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SOME PROBLEMS  IN MEASURING 

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION 

Communication,  In one form or another, occupies 

most of a manager's time and possibly that of other workers 

(Burns,   19S,4;  Kelly,  1964;  Klemmer & Snyder,   1972).    At 

one time or another almost any manager can be heard dis- 

cussing problems in supervision, decision-making, coordina- 

tion, or morale, which he attributes to "poor" communica- 

tion.    If communication does cause organizational dysfunc- 

tionalities,  it is worth examining in some detailed, 

systematic fashion.    If "improved" communication does have 

beneficial effects on individual attitudes and organiza- 

tional performance, it should be measured.    However, this 

cannot be done nor can communication be related to other 

organizational variables until its various facets are 

identified. 

Organizational communication is what Dubin  (1969) 

would refer to as a summary variable including a variety 

of phenomena involved in information transmission,  attribu- 

tion of meaning to that information,  and consequent response. 

Research efforts concerned with organizational communication 

are at a stage of development in which mapping the commun- 

ication domain is a prerequisite to relating its dimensions 

1 
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to other organizational variables   (Guetzkow,  1965; Porter 

4    Roberts,  in press;  Roberts, O'Reilly,  Bretton    & 

Porter,  1973;  Thayer,  1967).    Here we discuss some of the 

problems involved in and past efforts concerned with 

assessing organizational communication,  and provide one 

further approach to measurement. 

Measurement Problems 

At least two major difficulties exist for the 

organizational researcher interested in communication. 

One concerns the kinds of other organizational variables 

which should be related empirically to communication to 

extend our knowledge in this area.    This problem is dis- 

cussed elsewhere   (Farace    &    Russell,   1972;  Porter    & 

Roberts,  in press;   Roberts, O'Reilly,  Bretton    6    Porter, 

1973).    A preliminary and more fundamental problem, dis- 

cussed here,  concerns the dimensions of communication 

organizational researchers might measure and how this might 

be done. 

First, there is little consensus among writers about 

what the relevant dimensions of organizational communication 

are.    Perhaps  this  is because researchers who have been 

generally  interested in communication come  from many dis- 

ciplines  and thus have dissimilar views of  the  communication 

domain.    One result of this is that different communication 
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dimensions are rarely considered as they relate to one 

another. Obviously, the most important dimensions of 

organizational communication are probably not conceptually 

or operationally orthogonal. For example, it is difficult 

to discuss the accuracy of information flov» in organiza- 

tions without simultaneously considering the degree to 

which it is distorted. Within any domain one would not 

expect the components to be independent of one another 

when the real world is probably a cobweb of relationships 

among variables. 

Second, there are problems involving methods of 

measurement which are feasible in real life organizations, 

particularly when one is attempting to measure a process 

rather than a static concept. Behavioral observations are 

often impossible to make at all, much less over time. Self- 

report forms suffer from response bias and frequently are 

phrased in such a manner that they take snapshots of 

process variables.  It may be possible, however, to develop 

an instrument which allows respondents to summarize be- 

havior over time hoping that many of the response errors 

will wash out by aggregating individual summaries. 

With these two problems in mind what are the require- 

ments for a useful initial measure of organizational com- 

munication? It should be capable of use over a wide variety 

of organizations and jobs.  It should be short, easily 

administered, and easily scored.  It should generate scores 

indicative of a number of dimensions of organizational 
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communication,  and should be relatable to other aspects 

of work.    The measure should be relatively  free of bias, 

reliable in terms of internal consistency and stability 

over time,  and valid. 

Measurement of Communication Facets in 

Previous Organizational Research 

Before looking at empirical investigations of 

organizational communication one might consider approaches 

used in related areas.    The methodologies of studies con- 

cerned with rumor transmission, innovation diffusion,  and 

dissemination of political information are sometimes 

applicable to organizational communication research,  and 

are well reviewed elsewhere   (Back,  Festinger,  Hynovitch, 

Kelley, Schachter, & Thibaut,  1950;   Rogers  & Shoemaker, 

1971; Sears,   1969).    The massive findings  from the labora- 

tory network investigations are also well summarized 

elsewhere  (Collins    &    Raven,  1969;  Shaw,  1964). 

The early investigations of organizational commun- 

ication concentrated on network aspects of information 

flow and wer»»     conducted in the laboratory.     As such they 

added a didactic and not an empirical understanding of 

real life organizational communication.    More recently 

relevant investigations  in this area are field rather than 

laboratory studies.    Porter and Roberts   (in press)   review 

these investigations commenting that "some  six different 

-■"■- -■■ ^■.^■~»~-^-^—  ..■.■.■■J.^,J.,..■.,■..■.„     ——■-—■'■ ■    . ---'-—-— 
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methods for qathering data have been utilized. . . . Rather 

surprisingly — given their widespread use in many  other 

areas of industrial/organizational psychology — typical 

attitude questionnaires have been the primary technique 

for data collection in only three of the investigations. 

More widely used have been interviews . . . and self 

recording forms ... (p.  )." 

Figure 1 is a selective compilation of the kinds 

of laboratory and field methodologies which exist, the 

communication variables investigated, and other aspects 

of behavior related to them.  There is an attempt to 

standardize the disparate vocabularies of the researchers 

represented. Hence, Figure 1 is an oversimplification 

of the dimensions of communication actually researched 

relevant to organizations, and fails to illustrate the 

diverse labels often attached by researchers to seemingly 

similar variables. 

Figure 1 about here 

In light of our previous discussion two questions 

are important: 

1 - What kinds of communication facets have been or 
should be investigated? 

and 

2 - What   Mi' ts have been made to df.   lop useful 
im.t: unionts  for investigation: 

. ■■'■^^»»«Wl 
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Conununication facets. Overwhelmingly, and not 

surprisinglyy most research attention has been given to 

network aspects of organizational communication.  Many 

studies are concerned with who initiates a message and 

where it goes. There is more emphasis on hierarchical 

than on other aspects of directionality.  The line-staff 

functions of senders and receivers and the existence of 

isolates, liaisons, and bridges, also have been the subject 
I   . 

of research attention. Undoubtedly, the explication of 

organizational communication rests heavily on describing 

operating networks in organizations. 

Purposes of communication, its content, and the 

modalities used for information transmission are also 

popular in investigations of organizational communication. 

Some attention has been devoted to information accuracy 

and distortion, importance of information transmitted, 

and transmission volume and speed. The other communication 

variables in Figure 1 have received less empirical attention. 

How might we extend the notions mentioned in Figure 1 

in developing useful ways to measure organizational com- 

munication? One possibility is to look more closely at 

those conaminication aspects not yet very carefully differ- 

entiated from one another.  For some years there has been 

considerable discussion of the phenomenon of gatekeeping 

(Allen «. Cohen, 1969; Breed, 1955; Lewin, 1966). With 

the exception of two field studies (Allen &  Cohen, 1969; 

Breed, 19S5), one of which does not provide empirical data. 
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gatekeeping has not been looked at In organizational life. 

For example, the concept has not been refined and empir- 

ically differentiated from facets of communication such 

as summarization, or the propensity to withhold or distort 

information, although researchers have thought some about 

all of these dimensions. 

Another possibility is that there are components 

of communication which have not yet received any  research 

attention in organizations, and which should be considered 

in any initial measurement which attempts to tap for 

descriptive purposes a large proportion of the domain. 

Some investigations cited in Figure 1 deal directly with 

communication frequency and many more allude to it. These 

discussions suggest that considerably more attention should 

be given to a closely related aspect of communication, 

general interaction level (perhaps an aggregate of commun- 

ication activities in all directions), and to its cousin, 

the desire co interact with other people on the job. 

People's perceptions about the degree to which they interact 

with or wish to interact with others are probably related 

to their perceptions of the degree to which they feel over- 

loaded with information.  Finally, the industrial psycholo- 

gists' concern with job satisfaction suggests a related 

concern with satisfaction with communication at work, and 

the degree to which it is related to other aspects of com- 

munication. 

^»>«>t^mmmi 
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Useful instruroentation. The sad state of affairs 

is that none of the reported investigations discuss efforts 

to develop reliable and valid instrumentation for measuring 

organizational communication facets. A necessary pre- 

requisite to instrument development is the ability to use 

the same form in different situations. Since only Jacobsen 

attcTSeashore  (1951), and Lawler, Porter, and Tenenbaum 

(1968) provide their actual instruments, only their studies 

are easily replicable.  It would be helpful to have better 

information about these instruments than is provided. For 

example, the intercorrelations of the communication facets 

measured in the Lavier, Porter and Tenenbaum study might 

tell us a great deal.  Perhaps "giving information" and 

"giving instructions" are highly intercorrelated, implying 

that the measurement of one is the measurement of the other. 

If communication is a time dependent process, inves- 

tigations should measure the same characteristics over 

time. Aa indicated previously, if this cannot be done it 

might be possible to develop a set of questions which ask 

respondents to make their own summarizations over time. 

Burns (1954), Kelly (1964), Suttonand Porter (1968), and 

Wickesberg (1968) are the only researchers represented in 

Figure 1 who apply some methodology which considers time. 

Three of these studies use behavioral recording forms over, 

time and the fourth uses a relatively unstructured diary. 

IM*i, 
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intercorrelations of items supposedly measuring tvro of 

these dimensions (trust .39 to .68; influence -.07 to .62).

The 189 items in the pool were administered to 70 

graduate students, aU or whom had prior work experience. 

These students were asked to respond to the questions based 

on their experiences in some past or current job. Inter- 

correlations of the items were then used to reduce the item 

set. Items were retained which had high intercorrelations 

with other items ostensibly measuring the same facets and 

low intercoirelations with the rest of the item pool. A 

60 item questionnaire resulted.

The 60 item version of the questionnaire (51 com

munication and 9 non-communication items) was a<teinistered 

to 86 mental health workers, at all job levels, on five 

health care delivery teams working in a large medical center. 

Their responses were subjected to a cluster analysis to 

further reduce the number of questionnaire items. The 

• technique used, developed by Tryon and Bailey (1970), does

not seek orthogonal item groups. It does select as definers 

of dimensions items most nearly independent of the definers 

of other dimensions. Clusters were retained for further 

consideration if communality estimates did not exceed 1.00, 

if they were not composed of doublets, and if they made 

conceptual as well as empirical sense. TVo single commun

ication itexn were included (one measuring overload and the 

other general satisfaction with communication) only after 

it was determined that these questions behaved appropriately
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with regard to the reat. The question concerned with 

satisfaction is a modification of the GM Faces scale 

(Kunin, 1955). When this question was related to ehe 

clusters it showed relationships to each cluster without 

loading heavily on any one, suggesting that satisfaction 

with conununication in an organization is perceived to be 

partly related to interaction, partly to accuracy, partly 

to directionality of information flow, etc. 

One cluster analysis of the 60 item version of 

the instrument also included non-communication items. 

Trust, influence, and mobility items defined separate 

clusters and were then looked at independently. Concep- 

tually trust, influence and mobility, should be more 

independent of one another than are the communication 

items.  Consequently these nine non-communication items 

were subjected to a factor analysis using a varimax rota- 

tion. Three separate factors emerged.  These items were 

included in a test battery completed by 95 officers and 

enlisted men in a U.S. military unit.  The results are 

reported in Table 1. 

Table 1 about here 

Based on these analyses the total instrument was 

reduced to 35 items (see Appendix 1).  The 35 items were 

then scored to yield the dimensions discussed above.  As 

previously mentioned, overload and satisfaction are one 
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item measures.   Similarly, questions oonosrned with modality 

use are reported as individual items sinoe it makes little 

sense to oenbine than.   A description of the oomunication and 

non-oonaunloatian dimensions is in Figure 2.   The questions from 

the instnment (Appendix 1) contributing to each index are also 

indicated. 

Figure 2 about here 

In addition to the mental health workers, the 35 item 

version of the questionnaire was adtninistered to the military 

sample referenoad above, 54 emergency roon and out-patient 

clinic hospital personnel, 52 business managers fron various 

firms, and P9 respondents at various job levels in six United 

Kingdom locations of a large financial institution.   Cluster 

analyses for the military and mental health samples showed no 

appreciable differences.   Means, standard deviations and Cronbach 

alphas ( a measure of the internal   consistency of the dimension) are 

reported in Table 2 for the oomunication and non-oamuueation 

dimensions for all five samples.   Note that within the set of 

three samples »sing   I'M) point Likert-type items, the alphas 

are relatively consistent.   Differences in the means suggest that 

it is possible to discriminate among organizations. 
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Table 2 about here 

To provide test-retest reliability information, 

the 35 item version of the instrvuncnt was administered 

twice to 24 graduate business students  (all with previous 

job experience),  and a second time to 42 of the original 

52 managers.    The two administrations were three weeks 

apart in both cases.    The test-retest reliabilities  for 

the ten indices and six individual items  (modality use, 

overload,   and satisfaction with communication in general) 

are reported in Table 3.    Nine of the ten indices have 

reasonable test-retest reliabilities. 

Table 3  about here 

In the interest of greater differentiation of 

communication problems, practitioners might find it more 

beneficial to    use the items  rather than communication in- 

dices.    Test-retest reliabilities are available for the 

items.    Obviously,  they are not quite as high as for the 

indices. 

Validity 

Figure 2 suggests that adequate criterion variables 

might be devised for comparison with each of the 
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oomunication facets.   For example, aseesanents of objective 

accuracy fron an infccmation theoretic standpoint might be 

oompared to estiimted accuracy.   Socianetric maassures of 

influence might he made and oompared to perceived influence, etc. 

However, these and other criterion measures require separate 

reliability and validity assessments before they can be used 

to validate the ccmwnication dimensions described in Figure 2. 

Moreover, subjective respcndent perceptions may be more important 

than objective measures of the kinds of facets in Figure 2. 

For exanple, a respondent's information prooessinq behavior may 

be more dependent on his peroeption of the accuracy of messages 

he receives than on an objective measure of accuracy.   These 

two reasons, difficulty in obtaining objective criterion measures 

and their pctential irrelevance onoe obtained, warrant oonsideration 

of mere indirect validity assessments; construct, face, and a very 

limited attanpt at corwergent-discximinant validity. 

First, results of the cluster analyses show that inter- 

item oorrelationo among itoama within any index in the Instrument 

are higher than are the correlations among items fonaing different 

indices.   This provides sane evidence for the construct 

validity of the ten dimensions and increases confidence that 

even similar appearing facets such as trust and influence, or 

interaction and desire for interaction, can be successful 1 differen- 

tiated from each other. 
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Second, individual questionnaire items appear to 

have face validity.  For example, asking a respondent to 

differentiate his communication behavior with respect to 

superiors, subordinates, and peers, is a reasonable task. 

Questions concerned with use of various modax ties are 

differentiable in a respondent's mind from those concerned 

with perceived accuracy of received information or satis- 

faction with communication. On the other hand, during the 

item development respondents stated that in their own minds 

they could not. clearly differentiate among some other 

aspects of communication (for example, task and social 

information).  Additional aspects of communication, such 

as the speed with which messages are sent, were also not 

sufficiently definable to be measured by a questionnaire. 

Finally, in the spirit of convergent-discriminant 

validity, intercorrelations of nine communication and 

three non-communication dimensions with other similar and 

dissimilar measures are presented in Table 4 for the 

military sample. The other measures include assessments 

of overall job satisfaction (Kunin, 1955), supervisor's 

considerate leadership style (Stogdill & Coons, 1957), 

organizational competence and flexibility (Campbell, 1971), 

organizational commitment (Porter & Smith, 1970) , and 

respondent's age and tenure. 

Table 4 about here 
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Examination of Table 4 reveals acne of the expected con- 

vergence and discrimination.   Bducaticn and tenure may be surrogates 

for rank in military units.   Thus, it was hypothesized that only 

oamwnication facets which change as a result of rank would be related 

to education and tenure.   Of the eighteen oorrelation coefficients 

invrlving eduoaticn and tenure three are significant.   Education 

is correlated with desire for interaction; men in similar ranks may 

want to interact with one another.   Job tenure is positively related 

to amount of infcjcmation passed downward and negatively related to 

lateral infocmtion transmission.   Higher ranked Individuals are more 

likely to have more subordinates; henoe, pass more job related infor- 

mation downward.   Similarly, higher ranking marbers are apt to have 

fewer opportunities for lateral infanrntioi transmission.   Perceived 

influence of the stqperior ( a non-oomunication variable) is also 

significantly oarrelated with tenure: if high tenure respondents are 

of higher rank than low tenure respondents they are likely to have 

even higher rank, influence supervisors. 

Other relationships are also of the type expected.   Trust 

in superior, for exanple, is related to the respondent's overall 

job satisfaction, perceived considerate leadership style, perceived 

organizational oonpetence and flexibility, and ooamitnent to the  organi- 

zation, but not to tenure and education.   The amount of infooution an 

individual passes is significantly related to his overall job satisfaction 

and to his peroeption of his si^perior as being considerate, but not 

to other variables.   Desire for interaction also shows appropriate 
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relationships with responses to other perceptions about the organization. 

The negative relationship between information overload and overall 

job satisfaction, and the positive correlation between oamunication 

satisfaction and considerate leadership are also understandable. 

Finally, the large nunber of significant relationships among overall 

job satisfaction and camunioation and non-oonrniücation indices seem 

logical. The negative relationship (ifward directionality of infor- 

mation flow and satisfaction) may mean that In military units it is 

likely that information trananitted upward could have negative 

effects for the sender and that downward infosnation transmission is 

most often in the form of orders or directives which are relatively 

safe to send. In sun, while the results presented here are in no 

way definitive, they do provide a crude, first approximation of 

convergent-discriminant validity and increase confidence in the 

indicies. 

Further exaiples of convergence and discrimination are obtainable 

by conparing perceptions about oamunication by people in jobs dependent 

upon infoanatior. transmission (such as dispatchers and operations officers 

in the military unit) with those of people occupying jobs not as sensitive 

to information trananission (such as mechanics, etc.). 71« results of 

these conparisons are not reported here, but suggest that connunication 

facets measured by the questionnaire can, in general, discriminate 

perceptions about comnunications for oocuparits of jobs dependent on 

information fron those not so dependent. 1'« former are more discrimina- 

ting among the ootmnication 4inensions (they think more frequently 

about them). 

Qonclosions 

Obviously much work is left to be done in developing 
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a measure which can describe various facets of organizational oorrunication. 

The data reported here should he viewed as an initial attetpt in this 

direction. 

A research effort is being made to extend the facets within the 

instnment, both in terms of the number of items measuring each 

facet, and the development of additional facets to adequately cover 

the ocmnunication domain.   Within that domain there should also be 

nultiple-methodological approaches to measurement. 

Future research using the reported instnment should test its 

generalizability and diacriminability across more and different 

kinds of organisations.   More will be understood about the instnment 

when it is used in different cultural and sub-cultural settings. 

Within any single organization researchers might look for job level and 

other subgroup differences to see how various organizational participants 

differentially perceive oaimmication in ther organizations.   With 

valid indices, certain differences should appear. 

Finally, the oaimunication facets discussed here must be 

examined mere rigorously in relation to other organizational variables. 

This process will increase our understanding about how ocmnunication is 

important in organizational life and about what oanprissf^good" 

catnunication.   An obvious need is to relate measures of ocmnunication 

to objective rather than perceptual or attitudiml criteria, such as 

performanoe, turnover, etc.   All of these efforts should result in data 

which adequately assess oenvergent-discriminant validity.   Since the data 

reported here are purely exploratory efforts at developing an easily 

oompletad descriptive measure of organizational oonrunication they should 

be supplemental by additional research efforts. 
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Footnotes 

1 This study was partially supported by Public Health Service Grant 

4122054-01 and Of floe of Naval Research Grant N000314-69-A-0200-1054. 

2 This quastion eliainated based en statistical analyses. 
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CJCMfJNICATIÜN IN YOUR ORGANIZATION 

This is a series of questions about how people oomuucate at work. 
Imagine a typical week at work on your current job, and answer the 
questions accordingly]! Please attenpt to answer ail the questions. 

Scne questions ask you to fill in an answer. Other have seven point 
scales on which to answer. On these questions, please check the point 
that represents most closely how you feel. For instance, to the question! 
"How rich do you want to be?" you might answer: 

*rYpoor WrWfto^"^ 

liow free do you feel to discuss with your inwadiate superior the problems 
and difficulties you have in your job without jeopardizing your position 
or having it "held against" you later? 

(1)   Ooipletely freel  I   I   I    I    I    II Very cautious "•tilihUiUI 
liow often is your inwediate siperior sucoessfiilin overooming restrictions 
(such as regulations or quotas) in getting you the things you need in your 
job, such as equipment, personnel, etc?2 

(2)   Always Never 
suooessful       i   |    |    j    |    |   |   | successful 

lihhu U trtrl 

Inrediate superiors at times must make decisions which seem to be against the 
interest of their subordinates.   When this happens to you as a subordinate, 
how much trust do you have that your unrediate svyerior's decision was 
justified by other considerations? 

(3)   Trust Fteel very 
OT,,lettly   li lab Us UNdl,tt,,stfi,1 

In general, how much do you feel that your iimediate superior can 
do to further your career in this organization? 

(4)   Much iiit    I   j    I   I Little libliUslJ? 

How much weight would your utrediate svperior's reoennendation have in 
any decision which would affect your standing In this organization, such 
as pronotions, transfers, etc.? 

(5' asort"t    libUJsUK1"^^ 



ff III «M H..UU.I, W,,I,,IWUJI, ,. y^^B^y^^^^^^^^^ 

• • . -• ,.-■.■     .o-'    .■■ ' ■■ .   ■-  ■    ■■■■  .     -■    ■ 

25 

As part of your present job plans, do you want a proroticn to a higher 
position at seme point in the future? 

(6)     Content Very 
as I an i     I     I     I     I     I     I    '  Mu^ 

li 12 h h h 16 h 

lk3w inportant is it for you to progress ^pw*^ ** t^8 organization? 

(7)     Mot Very 
irportent       I     I     i     I      I      III   inl30rta,lt 

i h h h U h hi 

To what extent do you have oonfidenoe and trust in your iwnediate 
svperior regarding his general fairness? 

(8)     Have little Have ocnplete 
confidence oonfidence and 
or trust 

rrrrr-n TVS H 
trust 

While woridng, what percentage of the time do you spend interacting with: 

(9)    Iimediate superiors    % 

(10)   Subordinates I 

(11)   Peers (others a«-, the 
sane job level) 

100% 

Of the total tune you engage in ocmunication while on the job, about what 
percentage of the time do you use the following methods to oonruueate: 

(12) Written 

(13) Paoe-to-faoe 

(14) Telephone 

(15) Otter 
(specify) 

100% 
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When receiving infoimticn tram the sources listed below   how accurate 
would you estimate it usually is: 

(16)     Oonpletely Gcnpletely 
accurate     i    •      i     ■     i     i      i    i   inaccurate 

rrrrrrrnrnrn 
iBwediate superiors 

(17) Oonpletely Oatpietely 
accurate  i  .  .  .     .      inaccurate 

lihhUUUhl 
(18) Ocnpletely      Subordinates      oorpletely 

accurate  i .  <       i  ■ i inaccurate 

Peers-ethers at your job level 

Do you ever feel that you receive more information than you can efficiently 
use? 

(19)  Never    , .  .  i  i  i  i  .W.*«^ 

U I 2  3 M 5 d 7 

Of the total tine you spend reoeiving information at work, what percentage 
cones fron: 

(20) Irnnediate superiors 

(21) Subordinates 

(22) Peers (ethers at the 
sane level) 

100% 

Of the total tine you spend sending information at v ^rk, what percentage 
goes to: 

(23)     Irnnediate speriors 

(34)     Subordinates 

(25)     Peers (others at the 
sane level) 

100% 
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When transmitting infbmation to imnediate ajperion , how often   do you 
surmarize by avphasizing those aspects «Klch are Spörtant and mininizing 
those aspects which are viünportant? 

(26)     Always 

mm 
Never 

When transmitting information to subonlinatas» how often do you summarize 
by emphasizing those aspects which are important and minimizing those 
aspects which are unijR|»rtant7 

(27)     Always 

TTT 
Never 

When transmitting information to peers (others at your job level), how 
often do you sumnarize by emphasizing those aspects which are important 
and minimizing those aspects which are unimportant? 

(28) Always 

ll 12 3 4 5 6 7 
Never 

Of the total araomt of information you receive at work, how much do 
you pass on to: 

Inrediafcd »yeriors; 

(29)   All 

rrr 
Nora 

5     6     7 

Subordinates; 

(30) All 4 15 1 6 171 
None 

Peers (others at your 
own job level) 

(31) All 
1 1   1 2 3 4 [ 5 « 7 

ttanc 

Now desirable do you feel it is in your organization to interact frequently 
with: 

(32)   Very 
desirable 

rr? T 5    6    7 
Iwnadiatc superiors 

carplctely 
vndesirablc 
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(33)   Very 
desirable 1      1 i   i  i i 

Gcnpletely 
undesirable 

(34) Very 
desirable 

11 h 

1     1 

13 M |5  \6 |7| 
jubordinates 

i  i   i 1 i 
Oonpletely 
undesirable 

11 121 3 |4 |5 |6 | 7| 
Peers-(others at the sane job level) 

Put a check mder the face that expresses how you feel about oonwünications 
in general, including the anoint of infozmtian you receive, contacts with 
your SaS&ate superior and others, the accuracy of infozmtlon available, 
etc. 

A «■»■(»9 

D D a D D D a 

bfaAMiri-l-_iai.<<MWh 



i 

Figure 1.   Cmnunicatkns and other behavioral 

facets previously investigated. 
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Figure 2.   Description of ocmunication and 

and non-comnication indices and 

questions oontributinq to them. 
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Index 

Trust 1,3,8 

Influence 4,5 

Mobility aspirations 6,7 

Desire for interaction 32,33,34 

Directionality -upwards 9,20,23 

Directionality-Downward. 10,21,24 

Directionality -lateral 11,22,25 

Accuracy 16,17,18 

Summarization 26,27,26 

Propensity to withhold    29,30,31 
information 

Modality -written        12 

Modality - faoe-to-faoe    13 

Modality - telephone      14 

Overload 19 

Satisfaction 35 

Question 
Ninters 

(Appendix 1) 
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Description 

Respondent's trust in his sqperior 

Respondent's perception of how much 
influence his sqxrior has 

Degree to which the respondent feels 
that future pronotions are important 

General indicator of the degree to which 
the respondent desires to interact with 
others in the organization. 

General indicator of the anount of contact, 
the respondent has with his stperior 

General indicator of the anount of contact 
the respondent has with his subordinates 

General indicator of the anoint of contact 
the respondent has with others at his 
job level 

Respondent's estimate of how accurate he 
perceives the infonration he receives 
to be 

Estimate of how often information is 
sunmarized before it is passed on 

Estimate of how much information the 
respondent receives he actually passes 
on 

Percentage of tüne the respondent uses 
this modality to trananit information 
at work 

Percentage of time the respondent uses 
this modality to trananit infonration 
at work 

Peroentage of time the respondent uses 
this modality to trananit information 
at work 

How often the respondent feels he 
receives more information than he can use 

Indicator of how satisfied the respondent 
is with ccrmunication in general in his 
organization 

lutmuetiuk^. 



Table 1.   Varinax factor loadings for itaie 
assessing trust in sqperior, per- 
oeived influence of siperior, and 
subordinate's nobility aspirations 
for a sanple of 95 military subjects. 
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1 

Items1 1             Varimax Factor Loadings (N=95) 

1 2 3 

X • Trust .68 .22 .13 

£~ • Twst .76 .08 .41 

J • Tnwt .79 .21 .01 

" • Perceived Influence .28 .30 .81 

•J • Perceived Influence .14 .16 .87 

w» Nobility Aspirations .12 .90 .21 

7. Mability Aspirations .23 

Proportion of conrunality .26 
aooounted for: 

.88 

.26 

.20 

.24 

ntans scored on seven point scales 
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Table 3.   Test-retest reliabilities.   Three week interval 
between test and ratest. 

Nunber 
of 

Items 

Test-retest correlation 

Index Description Students (N=24) j   Managers (N=42) 

Trust .71 .69 

Peroeivud influence of superior .49 .62 

.77 .80 

Dosiro for interaction .66 .76 

Directionality of oontact- Upward .84 .87 
• 
, Directionality of contact- Downward .82 .83 

Directionality of mntact- Lateral .82 .76 

Estimated accuracy of received 
information 

.82 .61 

Propensity to sumiarize information .35 .37 
■ 

Propensity to withhold information .83 .78 

rinclilitios for omwunication 

Written .44 , -bi 

Face-to-face .86 .41 

Toleplwne .39 .58 

Other — .83 

Information overload .46 .69 

in qeneral 
i .60 .73 


