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: The Content of Organizational Communication Texts
— 7 ' ' ' R

Interest in the area of organizational communication has been growing
steadily for.more than two decades, This ihterest has prompted the development
of numerous courses, majors,:and academic programs in organizational communica-
tion. For the professor assigned to teach the area this presents a problem.
Specifijmlly, "What should be-the cont:ent of a course in organizatienal
T communi at:iotr?"

-

The ‘Probleni o '

,_\ " The problem of content in drganizational couzmmicat:ion courses flows from
. the problem of defining organizational communication. There is no Vobviocus"
or "logical" definition of the area. Organizational communication can be and
is taken to mean, "Communication in the Organization,' or "Communication by the
Organization,” or "Commvnication as Mansdgement," or 'Communication as Organiza-
=+ tion," Moteover, since interest in the area is a reiat:ively recent phenomenon,
there is né tradition of cormon usage,.common concern, or common focus from
which & definitiom might emerge. As Goldhaber (1974) observed, there are &
. great many definitions of organizational communication, but little agreement
. among the definitions. Since there’is no commonly accepted definition of the
subj‘ect: it i3 very difficult to develop commonly accepted content for the
subject., Redding (1967) summarized the problem:

We face here an interesting antinomy: on the one hasd,
there patently exists a widespread -and lively interest fa . -,
. "Organizational Communicatipn’ (among both academes and
- businessmen); but on the other hand, and just as patently,
: there exists no consensus what#r on the precise nature
of the thing we are interesxez; (p. 1).

Redding (1967) also suggested a way to go about solving this problem,
"My conclusion: the 'field' of organizat:iona.l communication' consists of
vhatever those who concern themselves with it say it is (p. 2)!" Thus, -
determining the content of orgdnizational communication should be a matter of
determining what those who are congerned with it are 4deing’ wis:h it,

=

. A number of authors have attehpted to'do just that, Cooper (1953), :
-Knapp (1969)) Blagdon and Spatarp (1973), and Rogers (1975) hawe developed
outlines of organizational ¢ ication to .guide instructors, Voos (1967),
Carter (1972), and Creenbaum, Falcione, et, al, (1975, 1976) have developed
bibliographies to describe whyft is being written about organizatioénal, communi-
" cation, Wright and Sherman 970), Dowms and Larimer (1974), Hatch, et, al.
<~ (1973), -and Lewis (1975) haye surveyed t:eac,hers to determine what is being
taught as organizational < ication, ~The common thread of these efforts has
w been the demonstration. of An overwhelming lack 'of professional consensus on
the nature of organizat:i al comunicat:ion.
. Powns and Larimet (1975) attributed this lack of consensus to the relstive
v youth of the area, They expected to variance to diminish as more texts became
available and the subject crystallized.' More texts hsVe become available,” In
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Interest in the area of organizational communication has' been growirig
steadily for.more than two decades., This ihterest has prompted the development
of numerous courses, majors,:and academic programs in organizational communica-

tion. For the professor assigned to teach the area this presents a problem. .
Specififally, "What should be-the content of a course in organizatienal
T communi atioﬁz‘_" o :
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The Problem o ' ) }
- \ . g " .
A The problem of content in drganizational communication courses flows from i

the problem of defining organizational communication, There is no "obvious"
or "logical" definition of the area. Organizational communication can be and
is taken to mean, "Communication in the Organization,' or "Communication by the

. Organization,' or "Commvnication as Mandgement,” or. 'Communication as Organiza-

“:  tion," Mokeover, since interest in the area is a relatively recent phenomenon,
there is né tradition of cormon usage,.common concern, or common focus from .
which a definition might emerge. As Goldhaber (1974) observed, there are &
great many definitions of organizational communication, but little agreement Ce D

_ among the definitions. Since there’is no commonly accepted definition of the E
subfect, it i3 very difficult to dév.elop commonly accepted content for the

subject, Redding (1967) summarized the problem: :

We face here an interesting antinomy: on the one haid,
there patently exists a widespread -and lively interest fn .
. "Organizational Conmnicatgn" (among both academes and
- T businessmen); but on the ofher hand, and just as patently,
: there exists no consensus whatever om the precise nature
of the thing we are interesxez;f in (p.41).

Redding (1967) also suggested a t;ay to go about solving this problem,
"My conclusion: the 'field' of 'organizational communication' consists of
whatever those who concern themselves with it say it is (p. 2)!" Thus, -
determining the content of orgadnizational communication should be a matter of
determining what those who are congerned with it are gaing‘wis:h it.
. / i )
. A number of authors have attefipted to-do just that. Cooper (1953), -
~Knapp (1969)) Blagdon and Spatarb (1973), and Rogers (1975) hawe developed
oytlines of organizational ¢ inication to .guide instructors, Voos (1967), ~
Carter (1972), and Creenbaum, Falcione, et, al. (1975, 1976) have developed
. bibliographies to describe whyt {s being written about organizatidnal, communi- Ll
cation. Wright and Sherman f1970), Downs and Larimer (1974), Hatch, et. alv
<~ (1973), ‘and Lewis (1975) haye surveyed teachers to ‘determine what is being
taught as organizational < ication. ' The common thread of these efforts has
been the demonstration. of gn overwhelming lack 'of professional consensus ¢n
the nature of organizatiogal communicatiom,
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_ Downs and Larimer (1975) attributed this lack of consensus to the relative
youth of the area., They expected to variance to diminish as more texts became
available and the subject crystallized.  More texts have become available,” In
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fact, of the organizational communication texts available in April of 1977, '
more than 80% (twenty texts) were published in the last five years, 60% (fifteen
texts) in the last two years, The purpose of this study was to examine the
available texts to determine to what extent the subject has crystallized, The
fmplicit assumption was that the nature of organizational tommunication is, and
the content of a course in organizational communication should be what_the
authors of textbook on organizational commmication say it is and/or should bey

—

The Method L

T

: The methodology used to examine the texts was derived from Ross and Murdick
(1977). They-argued that a&-course could be organized around the consensus of -
topics considered most important by the authors of the texts on the subject,
Two measures of ortance were used: frequency of discussions of a topic

(a discussi 4d to be at least two pages o be countedy and number of pages
devoted to & topic. “Moreover, the nature of the subject could be inferred
from the number of authors hdopting & particular perspective for treating the
subject, A subjective count measured perspective. ' '

-

>
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from the author). Handbooks, bibliograghies, and readers were not included.
Nor were texts on specific topics such as openness, 9peaking, writing, re-
porting, interviewing, advertising, public relations, etc. ;pcluded.

I4

The Results, - : _ ) C-

The results of the survey of text content /are shown in Table 1. .Topics
are listed first,-followed by the number of books with separate discussions
of the topic, and the number of pages devoted to the topic. Of special -
interest is the observation that no topic is covered in every text and the
majority of topics are covered in less than hglf the texts.

g
’

T&enty six text and tradeﬁooks were surveyed (a list of titles is available
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Table 1; b '

-

Contents of Organizational Communication Texts

. hJ ry

Topic ' S A Discussion
— = “;j .

3

Commmication Theory
Organizational Comminication
‘Interviewing -
Organization Theory -
Communication Management
-Small Group Communication
--Conference Techniques
Tistening .
Communication Channels
Media Selection
Presentations

“Research Methods
Comunication Climate
Conxnunicatioq Networks,
Nonverbal Communication
Report Writing

Barriers to Communication
Organizational Structure
Writing Prirfciples
Organizational Change
Persuasive Communication .
‘Informative Communication
Motivation -
‘Leadership T
- Management Theory

Letter Writing _

Decision Making.

Conflict . , :
Interpersonal’ Communication
Language

Perception

Information Capacity
Training -

.Communication. Satisfaction
Publications
"Intrapersonal Commmicat:ion
Personality,

Mass pmmmication
Consulting

O WO O

9

8
1

7
7
6\.
6
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5,
5
5
4
4
4
e
4
4
4
3
3
2
2
1
1
1
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The results of the pgrs;;ectives*count:.is showrt: in ‘Table 2. The‘p_e:"- .- .

spectives are listed first, followed by the number of looks using that.per-
spective, Of special interest here-is the observation that n .textg were .
written from the Communication by Organizations perspective Qrob‘ably because

!
.

adgertising and public relations bodks were ndt surveyed),

. . L]

w . -Table 2, ' -

/l

-' Perspectives on Organiatioha_-l .Conmun'icat:‘ion

- a

Pergpective - . . ° Books
- , ¢ - ‘ * N .
Comrunication in Organizations - L v R £: B
Interpersonal Cino - ° . , . “
~/ Written Cino - < , ‘ _—
General Cino v ) .
Commmnicat fon by Organiz4tions - L ' B -0 ,
Communication 'as Management ° — . 6
Commmication as' Organization _ - 2
Y -
' < . - -
Discussion ‘ b )
1 4

4

The f_incﬁng's of this study suggest thit the subject matter of Organiza-
tional Communication is erystallizing, Specifically, most of the authors_
(692) view Crganizational Communication as meanings Ccmhxmiqat:ion}n Organiza-
tions, But, there still appears to be little consensus about the topics which
should be contaifted in a ¢ourse on Organizational Communication. . Rather the
analysis of texts suggested at least three different types of Organizational
Communication course. The first type of course would teach students useful
commmication skills which would be instrimental to their successful careers

» In orgapizattqns. Two topic outlines of such a course are suggested below:

L]

. - . oOutline/a "
» .
. 1. Ymportance of Communication . : ~ .
- - 2, Batriers to Communicat LISTENING . | . : Tt
<3, Choiqe: MMM&I Ccmmunica?ion ‘ —\
b, Intervieving - .o .o
5. Choice: Conference Techniques or Small. Group Commmnication
6.. Presentations e, i
7. Appl.:lchtionsl to (choicé) training/sale

s/public relations/etc,
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. o ; ' _ Outline B - : .

‘f 1. Importance of Communication - . i .

2. Barriers to Coum\mi_cation , . <. - C.

e . 3. Writing Principles T )
= = b, letters. ' ' o

| 5. Reporss g o ’

| 6. Applications to (choice) job search/employee publicatims/ v /

i advertis mg/ ete, _ .

| . Thef second type of course would teach students. theories and methods of
| organizational communication which would prepare them for advanced study in
~~the area, This is practical in light of the findings of the Wright and Shermdn
- (1970), Dowms and Larimer.(1973), and Hatch, et. al. (1973) studies, A topic
" outline for such'a coursé is suggested below: - _ T

. @

) ) - \
| ./ o o
" outline ¢ :

| ] 1. p Organizational Theories * .
- inistrative Theory & .
- Sc entific Management ‘
Relations ’ .
Contingency Theory '
Modern Organization (Systems) Theory
s, e "2, Communication Theories
Information Theory ' T '
‘w? N . ‘Persuasion Theory , o -
| ", > Cybernetic Theory o . v
[ . ' Interpersonal Communjcation ' ' '
| ~ Mass ocmmupication - -
|
|
|

N * 3, Organizational Communication »

Information Processing R '

A Communication Networks ’ e '

5 Communication Climte . / .

| Technology Co. . ‘

. 4. Research Methods ) ‘ .

| ' Observational tiethods - . ) .

| Surveys (Interview & Questionnaire) .

: . - - Network Analysis v

- * +  Model Building ; ‘ e

\ The third type of course would teach students to analyze and solve the
dominant problem issues facing various types of organizatioms.’ This ‘'would be - -
e commmication careers preparation course., A topic outline for such a course
is suggested below: . o . ,
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1. Dominant, issues (such as). »

Analysig of Issues

Probleg Solving

PO

b

- Group Discussion Co L

Outline D .
. / . ‘

Innovation : ' ,

" Decision lMaking ‘ .

‘Governance (Leadership & participation)
Motivation ) ‘
Conflict '

~ Stability

_Satisfaction . ) -
Productivity . -
Contrdl

_ Stock issues (from Argumentation Theory)
Scientific Avialysis
Systems Anglysis

Training and Development
Process Consultation
T Organizatjon Design

Texts afg currently ivailal.ale which cov,p.i: the materials in| Qutlines A. and °

B. To a lesser extengsthere are texts to fit® outline C.
primarily because authors writing in a

Outline D.

texts examined would

dominant issues mode:Fend

book, conflict in anothet,
i

| gumary

N~

¥

to focug on one or two
control' in another, et:ci) s

. . The purpose of this st:udy)was to attempt to ansué
should be the content of a course
. involved examining twenty gix currently available te
Organizational Communication, and
On the basis of this a

(1) the nature of
course on Organizatignal Communication.

" types of course outlines were suggested,

-~

in Organizational Communication
xts for conaensus on

(2) topics relevant Lo a
nalysis three  —

jgsues (innovation

?ll

o ———

But nope of the

in one .

"R

r the question, 'What .

The method
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