated
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emrloyvees.

The comrlexity of the Jobs as would be exrecteds increased
with Greater educations Grester lomncevitw in the organizatiorns and
8 higher level in the hierarchw--for both the central-office and
field staffs. Comrlexity correlated .78 and .71 with education for
the central and field staffss 54 and 48 with rosition in the
hierarchys S5 arnd .16 with wears srent working in educationy .17
and .12 with years in MSDEs and .24 3and .11 with ace. It also ror-
related rneecatively (-.35 and -.30) with female sexs rrohablw bz-
cause of the large rnumber of women in surrort staff Jobs.

Table S riexxt shows that tor marscement emrlovees in the cer~
tral office essentially are muoric about the extent to which MSDE
is ricidly structured. The field staff rerceives the structure of
MSDE somewhst differentlys however.

Tor manaGers in the central office are much less likelw than
emrlovees in lower ranks of the cetral office to saw that the de-
rartmernt is centralized and stratified. Table & also showss how-
every that middle level emrlosees in the central office are most
likely to rerceive MSDE 35 hichly centralized and stratified. Re-
ca3ll that they 3lso were the certral-office emrlovees with the
lowest satisfaction with their relationshir to the orcanization.
Table S showed a8 different rattern for formslization ang ccmrlexity
in the central office! both variables increased as the level of the
hierarchy increased.

Table 3 sucGests that the fielu staff rerceives MSDE as
slightly less rigcidly structured than does the central staff! less

centralized arnd stratified. The field staff also sees MSDE a5 more

formalizred and less comrlex, There are also Tew differerices amona




ranksy 3lthoueh middle mamascement in the field rerceives less cen-
tralization thamn do the other ranks. Middle manacement 3lso rar-
ceives its Jobs as the most comrlexr» whereas tor manacemert in the
field sees its Jobs 3s much less comrlex than does tor marnasement

irn the central office.
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TABLE S
Mear Scores of Four Structursl Varisbles
For Five Levels in the Orcanizstiomal Hiersrchw
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Central- Stratif- Formal-
ization ication ization Comrlexity
(Scales = 2-6) (Scale = 2-10)
Central Central Central Central
Fosition Office Field Office Field Office Field Office Field
MSDE Mear: 4064 4058 5001 4081 3098 QO34 5082 5011
Surrort staff 4.54 4,67 5.04 4,80 4,07 4,21 4,47 3.67
First~Lire Surervisors 4.75 4,58 5.09 4,82 3.81 4,32 6,69 5.91
Middle Marnascemerit 4,78 3.80 S.02 4.73 4,17 4,53 7.17 6.20
Tor Manacemernt 4,32 4,54 4,32 4,75 4,21 4,63 7.21 4.75
1.08 3.28 4.86 0.07 3.38 1.30 95.5 110.33
(x) (Xx) (X) (XX) (XX)
Xl 05
XXp<,01
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Table é shows the correlations betueen the four structural
variasbles and the two Job satisfasction factors idemtified in the
rrevious section. The extent to which an emrlosee rerceives MSDE to
be both centralized and stratified correlated necativelw with both
individual and orcanizationsl Job satisfaction. The correlstion
with oreani=zational Job satisfaction is much hicher» houwevery in-
dicatineg that excessive centrslization and stratification in MSDE

edrlain the Gcerierallw low level of satiéfaction that emrlogees have

with the oreanizstion.
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Table 6 shows @ rositive correlatiorn between formalizatiorn and

organizational Job satisfactiorn for both central ard field staffs

and with both individual a3nd orsanizatiornal Job satisfactiorn for
the field staff. Arrarentlys dissatisfied emrlovees rerceive a lack
of formal rules and reculations in the derartmentment-~irndicating

that Tormalization imrroves satisfaction without leadinc to cen~

tralizations which decreases satisfactior.

TARLE 6
Correlations of Structural Variables
With Irndividual arnd Orcamizatiornial Job Satisfaction
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Individusal Orcanizationsal
Job Satisfaction Job Satisfaction
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Central Cerntral
Structural Variable Office Field Office Field
Cerntralization Y A-) -.20 ~s 4z -+31
Stratification -.14 -.14 -+47 -+36
Formalization 01X +24 22 24
Comrlexity + 39 +« 32 -+13 -+ 03X
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xNot sicrificarnt at level of r<.05.
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Finally» Table 6 shows that comrlexitw of the Job exrlains
individual Job satisfaction to a3 larce extent! the more comrlex the
Job the more satisfactiorn it brines.

The results thus far indicate that excessive cemtraslization
smd stratafication in MSDE exrlain the hich level of enmrlovee dis-—
satisfaction with the derartmert. He turn then to the relationshirs
hetween orcanizstionsl structure and satisfaction and commurnication
inside arnd outside MSDE.

COMMUNICATION EEHAVIORS AND FUBLICS

A communication rrocram such as Feorle on the Grow canriot bhea
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simed at a sincle audience in an o.eanizations. Emrlovees of arm or-
canization communicate in different waws and about different
thires. Information that some emrlousees eacerluy seek out maw he
irrelevant to othercs, One kind of communication trainirme may be
arrrorriate for some enrloseesr but snother kind maw be reauired
for others:. A communication rrogram msw have effects for some em-—
rlovees but be irneffective for others.

In 15 wears of researchr I have develored 3 theorwy of commur-
ication behavior that can be used to identifu rublics by messuring
their rercertions of difterent issuves and their communication be-—
haviors relasted to those issues. (For an overview of this theoru
see Grunic & Hunt (1985¢ Charter 7) or Grunic (1983).) This situa-
tional theory of communication served as the msJdor concertusl
framework for auditine communication irn this studg.

| The situational theory had its orieinal roots in Johm Deweu's
theories of inuiry and of rublics. Dewes asreued that reorle both
think and incuire--seek information--when thev recoGnize rroblems.
Deuwes 3lso arcued that rublics forwm when reorle or oreanizations
have conseuences on other reorle. To become a3 rublicy sccording to
Deweuy the reorle affected by these comseruerces must recognize the
consequences as a rroblem and oreanize with other reorle to do
somethine shout the coriseruences. Thusy» Deweu's thirnkine susGested
that mroblem recoGrnition leads to communication behavior and that
reorle who recosnize the same rroblems and communicate in similar
waws can be called members of a3 rublic,

It is imrortant to recoenizes however» that reorle communicate
about srecific issuesr or situationss and that rublics develor

around srecific issuves. Feorle do not communicate in the same waw
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about 311 issvesr and different issues brineg about different sets

of publics. To a3udit emrlouvee commuriicatiori behaviors ard to crour
emrlovees into publicsy therefores the researcher must first
iderntify issues that are imrortsnt to emrlodees or sbout which the
orcarization would like emrlouvees to commuriicate.

For this study, 20 issues were chosen to identifw communica-
tiorn behaviors and emrlowee rublics in MSDE. These issuves fit into
three cerieral cztecories!

*Current educatiornal issuwes--inmcluding nat-.orals stater and
local rolicies? student rerformarce? and inrmovative ideas in edu-
cation oriecinatine from local school sustemss researchr educatiornal
commissionss new techriclosyr or by emerlovees themselves.

XCommunication situatiorns~—interrnal to MSDE» with external
noreducation publicsy and within the educational commuritu.

XJob-related issues—-—includinGg salary ard benefitss workine

conditionss manacemernt decisions that affect emrlovees' Jobs: and

. achievement in the Job.

These situations reflect the Fecrle on the Grow rro.Ject's
interest in stimulatine emrlovee interest in communicating with
other emrloveesy with external rublicsy and with rublics outside
MSDE but within the educatiorn communitu? with stimulatine emrlouees
to activelwy seehk and cive information sbout educational ‘ssues? and
with erncouracinGe emrlosees and administrators to communicste about
their Jobs.

The Grunic theorwy of commurniicatiors behavior states that two
derendent variables (two kinds of communicatiorn behavior) cam be
exrlained by three indererndent variables (rercertions that reorle

have of these situotiors). The two communiicatiorr hehaviors (the
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. ‘'derendert variasbles) include!

xIrnformation seekine (active communication behavior). Peorle
who seek informastion communicate activelu. Thew look for informa-
tion relevant to a3 situstionsy tru to use the information to under-
stand the situations arnd freauentlwy use the informstion to do
somethine about the situation.

*Information rrocessing (rassive communication behavior).
Feorle who commurniicate rassively do not search for information

related to a3 situation. Thew will often rrocess informations
howevery if it comes to them with little—;;-;;-effort on their
rart——such as from a television commercial ssrndwiched into an en-
tertairmerit rrocram or while readine 3 memo from manacement to fill
time while ridinG the bus home from work. Peorle exert less effort
in rrocessinGg information than whern thew seek its thus information
cerieralls has fewer effects on rassively communicating rublics than
on actively communicating publics.

Emrlogees communicating in these two different waws about an
issue or issues recuire different kinds of communicatiori rrocrams.
Actively communiicatinGg emrlovees reauire more information related
to issues sbout which theu are concerned than rassivelw communica-
tirc emrlovees and will seek information from manacement as well as
from other sources. Thes also actively Gcive information about the
iscsue to other emrlovgees and to reorle outside the oreanization.

Passiveluy communicatinGg emrloveess» howevers will onlw commun-
icate shout an issue if thew are consistentluy eiven information
without havirne to exert much effort to get *he informatiom. Even
thens thew will retsin orlw rart of the information and do little

to make sernse of it. Commurniication trainine sometimes can be wsed»

Q
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howevers to raise the level of rroblem recoGgnition and rerceived
involvement of passive rublics a3nd thus to chance their communica-
tiorn behavior from rassive to active.

The two kinds of communicatior behavior can be identified bw
measurinGg each of three inderendernt variables that stimulate either
active or rassive communications or both. These three inderendent
variables include?

XProblem recocrnitiornis This variable is a8 direct externsion of
Deweu's concert of the conditions recessary for thinkine and in-.
auirg. Feorle Gemeralls do rot stop:to thirnk and incuire sbout a
situation unless theu rerceive that somethine is rroblematic about
-~somethinGe is missinG in--the situation. Problem recosnition in-

creases both information seekirG and rrocessinGgs Peorle who recoG-

l

l

|

nize 3 rroblem seek information because thew rieed it to understand

the situation and to rlan their behavior in the situation. Peorle

who recoenize 3 rroblem also are more likelw to raw attention i

to——aﬁd thus rrocess——information that comes to them with little }

effort on their rart. ‘
XConstraint recoGnitions This variable rerpresents the extent

to which peorle rerceive that there are constraints--or obst

cles~-in 3 situation that limit their freedom to rlan their oun

behavior. A high level of constraint recoenition lessens the like-

lihood that reorle will seek irformation about @ situation or raw

sttertion to ard rprocess information that comes to them randomlu.

Since orGanizational structure consists 6? a sustem of constraintsy

the situational theoru predicts that emrlosees are less likelw to

commursicate irn 3 highly structured orecanization than in 3 les: -

structured orGcanizatiorn because the cornstraints in the hichlw
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structured orecanization would discourace communication,

xL.evel of irvolvemert. Level of involvement rerpresents the
extent to which reorle connect themselves with a situation. Peorle
who rerceive themselves as involved in 38 situation will be likelw
to seek informatiori activelw because their own behavior is involved
and thew reed informatiorn to helr rlan that behavior. Feorle who
rerceive a stronc involvemert in a situation Gernerallw also have
hich problem recosnition zid reduce their constraint recueni-
tiorm--if it is hisch--by oreanizire with others to do somethinG
about a3 situatiorn, Thusy high involvement usualls leads to active
commuriication behaviors althouech there can be involved reorle who
*don't care® ornd thus don't think about 3 situation that involves
them.

Level of irmvolvement stimulates active communication behavior;
but unlike rproblem recognition and constraint recoecrnitioriy it
reither erncouraces nor discourages rassive communicatior behavior.
Feorle are Just as likelu to eprocess information about situations
that do not involve them as theuy are to rprocess information about
situations that do involve them. Thusy 3 high level of irnvolvemert
cerierally means reorle will commurniicate activelw rather than
rassively.

These five concerts have been used in a3 number of studies to
identify the rublics that develor from the set of issues measured
in the studuy--such as the 20 educational issues used here. Problem
recoGcrniition has been measured by askinG surveu resrondents how
often theu "stor to thirk® about each of the issues» constraint
recogniition by askine whether theu could "do ansthine rersonallu

that would make a differernce in the waw the issues are handled,®
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and level of irvolvemert bw askine whether thew "see a cornection
between themselvesr rersomallys and each of the issuves.’

In this studws» we measured information rrocessineg by havine
resrondents estimate how likelw thew would be to rrocess the in-
formation in 14 hurotheticsal art%cles that might arrear in an MSDE
rnewsletter. Each of the hwrothetical articles fit one of the 20
issuves used to measure the three inderendent variables. To reduce
the lenGth of the cuestiorrmaires the titles fit onlw 14 of the 20
situationss althoueh thew were evenlw distributed amone the three
catecories of issuwes--educational issuess Job-relsted situations,
and communication issues. Resrorndernts were asked whether thew would
*read the full stors immediatelw, Put the storw aside to read
carefullw when thew have times skim it brieflwr, or not to read it
at all.,

He measured irnformatiorn seekine with 3 @uestion that asked how
much effort resrondents would exrend to order a rpublication from a3
covernment education asency or education association. Acain 14
rublication titles were chosen to match the issues used in the
other cuestions. Resrondents were asked if thew would be °*verw
iikelyy =omewhat likelws riot veru likelws or not at 3all likelw to
send for the rublication.®

Irn addition to these direct measurzs of information seekirne
and rFrocessinGs resrondents were asked how often thew used each of
21 sources of information or commnunication contactss such as MSDE
rewsletterss daily riewsrarerss memoss subordinatess coworhkerss
surervisorsy rarents of school childrens or leaders of communitu
orcanizations. .

We then idertified MSDE imterrisl rublics in 3 three-ster rro-
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cess. First, we factor analuzed the scores on the 20 issues serar-
atelw for each of the five varisbles in the theorw-—-rroblem recoc-
rnitiorns constraint recocrnitiorr level of involvemertsy irnformation
seeking and informatiori Frrocessineg-—-to arour the issues into a
smaller number of situations that reorle perceived in @ similar
fashiorn. He also factor analwzed the resporses to the auestion
about use of communication sources and contacts to reduce them to a
smaller number of similar sources.

Seconds we correlated the rroblem recocrnitions constraint
recognitions and level of involvemert factor scores simultaneouslw
with the irnformatiorn rrocessings information seekings and communi-—
cation sources and contacts factor scores using a3 statistical rro-
cedure called carnonical correlation. Caronical correlation rroduces
8 set of canonical variates that are much like the factors that
result from factor analusiss excert that the variables distincuish
the inderendent variables—-rercertions of the situatior—~-from the
derendent varibles--communication behaviors.

Thirdlgr we used these carnonical variates to place resrondents
to the ruestionnaire into emrlovee rpublics. Each variate described
3 rattern of communication behaviors. Feorle who scored hichly or
each of the variastes fit closelw the definition of 'rublic® in the
Grunic theoru--reorle who recocnize and communicate about orie or
more related issues. These variatessy finallys were correlated with
the democrarhics Job satisfactions and structural variables to helr
iderntify the hkinds of peorle who make ur each rublic.

“pevious research on other organizations has consistently
found four tures of rublicss and similar Publics can be exrected to

emist irr MSDE. These four rublics include!
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*All-igsues rublics. These are reorle who have high involve-

mernt and problem recoenition and low constraint recognition on all
i of the issues esxamined. The communication variables riearlw slwaws

show that such rublics communicate both activels and rassivelw

about 3ll of the issues ard use most of the communication sources
% arnd contacts.

XArathetic rublics. Peorle in an arathetic rpublic are low on
rroblem recocnition and invoivement and hich on constraint recoc-
miition for all issues. Thuss theus maw rassively rrocess some in-
formations but generally thew communicate little about anu of the
issues.

XPublics who communicate about a3 limited riumber of the issues
and for whom high rproblem recosrnition arnd involvement and low con-
straint recoer.ition is limited to these few issues.

*xInvolving-issue only rublics. Peorle whose rercertion of the
situation~~-rroblem recoenitiorir etc.-—motivate them to communicate
only about situatiorns tinat involve rnearly eversone in the rorula-
tion studied. In emrlogee studiess the situatiorns usually include

salaryy workine conditiorss berefit~s or similar corcerns.
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Means and Factor Analuses

Tables 7y 8y and 9 disrlaw the mean scores of both the field
arnd central office staffs for each of the 20 issuves for rroblem
recoenitions constraint recrenitionr and level of involvementr re-
srectively., They 3lso show the factor scores and communalities of
the field staff for esach issue on each of the three factors found
for each variable. The results of the factor analuses were almost
ideritical for both the field and central office staffss so the re-
sults for the cemtral-office staff are rnot rresented in these
tables.

If we look at the mean scores Tirstr we can make some comrar-
ison of how MSDE emrlovees rerceive ithe 20 issues. On the 4-roint .
scales usedr 3 mean of 2.5 would be at the mid~oint of the scale.
For rroblem recogrnitiony firsts we can see that most of the means
f3ll nmear the midroint of the scaler irmdicatine that emrlouee
scores essentially fit a3 normal distribution on these varisbles.

There were a3 few excertionsr however. Emrlodeces were esrec-—
iszlly likelw to stor to think about sharimG ideas with recrle a3t
the same oreanizational levels communication with surervisors or
subordinatesy manacemernt decisions that affect their Jobss schuev-
ine somethine in their Jobsy workine conditionsy salary and bere-
fitsy and inmovatiorn im their Jobs--2311 situations that directlw
involve them rersonally. These excertions were true for both the
field and central office staffs. Both field and cerntral office
staffs are least likelw to think about communicatine with educators
thouchout Marularnd--with rnew ideas orieinatine in loecal sustems and

with sharine ideas with educators in other rarts of the state. The
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TABLE 7
Mears» Factor Loadinesr» arnd Communalities
For Problem Recocnition on 20 Education Issues

e S 7 St ES M ey RS St G S W S TES M Gkt WS S G T S SIS St TG AP SUR WP GV S e S W S S

Mean (4-pt. Scale) Factors for Field Staff

Central Edue, Job- Irternal

Field Office Issues Related Commune. Commur-—
Issues Staff Gtaff Factor Factor Factor 3litw

o Sna e P S e TP €0 G 0% Ss Smp SN TG Sy S S Gt SIS S s S S G T S S

Sharine ideas with reorle who
work at the same orecan-

izatiomal level as YOWs s co 00 3.39 3.48 +14 18 + 58 39

SharinGc idess with reorle who
surervise gour work or those

YOl SUPEIrViECss st essesseees 00 3.249 3.40 +11 12 74 59
New idess origimatinGg im local

sChool systemSeeseeessonse o 1.89 2.32 ' 39 «02 «17 +38
Manacement decisions that affect

HOUT JODsessvosssstsssnssnne 3.8 3.33 28 +33 + 33 +28
How well the Fublic understands

edUC3tiorNess s ssssossosssnecs 2.55 2.82 72 +13 + 16 57
National educational issues. 2.41 2,78 78 +18 15 -1
State educastional issues.se. 2.65 3.08 . 77 23 + 13 + 66

Educstion issues in wour local
s0hool sustemess e vevsens oo 2.69 2.83 73 +20 + 03 + 58

Achievine somethine worthwhile
in Your JobDesssssssssssossos 3.47 3.48 +33 + S0 +30 «45

New ideas oriciratine from
research on educatiornsseeess 2.43 2.748 70 1S o 22 56

Recommerndations of national

commissions studwirne
ediuucatioriessssessossssssns s 2.11 2.52 73 07 17 ' 56

Working conditiorns in wour Job 3.55 3.51 +09 58 + 13 + 36

Public rarticiration
in sthoOlSsisess s esssssnsns s 2.23 2,53 73 17 + 02 + 36

Studert rerformarceissssss e 2.65 2.81 72 17 + 10 + 56

New techrnolocw used
in educatiorcesssovssnssnsoe 2.68 2.97 69 29 + 12 + 58

Your salary arnd beriefitsS.s s 3.62 3.48 03 71 -.04 51
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TABLE 7 (continued)
Meansy Factor Loadinesr and Commurizlities '
For Problem Recogrniition on 20 Educatiors Issues

Mean (4-rt. Scale) Factors for Field Staff

Central Educ, ' Job- Internal
Field Office Issues Related Commun. Commun—
Issues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitu

MakirnG chances to do wour .Joh
more effectivelYeissiiovvoone 3,50 3061 W22 + 48 26 «97

Exrlaining what sou do irn sour
Joh to the sereral rublic... 2.87 2.67 + 48 +33 ' 24 24

SharirnG i1deas with educators in
other rarts of Marclzmdissee 1.84 2.38 95 .07 « 19 + 34

Policw decisions made bu the
Marwlamnd State Eoard
of EQucatioNnisssssossossocee 2045 2.65 Y 29 07 «30

Percerntace of variance
exrlairned by each factolrsssesssssese 397 10% 72

- . o e o o - a P s P s S S D D e G S WS WY S WS e WU Sk S ke W S PR S SO s e

field staff also had little interest in recommendations of national
commissions on educatiors.

Because the field staff works with rehabilitation and dis-
abilitw rroblems and not irn educstiors rer sey it cenerallw had
lower scores orn the educational issues to which the situatiornal
variables were arrlied 3nd slichtls hicher scores on the issues
that directluy related to Jeb conditions.

For comstraint recogrnitions mears Gerierallw fell more at the
ernds of the scale than in the middler indicatinGg either hich or low
levels of rerceived constraint. Both field and central office em—
rlosees felt the least constrained in situations directluy relsted
to their Jobs! sharine ideas with coworkers at the same level and

with sureriors and subordiriatess achievine somethirne in their Jdobe
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TABLE 8
Meanss Factor Loadiresy ard Communalities
For Constraint RecoGnition or 20 Education Issues

Mean (4-rt. Scale) Factors for Field Staff

Central Educ. Job- Internal
Field 0Office Issues Relasted Commurie Commurp—
Issues stasff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw

SharinG ideas «ith reorle who
work at the same orcan-

izational level a5 WOUssesss 2.28 2,12 17 «064 ob67 +48

Sharinc ideas with reorle who
surervise vour work or those

HOU SUFETVISEe st essesossosen 2,27 2.13 «23 ~.01 «b7 «50
New ideas orieinatinGg in locsl
school SuUstemMSseoesseetesses 3.35 3.06 «63 19 21 +48

Manacement decisions that affect
sour JOboooooooooooooooooooo 2.81 2.6%5 +«44 N0 058 92

How well the rublic understands

education....o.............. 3.04 2.89 + 65 «24 «31 « 58
National educatiornsl issues. 3.42 3.32 +85 .02 .18 76
State educational i155LIeS e s s 3.28 3.06 +83 .04 27 74

Educatiorn issues in vour local
school ssstem............... 3010 3.01 070 «15 +24 57

Achieving somethinG worthwhile
1M YOUP JODesessesssososessne 2.10 1.96 17 «30 48 59

New ideas oriGcinatirc from
research on educatiornesecsss 3.18 2,94 63 W26 +30 T

Recommendatiorns of rstioral
commissions studuine education 3.44 3.313 72 16 18 «58

Working conditiorms im wour Job 2.44 2,50 27 07 «73 61

Public rarticiration

in 5cho0XSsesesssssenosecrns 3.26 3.10 o465 «38 o135 59
Studernt rerformaricesessecess 3.03 3.03 54 e Sb «20 64
New techroloGcy used

in educatiomesssesssoesssonss 3.18 2,89 +65 +45 «25 + 68
Your salary and berefits.s., 3.01 3.11 +45 07 + 34 + 32
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TABLE 8 (continued)
Fact L j c iti
For Hometraint Rocoongines’2ng,Communelities

Mean (4-pt. Scale)

- -— s

Factors for Field Staff

o . S o - ——— o

. Central Educ. Job- Internal
Fzgld Office Issues Related Commun. Commuri—

Issues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw
Makire chanGes to do wour Job
more EffECtiVEIHoooooooooooo 2,18 2.16 «14 + 19 74 60
Explaining what wou do in wour
Job to the Gereral publice.. 2.47 2.54 o 22 27 +36 +« 34
Sharine ideas with educators irn
other rarts of Marulandeeese 3.17 Z.82 + 49 36 36 51
FPolicy decisiorns made by the
Maruwland State Eoard
of Edueatioru..u.u......... 3037 3.31 + 60 12 031 +48
Percentace of variance
explairied by each factoru..u...u. 47% 4% 152

and innovatine in their Job. Thewy felt most constrained about
dealinG with new ideas from local school swstem’ natioral, stater
and local educatiorn issues? research on educatiorny mational com—
missionss public rarticiration in schoolss their sszlary and bene-
fitsy and rolicy decisiorns made bw the state board of education.
Emrlovees working i the fieldr however» Gerierally had hicher
levels of constraint recoecrnition for the educational issuesy be-
cause their Jobs do rnot relate to education excert in a3 broad
senses. Thusy they feel there is little that thew camn do about ed-
ucational issues. Their constraint recosrnition was slichtlw louwer
for the issues related to Jjobs directlw than it was for certral

office emrlovees.
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TABLE @
Mearnss Factor Loadings»
For Level of Involvement on 20 Education Issues

Field
Issues Staff

Sharinc ideas with reorle vho
work, at the same orGcan~—
izational level as YWoUseesss 3.28

Sharinc ideas with reorle who
sUurervise yvour work or those
$ou SUPEPViSEooooooooooooooo 3.13

New ideas originatinG in local
school SUSLeMS i ees sttt 000000 1.76

MarnaGcement decisions that affect
HOUT JOoDeese s esesssosenessns 2.73

Hox well the rpublic understands

edUCB'EiDl"looooooooooooooooooo 1,99
National educational issues. 1.75
State educational issues.sse 1,99

Education issuwes in wour loesl
school ssstem...........o... 2,07

Achieving something worthwhile
ir YOUr JODeesesse s seovsrnne 3.27

New idess originating from
research on educationeeecs oo 1.98

Recommeridatioris of national
commissions studuine educstion 1.78

WHorkinG conditions in wour Job 3.10

Public rarticirastion
in scho0lSee s sesssesssssenns 1.88

Studernt rerformanC@eisseseees 2,06

New technoloGw used
in eduestiorecess e s esssesnne 2.02

Your salary ard bemefits.... 2.98

Makirc chances to do wour Job
more effectivels.o.o........ 3.15

Mear (4-rt. Scale)

Ceritral
Office
Staff

3.34

and Communalities

O s G S S S D s (R S G S S SMD SMS EITD et St S Mye St St \ A0S B et e

Educ. Job~ Internal

Issues Related Commun.

‘Factor Factor Factor
+08 + 38 + 51
+10 47 47
«65 15 .18
27 -3 15
48 «12 ¢ 24
.83 +15 02
+82 .25 .02
73 22 10
.18 + 463 + 41
o746 +15 16
77 17 .08
17 79 15
+80 +12 «13
71 .14 .18
77 20 + 14
' 19 77 .01
14 +73 +43

s s YD s YD S St St S S s e St S S D e S

Commun-
ality

46

+48

+60
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TABLE 9 (continued)
Meansy Factor Loadincsrs and Communalities
For Level of Involvement on 20 Education Issues

- -—— e N e T o ) > >

Meari (4-~pt. Scale) Factors for Field Staff

> o Pt ame ST G v e S e g S Ges e

Central Educ, Job- Internal
Field Office Issuves Related Commur. Commuri—
Issues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw

Exrlaining what wou do in wour
Job to the Gerieral rublic... 2.54 2.44 +31 23 o7 + 47

SR S ame s e a vm v e Sy S

Sharine ideas with educators in
other rarts of Marulandess.. 1.83 2.27 58 + 04 +44 + 54

Policy decisions made by the
Maruvland Stste ERoard
of E.dL'CatiOl'loooooooooooooooo 2.02 2.18 + 50 « 41 .08 42

Fercentace of variarice
exrlained by each ToCtoreiesessssensne 446% 147 5%

— s s o - - - - ——

The level of involvement meanss for both Grours of MSDE em-
Floseess generally were lower than the rroblem recocnitiors meansy
indicatine that MSDE emrlovees freeuentlw think about issues that
thes do not believe irvolve them rersorallu. However, their rer-
ceived level of iévolvement cererally was discouraecing low or:s anw
situation outside the derartments such as sharine ideas with edu-
cation workers in other rarts of the state’ national, stater and
local education issues? public understandine of educations national
commissionsi rublic rarticiration in schoolsi student rerformances
or rolicy decisions made bw the State Board of Education. Mean
levels of involvement were ever lower for field emrlowees than
central office emrlovees» again rrobablw because thew do rot work
with educational issues rer se.

The means for level of involvement were above the midroint of

the secale only for the situations directlu related to emrloyees'
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Jobsy 3 rattern that was even more true for the field staff than
the central-office staff. These low level of involvement means
could have resulted because the large MSDE surrort staff rerceives
little involvement with the srectrum of educatiorel ard communica-
tion issues with which thew work indirectls. Howevers the low in-
volvemerit scores could also reflect the high cemtralizstion and low
autorioms indicasted in the second rart of this rerort. MSDE emrlow-
ees could feel thew have little irvolvement with the broad educa-
tioral mission and communication about its other than the rerform-
;nce of their dailu tashkse.

Ir the studuw of central-office emrlouweesr factor asnalusis
vielded three factors with the standard measure of an eigen value
creater thar 1.0 for each of the three situational variables. A
fourth factor resulted for constraint recosnition? but its loadincgs
were not meanincfuly arnd a3 three-factor solutior was forced for
that varisble to mahke thé results comratible with those for the
other variables.

For the study of field emrloueess therefores a three-factor
solutior acain was forced to maske the results comearable. Three
factors resulted for level of involvemerit without forecine the so-
lution. For eroblem recoecrnitions 3 fourth factor had an eicern value
of 1.003. For constraint recoenitioriy the eisen value of the third
factor was only slichily below 1.0 (.973). Thusy the three-factor
solutiorn acain was 3 reasorable solution.

Iri both studies» the dominant factor for ezch of the three
variables rerresented 3ll of the rurelwy educstional issues—— suGg-'
cestine that emrlovees likelw to communicate about anu of these

issues would commuriicate asbout 3ll of them. A second factor had
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hich loadiriGs onlw for directlw involving Job situations--such as
manacemert decisions that affect the Jobr achievine somethine in
the Joby workine conditionss salarw and berefits» and innovation on
the Job. A third factor showed & rattern of concern for internsl
communication rroblems--communication with emrlouvees at the same

levels with surervisor and subordinatess andr» to 2 lesser extent,

with education emrlosees in other rarts of Marwland and with the

ceneral rublic. In additions the Job-related variables also gener-—

ally had hich secondary loadines on the intermnsal communication

factors.

For the field emrlomeesr three of the exterrnal and internal
variables loaded more hichlw on the Job-relsted factors for level
of irvolvement and rroblem recocrnition than thew did for the cen—
tral-office emrloveess sueeesting that communication is more of 3
daily rart of the Job in the field than in the Ealtimore office.
These variables included communication with the General publicy
with coworkers at the same levels and with sureriors and subordin-
ates.

The communazlities showed that nearlw 31l of the variance in
these 20 issues could be exrplained bw their association with the
other issues 3as rerresented by the three factors. The only commuri—
ality that was relastively low was that for commurication with the
ceneral rublicy and it was somewhat higher for the field staff for
which such communication was more freauent.

The mearn scores for the information seekinc euestions were
rnearly 3l1 well below the midroint of the 4-roint scale (Table 10)
for both erours of emrlovees and evern lower for field emrlosees

than central-office emrlouees. Howevers low informatiorn—seekine
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TABLE 10
Meansy F ctor Loadings» and Communalities
For Information Seekine on 17 Education Issues

Mearn (4-rt. Scale) Factors for Field Staff

Central Educ. Job- Interrial
Office Icsues Related Commune. Commun-—
Staftf Factor Factor Factor alitw

The Effective Surervisor! Hhat
You Can Exrect from Your Bosse. 2.77 .11 79 072 +42

Salaries and Berefits of Teachers
and Other Education Workers in

50 Stotesisssesssssssssosnsee
Effective Communicatiori amorc
Teachers or Education Workers.

Educationr Public Policw: and
the ReaGgan Administration...

New Ideas im Marwland Schools$
Ters Case Studies of Innmovation 1.99

A Cornsolidated Summarus of Rerorts

bz National Commissions or

Eduecationeisssssssssessssosses 1)65 2.08 +61 + 14 46 62
|
|
i
|

Democsrarhy and Disabilitu! A

Chartbook for Rehabilitation. 2.58 1.81 + 38 + 32 «14 27
A Guide te Student Ferformance?!
Whe Dp gchools Succeedssssss 2,14 2,39 .29 +31 75 W61

What Organizstions can do to Make
Emr lovees More Satisfied with

thEIY‘ JObSooooooooooooooooeoo 2.95 2,99 18 o661 23 46
New Techrioloecw in the Schools?
Here's What's Available Now.. 2.20 2046 + 41 +33 41 62

Hardbook of Maryl.,.d State
Educsatioral PolicYisessesessees 2421 2.48 + 90 « 32 21 +42

Toward Understandine? How
Educators Can Communicate

with the PubliCesesesessssons 1.91 2,19 72 + 28 25 62
Team Buildine and Human Relations

in Educationeissrsescesssssssns 2.06 2.313 73 + 39 218 Y
Arn Urdate on the Most Useful

Ediscational Research in the

Urid ted Stotesesresssssseseses 1.92 2.29 67 015 4 o 67




TABLE 10 (contirued)

Meansy Factor Loadirncs: and Communialities
For Information SeekinG on 17 Education Issues

Mearn (4-rt. Scale)

Central Internal
Office Issues Related Commun. Commuri-
Factor Factor Factor alitw

EDNET++ +A Personalized
Communication Netuwork
for Maruland Educatorsesss e, 1.74

Tares anrnd Policies...A Comrarison
of Maruglarnd School Sustems.s. 1.81 2.10

The Inrnovative Educator...What
You carn do to Gerierate Ideas. 2.11 2.33

Fercentace of variarce exrlained
by each faCtOT‘oooooooooooooooooooooo 51

scores are not urwsusl in stddies of this kind. Information seekine
requires effortr and in real life not many emrlosees actuallw take
the trouble to seek out brochures with titles like those in Table
10. Nevertheless» informatiorn seekirc does seem uite low for a
rrofessional orcanization like MSDE. Onlw the brochures directlw
related to arn emrlovee's Job had mean scores above the midroint of
the scale.
In the central-office studyr factor analusis also wielded
three factors with an eiecen value sreater than 1.0. The third fac-
" tor had ar eiuzn value of .86 im the field studws althoush the
third factor was forced to make comrarison rossible. In both stud-
iesy these three factors again could be described as an education-
al-issues factor» a Job-related factory and an imternal communica-
tiori factor. The commurialities were Germerally highs slthoush rot as

hich 85 in the factor ansluses of rroblem recosritions level of
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involvementr and constraint recocrnitiorn.

In addition» there were manw high secondar? loadinass esrec-
iallw for the field staff» mesnineg that this factor analwsis did
rnot wield factors that were as pure as those in the other factor
analwses. Ore reasson could have been the‘senerallu low scores on
information seekingr which left less variance in the variables to
correlate with the variance in the other variables. In Ggeneraly
thereforer there seemed to be a Gereral irformation seekinGg tend-~
ency amonG MSDE emrlovees? those who seek information seek all
kindsy 4ith onlw a slight tendercy to differentiate amoric the three
tyres of situations.

For information rrocéssincr most of the mean scores for each
of the hurothetical article titles were at about the midroint of
the scale (Table 11)» with the mearns for field emrlovees Gcenerallw
lower than means for the central-office staff. Acainr» emrlovees
rated article titles highly onlw if thew related to rersonal Job
situations. These meansy like those for information seekincr were
relativelw low comrared to those found in other studies usine the
same measures—-aGain sueecestine a relatively low level of communi-
cation by MSDE emrlowees.

Factor analysis again revealed three factors almost identical
to those found for the other situatioral variables. A fourth factor
had an eigen value of exactlw 1.0 in the central-office studw and
1,031 in the field studyr but it was not meaninaful and the aralw-
sis was limited to the three factors. With a few excertionsy the
communalities show that the factors account for the variarce in the

article titles well. However» there acain was a ratterr of hicgh
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‘TABLE 11
Meansr» Factor Loadinss» and Communalities
For Information Processing on 18 Education Issues

Mean (4~-rt. Scale)

Factors for Field Staf?

Central Educ. Job- Internal

Field Office Issues Related Commune Commur~

Article Title Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw
Survew shows how workers in

education derartments in Marw—

land rate their surervisors.. 3.10 3.38 16 99 +15 +31
SAT scores up acain in '84¢

Maruland scores tors in recion

but two roirnts ofT U.8. math

BVET3GC s 0006000 0000000000000 2.21 2061 + 39 19 + 41 43
Gov. Harry Huches seen likelw to

reauest less state 3id for educ-

ation that recommended hw the )

Civiletti task forcesesseosee 2.74 2.97 28 25 «47 41
Task force releases its srorossl

for rension reform for Maruland

teachers and state emrlovees. 3.42 3.37 .00 +38 o 22 22
Compuiers in school! What is .
harrenine ir Narslando.o.o... 2.43 2.73 + 60 14 +10 39
Salisburuy State Collece marnacement

professor tells how hetter commun~—

icstion with comselors imrroves

irdividual and oreasnizational

PEPfOPNBHC900000oooooooooooooo 2.27 2.04 + 36 .08 59 47
Maruwlarnd educators offer eauitu

workshors in 18 loeal school

sustems....................... 1081 1084 59 .04 + 45 56
Here's what is haerrenirnc to

budcets irn Marwland local

school diStPiCtSoooooooooooooo 2.,10 2.33 b3 19 27 053
Educatiorial research at the

University of Maruland erovides

tirs for better teachinGeseees 1,92 2.24 .81 .03 «23 61
Awareness cam~a3icyi demoristrates

that hardicarred reorle have 3 lot

more abilitwy tharn disabilitu. 3.09 2.62 12 17 + 53 +32

46




- - - - -

TABLE 11 (continued)
Meanss Factor Loadinecsy and Communalities
For Imnformation Processing on 18 Education Issues

MHean (4-rt. Scale) Factors for Field Staff

Central Educ. Job- Internal
Field O0Office Issves Related Commurie Commun-
Article Title Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitu

New ideas abound in Marusland
schools! here are some wou might

USEO0000000000000000000000000 2014

M

o4 74 19 .18 57

Horkers in Maruland educsation

derartmerts rate their workine

conditions and Job

satisfaetion................. 3.05 3033 20 73 .08 +40

FPubliec understanding of egducation
essential! What vou can do to
communicate with the rublic.. 2.18

"M

3731 o8 28 «39 59

MSDE rroroses arn informal rietwork

that would 3llow educators

throuchout the state to commuri~

icate with other educsators

sharinc commor: rrobhlemsesesse 2,04 2.49 99 17 37 33

Teacher Grours orrose
recomnendations of Teacher
Ruality RerortSesessessecserne 2,02 2:.41 +98 « 30 + 23 .48

The ReacGarn asdministration
annouvnces its rlans for
edueation in 198844 ces 0000000 2.7% 2,71 37 + 44 +44 058

After the rniatiorisal commissiorise.
what the rrorosals mean in
MBPBIBndooooooooooooooooooooo 2.25 2048 43 + 31 +47 056

Johrs Horhkirns eproductivite
exrert tells what irmrovative
enrlovees do differentlw..see 2.44 2.64 23 +30 +43 37

FPercentace of variarnce
exrlairned by each factorssrssssssssss 417 &7 %

secondary loadincss esrecially in the field studu-~susceestinc 2
single rattern of information rrocessince that is not firelw dif-

ferentiated amonc the sitwatioris.

47



Table 12, nexts moves from these hwrothetical measures of the

theoretical corcerts of information seeking and rrocessine to
measures of actual communication behaviors. The table shows the
meanss for both Grours of enrloweess and factor loadinesy for the
field staffs for the use of edurational media and other internal
and external communication sources and contacts.

Most of t-e means fa2ll near the midroint of the scale, shouin;
8 normal distribution for the use of these communication sources bw
MSDE emrlosees. Onlw the use of locsl newsletters and contscts with
rarents of school children were much below the midroirt. Esreriallw
hich were use of dailw newsparerss commercial radio and televisions
memos and letters both sent ard receiveds and communication with
subordinatess reorle in other divisions of the derartments arnd the
immediste surervisor,

The means were Gereralls similar for both central-office ard
field emrlovseess zlthough fiely emrlosees twricalls had a8 lower
mears for purelwy educational media.

Factor analusis wielded five significant factors that were
almost identical for both Grours of emrlosees. There were substan-
tial secondary loadinGgs throushout the factors and several moderate
communalitiesy indicatinG that emrlowees mix their use of these
communication medis and cormtacts and that the sources and contacts
do not fall rperfectlw into serarate cateGories. Howevers the five
factors do reveal five reasonablw distinctive tures of communica-
tion. Table 12 shows the factor structure for the field enrlouees!

*Vertical internsal communicatior—-esreciallv tor administra-

tors» middle administratorss division meetinGyes sureriors and sub-
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Mear (4-pt.

Scale)

Field Office

MSDE Newsletter 2.23

Local school
system news-
letter......... 1058

Commercial educ.
rubhlicationssse 1.90
Da2ily newsrarer 3.08

Weekly news-

FOFETierie00s 00 2,69
Commercial radio
and TU........ 2.86
Eulletin boards 2,41

Memos or

letters sertes 2.71
Memos or letters
PECEiVEdoooooo 3.16
Subordinatesss 2.55

Coworkers in own
office/division 3.41

Individuals in
other units of
the derartment. 2.98
Irndividuals in
other education
orcanizations.. 2,14

Inmediate

SUPEPViSOPoooo 3.29
Division
meetinGSisseee 2,51

Vertical Exterral

TABLE 12
Mears» Factor Loadiness and Communalities for Educatiormsl Medias
Information Sourcesr arnd Communiication Contascts

Central- Commune. Commun.
Faetor Factor
2.75 17 +35
1.85 01 54
2,50 12 61
3:20 « 06 «15
2.60 «02 + 20
3.01 +03 +10
2,63 « 02 + 23
3.20 21 o231
3.40 21 +07
2.85 « 23 +13
3.54 +« 09 +03
3.04 «23 +13
2.74 +« 34 54
3.41 +« 40 .01
2,53 + 93 22
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Mass
Memos Media Commun,

Factor Factor Factor

19 14 =05
11 +06 -.06
24 +14 =09
17 77 =02
+15 69 02
«11 +60 22
+33 o235 12
69 17 13
72 +20 17
46 +09 23
+35 -+01 69
+28 -+04 57
07 + 05 27
+30 «07 42
24 «02 12

Horizontal

Commuri—
81it99

. S G s St G o v

21

+31

+48
66

W61

+63

« 35

+60
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+S50

+43
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Meanss Factor Loadiresy and Communzlities for Educational Medias

Information Sources» and Communication Contacts

Magn (4-rPt. Scale)

------------------ Vertical Exterrnal Mass Horizontal
Central- Commuri, Commun. Memos Media Commun. Commun-—

Field Office Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor alituw,.
Middle~level
sdministrators. 2+45 2,465 79 «10 17 + 05 22 72
Tor .
admiraistrators. 2.06 2.22 69 « 17 «12 +01 .08 «53
The *Grarevine® 2,71 2.63 .13 -~ 02 .00 «14 «32 14
Farents of
school children 1087 1,98 .08 +61 ~e310 12 31 50
Commuriity .
198‘397‘50000000 2.02 2.04 25 57 « 14 25 «16 «50
Friends and
reiGhhoOrSee e 2,32 2034 -.08 « 37 "002 « 34 +43 «44
Fercerntage of variance
exrlairied by each factor 10% 282 8% 7% 6%

ordinatess and reorle in other units of the derartment.

XExternal communicastiorn--esrecially rarertss communitw lead-
erss individuals in other school sustemss memos angd letters sent
outy and friends and rieichbors? s3lso loadine on this factor were
the MSDE rnewsletters local school rewsletterss and educationsl
rublications. For the field staffs bulletin boards loaded highlu
alsos sueecesting that theu maw rrovide exterral informatiori.

xMemos—-memos and letters sent and received loaded extremelw
hichly on this factor? communication with subordinatess» coworkers
in the same officer and individuals in local school sustems (the
recirients of the memos and letters) also loaded hichlu., Bulletin

boards loaded highluy on this factor for the field staff,
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*xMa3ss media--esrecially dailw and weekly riewsrarers and com-
mercial radio and television.

“nhorizontal communicationsy both interral arnd internal- exter-
nal--includinGg coworkers in the same units individuals in other
vnitsy the erareviners and rarentsy community leaderss and friends
and neigchbors. For the field staff, the immediate surervisor and
middle-level manacement loaded on this factors susGestinc that more
summetrics horizontal communicatior takes rlace hetween sureriors
and suborimstes at the field level.

Carionical Correlation

Now that all of the situational variables have heen reduced
into mador catecories rerresented bw factorss we can correlate the
factors rerresentine the inderendert variables--rroblem recoGni-
tions constraint recoenitions and level of involvement--with the
factors rerresentine the derendent variables--information seekinG:
information rrocessinGs and use of communication media and con-
tacts. All of these variables can be correlsted simultaneouslw us-
inG carnonical correlation.

Althouch the factor analyses had rproduced almost iderntical
factors for both the field and central-office staffss caronical
correlations rroduced different results for the central-office and
field staffs. For the field staffs canonical correlation eroduced
three variates siGnificant at the .05 level or less. It produced
four variates from the central-office datas and the first variate
described two rublics--for 3 total of five publics. We will look .
therefore at the results of the carnonical correlations first for

the central-office staff and then for the field staff.
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Emrlowee Publics in the Central Office

The caronical correlation rroduced four variates sicnificant
at the .05 level or less. These four variates seem to describe five
kinds of rublics amone central-office emrloveesi the first variate
describes two rublics. These five publics can be described as
follows?

XThe Job Situations Onlw Public. This rublic fits the catecorw
of an "involvinc-issues onlw rublics® with the involvine issues
beinc those directly related to emrlouees' Jobs. This rublic can be
seer ir the correlations in Variate 1. Only for the Job-situstions
factors are rroblem recognition and level of irvolvement Posit{ve
and constraint recoGenition mecative. This rublic is not likelw to
communicater howevers even about the Job situations. Information
rrocessinG is barely rositiveluw correlated and inforﬁation seekinG
is harelw necative correlsted with the variate (althouech reither
correlation is sienificant). All other communication correlations
are necatives. (In other studiesr involvine-issue rublics also have
had similar low correlations with communication varisblesr even
those related to the involvineg issues.)

XThe All-Educational-Issues Public. Chancine 3ll of the siens
of the correlations with Variaste 1 (reflsctine the variate) reveals
a8 second rublic that is the orrosite of the first rublic. (Variaste
1 distinguishes these two twres of rublics from orne asrotheri ore is
at the rositive end of the variate and the other at the necative
end.) Whers 311 of the siens are charsedy Variate 1 revesls s eublic

bich on rroblem recoenition and involvement and low ors corstraint
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TARLE 13
Correlations of Factor Scores with Caronical Vaeriates

Resulting from Canonical Correlation of Situational Variasbles

For the Ceritr

3l-0ffice Staff

Edue. Issues Internal

/Job.
Inderendent Variahle Factors Variate
Educational issues$
FProblem recoGcrnition —-91
Constraint recoGcriition +84
Level of Involvement ~+83
Internal communiication situations?
Problem recoGcriition —=+33
Constraint recoernition -05
Level of involvement -.19
Job-related situatiors$
Problem recocnition 15
Constraint recosrnition -o21
Level of involvement 16
Derendent Uariabhle Factors
Educational issues?
Information seekine —-+.88
Information processirc —-o76
Internal communicatiori situations?
Information seekine -34
Irnformatiorn rrocessing -e03
Job-related situations?
Irnformatiors seekinG -.06
Information rrocessinGg 04
Mediar Sourcesr and Cortacts!
Vertical commurniication —-o29
Externsal commuriication -+80
Memos and letters —-o27
Mass media -1
Horizontal communication - 05
Caronical correlation +87

Commuri «
Variate

“007
+13

- 22

75
“069
+ 69

17
+ 36
17

“009
‘017

‘003
‘006

+10
+ 24

+ 80

‘014

Involvemenrt
Arathetic Onlw
Variate Variate

‘016 ‘029
003 “033
+03 37
’010 009
-001 000
001 022
=74 +01
047 -007
-054 036
018 + 34
-021 -+30
—+48 13
”001 037
-059 042
-62 14
06 -+11
=18 -+03
19 05
-019 -035
-s42 -+03
+ 39 26

recoeriition for 3ll of the factors excert the Job-related factors

(constraint recocriition on the internal communicatior factor does

rrot correlatesr however.) Correlations are also hish or =11 of the‘

communiicatiornn factors excert for the Job-related factorsy

3ll of the media arnd commurnication sources.

This:e

theny is an

includinG

all-issues rublic communicatine about nearlu a3ll of the issues
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studied.

XThe Internal Communication Public. The second variate ident-

ifies 3 limited-issues public concerred primarilw sbout interral

communiication ir MSDEs» althoush it has some concern with the

Job-related situations. The v:?iat? does riot correlate with the
factors measurine information seekine and rrocessine related to
internal communications but it does correlate--locicallw~-with the
veytical commuriications memos and letters, amd horizontal communi-
cation factors.

XThe Arathetic Public. Variste 3 ideritifies an arathetic rub-
lic. Nearly 3ll of the correlsations are negative (cornstrairnt rec-
ocnition rositive) or small with both the inderendernt rercertion
factors and the derendent communication factors.

XThe Involvement-Onlw Publiec. The fourth variate identifies a
kind of rublic that has not shown ur in rrevious research. For the
inderendent variabless level of involvemerit correlstes rositivelu
with all three factorss whereas the other variables correlate nec-
atively or not at 8l11l. This Publics in other words feels irwvolved
with all of these issues but does rnot think about them evern thoush
it does not feel constraired from doine srnwthine about them. Im-~
formation seekings brouecht om bw the high involvement is cenerally
hich for all of the issuess but none of the communication sources
and contacts correlates rositivelw.

We can determine the relative percentace of MSDE central-
office emrlovees in these five kinds of rublics by placine each
emrlovee inte the rpublic for which it has the hisghest score or the
caronical variate. (Public 2 uwas identified bw multirluing the

scores on Variate 1 by =-1. The Job-Situations-0nly Public arnd the
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All-Educational Situations Public were the two dominant rublics.

The results broke down 3s follows$

Job-Situations-0nlw Fublic 27
All—-Educational~Situations Public 267
Internal Communication Public 19%
Arathetic Public 1S%
Involvemert—-0nly Public 14%

" Emrlogee Fublics in the Field Staff

The variates for the field staff described onlw three publics
(Table 14). Those three publics includes

XThe Educational-Issues/Internal Communicatiorr Public. Nearlwu
all of the siecns for the first variate were riecatives so that these
sicns were all chanced (the variate was reflected) so that the
rositive side of the ariate could be exMamined rather than the
necative. Khen all of the siens are chanceds Variate 1 reveals a
rublic hieh on rroblem recocnition amd involvement and low on con-
straint recoenition for all of the Tactors excert the Job-related
factorsy althouch level of involvemernt was rositivelw and con-
straint recoenition necativelw correlated with the variate. Corre-
lations are also hich with 311 of the communicatiori factorss in-
cludine the Job-related factors. Thiss T“her» is an 3ll-issues rub-
lic that communicates about rearlw: eli oF Liwe izsues studieds but
esrecially the issues that will be emrhasized ir the "Peorle on the
Grow' traininG rroeram. The hichest correlation of all the commur—
ication wvariables was with the ext:rmal communicatiors factor that

resulted from factorine the variables that measure emrlouwce's use
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. of media and communication sources and contacts. The field staff in

these two divisionsr eviderntlyr commuriicate freauentlw with exter-

rnal contacts.
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TABLE 14
Correlatiorns of Factor Scores with Carnonical Variastes
Resulting from Carnoriical Correlatiorn of Situational Variazbles
For the Field Staff

Educ. Issues/ Job Related/ Job
Irterrie Comme Intern. Comm. Related

Irnderernderit Variable Factors Variste/s Variaste Variate
Educational issues?$

FProblem recocnition 91 -.08 «10

Constraint recocrnition -e&7 40 11

L.evel of Imnvolvement 70 -39 10
Irnternal communication situations?

Froblem recoGcnrniition 35 e 36 00

Constraint recocnition -e17 ~e 65 35

Level of involvement 43 « 49 -.36
Job-related situations?

Problem recocrnition 02 « 54 70

Constraint recoernition -e45 « 05 -e27

Level of irvolvement 15 97 16
Derendent Varisble Factors
Edueatiorial issues?$

Irnformation seehkine +68 -.18 -e42

Information rrocessinG 70 - 29 05
Internsl communiication situations?

Irformatiorn seekirna 32 «37 20

Information #rocessine .58 -.02 -.09
Job-related situations$

Information seekire 5995 -+ 43 37

Information rrocessinG 21 «30 63
Mediar Sources» and Contacts! )

Vertical commurniicstion 37 « 50 -39

Esternal commusnicstion 70 -¢23 13

Memnos arnd letters 24 e 51 -.11

Mass media 18 - 01 04

Horizorntal commurniication 18 «00 «03
Canonical correlation 77 S0 29

8/This is 38 reflected variate. The carnonical correlsation rrosram eroduced
a solution with the orrosite siers. Thew have been chsrced for both
inderendent and dererndent variables to make irnterrretation esasier.
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XThe Job-Related/Interrnal Communicatiorn FPublic. The secord
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variate identifies @ limited-issues public concerned primarily

about internal communicastion in MSDE ard with the Job-related sit-
uationss The rublic identified bw this variate feels moderatelw
constrairned about the Job situationss however. The variate corre-
latess locicalluyy with the verticsl communication and memos and
letters factors--both interral orms of communication--but not with
external commurniications The correlations with information seeking
and rrocessinG suececest that this rublic will seeks but rot ;POCESS’
information about inter;al commuriication and will rrocesss but riot
seeky informatiorn about ob situations.

XThe Job-Related Situations Onlw Public. This rublic fits the
categors of an "involvirG-issues onlw public;' with the involvineg
issues beinG those directlw related to emplovees' Jobs. This rer-
certions and communication behaviors of this gublic can be seen in
the correlations in Variaste 1. Only for the Job-situations factors
do the variates correlate hichly and rositivelw with rroblem rec-
oenitior and level of irwvolvement and rnesativelw with constraint
recognitions This rublic seems to have a slight imterest in- the
educational issuesr 3s indicated bw smally rositive correlations
with rroblem recoenitiorn arnd level of inwvolvement. Howevers it
feels constrained about doinG anwthine about these issues. As the
situational theory rredictss this variate correlates rositivelw
with information seekinc andr esreciallws information rrocessing.
The rublic exroses itzelf onlw to @ small decree to educational
mediass sourcess and contacts. Onlw external communication corre-

1l ater rositively ard sierificantls. (In other studiesr involvine=~
issue rublics also have had similar low correlations with commuri-

cation variablesrs even those related to the involvineg issues.)
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He can determire the relative percentace of MSDE field em-
rlowees in these three kinds of rublics bw rlacirG each emrlowee
into the rublic for which it has the hiGhest score om the carnonical

variate. The results showed a rnearlw eaual distributiorn of emrlou—~

ees!
Educational Issues/Internsl Comunication Public 35%
Job-Related/Interrnal Commuricatiorn Public 33%
Job-Relations Issues Public 32%

Correlations of Publics with DemoGgrarhic Variables
and Job Satisfaction

s TR D s G SESS G S S TS GTS D G0 SED St g S WS Gree RS SR e T et A G S G

He can better identifw these five publics bw lookinG at their
democrarhic characteristics-—-bw correlatine each of the canmonical
variates with the demoerarhic variables. We will look first at
these correlations for the central-office staff :nd then for the
field gtaff.

%or the central-office staffs remember that the siegns of the
first variate must be chariced to determine the correlations with
the All-Educational-Issuves Fublic. Table 15, therefores shows that
Most of the sisnificant correlations are with the first variate.
The All-Educational-Issues Fublic is most likelw to have a3 man-
acerial Jobs» to have worked more wears in educationr» to be older
and more educatedr and to be male. The Job-Related Situations Pub-~
lic has the orrosite characteristics.

Both the Interrnal Communication Public and the Arathetic Pub-

lir ternd slichtlw to have 3 manaGcerial rositiory more educatiorys

and more wears workine in edwcatior tharn other emrlovees. The Ir-
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‘volvement Onlw Fublic correlates weaklw or ot at a3ll with the
demoararhic variabless a3lthoush there is 3 verw slicht teridericwy for

this rublic to be wourGy maler blacky and ir @ manacerial role.

TABLE 15
Correlations of Demograrhic Variables of the Central-Office Stazff
With Caronical Variates Identifuing Publics

Educ. Issues Internal ‘ Involvenent
/Job. Sit. Commune Apathetic Onlw

Demoecrarhic Variable Variate Variate VUariate Variate
Years working ir education -.54 09 +09 -.02x
Years working ir MSDE -.09 + 03X +04x -, 04x
Years in rresent .ob -.11 -.03x + 06X +00x
AGe "032 —001* .02* "013
Education —65 17 12 +07x
Sexx (female = rositive correlation) .18 -+ 05X -.10 -.10
Race (black = rositive correlsation)-.03x -.18 -+ 05% 09
Disabled -.06x -, 34x ~-.02x -, 05x%
Fosition irn hierarchw -.46 +15 16 .08

XNot sisrnificant at F<.05.

Table 14y thernr shows the correlations of the demosrarhic
variables with the rublics fournd in the field staff. The correla-
tions in Table 16 Generally asre lowr althouch most are siGnificarnt.

Thew show that members of the educaticnal issuves/internal
communication public are likely to have & rosition high in the
hierarchyr to be well educatedr to be black and somewha® olderr and
not to have beern with MSDE or in the present Job 3 lore time. The
Job-related/internal communication variate correlated with few
demosrarhic variablesr but the public it identifies is whiter ed-
vcatedr and has been in MSDE longer thar averace. The Job-related
vriate seems to comsist of women lower in the hierarchw who are

gsouncer and less educated amd who have not been in the Job 3 long

time.
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TABLE 16
Correlations of DemoGgrarhic Variables of the Field Staff
With Canonical Variastes Indentifwinsg Publics

Educ. Issues/ Job Related/ Job

Irnt. Comm. Int. Comm. Related
DemoGcrarhic Variable Variate _ Variate Variate
Years working i MSDE -.11 «10 -.09
Years in rresent Job . ~+10 +00x -.08
Ace «11 -+13 -+10
Eduecation « 29 .08 -12
Ses: (femsale = positive correlation) -+ 06X «01x «20
Race (black = rositive correlsation) 14 -e20 03
Disabled -, 03% « 03% +08%
Position in hierarchy «31 +00x -.18

ANot sigrificant at F<.05.
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Years workinG in education +01x «08x -+.03x%
Mean scores 3lso were computed for each of the canonical var-
iates for the four levels in the hierachw» to suprlement the over-—
all correlation with rosition. For the central-office staff, Table
17 shows that the Job Situations Public is fourid most amore the
suprort staffs while the All-Education-Issues Fublic can be found
amor6é first-lirne surervisorss middle manacemernts and tor manasce-
merits The Internal Communication Public is found mostlw ir tor
manacement and to a3 lesser extent in middle manascement. The
Arathetic Public and Involvement Onlw Public are most likels to be
fourd in tor manacemernt.
Table 18 provides similar dats for the field staff. It shous
that the education issuves/internal communication rublic arrears
more often with each advance in rank amonc the field staff, but
that is most common amornc tor mariacement and middle manascemerit. The
Job-related/internal commuriication rublic did riot differ sigrif-

icantly be ramby 3lthouch it was least common amorG tor manacement.

Fimallys the Job-related public was most commor: amonc surrort staff




and decliried in imrortance with each rosition lower in the hier-

archy.
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TABLE 17

Mean Scores on Four Carnonical Variastes Rroken Down

By Position in the

Hierarchw of the Ceritral-0Office Staff/1

Position

MSDE Mean

Surrort Staff

First Line Surervisors
Middle Manmacement

Tor Mamacement

Educ. Issues Internal
/Jdob. Sit. Commurie Arathetic

Variate Variate VUariste
+314 -.011 -.002
622 -.114 -+186

~.387 -+026 .102

-.589 «142 078

-+500 + 944 432

97 .16 3.68 4,41
(P<L.01) (P<L.05) (P<.01)

Involvemant

Orlw

Variate

1/Scores are canonical variate scores expressed in starndardized Z-scoress
which have 3 mean of 0 and 23 standard deviatior of 1.0.

TABLE 18

Mean Scores orn Four Caroniwval Variastes Eroken Down

By Positior

Fosition

MSDE Mean

Surrort Staff

First Line Surervisors
Middle Mariacemerit

Tor Marnasemert

in the Hierarchw of the F

ield Staff/1

Educ. Issuves/

Job Related/

Inte. Comm. Int. Comme
Variate Variste
—e01 —e01
"038 "008
19 +04
061 -.08
1004 "046
16.12 1.11
(P<L.01) (Nese)

1/Scores are canonical variate scores eyrressed in
which have a2 mean of 0 and a3 standard deviatiorn of 1.0.

S s S Gt G TS W e b S e S Gt D Gt S S Gy S T v v S S S

Job
Related
Variate

16
-009
"061
-076

S.22
{(r<e01)

stardardized Z-scoresy

Next» the caricnical varistes were correlsated with Job satis—

faction to determirne if ary of the rublics were more satisfied or
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’ ‘dissatisfied with their irdividual Jobs or their relatiomnshir with
the organization. For the central-office staffy Table 19 shows the
All—-Educational-Issues Public to have individual Job satisfaction
andy converselwr for the the Job-Situations-Onlw Public to be dis-
satisfied with its individual Jobs. The first variate that defines
these two rublics did not correlate with organizational Job satis-
faction.

The In}ernal Communication Variate correlated rositivelw with
both individual and oreanizational Job satisfactions and the
Arathethic Variate correlated with neither, Howevers the Involve-
ment—0nly Variate correlated necativelw with orcanizational dis-
satisfaction--rrobablw showine that it rerresents manacers who have

little agtonomw.

TABLE 19
Correlations of Individual and Orgarnizatioral Job Satisfactiorn Factors
With Four Canonical Variates Rerresentirc Cerntral-0ffice Publics
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Educ. Issues Internal Involivemert
/Job. Bit. Commun. Arathetic Only
Variate Variate Variate Variate
Individual Job satisfaction -0 27 «31 + 05% +00X%
Orcanizational Job satisfaction + 05X «32 + 09 -e15

¥Not siemificant at p<,05,

Table 20 rrovides similar data for the field staff. It shows
that members of the eductional issuves/internal communication public
are more satisfied with both their individual Jobhs and with the waw
the oreanization treats them~--rrobabiw because thew tend to be
marscerial emrlowees. The members of the Job-related/interrnal com-
munidcation public like their Jos but are about as likels as all

emrlovees to dislihke their treatment bw the oreamizstion. Finasllus
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members of the Job-related rublic have a slight tendencw to like

their individual Jobs but to dislike their treatmert bw the orgar-

ization.

TABLE 20
Correlations of Individual and Oreanizational Job Satisfaction Fsctors
and Structural VUariables With Four Canonical Varistes
Rerresenting Fublics in the Field Stafft

Eduec. Issuves/ Job Related/ Job
Irnt. Comme. Int. Comm. Related
Variate Variate Variate
Individual Job satisfaction « 34 21 13
Orcanizational Job satisfaction 25 -.06 -+19
Certralization -.13 14 14
Formalization 20 16 -.00x%
Stratification - 07x% -.09 14
Comrlexitw 27 12 -+09

Finallys the canonical variates were correlated with the four
structural varisbles--centralizationr stratificationr formaliza-
tions and comrlexity-—to determine if any of the rublics rerceive
the orecanizational structure differentluy. Table 19 ircludes these
results for the cemtral-office staff.

Most of these correlations were not significant. Howevers the
correlations did show that the Internal Commuriicatior rublic sees
the orGganization 3s less centralized (r=-,32) and stratified
(r=-418) than do other emrlovees. This is @ losicsl relationshirys
3s emrlovees in less constrained Jobs will be more interested in
communication than those in more constrairned Jobs.

In additions the correlatioris show that members of the
All-Educational Issuves Public “ave more comrlex Jobs than members
of the Job-Situations-0Only Fublic (r=-59 with Variate 1). Complex-

ity 31s0 correlated rositiveluy with the Interral Communicatior
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Variate (r=.21) and the Arathetic Variate (r=.,11).

For the field staffs» Table 20 shows that members of the educa-
tional issuves/internal communication public see the orcanization as
less centralized ard more formalized vhan other emplouvees and sbout
as stratifieds In additions their Jobs are more complex--3ll vari-
ables that show the emrlosees with more autonomw communicate more.

The members of the Job-related/interrnal communication public
see MSDE as slightluy more cerntralized ard formalized thanm other
emrlosees but slightluy more stratifieds Their Jobs are also
slichtly more comrlex. Ir contrast to these other two rublics:
members of the Job-relsated rublic--surrort staff members rot likelw
to activelw communicate excert about their Jobs—--see MSDE as more
centralized and stratified tharn other emrlovees and about as form-
alized. Their _obs 3are also slightluy less comrlex.

In summaryy in this section we have once acain fournd 3 seplit
betuween the rrofessional and surrort staff of MSDE. The larcest
numher of professional emrloseess emrlovees with more comrlex Jobss
fit into an all-issues rublic. Most of the surrort staff fit into
arn involvinG-issues-only rublicy corcerned and communicating onlw
about its dau-to-dss work climate and riot sbout the broad srectrum
of educatiorsl issues. As the rrevious sections showeds rrofes-
sional staff members are more satisfied with the individual asrects
of their Jobs of their Jobs than are surrort staff members. For the
central-office staffs, the data show that both srours are dissat-
isfied with their relationshir to the orcanization.

In additions for central-office emrlowees some members of the

rrofessional staff fit into three additiorial rublics. Orie grours
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which has more autonomw than otherss is rarticularlw concerrned with
internal communication. Ariother is srathetic about 311 of the
isgsues studied. Members of 3 a8 third ¢rour feel that most of the
issues involve them slthouweh thew rarelw think about them. Members
of this rublic sauw thew will seek information aboutl the issues al-
thouch thew use few of the communication sources ard contacts
available to them.

Havine identified these rublicsy we turnm next to emrlouee
rercertions of the communication sustem in the derartment.

EMPLOYEE FERCEPTIONS OF THE COMMUNICATION SYSTEM

Sisxteen questions in the ecuestionnaire measured whether em-
Flovees believed the MSDE commuriication sustem to be one-waw or
two-way and summetric or aswmmetric and how satisfied thew were
with several asrects of the communication sustem.

The questions measurinGg the directior ard summetrw of the
commuriication sustem were based on the two mador dimersions of mw
four *models of rublic relations® (Grunic 1984). Direction» orie-waw
ves two-wawr» distincuishes beiweer communicatiorn that flous
Frimarily from source to receiver--in internal communicatiorn from
maracement to subordinates--a3s orrosed to commurmication that carn be
initiasted by both communicatinG srours and that flows back-and-
forth betweern the reorle communicating.

Summetry defines the extent teo which effects are balanced.
Does manacement use communication to trw to charice the attitudes
and behavior of subordinates--asummetric communication? Or does
communication work to achieve understandinG betweer the two Grours,
with chances in attitudes and behavior rossible for both groups—-

symmetric communication? Eloth asummetric and summetric commuriica-—
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tion can be either one-waw or two-waw. In rarticularr asummetric
communiicators can seek feedback--two-way communication--to fird out
if thew are achievine their desired chances in attitudes ard bhe-
havior.

The remaininG cuestions about the communication swstem were
modeled after standard auestions in many commuriicstion auditsr es—
recially in the audit develored bu the Internatioral Communication
Association.

The mean scores that are substantially above or helow the
midroint on the five-roint scale used for the communicatior—-rer-
certion cuestions show that both field and central-office emrlosees
rerceive commuriicatior in MSDE to be (Table 21)¢

XOne-way and asummetricr rather than two-waw and summetric,

XErratic and difficult to describe.

XGood with surervisors about rerformance or when thires 6o
WronG .

In additiorir emrlovees rerceive that!

XMSDE as an oreanization discouraces differences of oriniony

althouch surervisors do riot.
XThey receive enouch information to do their .obs adeauatelw.

XTheuy receive more of their instructions orallw than in writ-

Althoush the means are similarr field emrlouees Gererallw had
lower means on most variablesr» meaning that thew were even less
satisfied with MSDE's communication sustem than were central-office
emrlovees. Field emrloveesyr howeverr» seemed to be more satisfied

with communiication with their surervisor: which rFrobabluy reflects
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Greater contact betweer middle mariacement and subordinates in the
field.

These resronses show that cmrlowees Gen;rallu are happw with
commur:icatiors with irdividuals in MSDE but that thew do rniot like
the derartmert's total communication sustem--even more in the field
tharn in the central office. Thew see it as an sswummetric swstem

that cives them information but discouraces them from expressinG

orinions—-a turical commurniication sustem for 3 centralized and
stratified organizations Thew do riot believe MSDE has a swummetric
commuriicatiors sustem that is best suited for 3 highlw rrofessional
angd decentralized orcamizatiorn.

In the centrasl office studyy factor analwsis of these 14
evaluations of the communication sustem eroduced four sicnificant
factors (with an eisen value creater than 1,0). All of the varia-
bles that measured satisfaction with the commurnication sustem
loaded hishlw on the first factors includine summetric commurnica-
tior»y two waw—communicatiorr and receivine instructions in writinG.
The second factor was similar to the firsty but it mostlw distine-—
vished summetric from asummetric communication. The third factor
distincuished writtern from orsl instructions. Andy variablies load-
inc on the fourth factor showed 3 dissatisfaction because of a lack
of formal feedbachk and a3 lack of two-way communication.

Irn the field studyr factor arnalusis produced onluy three fac-

tors with an eiscen value sreater than 1.0y 3lthoush the eigcen value

of the fourth factor was onluy slichtlw helow {.988). Thusr four
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TABLE 21

Means» Factor Scoress and Communalities
Of 16 Percertions of the Communiication Sustem

Asummetric
communiication

Summetric
communication

One~way communication

Two-way communiication

Commurniication is
erratic and difficult
to describe

Satisfied with commun~
ication with supervisor
about rperformarice

Can talk with
surervisor when thircs
GO WronG

Have 2 say irn decisions
that affect my Job

Oreanization encouraces
differernces of orinion

Surervisor erncouraces
differences of orinion

Am informed about policwy

charnces that affect my-
Job before thew occur

Receive eriouch infor-

matiorr from orGcanization

to do .Jobh adeguatelw

Mean

(S-rt. Scale) Commun. Surer. Aswline. Gral
------------- ~- GSatis. Satis. Commune Commun. Commu—
Field Cent. Off. Factor Factor Factor Factor ralitw
3058 3044 '022 000 047 -01* .026
2078 2077 049 007 ‘039 004 040
3.98 3.80 —-s21 -.11 94 -.03 29
2,48 2,566 85 15 -e41 + 01 + 44
3046 3054 -014 -010 057 025 032
3.64 3041 15 74 ‘012 -+14 +48
4000 3078 016 081 ‘009 004 050
2086 3015 054 034 ‘019 002 042
2038 2056 067 021 ‘023 004 051
3008 2097 031 059 ‘004 -007 045
2099 2091 053 023 ‘022 -019 043
3.45 3.34 44 «31 -+31 -e 29 +49
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TABLE 21 (contznuod)
Means, Factor Scoresy and Communalities

Of 16 Percertions of the Cou;an;cation Sustem

Mean

(5-rt. Scale) _ °§3€¥2: 9§§%Ea.“ Bmmon . ng%un. Commu~

Field Cent. Off., Eactor Factor Factor Facggg nalltu

REceiYsonest I0 itine  3.08 2,63 26 A7 W15 =76 46
Receive most ir—
structions O\"all‘.:! 3027 3.62 .08 -'001 "0'01 &5 37

Seldom cet feedback
from administrators 3.16 2.94 =20 -.09 + 43 22 25

Most communication in
orsanization is
informal 2.94 3.10 .03 01 + 23 «53 26

Percentace of wvariance
exrlained bw each factor 30% 12% 10% [y 4

factors were forced to make comrarison rossibles. Althouch the fac—-

tors were similar to those fournd in the cerntral-office studws there
were slight differences. The results of the factor analusis for the
field study can be seen in Table 21.

Acairy ore factor described Germeral satisfaction with the
communication swstem. A second factor described sswmmetric commun-—
icatioris which was the mirror imace of the summetric factor in the
central~office study. The other two factors from the cerntral-office
;tuds, the written-instructions and no-feedback factorsr combined
onn one factor that was dominated bw oral communicatiory informal
commun;catdon, irnsufficient informations and communicatiorn char-
acterized s errslic and difficult to describe. Evidertlus that
factor described dissatisfaction with oral communication and a de-

sire for more written feedbasck about Job rerformarce. The fourth
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o " factor in the field studw» thens described satisfaction with com—
muniication with the surervisory which probablv reflected the
creater amount of contact that emrlowees have with surervisors in
the field.

In the central-office studwr none of the demoerarhic variables
correlated with anw of the communication factors 3t Y level of .10
or above. In the field studws» howeverr a few small to moderate
correlations arreared. The asummetric communication factor corre—
l1ated rositivelw with education (.19) and riecativelw with female
sex (~+10)» sueeestine that better-educated males see.communication
as more asummetrics. In additions the oral-commurniicatior factor
correlated negativelw with education (-.24)y positivelw with female
sex (+11)» and necativelw with rpositicn in the hierarchw (-.18),
suGcesting that less-educated females who are in surport positi;ns
are those most dissatified with the abserice of written feedback
about their rerformance.

Factor scores then were comruted for each of the four commuri=~
ication factors for each of the four ranks in the MSDE hierarchu—-
surrort staffy» first-line surervisions middle manascemernits and tor
manacement. Few differences were found in the central-office studus
althouch tor administrators had hicher scores than the other three
tyres of emrlovees on the factors the described communication sat-
isfaction and summetric communication. The rattern differed for
field emrlovees. Middle manacers were harriest with communication
in sereral and with their surervisors, Thew also had the lowest
scores on the oral communication factorsy which described a lack of
written feedback. Tor administrators were rio more satisfied with

communiication tharm were emplouees irn the bottom two ranmksy were
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most dissatisfied with their surervisorsr were most likelw to de-
scribe the communication sustem as aswmmetricr and were as likelw
3s the bottom two ranks to score hichlw on the oral communication
lack of feedback factor.,

The four communication factors then were correlated with the
canonical variate scores that identified thi-ee twres of field em—~
rlovees. In the central-office studwr no correlations creater tham
+10 were found between thé communication factors arnd the can-
oriical variates. In the field studwr howevers the sctivelw commun-
icatine rublicy the educationsal issues/internal communieétion Pub-~
licr was moderstely satisfied with the commurnication swstem
(r=.25)y slichtlus satisfied with communication with the supervisor
(r=.,11)» and less likelw to describe the communication swustem as
asummetric (r=,10), The members of the the internal comwunication
rublic were moderatelw satisfied with their surervisors (r=,21)»
ard the Job-related rublic was dissatisfied with the commurication
swstem (r=,21) and somewhat likelw to score hichlw on the oral
commuriication/absence of feedback factor (r=.11).

Tables 22 and 23» ther» show the relationshir between the
factors measurineg satisfaction with communication arnd the two Job
satisfaction factors and the four structural variables. For the
ceniral-office staffs» Table 22 shows 3 strorG pattern of correla-
tion with both the Job satisfaction factors and the structural
variables. General communication satisfaction correlated strorGlw
with both orecanizationsl and individual Job satisfaction. Swmmetric
commuriication correlated esrecially highlu with oreanizationsl Job
satisfaction--a relationshir that rrobably describes the kind of

commuriicatiors that satisfies rrofessiornals. ReceivinG instructions
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» ‘in writinGg ard presence of feedback also correlated moderatelw with
orcanizstional Job sstisfaction--s rattern that srobablw describes
the kind of communication that satisfies surrort staff.

Althoush the communication factors were slichtlw different for
the field staff, Table 23 shows a3 similar rattern for that erourof
en~lowees. OrGcanizational Job satisfaction correlated esreciallw
hiehlw with the commuriication satisfaction factor. It.also corre-
lated moderatelw with indi;idual Job satisfactions lower than it
did for the central-office staff. Satisfaction with communication
with the surervisor correlated moderatelw with both individual and

orcanizational Job satisfactions The asummetric {actor correlated

hichly with oreanizational satisfaction and moderatelw with indi-

|
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vidual satisfaction. There was also a small correlation between the
oral communication factor and individual Job satisfaction.
Ir additiors» the structural varisbhles correlated with the
commursicstiors factors in & similar fashion for both grours of em-
rlowees, Centralization and stratitication correlated nesativelw |
with ceneral commuriication satisfaction inm both studiess rositivelw ‘
with the summetric commumication factor for the centrsl-office
staffr» and necativelw with the assmmetric factor for the field
staffs For the central-office staff,» both variables correlsted
rositivelw with the no-feedbachk factor. For the field staff» thew 1
correlated necativeluy with the factor that measured satisfaction :
|
with the surervisor.
Formalization correlated rositiveluy with the cereral co&muni—

cation and summetric commumication factors and recativeluy with the

lack of feedbhack factor for the central-office staff. It correlated

rositivelw with the communication satisfaction and surervisor sat-
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isfsction factors for the field staff and necativelu with assmmet-
ric communicaticn and oral communicstion. Complexity aenerasllw did
not correlate siGnificantlw with anw of the structural variables,
althouel: it did correlate resitively with aswmmetric communication
and riecatively with oral communication for the field staff.

AGainy these correlations show a rattern that has rereated
itself throushout this rerort! a ricid structure rroduces dissat-
isfaction with the orGanization and its communication syustem and a
desire far more autoriomy and summetric communication. The results
stronGly sugeest that the correlation freauventlw fourd between
communication satisfaction and Job satisfaction (e.s.» Pincus 1984)
is 8 srurious relationshir? both communication and Job satisfaction
are caused by the arpropriateriess of orGcanizationsl structure.
Satisfactory communication by itself cannot rroduce Job satis-
factions but 3 more flexible oreanizational structure can eroduce

creater satisfaction with both the oreanizstior and with commuri-~-
cation.
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TABLE 22
€orrelations of Joh Satisfaction and Structural Variables
With Four Factors MeasurinG Fercertions of the Commuriication Swstem
For MSDE Emrlosees Workine in the Central Office

Commurie Sum- Written No

Satis. metric Instruct's Feedback

Factor Factor Factor Factor
Individual .ob satisfaction +40 +15 - 02% - -.08
Orcanizational Job satisfaction « 39 T v 16 —25
Centralization -+ 40 -+45 -, 01ix «17
Stratification -, 28 -.38 - 05X 16
Formalization 22 14 « 21 —26
Complesity of Job -.01% -, 09 « 01X -, 02x

*Not sienificant at ¢<. 05,
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. TABLE 23
Correlations of Job Satisfaction and Structural Variables
Hith Four Factors Measuring Percemstions of the Communication Sustem
For MSDE Field Emrlowees

Communication Surervisor Adsummetric Oral
Satisfaction Satisfaction Communication Commurication
Factor Factor Factor Factor
Individual
Job satisfaction 26 23 -e21 «12
OrGganizational
Job satisfaction 92 23 -39 -e 05X
Centralization -+41 -17 27 « 3%
Stratification -e27 -.24 231 +04x
Formalization +14 14 -e22 -+33
Comrlexity of Job -.09 -+ 03x 10 -.18

*Not significant at r<.05.

OPEN-END RESPONSES

The final auestion on the euestionnaire asked the emrlovees
surveved to write about any issues that concerned them (Table 20).
Each resronse was analuzed and rlaced irto one of 12 catecories. In
the central-office studys 48 rercent of the resrondents completeé
this cuestion. Two categories rredominated!?

XCoricern about salariess rromotions and eauitw concerris. These
concerns seemed ﬁost common amonG classified emplovees.

XFrustratior with orecanizational structure--centralizations
stratification» and lack of autonomus The commerts stroncly sup-
rorted the maJdor comclusions of the studu! that lack of autonomw
was the rrimary resson for dissatisfaction with the oreanization
and it communication sustem.

In the field studye fewer of the resrondents comrleted this

cuestion?! 30%. Im additions far fewer resrondents made comments

reflectinG dissatisfaction with oreanizational structures rrobably
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. ‘ because field emrlowees have more autonomw workinmg arart from the
central office. Bw Tar the dominant catecorw of resronses reflected
stronGg dissatisfaction with the paw scales Job classificatiorns and
orrortunities for rromotion buw rehabilitation counselors and other
field rrofessionals and surrort staff.

The second larcest catecorw included all of the commerts about
the questiorneire itself. Most stated that the auestionnaire was
inarrroprriate because thei; Jobs did mot involve *education.®
Throuchout these commenis was an undercurrent of resentment that
the cuestionnaire reflected @ ceneral lack of corcern for the vo-
cational rehabilitation divisiorn buy MSDE leadershirs aprarentlu a
feeline of alientation from the rest of the MDSE. A third catecorw
consisted of stronec condemnatiors of some field surervisors. Taken
tocethers these three most-freauent catecories seem to suggest a

~ seriows morale problem amenc MSDE field emrlovees in vocsticnal

rehabiliation and vocational-techrnical correctiors.
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TABLE 24
Summary of Oren-End Resronses
Central Office Field
Number y 4 Nuuber 4
Salarws Promotions eauity comcerriSeicecees 54 29% 65 40%

Great concern about state class=-
ification suystem and raw scale.
Concernr shout salarws Grader RIFss
Fromotion.
Frugstratiorn with centralization, strat
ifications or lack of sutoromdesscsessss 48 212 i1 7%
Emrlovees say thew are treated like
childrens civen too little abilitw to
rarticirate in maracemert or to make
their ouwn decisiors.
Gerieral communication corcermnSecessesesses 21 10% 12 7%
Need for more informations more feed-
backs more communiication between divisioris.
WorkinG COl"lditiOl’lSooooooooooooooooooooooo 21 102 12 77
Cornicernr with buildinecss sork location:s
beatys air conditioninGs or facilities.
Favorable commernts about the Jobeisescsees 21 10% 4 2%
Resrondents who chose to saw what
thew liked about their Jobs
Gerneral Ul"lhBPF'il"lESSoooooﬁoooooooooooooooo 12 52 b 47.
Commerits suscesting that the emrlonee
"is unharry about manu asrects of his
or her Job.
Commerits o auestiornaire.scees ee0060000000 12 S% 25 15%
Commerits sucGesting rroblems or ligmit-
ations of the surveu instrumert. Field
commerits sucGest survew reflects lack
of imnteeGation of these divisions into
MSDE .«
Criticism of surervisors or surervisors.. 11 SX 1S ox
Urnfavorable commerits about an emrlow-
ee's srecific surervisor or surer-
visors in General.
Inconsistent rolicies for rrofessional
and surrorTt Staffoooooooooooooooooooooo 10 q% 0
Comrlaints that rrofessionals are
3llouwed to work at homes take lorne
lurich hoursy cet comruter trainine or
vse comr. timer while surrort staff,
esreciallw secretariesr do riot get
the same rerauisites.
Poor rerfeirmance by coOworhersSscecsscoses 14 4%
Comeslaints about the Gereral quality
of other emrloyees in MSDE.

(4}
W
N

Foor dEC”iSiOTlHIB"siﬁGooooooooooooooooo.oooo b 132 4 2%
Observation that roor decisions are
made bw individuwals or wunits in MSDE
or that decisions carnot be made.
Otheroooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 4 2% 10 &%
TOTALoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 231 487 of 162 30%Z of
resrondents resrondents
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CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This rarer rerorts the results of @ communication audit that
uas conducted as the first ster in the communication eroJect called
Peorle on the Grows 3 procram of the Marwland State Derariment of
Education. All central-office and field emrlowees were survesed to
audit their communication inside the derartment ard with reorle ard
other communication sources in other orecanizatiorns and publics
outside the derartment. The sudit also relsted commuriication to
emriosee rercertions of MSDE's organizational structures emrlovee
Job satisfactions and emrlovee satisfaction with the orcanization's
commuriication sustem.

The results were almost identical for both the central-office
and field staffs. Both the formal statisticsl snaluses and the re-
sronses of emrlovees to an orern-end cuestion provided 3 remarkablu
consistent view of the derartment. MSDE seems to he too ricidlw
structured for a comrlex orGcanization with a larce rrofessional
staff. In contrast to what orcanizational research would saw is
desirables emrlowees rerceived the derartment as havine hichlw
ceritralized decisior-makinG rrocesses and little sutoriomw for em—
rlogees outside tor manacement. Thew also rerceived MSDE 35 highlw
stratifiedy meanine that the derartmerit rlaces barriers between
rarks in the oreanization to make interaction difficult between
sureriors and subordinates and betweer reorle in differert units of
the derartment.

As a result of the hishly structured internal envirommernt in
MSDEs emrlovees are dissatisfied with the waw the orcanization
treats them. Centralization and stratificatiors in rarticulary

vorrelate riegativelw with oreamnizational Job satisfactior. However:
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emrlovees are quite satisfied with their individual Jobs» esrec-
iallw rrofessionals whose Jobs are more comrlex and interesting.

In the cent >l offices tor manacemert emrlovees exrressed the
most orecanizational Job satisfaction and did not rerceive the de-
rartmernt to be as centralized and stratified 3s did other emrlow-
eess In the field offices, however, middle manacers were more sat-
isfied with the organization than other emrlowees. Middle mansce-
ment reorle in the central offices in contrasts expressed the low-
est level of orcanizational Job satisfaction and were most sware of

the rigid structure.

In additions emrlovees saw the communicatiori sustem in MSDE as
one-wa4 3and asumnmetric rather than two-wamw ard summetric. Im other

wordss thew saw that commuriication flows from manacement to other
ranks and that the reason for communication is to charce the at-
titudes and behaviors of lower rarks to be what maracemert warits
them to be. Thew do riot see the sustem 3as one base§ on dialoguer
whose rurrose is to helr emrlovees understand each other and to
chanGe their attitudes arnd behavior to adart to each other.

For both Grours of emrloveess satisfaction with communication
correlated with two-~waw summetric communication and with both irn-
dividual and orecanizational Job satisfactions but esrecially with
organizational Job satisfactiorn, In additions orcanizational Job
satisfaction correlated neacativelw with the structural variables of
centralization and stratification. The relatively ricid orsaniza-
tional structure in MSDEs therefores seems to have rroduced dis-
satisfaction both with the oreanization ard with the ore-~waw asum-

metric communication swustem thal ususllw accomrarnies such 8 sustem.

The results of this stuwdys therefores provide surrort for in-




cluding structural varisbles in an audit of orcanizational
communication. In rarticulars the results stronclw sucecest that the
correlatiorn between communication satisfaction and Job satisfaction
frequently found bw re- searchers of orcanizational communication
(esGer» Pincus 1984) is larcelw srurious. Both are effects of
orcanizational structure.'

Grunic's situsational theoruy then was used to identifw how
activelw emrlouwees communicate within the oresnizational structure
and with outside media» sourcess and contacts. The rrofessional
staff in rarticulary both in the central office and in the fields
shows rotertial for active commuriicatiormes both internal and ex-—
ternales The larcest srour of professional fits into am "3ll-issues’
rublic that would communicate about 311 of the educational issues
studied and would be willine to learn more about communicatior:.

Surrort staff memberss also in both studiess, fit into a3 rublic
that would only communicate about direct conseauences of their
Jobssy such as salargs benefitss rromotionss and workiric conditiors.
Surrort staff members had little interest im commurmicatinGg about
educational issues ands without commurnication traimings would not
be cood conduits for communicatine about education outside the or-
canization.

Ariother rublic arreared amonc both central-office and field
emrlodees. It consisted mostlw of marnacement reorle who erceived
less of* 3 rigid structure in MSDE than other emplouees ands arrar-
ently as 8 resulty had 3 strone interest in imerovine internal
communication. Two other rublics arreared it the central-office

study bt rnot in the field study. They came from marnacement ranks!
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an arathetic rublic and a rublic whose members believe 31l of the
issues involved them but who do rot think or communicate about the
issuves. Both rublics arrear to be made ur of mariscers who have Gore
stale in their Jobs.

Althouch the analusis of rublics showed that the rrofessional
staffs in rarticularr would communicste activelw about educatiornal
issuessy the level of both active and rassive commurication arrears
to be low. Althouch the rezson is rnot totally clears the low level
of communication would arrear to be a3 result of the relstivelw
ricid structure of MSDE.

Surrort staff members seem eacer for communication about their
Jobse The oren-end resronsesy in rarticulars sussest that thev do
not cet clear instructions and cet little feedback or rraise. Surp—
rort staff members seem to want more formalized rules and rroced-
ures and more communicatiorn about how well thew are doinc in their
Jobs. But the surrort staff is also highlw frustrated with low rau
and with the difficulty of rromotion within the state rersorinel
suystem.

For the communication rrodect to succeeds the followineg
recommendstions should be considered.

1. The communication rroJect rroroses what is essentislly an
oreny two—uwaw summetric system of communication. That sustem will
not work well in @ highlw structured orcanmization in which con-
straints rather than communication are used to coordinate emrlowee
behaviors. On the other handr the rresent centralized structure
discouraces emrlovees from beine inmnovative and from communicatine
with others in order to Gain new ideas and to helr reorle under-

stand the educatiorisl sustem ard its rroblems.
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Thus» the basic manacerial sustem—-the structure--of MSDE must
be chanced to make it less certralized and stratified before a
two-waw sumnetric com&unication swstem can work. Emplowees at all
levelss but rarticularly rrofessionalss must be civen autoriomw to
make decisions and trusted tc make those decisions well. In the
central—officep‘middle manacers seem most in need of additional
autoriomsi in the field officer tor manacers ceem to need it most.

2, If the sustem of constrzints is looseneds emrlowees then
should receive communiicatior trainine to helr them recoGrnize op-
rortunities for communications both interral and external. The ab-~
solute level of communicatiorn activitw is now relativelw low inside
and outside the derartment and can be increased. Likewises emrlow~
ees should be sensitized to tte fact that a3 decerntralized orcani-
zation cannot coordinate its subunits effectivelw without freavent
communiicatior.

3+ Surervisory rersonnel should be trained to sernsitize them
to the need for clear instructions and freauent feedback and rraise
for surrort rersonnel. Surrort staff menmbers riow arrear to feel
unarrreciated and overworheds and thew feel thew bave ro mechsnism
for improvine communication about their Jobs. Members of the sur-
rort staff in the field rarticularly seem to rneed more written
feedback about their rerformzrice.

4+ Surrort staff members do not seem to be an effective
conduit for communiicatine inTormation about educational issves and
rroblems outside the orecanization. Thew could be made more active
external commurmicators if thew receive traininG to increase their:

rroblem recocrnition and level of involvement for the educational

issues with which they work indirectly arngd to sernsitize them to the




.
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imrortarnce of their role as commurnictors to exterrzal rubhlics.
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