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ABSfRACf
 

The purpose of this project is to eomplete a
 

communiGation audit of Victor Valley Gollege, a two-year
 

community isollege, which has realized major transitions in
 

student characteristics and population since its
 

establishment in 1966. The audit will measure communication
 

effectiveness and needs in seven categories. The college
 

can then determine the areas, if any, that need
 

improved communication and can implement a plan for
 

improveaent based on the results of the communicaiton audit.
 

The International Gommunication Association's
 

Gommunication Audit Survey Questionnaire was selected as
 

the instrument for the communication audit and indues 122
 

items and 12 demographiGs, It was written by Dr. Thomas
 

Porter of Florida State University, Tampa, Florida, who has
 

ownership of the computer program used to quantify the data
 

from the questionnaire. The survey measures attitudes and
 

perceptions about communication sources, messages,
 

channels, and receivers within the context of major
 

interfaces.
 

The yresults of the survey are represented by seven
 

categories listed in the order that they are presented;
 

receiving information, sending information, follow-up,
 

sources of information, timeliness, organizational
 

communication relationships, and organizational outcome.
 

An eighth category—demographics—follows the others.
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CHAPTER OHE
 

Preview
 

Communieation within an organization is crucial to
 

the effectiveness of that organization. This chapter will
 

describe typical organizational communication practices
 

and requirements for its effective management. In
 

addition, an introduction to the organizational structure
 

of Victor Valley College is presented with a proposal that
 

because of that structure a possibility exists for
 

communication breakdown. The college is experiencing an
 

accelerated growth rate which matches that of the Victor
 

Valley. Identifying the possibility of a communication
 

breakdown and taking corrective measures is essential in
 

order for the college to continue to meet the needs of its
 

student population. Further, this chapter introduces
 

the International Communication Association's
 

Communication Audit developed to help organizations assess
 

their communication practices and to make recommedations
 

if improvement in communication is needed. A brief
 

description of the communication categories measured by
 

the International Communication Association's
 

Communication Audit Survey Questionnaire, the instrument
 

selected for a communication audit of Victor Valley
 

College, is presented and summarized and the organization
 

of the data 'for analysis is included.
 

I
 



StaBdard Commanica11on Practices In Organizations
 

Organizations typically inTest millions of dollars
 

every year in "better communication" with relatively
 

little invested in assessing communication programs,
 

practices, and needs. Needless costs are incurred by
 

unstructured meetings, ineffective newsletters, and
 

unnecessary hardware. Expense of decision making is
 

increased by managers isolated from critical information
 

while overloaded with useless information. Organizational
 

conflicts arise when departments misunderstand each
 

other's goals and functions. Employee dissatisfaction is
 

increased by poor listsalag on the part of management.1
 

The failure to systematically gather information is
 

important.^ A manager does not handle people; s/he
 

motivates, guides, and organizes people to do their own
 

work. The only effective tool for a manager to use to
 

properly accomplish this job is communication; the spoken
 

or written word or the language of numbers. Employees use
 

information to make deeisions, to produce more information
 

in the form of solutions to problems and identification of
 

opportunities, and for creative innovation. Information
 

affects actions in two ways. First, it motivates
 

behavior; information arouses and stimulates. It gets the
 

employees involved. It makes them think. Second,
 

information directs behavior. It causes employees to
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focus on certain parts of the organization and ignore
 

others. ^ Information reduces uncertainity and is the raw
 

material of thought. It provides the sensory data that
 

gives people their image of their organizational
 

envxronment.
 

Requirements For The Effective Management of Communication
 

The effective management of communication requires
 

three kinds of information. The first is factual
 

information, descriptive in character. This information
 

describes the organization, its structure, its operations,
 

its activities, its units, its people, its problems, its
 

strengths, its goals, its resources, and its needs. It
 

also describes the organization's environment, its
 

supporters, its community, its opportunities, and its
 

potential resources. The second kind of information that
 

is required is value information. This type of
 

information is judgmental in character. It evaluates the
 

organization's effectiveness, the performance of its
 

function#, the achievement of its goals, the acceptance of
 

its responsibilities, the satisfaction of its members, the
 

value of its activities, and the quality of its relations.
 

Third, and finally, the manager needs policy information.
 

This information is tactical in character. It suggests
 

what options are available, what actions can be taken.
 



what changes can be made, what activities can be
 

eliminated, what consequences can be expected, what
 

results can be achieved, and what problems can be
 

encountered. ^
 

So to be effective, managers need factual, value, and
 

policy information. To get this information, they need an
 

effective communication system. However, most
 

organizations rely on informal systems of ccimmunieation:
 

personal contact, dyadic conversations, small group
 

meetings, or the telephone. The typical manager spends up
 

to ninety percent of his or her working day talking with
 

people. Some of the manager's information is received
 

because other people in his personal contact network think
 

that it might be of interest or of value to him or her.
 

And a great deal of a manager's information is received
 

serendipitously. No effort is made to acquire the
 

information. It happens to be available, and the manager
 

pays attention to it. Personal effort through informal
 

search is usually stimuated only by a problem and directed
 

toward finding a solution to that problem. These search
 

strategies cause managers to focus on the present, on
 

fire-fighting. This produces a kind of organizational
 

drift in which institutions lose sight of their goals and
 

lose control of their direction of movement./
 



The Internationa1 Commtin1cation Association * s
 

Commnnication Audit
 

In an effort to help organizations assess their
 

communication, the International Communication
 

Association, a professional society composed of
 

communication researchers, practioners, and teachers from
 

several countries, developed a measurement system of
 

instruments and procedures for studying organizational
 

communiGation, This system. The ICA Communication Audit,
 

was developed over a period of five years under the
 

auspices of the Organizational Communication Division of
 

the International Communication Association. Over 100
 

communication professionals from academia and industry
 

representing more than a dozen countries combined their
 

efforts to produce the International Communication
 

Association Communication Audit. The Audit is designed to
 

provide organizations with reliable, factual, reportable
 

data about their internal communication and to do so in a
 

8
 way that permits comparison with similiar organizations.
 

The ICA Communication Audit consists of five separate
 

data-gathering tools: questionnaire survey, confidential
 

interviews, network analysis, critical incident analysis,
 

and communication diary which may be combined to affect a
 

communications audit. However, the questionnaire survey
 

can be used independently and provides adequate data to
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9 
affect a comprehensive organizational communication audit.
 

The International Communication Association's
 

Communication Audit Survey Questionnaire
 

Dr. Thomas Porter of Florida State University,
 

Tampa, Florida, wrote and has ownership of the ICA
 

computer program used to interpret the data from the
 

survey questionnaire. He has been working on the
 

questionnaire audit analysis system since 1974. The system
 

has been in the public domain since its inception.
 

The questionnaire survey instrument includes 122
 

items and twelve demographics. The reliability of the
 

scales on the 122 item set ranges from a low of .70 to a
 

high of .90. The validity of these scales is based upon
 

their self-evident relatiottship to organizational
 

communication and their ability to predict organizational
 

outcomes. The survey measures both attitudes and
 

perceptions about communication sources, messages,
 

channels, and receivers within the context of major
 

interfaces (individual to individual, unit to unit,
 

individual to organization, and organization to
 

environment). Major topics surveyed include concepts
 

about information accessibiliy and adequacy; communication
 

satisfaction and importance; communication content,
 

clarity, accuracy, utility, appropriateness, and
 

timeliness; communication relationship and outcomes, and
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organizational outcome. The questionnaire follows a
 

Likert scale model which allows respondents to select
 

among ten responses from "very little" to "very much" on
 

each of the 122 communication related questions. A copy of
 

the questionnaire survey is included in Appendix A.
 

The results of the survey are represented by seven
 

categories listed in the order that they are presented:
 

receiving information, sending information, follow-up,
 

sources of information, timeliness, organizational
 

communication relationships, and organizational outcome.
 

An eighth category^—demographics—follows the others.
 

Perceptions of the current level of quality, the
 

current need, and the uncertainty level are measured in
 

four of the seven categories. The current need and the
 

uncertainty level are not measured in the categories of
 

timeliness, organizational relationships, and
 

organizational outcomes. However, the sample mean, norm
 

mean, norm sigma, and sample sigma are given for all
 

categories surveyed. This data allows an organization to
 

compare its results with other similar organizations.
 

The results also consist of percentage rates of
 

negative and posit:ive responses to individual questions
 

asked on the questionnaire. By comparing the amount of
 

information perceived as needed by respondents with the
 

amount of information that is currently generated, an
 



organization can identify weaknesses in its GommuniGation
 

system.
 

Further, the questionnaire survey assesses the
 

unGertainity level of GoinmuniGation, Uncertainty is
 

operationally defined as the difference between the amount
 

of information received versus the amount of information
 

needed on a particular topic. The greater the difference
 

between information received (status index) and
 

information needed (need index); the greater the
 

probability of uncertainty (uncertainty index).
 

Uncertainty may be a function of either information
 

overload or information underload since respondents may
 

report receiving either much more or much less information
 

than they need. The statistical data is contained in
 

Appendix A, Tables 1-57.
 

Pro.ieet Preview
 

The structure within an organization delineates
 

organizational operations and dictates the chain of
 

command. The organizational structure of Victor Valley
 

college follows the pattern:
 

1, The Board of Trustees is the governing board
 

of the college.
 

2. The Superintendent/President is the
 

administrative representative to the Board.
 



3. The Administrative Assistant to the
 

)erintendent/President and the College Dean of
 

Institutional Research and Planning and Occupational
 

Education serve directly under the
 

Superintendent/President.
 

4.(A) The Vice-President of Administrative
 

Services, (B) the Vice—President of Instructional
 

Services, (C) and the Vice—President of Student Services
 

report directly to the Superintendent/President and are
 

responsible for the following personnel and areas.
 

(A) Vice-President of Administrative Services:
 

Admininisrative Assistant; Controller; Director of
 

Bookstore; Director of Personnel; Director of Maintenance
 

and Operations; Supervisor of Maintenance, Operations, and
 

Security.
 

(B) Vice-President of Instructional Services:
 

Instructional Administrative Assistant; Library; Learning
 

Center; Audio-Visual; Director of Printing; Director of
 

Child Development Center; Dean of Allied Health; Dean of
 

Arts, Letters, and Sciences; Dean of Business and
 

Industry.
 

(C) Vice-President of Student Services:
 

Administrative Assistant, Student Services; George Air
 

Force Base; Director of Admissions and Records and
 

Assistant Registrar; Director of Athletics; Director of
 



Financial Aid and Special Services; Performing Arts
 

Center/Outreach; Director of Student Activities;
 

Counseling.
 

The college's organizational chart is Chart 1 in
 

Appendix A.
 

Effective Communication within an organization is
 

crucial to the survival of that organization. The
 

organizational structure of Victor Valley College,
 

fundamentally unchanged since its early years, has
 

expanded to the point that a possibility exists for
 

communication breakdown along the chain of command. Vice
 

Presidents are often far removed from employees in the
 

areas for which they are responsible. Deans are
 

responsible for diverse groups of faculty, some of whom
 

they seldom see. This multi-layered organizational
 

structure provides the possibility that Vice-Presidents
 

may not be aware of the communication that employees
 

determine they need to make them feel that they are
 

valuable members of the college community and it may
 

contribute to the possibility of a lack of effective
 

communication on campus. However, a communication audit of
 

Victor Valley College will allow the college to evaluate
 

its current Gommunication system, determine its strengths
 

and weaknesses, and plan a course of action to remedy any
 

problems that exist.
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CHAPTER TWO
 

Preview
 

This chapter explains that Dr. Porter's questionnaire
 

survey was selected from among the ICA instruments to be
 

used exclusively for a communication audit of Victor
 

Valley College. A communication audit will allow the
 

college to evaluate its current communication system and
 

assess its current and future organizational communication
 

needs as it faces the demands of moving from its rural
 

roots of the 1960s into the decade of the 1990s and
 

beyond.
 

A Communication Audit of Victor Valley College
 

Dr. Porter agreed to quantify the results of the
 

Victor Valley College audit using his computer data bank.
 

He provided a copy of the questionnaire survey which was
 

modified only slightly to better suit the audit for Victor
 

Valley College; the generic term organization was changed
 

to college, the instructions were clarified somewhat, and
 

a brief section of the audit that required a rather
 

involved written response was deleted.
 

Upon Board of Trustee approval, a survey was
 

delivered to the mailbox of each full-time employee of
 

Victor Valley College, a total of 150 surveys.
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Respondents were asked to answer the survey anonymously.
 

Their responses Indieated both their perception of the
 

current statns of their communication system as well as
 

their desired or ideal status. This information helped to
 

identify the communication needs in the college as
 

respondents perceived it.
 

Ninety-four survey responses, 63 percent of the
 

surveys distributed, were received within the one week
 

deadline that respondents were given. Results of the
 

survey were quantified by Dr. Porter and are analyzed in
 

the following sections. '
 

Survey Questionnaire Conclusions
 

When comparing the survey norms which were compiled
 

from eight other educational institutions of approximately
 

the same size as Victor Valley College, the discrepancies
 

between the quality of communication system(s) desired,
 

and those perceived to presently exist, indicate a poor
 

organizational Gommunication profile, particularly in the
 

area of feedback from higher level to lower-level­

initiated communication.
 

In the overwhelming majority of instances, survey
 

respondents report receiving less information about their
 

jobs, their administrative systems, and their organization
 

than the norms from previous research gathered from those
 

eight other similiar educational institutions that have
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administered the the ICA CommuniGation Audit. Overall,
 

respondents also report more of a desire to receive
 

information in these same areas than respondents from
 

earlier studies.
 

Generally speaking, respondents' perceptions of
 

communication efficiency/effectiveness are negative from
 

the supervisory level upward with the most negative
 

feelings at the administrative level.
 

Horizontal communication which is initiated and
 

received within the same hierarchical level is perceived
 

as significantly more satisfactory than upward
 

Gommunication initiated from one level to the next highest
 

level and/or beyond and downward communication initiated
 

from higher to lower levels. This trend is further
 

amplified by the length of the downward communication
 

chain; the greater the distance between levels the geater
 

the dissatisfaction with communication activities.
 

While results indicate significant discrepancies
 

between ideal and existing communication practices and
 

systems, where satisfactory systems are in place the
 

quality of information—accuracy and usefulness—-is
 

perceived as satisfactory to good. The results are
 

contrary to the norm, however, as norm ratings are much
 

higher in trust between employee and supervisor than in
 

the sample norm from Victor Valley College.
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Turning to communication relationships within the
 

college community: interpersonal relationships between
 

respondents and their coworkers are positive in terms of
 

trust, mutual respect, and responsiveness, But the
 

communication relationships outside of the respondents'
 

immediate departments appear to deteriorate. Relationships
 

with management and top-level administrators are negative
 

overall. Respondents report that they do not trust
 

administrators nor do they feel that administrators are
 

sinGere in their efforts to communicate with employees.
 

Summary
 

In capsule form, survey results obtained from
 

respondents appear to suggest relative satifaction with
 

immediate and departmental relationships and communication
 

systems; a strong desire for considerably more
 

information—particularly on the college's direction of
 

growth and its plans for the future—and a generally
 

pervasive feeling of alienation from the organization as a
 

whole, particularly in terms of decision making and in
 

terms of recognition for contributions to the
 

organization. In addition, respondents feel that the
 

college has little concern for the welfare of its members.
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GHAPTER THREE
 

Preview
 

This ehapter divides the questionnaire items into
 

seven separate Gategories: receiving information from
 

others, sending information to others, follow-'Up action,
 

timeliness of information from key sources, organizational
 

communication relationships, organizational outcomes, and
 

channels of communication. Responses ranking over 50
 

percent in all categoTies are indicated with a brief
 

prioritization of problem areas statement for each
 

categorey.
 

Speelfie Survey Results
 

Receiving Information From Others
 

Respondents expressed a desire for receiving a
 

significantly greater amount of information than they
 

currently receive on all twenty-six topic areas
 

investigated. Overall, the absolute discrepancies between
 

the amount of information received and the amount of
 

information desired (Need Index, Tables 4 and 7, Appendix
 

A) are the highest among educational institutions of
 

comparable size in the ICA computer data bank.
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Negative Responses
 

Looking at those topic areas which received the
 

greatest volume of negative responses indicating the
 

least amount of information received (Table 3, Appendix A,
 

we find that fiTre topics ranked over fifty percent in
 

negative responses; (1) "How College Decisions Are Made
 

That Affect My Job" (75.27 percent) (2) "Mistakes And
 

Failures Of The Organization" (67.78 percent); (3)
 

"Promotion And Advancement Opportunities In The College"
 

(62.37 percent); (4) "Specific Problems Faced By The
 

College" (59.78 percent); (5) "How I Am Being Judged"
 

(59.14 percent); (6) "How My Job-Related Problems Are
 

Being Handled" (55.44 percent); (7) "Important New Service
 

Or Program Developments In The College" (53.76 percent).
 

Positive Responses
 

Looking at those topic areas which recieved the
 

greatest volume of positive responses indicating the most
 

amount of information currently received (Table 2,
 

Appendix A), we find none that ranked over fifty percent.
 

However, the seven most postive responses follow: 1. "My
 

Job Duties" (32.26 perGent); 2. "How Well I Am Doing In
 

My Job" (29.03 percent); 3. "Pay And Benefits" (29.03
 

percent); 4. "How Technological Changes Affect My Job
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(28.31 	percent); 5. "How My Job Relates To The Total
 

Operation Of The Organization" (21.51 percent); (6)
 

"College Policies" (20.43 percent); (7) "How I Am Being
 

Judged" (19.36 percent).
 

Uncertainty Index
 

The Uncertainty Index (Tables 6 and 7, Appendix A)
 

reflects the difference between the need index and the
 

status index (information currently received). The
 

Uncertainty Index of the following topics reveals that
 

there is a great probability of information inadequacy in
 

the following topics: "How College Decisions Are Made
 

That Affect My Job", "Specific Problems Faced By The
 

College", "How My Job-Related Problems Are Being Handled",
 

"Important New Service Or Program Developments In The
 

College", "Mistakes And Failures of The Organization",
 

"College Policies", "How I Am Being Judged."
 

The seven topics listed above indicate the areas in
 

which the greatest uncertainty exists; however, none of
 

the topics fall within the range determined by the ICA
 

Survey Questionnaire (+ or - .04) which indicates that
 

people are getting enough information to do their job on
 

that topic.
 

Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

In prioritizing problem areas> those requiring the
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greatest attention are reflected in cthe seven categories
 

where employees report that they receive little
 

information. In addition, the current Need for
 

Information Tables should be compared with the current
 

level of information received before a plan to implement
 

changes in communication is designed.
 

Sending Information To Others
 

Respondents reported that were were generally
 

dissatisfied with the amount of information in all seven
 

of the topic areas investigated. The overall absolute
 

disGrepancies between the amount of information sent and
 

the desire for more information to be sent (Tables 12 and
 

16, Appendix A) exceed those of other educational
 

institutions of comparable size in the IGA computer data
 

bank in this topic area. The two topics which revealed
 

the greatest gap between information sent and the need
 

to send information were "Evaluating The Performance of My
 

Immediate Supervisor" and "Complaining About My Job/And Or
 

Working Gonditions."
 

Negative Responses
 

Looking at the topic areas which recieved the
 

greatest volume of negative responses on the current
 

quality of information sent (Table 12, Appendix A), we
 

18
 



find; (1) Evaluating The PerformanGe Of My Immediate
 

Supervisor" (83.52 percent); (2) Complaining About My
 

Job/Or Working Conditions" (65.94 percent); (3) Asking For
 

Clearer Work Instructions (58,89 percent).
 

Positive Responses
 

Of those topics which received the greatest volume of
 

positive responses indicating the most amount of
 

information currently sent (Table 13, Appendix A), none
 

ranked over fifty percent. However, the top three positive
 

responses were: (1) "Requesting Information Necessary To
 

Do My Job" (27,17 percent); (2)"Reporting What I Am Doing
 

In My Job" (26,88 perceat); and (3)" Reporting Job-


Related Problems" (24.18 percent).
 

Uncertainty Index
 

The Uncertainty Index for sending information to
 

others (Tables 15 and 17, Appendix A) indicates the
 

greatest unGertainty in the following areas: "Evaluating
 

The Performance Of My Immediate Supervisor", "Reporting
 

Job-Related Problems". Again, the value of none of the
 

seven items reported in the categorey of Sending
 

Information To Others was near the + or - .04 value
 

determined by the ICA Questionnaire Survey to indicate
 

that people are sending about the right amount of
 

information that they need to do their job on that topic.
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Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

Those areas requiring the greatest attention are
 

reflected in the three eategories where employees report
 

that they send little information. In addition, the
 

current Need To Send Information Tables should be compared
 

with the current level of information sent before a plan
 

to implement changes in communication is designed.
 

Follow-Up Action
 

Respondents expressed a desire for a significantly
 

greater amount of follow-up action in all five of the
 

topic areas investigated. Again, the absolute
 

discrepancies between the amount of follpw-up received and
 

the amount of follow-up desired (Table 25, Appendix A) are
 

among the highest of educational institutions of
 

comparable size in the ICA computer data bank.
 

Negative Responses
 
(
 

Looking at the topic areas which received the
 

greatest volume of negative responses indicating the least
 

amount of current follow-up action (Table 23, Appendix A),
 

we find two responses ranking over fifty percent;
 

(1)"Administrators" (62.50 percent); (2) "Management"
 

(55,17 percent).
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Positive Responses
 

Again, there are no positive responses that rank over
 

fifty percent in the amount of current follow-up action
 

(Table 24, Appendix A). The top two responses include:
 

(1) "Immediate Supervisors" (30.43 percent); (2)
 

"Subordinates" (24.68 percent).
 

Uncertainty Index
 

Examining the Uncertainty Index (Tables 24 and 25,
 

Appendix A) reveals that most uncertainty lies in the
 

areas: (1) "Administrators"; (2)"Management"; (3)
 

"Immediate Supervisors", It also reflects that in all
 

categories, the probability of information inadequacy
 

exists.
 

Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

In prioritizing problem areas, those requiring the
 

greatest attention are reflected in the two categories
 

where employees report that they receive little follow-up.
 

In addition, the current Need For Follow-Up Tables should
 

be compared with the current level of follow-up before a
 

plan to implement changes in cpmmunication follow-up is
 

designed.
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Sources of Information
 

Respondents expressed a desire to receive more
 

information from eight of the nine topic areas that
 

currently comprise their sources of information (Tables 23
 

and 25, Appendix A). Following the pattern that we have
 

seen so far, the overall absolute discrepancies between
 

the amount of information received in this topic area and
 

the amount of information desired is again among the
 

highest of any educational institution of comparable size
 

and staff included in the IGA computer data bank.
 

Negative Responses
 

Reviewing this topic (Table 32, Appendix A) reveals
 

that over fifty percent of respondents feel negatively in
 

the five following topics: (1) "Administrators" (73.86
 

percent); (2) "Formal Presentations" (62.35 percent); (3)
 

"Management" (60.00 percent); (4) "Individuals In Other
 

Units, Departments In My Organization" (51.65 percent).
 

Positive Responses
 

There were no positive responses that ranked over
 

fifty percent any topic in the area of eurrent Sources of
 

Information (Table 33, Appendix A). The top four ranked
 

topics were: (1) "Co-workers in my Own Unit or
 

Department" (34.12 percent); (2) "Subordinates (if
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applieable)" (33.82 percent); (3) "Immediate Supervisor"
 

(33.33 percent); (4) "The Grapevine" (32.61 percent).
 

Uncertainty Index
 

The topics ranked highest in regard to uncertainty
 

(Tables 33 and 35, Appendix A) in this area are (1)
 

"Administrators, (2) "Management", and (3) "Formal
 

Presentations," The only topic which reflected that there
 

was probably an information overload was "The Grapevine".
 

Other topics indicated a probability for information
 

inadequacy.
 

Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

In prioritizing problem areas, those requiring the
 

greatest attention are reflected in the five categories
 

where employees report that sources of information are
 

deficient. In addition, the current Need for Follow-Up
 

Tables should be compared with the current level of
 

follow-up before a plan to implement changes in
 

communication follow—up is designed.
 

Timeliness of Information From Key Sources
 

The category of "Timeliness of Information From Key
 

Sources" measures the degree of quality of information
 

from six sources. Timeliness is operationally defined as
 

getting information when you need it—not too early, not
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too late. There are no Tables in this categorey that
 

compare the degree of current quality with the quality
 

desired.
 

Negative Responses
 

There was only one topic that received over fifty
 

percent negative responses in the current quality in this
 

area (Table 39, Appendix A); "Administrators" (55.06
 

percent) The next two respouses were (2) "Management"
 

(47.73 percent), and (3) "The Grapevine" (35.23 percent).
 

Positive Responses
 

None of the top three positive responses on current
 

quality of "Timeliness of Information From Key Sources"
 

reflect responses over fifty percent (Table 38, Appendix
 

A); however, they include? (1) "Subordinates (if
 

applicable)" (47.76 peroent); (2) "Go-workers" (45.46
 

percent); (3) "Immediate Supervisor" (41.94 percent).
 

Nncertainty Index
 

There is no table of uncertainty for the category,
 

"Timelines of Information From Key Sources."
 

Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

In prioritizing problem areas, the area requiring the
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greatest attention is reflected in the categorey where
 

employees report that they receive the least amomnt of
 

timely information. In addition. Table 40, Appendix A,
 

contains a plot of sample versns normative ratings which
 

should be reviewed before changes are designed that affect
 

the Timeliness of Information that employees receive.
 

Organizational Communication Relationahips
 

There are no Tables in this category that compare the
 

current quality of organizational comunieation
 

relationships with the need for organizational
 

GommuniGation relationships. However, two items in this
 

category; "I Trust Administrators" and "Administrators
 

Are Sincere In Their Efforts To Communicate With
 

Employees" (Table 41, Appendix A) fall below the norm
 

check and indicate that there are major disGrepancies
 

between the current quality of satisfaction in this
 

category at Victor Valley College compared to that of
 

other educational institutions of comparable size and
 

staff included in the ICA computer data bank.
 

Negative Responses
 

Respondents reported negative responses (Table 43,
 

Appendix A) in over fifty percent of the following four
 

topics: (1) "My Organization Encourages Differences Of
 

Opinion" (69.89 percent); (2) "Administrators Are Sincere
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In Their Efforts To Comnmnicate With Employees" (66.68
 

percent); (3) "I Trust Administrators" (62,37 percent);
 

(4) "I have A Say In Decisions that Affect My Job" (59.14
 

percent).
 

Positive Responses
 

Eight topics received over fifty percent positive
 

responses in the topic Organizational Communication
 

Relationships (Table 42, Appendix A) and included: (1) "I
 

Can Tell My Immediate Supervisor When Things Are Going
 

Wrong" (73.12 percent); (2) "My Immediate Supervisor Is
 

Friendly With His/Her Subordinates" (63,04 percent); (3) "I
 

Trust My Co-Workers" (62.64 percent); (4) "I Am Free To
 

Disagree With My Immediate Supervisor" (59.14 percent);
 

(5) 	"My Immediate Supervisor Listens To Me" (59.14
 

percent); (6) "My Co-workers Get Along With Each Other"
 

(58.24 percent); (7) "My Relationship With My Co-workers
 

Is Satisfying" (57.14 percent); (8) "My Immediate
 

Supervisor Is Honest With Me" (56.52 percent).
 

The first five of the eight topics listed above are
 

significant because they rank higher than those reported
 

from any of the other eight educational institutions
 

included in the ICA Gomputer bank.
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Uncertainty Index
 

There is no table for uncertainty in the area of
 

Organizational Communication Relationships.
 

Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

In prioritizing problem areas, those requiring the
 

greatest attention are reflected in the four categories
 

where employees report that they receive little
 

information. In addition, a review of Table 44, Appendix
 

A which plots sample versus normative rafings would be
 

advisable before a plan to implement changes in
 

communication in the area of organizational communication
 

relationships is designed.
 

Organizational Outcomes
 

The topic area Organizational Outcomes measures the
 

satisfaction one receives or fails to receive through
 

working for an organization. There is no measurement of
 

need in this topic. However, two items comprising the
 

thirteen topic areas examined in this section; "The
 

College's Concern For Its Members' Welfare" and "The
 

College's Overall Communicative Efforts" rank below the
 

norm check (Table 45, Appendix A) and indicate that there
 

are major discrepancies between the current quality of
 

satisfaction at Victor Valley College and the current
 

27
 



quality of satisfaGtion at other educational institutions
 

of comparable size and staff included in the IGA computer
 

data bank.
 

Negative Responses
 

The five topics that received over fifty percent
 

negative responses (Table 47, Appendix A) in this area
 

were; (1) "My Organization's Way Of Recognizing And
 

Rewarding Outstanding Performance" (79,12 percent); (2)
 

"The College's Concern For Its Members' Welfare" (73.26
 

percent); (3) "The College's Overall Communicative
 

Efforts" (72.83 percent); (4) "My Chances For Getting
 

Ahead In The College" (59.34 percent); (5) "My College's
 

Overall Efficiency of Operation" (54.35 percent).
 

Positive Responses
 

There was only one topic that received over fifty
 

percent positive responses (Table 46, Appendix A, number
 

4); however, the top five responses were: (1) "My Job"
 

(76.71 percent); (2) "Working In My College" (39.56
 

percent); (3) "The Overall Quality Of My College's Product
 

Or Service" (38.04 percent); (4) "My Progress In The
 

College Up To This Point In Time" (36.96 percent); and (5)
 

"My Opportunity To Contribute To The Overall Success Of My
 

College" (29.35 perGent).
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Uneertainty Index
 

There is no table that evaluates the uncertainty
 

level for the topic Organizational Outcomes,
 

Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

In prioritizing problem areas, those requiring the
 

greatest attention are reflected in the five categories
 

where employees report that they receive the least
 

satisfaction in working for the college. In addition.
 

Table 48, Appendix A which plots the sample versus
 

normative ratings should be examined before a plan is
 

developed that is designed to change the satisfaction of
 

employees working for the college.
 

Channels Of Communication
 

Respondents expressed a desire for receiving a
 

greater amouut of information than they currently receive
 

from all of the eight Channels of Communications
 

investigated (Tables 52 and 55; Appendix A), Overall, the
 

absolute discrepancies between the amount of information
 

received and the amount of information desired are among
 

the highest of educational institutions of comparable size
 

and staff included in the ICA computer data bank.
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Negative Responses
 

The four topics which received over fifty percent of
 

negative responses on the current quality of the Channels
 

Of Cominunication (Table 53, Appendix A) were; (1)
 

"Internal Audio-Visual Media (Videotape, Films, and
 

Slides)" (76.40 percent); (2) "Bulletin Boards" (74.73
 

percent); (3)"External Media" (65,91 percent); and (4)
 

"Internal Publications (Newsletter, Magazine)" (54.94
 

percent),
 

Positive Responses
 

Topics rank ordered positively on current quality of
 

Channels Of Communication (Table 52, Appendix A) did not
 

include any with over fifty percent response. However, the
 

following were the top four responses: (1) "Face— To-Face
 

Contact Between Two People" (46.24 percent); (2)
 

"Telephone" (31.87 percent); (3) "Written (Memos,
 

Letters)" (31,52 percent); and (4) "External Media
 

(Television, Radio, and Newspapers)" (7.96 percent).
 

Uncertainty Index
 

The highest uncertainty level of current Channels of
 

Communication (Tables 54 and 56, Appendix A) include
 

"Internal Communication", "Internal Audio—Visual Media
 

(Videotape, Films, and Slides)"; "Bulletin Boards"; and
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"External Media (Television, Radio, and Newspapers)."
 

However, the Uncertainty Index reveals thali the
 

probability of information inadequacy exists in all topics
 

in this area.
 

Prioritizing Problem Areas
 

In prioritizing problem areas, those requiring the
 

greatest attention are refleGted in the four catfgories
 

where employees report that they receive little
 

information. In addition, the current Need for
 

Information Tables should be compared with the current
 
I
 

level of information received before a plan to implement
 

changes in communieation is designed in this area.
 

Summary
 

This chaptier measured the current level of
 

communication in seven topic areas and compared it with
 

respondents' desired level of communication. In assessing
 

the current level of communication and implementing a plan
 

for improving communication, it is important to compare
 

the current Need tables in each topic area with
 

respondents' perception of the current level of
 

communieation on each topic before a plan to implement
 

changes in communication is designed.
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Ghapfeer Four
 

Preview
 

Victor Valley College is one of the 107 cominunity
 

colleges in Califprnia's community college system. The
 

primary mission of the college is to provide educational
 

and occupational programs for the members of its Gommunity.
 

Duties of the full-time college staff of 150 include
 

administrating, managing, teaching, and offering support
 

services for its student population of approximately
 

5,000.
 

During April and May of 1988, an International
 

Communication Association (IGA) Questionnaire j Audit of
 

Victor Valley College was conducted. This chapter is a
 

report of that audit.
 

Conelusions
 

Strengths
 

Interpersonal relationships are good. Employees
 

trust, like, and get along with their Goworkers. Compared
 

with Other educational institutions of comparable size,
 

employees at Victor Valley College reported feeling that
 

their relationships with their immediate supervisors were
 

more satisfying than those of other institutions and that
 

they were more free to tell their immediate supervisors
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when things were going wrong.
 

Overall, employees reported that they liked their
 

jobs and felt that the college was achieving its goals and
 

objectives*
 

Weaknesses
 

There is a serious lack of downward communication.
 

Employees are not reGeiving information on most of the
 

topics listed despite a desire for such information. They
 

are not satisfied with overall communication nor with
 

attempts to keep them informed. There is a pronounced
 

lack of trust in college administrators and the sincerity
 

of their efforts to communicate with employees. Compared
 

with other IGA surveys of educational institutions of
 

comparable size, Victor Valley College's problems in these
 

areas are worse than most.
 

A number of channels of communication are under-used.
 

Face-to-face contact among more than two people, written
 

memos and letters; bulletin boards, internal publications,
 

and internal audio-visual media are used less at Victor
 

Valley College than in other eduGational institutions of
 

comparable size in the ICA computer bank.
 

There is a general pattern of discouraging upward
 

communication. Supervisors may be receptive to questions,
 

suggestions, or complaints, but they are not responsive.
 

They do not follow through. This lack of response
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discourages upward communieation.
 

There is a definite feeling of a lack of recognition
 

and/or reward for quality effort and a pronounced
 

perception of lack of the college's eoncern for the
 

welfare of its members.
 

Survey Questionnaire Findings
 

During the month of April, 1988, survey questionnaire
 

forms were distributed to all 150 full-time Victor Valley
 

College employees. Ninefy-four questionnaires were
 

returned representing a 63 percent rate of response.
 

General Response
 

In general, responses of Victor Valley College
 

employees to the survey were below the mean responses
 

received in past audits of educational insitutions of the
 

same size.
 

Areas where Victor Valley College employees reported
 

receiving less information than employees in other
 

educational institutions of comparable size in the ICA
 

computer bank included:
 

My Job Duties
 
How Well I Am Doing In My Job
 
Pay and Benefits
 
How Technological Changes Affect My Job
 
How My Job Relates To The Total Operation Of The
 

College Policies
 
How I am Being Judged
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Important New Service or Program Development In
 
The College
 
How College Decisions Are Made That Affect My
 
Job
 
How My Job-'Related Problems Are Being Handled
 
Specific Problems Faced By The College
 
Promotion And Advancement Opportnnities In The
 
College
 
Mistakes And Failures Of The Organization
 

Areas where Victor Valley College employees reported
 

less opportunity to send information than employees in
 

other edUGational organizations of comparable size in the
 

ICA computer bank included:
 

Requesting Information Necessary To Do My Job
 
Reporting What I Am Doing In My Job
 
Reporting Job Related Problems
 
Reporting What I Think My Job Requires Me To Do
 
Complaining About My Job And/Or Working Conditions
 
Asking For Clearer Work Instructions
 
Evaluating The Performance Of My Immediate
 
Supervisor
 

Groups and activities which Victor Valley College
 

employees reported were used less as sources of
 

information than employees of other educational
 

institutions of comparable size in the ICA Gomputer data
 

bank inc1uded:
 

Co-Workers In My Own Unit Or Department
 
Subordinates (if applicable)
 
Immediate Supervisors
 
Department Meetings
 
Management
 

Administrators
 
Individuals In Other Units, Departments In My
 
Organization
 
Formal Presentations
 

Compared to the responses of employees in educational
 

institutions of the same size included the ICA data bank,
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Victor Valley College employees reported the following
 

channels were less used:
 

Telephone
 
Written eorrespondence (Memos, Letters)
 
Face-To-Face Contact Among More Than Two People
 
External Media (Teleyision, Radio, and Newspaper)
 
Internal Pnblications (Newsletter, Magazine)
 
Bulletin Boards
 
Internal Audio-Visual Media (Videotape, Films,
 
And Slides)
 

Information Received
 

There was no topic on which the majority of Victor
 

Valley College empToyees reported receiving information,
 

In addition, the sample norms were much lower than the
 

norms from the other eight educational institutions of
 

comparable size that are included in the ICA computer data
 

bank. And while there were no majority responses for
 

this topic, a majority of respondents reported that they
 

desired to receive a great deal of information about seven
 

topics including:
 

How College Decisions Are Made That Affect My Job
 

Pay and Benefits (72.04%)
 
College Policies (68.82%)
 
How My Job-Related Problems Are Being Handled
 
(64.13%)
 
Important New Service or Program Development In The
 
College (63.44%)
 
Specific Problems Faced By The College (61.96%)
 
How I Am Being Judged (61.54%)
 
How Technological Changes Affect My Job (58.07%)
 
How My Job Relates To The Total Operation Of The
 
Organization (56.52%)
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Sending Information To Others
 

There was no topic on which the majority of Victor
 

Valley College employees reported sending a great deal of
 

information. In addition there were no topics on which the
 

majority desired to send information. Again, the sample
 

norms were below the norms from eight other educational
 

institutions of comparable size that are included in the
 

ICA computer data bank.
 

Fol1ow-Up Action
 

There was no group from which the majority of Victor
 

Valley Gollege employees reported reGeiving a great deal
 

of follow-up. Moreover, there was only one group.
 

Immediate Supervisors (51.09%), from which the majority
 

desired to receive more follow-up.
 

Sources Of Information
 

Of the nine sources covered in the audit, none
 

were felt to provide a great deal of information to Victor
 

Valley College employees. However, majorities desired a
 

great deal of information from five sources;
 

Immediate Supervisor (64.52%)
 
Co-Workers In My Own Unit (55.29%)
 
Department Meetings (54.12%)
 
Subordinates (if applicable) (52.17%)
 
Administrators (51.14%)
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Information From Immediate Smpervisors
 

Responses from 33.33 percent of employees indicated
 

that they received a great deal of information from their
 

immediate superviorsj and 41.94 peroent reported that the
 

imformation they received from their immediate supervisors
 

was timely.
 

Information From Subordinates
 

While 33.82 percent of employees reported that they
 

were satisfied with information that they received from
 

subordinates, 47.76 reported that the information that
 

they received from subordinates was timely.
 

Information Froni Co-workers
 

The reports from 34.12 percent of employees indicated
 
!
 

that they felt positive about the amount of information
 

that they were receiving from co-workers, and 45.46
 

percent reported that the information that they received
 

from eo-workers was timely.
 

Information From Management
 

Only 15.29 percent of employees reported that
 

information received from Management was satisfactory, and
 

23.86 percent reported that the information they received
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from Management was timely.
 

Information From Administrators
 

While 11.36 percent of employees reported that
 

information received from Administrators was satisfactory,
 

only 17.98 percent reported that the information they
 

recieved from Administrators was timely.
 

Information From The Grapevine
 

The reports of 32.61 percent of employees indicated
 

that they received a great deal of information from the
 

Grapevine, and 26.14 percent reported that the information
 

they received froni the Grapevine was timely. However,
 

most employees reported that they needed far less
 

information from the Grapevine than they wexe getting.
 

Organizational Communication Relationships
 

The majoritiy of Victor Valley College employees
 

reported satisfaction in the following areas:
 

They can tell their supervisor when things are going
 
wrong (73.12%)
 
Their supervisor is friendly with them (63.04%)
 
They trust their co-workers (62.64%)
 
They are free to disagree with their supervisor (59.14%)
 
Their supervisor listens to them (59.14%)
 
They get along with their co-workers (58.24%)
 
They find that their relationship with co-workers is
 
satisfying (57.14%)
 
They think that their supervisor is honest with them
 
(56.52 %)
 

The majority also reported that Victor Valley College does
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not; reGognize and reward ontstanding performanee, (79.12%).
 

Satisfaction
 

The majority of Victor Valley College employees were
 

satisfied with their jobs, (59,14%),
 

The majority of Victor Valley College employees were
 

not satisfied with the following;
 

the college's concern for its members' welfare (73.26%)
 
the college's overall communicative efforts (72.83%)
 
their chances for getting ahead in the college (59,34%)
 
the college's overall efficiency of operation (54.35%),
 

Channels Of Communication
 

There is no channel throtigh which a majority of
 

Victor Valley College employees reported receiving a great
 

deal of information, However, majorities desired a great
 

deal of information from one source, Face-To-Face Contact
 

Between Two People (63.44%)
 

Recommendation Summary
 

Consistent with the approach of communication
 

auditors, a synthesis of survey results and subsequent
 

recommendations are contained within the next section of
 

this report. The purpose of these recommendations is to
 

stimulate discussion and motivate action within Victor
 

Valley College toward solving the identified communication
 
problems.
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Top Management of Victor Valley College shonld meet
 

with an ontside consultant. The goals of the meeting
 

should include the following!
 

a. Clarification of the audit findings and
 

implications for all parties meeting.
 

b. Formulation of broad communication goals,
 

policies, and objectives based on a review of the data.
 

c. Indentification of priorities for action.
 

d. Development of action plans for implementation
 

of some or all of these recommendations,
 

2. Victor Valley College needs to improve the flow of
 

information to employees. At the minimun, employees need
 

to receive more information about promotion and
 

advaneement opportunities, important new service or
 

program development, pay and benefits, how organizational
 

decisions are made, how job related problems are being
 

handled, organizational policies, how they are being
 

evaluated, and progress in their work. In addition,
 

immediate feedback on lower to upper initiated
 

communication needs to be improved.
 

Improvement could be accomplished in many ways:
 

the creation of a weekly newsletter, compilation and
 

publication of an employee handbook, and holding frequent
 

department/staff meetings by trained managers who would
 

lead the meetings and could provide feedback from
 

employees who have questions, comments, or problems,
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3. Victor Valley College needs to encourage the upward
 

flow of information from subordinates. People need to be
 

enGouraged to ask for information, to ask for
 

clarification, to voice complaints, and to make
 

suggestions. Feedback to employees should be made in a
 

timely manner and employees should not not feel threatened
 

if they initiate upward Gommunication.
 

This would probably require some training of managers
 

in the use of open/supportiye communication styles. This
 

could be implemented more immediately through Top
 

Management tours of the college which included some time
 

for discussion with employees, creation of a formal
 

suggestion system, and inclusion of a speak—up section in
 

a weekly newsletter.
 

4. The college needs to strengthen its internal
 

organizational structure. Simply clarifying the structure
 

should reduce the problems in supervision; however,
 

employees need reassurance that practice and policy are
 

consistent throughout the college. Clarification of
 

policy and consistency of practice should improve decision
 

making. Clarification of procedures and consistency of
 

practice should increase predictability of organizational
 

outcomes.
 

5. The Personnel function should be expanded. Regular
 

personnel announcements should be posted on bulletin
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boards, circulated in a weekly newsletter, and published
 

in a handbook. Such announceinenta should include policy
 

changes, position openings, proinotions, titles,
 

retirements, resignations> etc.
 

Personnel might also become involved in orientation of
 

new employees and management training. No expansion of
 

the personnel function should be implemented without
 

commitments of additional human and financial resources.
 

7. Victor Valley Gollege should encourage contact between
 

management and employees. This contact could take the
 

form of monthly meetings where managers would encourage
 

complaints and be sensitive to them.
 

8, One year after implementation of these recommendations
 

a follow-'Up evaluation should be conducted.
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tn<^tructiqns
 

Please mark all of your responses on the enclosed answer sheet with the pencil
 
supplied* The answer sheets will be machine processed so please erase any
 
stray marks carefully. DO NOT FILL IN YOUR NAME. Try to respond to all of
 
the statements; however, if there are statements which do not apply to you
 
leave the response section to that statement blank.
 

Many of the statements in this survey require two-part responses. The answer
 
columns for these statements are labeled A and B. Please respond to both A and B
 
•answer sections for the statements that require two-part responses.
 

To answer the statements that require only one response, select a response
 
from 1 very little to 5 very great and fill in the corresponding number on the
 
answer sheet.
 

If there are any statements which you do not understand, please ask me about them.
 
I can be contacted weekdays at ext. 263. Evenings and weekends I can be reached
 
at 247-9644.
 

Please put your completed questionnaire in the AV mailbox in the Administration
 
Building or drop it by the Audiovisual Office in the library on or before May
 

Thank'you for your cooperation.
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Receiving Information from Others
 

Instructionsfor Questions! through 26
 

follL?n".n?.1r ^bo"Vvarious topics in your organization. For each topic listed on the
mark your response on the answer sheet that best indicates:(1) the amount of infor­matmn you ore rece.v.ng on that topic and (2) the amount of information you Ltl to receive on that
 

Answer both A and B sections.
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How well I am doing in my job. 
1. 1 2 3 4 5 2. I 2 3 4 5 

Myjob duties. 
3. 1 2 "■ 3 4 5 4. 1 2 3 4 5 

College ■ policies. 
5. 1 2 3 4 5 6. I 2 3 4 5 

Pay and benefits. 
7. 1 2 3 4 5 8. 1 2 3 4 5 

How technological changes affect my job. 
9. 1 2 3 4 5 10. .1 2 3 4 5 

Mistakes and failures of my organization. 
1 1. 1 2 3 4 5 12. 1 2 3 4 5 

How I am being judged. 
13. 1 2 3 4 5 14. 1 2 3 4 5 

How my job-jclatcd problems are bcine 
handled. 

15. 1 2 3 4 5 16. 1 2 3 4 5 

How college decisions are made that 
affect my job. 

17. 1 2 3 4 5 18. 1 2 3 4 5 

Promotion and advancement opportunities in 
the college. 19. i 2 3 4 5 20. 1 2 3 4 5 

Important new product,service or program 
deveiopmentsin the college. 21. 1 2 3 4 5 22. 1 2 3 4 5 
How my job relates to the total operation of 
my organization. 

23. 1 2 3 4 5 24. r 2 3 4 5 

Specific problems faced by the college. 25. 1 2 3 4 5 26. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Sending Information to Others
 

Instructionsfor Questions 27 through 40
 

In addition to receiving information,there arc many topics on which you can send information to others.
 
For each topic listed on the following pages, mark your response on the answer sheet that best indicates­
(I) the amount of information you are sending on that topic and (2) the amount of information you
 
need to send on that topic in order to do your job.
 

This is the amount of This is the amount of
 
information Isend
 information I need to
 
now send now
 

a
 
o
 

-J- „ o
 
>^ S 13 >> .Si " ­
^ r; c o 1­ ^ «­
« o ^ u O — o u. 'O
 
> -J C/2 O > > _; v3 c >
 

Topic Area
 

Reporting what I am doing in my job
 27. 1 2 3 4 5
 28. 1 2 3 4 5
 

Reporting what I think my job requires me to
 
do
 29. 1 2 3 ■ 4 5 30. 1 2 3 4 5
 

Reporting job-related problems
 31. 1 2 3 4 5
 32. 1 2 3 4- 5
 

Gomplaining about my job and/or working
 
conditions
 33. 1 2 3 4 5 34. 1 2 3 4 5
 

Requesting information necessary to do my
 
job
 

35. 1 2 3 4 5
 36. 1 2 3 4 5
 

Evaluating the performance of my immediate
 
supervisor
 37. 1 2 3 4 5
 38. 1 2 3 4 5.
 

Asking for clearer work instructions
 39. 1 2 3 4 5 40. 1 2 3 4 5
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Follow-up on Information Sent
 

Instructionsfor Questions 41 through SO
 

!o°Sr"°°°°' »» y™ »»«.•.1.
 

This is the amount of
 This is the amount oj

follow-up now
 follow-up needed
 

J o
 
o O X
 

fe = E s
 
o .t: Q u o flj — ~ ^
 « — o ^ o
 
> -J 00 O >
 > -J 00 O >


Topic Area
 

Subordinates
 
41. 1 2 3 4 5
 42. 1 2 3 4 5
 

Co-workers
 
43. 1 2 3 4 5
 44. 1 2 3 4 5
 

Immediate supervisor
 
45. I 2 3 4 5
 46. I 2 3 4 5
 

Management
 
47. 1 2 3 4 5
 48. 1 2 3 4 5
 

-AHministrators
 49. 1 2 3 4 5
 50. 1 2 3 4 5
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Sources of Information
 

Instructionsfor Questions SI through 68
 
notonly receive various kinds ofinformation,but can receive such information from varioussources
 

wuhm the orgamzation. For each source listed below, mark your response on the answer sheet that best
 
in icatcs.(1) the amount of information you are receiving from that source and (2) the amount of
 
information you need to receive from that source in order to do your job.
 

This is the amount of
 This is the amount of
 
information I receive
 information I need to
 
now
 

receive
 

— a 
~ u 

^ 
u i 

^6 
i S b ^ — E 

„ O 

o i-

Sources of Information 
> J wo > O 

> 
o ^ 

— W O > 

Subordinates (if applicable) 
51. 1 2 3 4 5 52. 1 2 3 4 5 

Co-workers in my own unit or department 
53. I 2 3 4 5 54. 1 2 3 4 5 

Individuals in other units, department in my 
organization 

55. 1 2 3 4 5 56. 1 2 .3 4 5 

Immediate supervisor 
57. 1 2 3 4 5 58. 1 2 3 4 5 

Department meetings 59. 1 2 3 4 5 60. 1 2 3 4 5 

Management
 61. 1 2 3 4 5
 62. 1 2 3 4 5
 

Formal Meetings
 63. 1 2 3 4 5
 64. 1 2 3 4 5
 

A.dministraters
 65. 1 2 3 4 5
 66. 1 2 3 4 5
 

The "grapevine"
 
67. 1 2 3 4 5 68. 1 2 3 4 5
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Timeliness of Information Received from Key Sources
 

Instructionsfor Questions 69 to 74
 

Indicate the extent to which information from the following sources is usually timely(you get information
 
when you need it—not too early, not too late).
 

Subordinates (if applicable) 


Co-workers 


Immediate supervisor 


Management 


Administrators 


"Grapevine" 


— ca ̂ 
 

y « >%
 
I- r: c « «­
o o ^
 
> -J CO O >
 

69. 1 2 3 4 5
 

70. 1 2 3 4 5
 

71. 1 2 3 4 5
 

72. 1 2 3 4 5
 

73. 1 2 3 4 5
 

74. 1 2 3 4 5
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Organizational Communication Relationships
 

Instructionsfor Questions 75 through 93
 

variety of communicative relationships exist in organizations like your own. Employees exchange
 
messages regularly with supervisors,subordinates,co-workers, etc. Considering your relationships with
 
others in your organization, please mark your response on the answer sheet which best describes the
 
relationship in question.
 

jj
 

0
 
>N
 

c
 
c
 

0
 0
 
> CO
 

Relationship:
 

I trust my co-workcrs
 75. 1 2 3
 

My co-workcrs get along with each other
 76. i 2 3
 

My relationship with my co-workers is satisfying 77.
 1 2 3
 

I trust my immediate supervisor
 78. 2 3
 

My immediate supervisor is honest with me
 
79. 1 2 3
 

My immediate supervisor listens to me
 
80. 1 2 3
 

I am free to disagree with my immediate supervisor
 81. I 2 3
 

I can tell my immediate supervisor when things are going wrong
 
82. 1 2 3
 

My immediate supervisor praises me for a good job
 
83. 1 2 3
 

My immediate supervisor is friendly with his/her subordinates
 
84. 1 2 3
 

My immediate supervisor understands my job needs
 
85. 1 2 3
 

My relationship with my immediate supervisor is satisfying
 
86. I 2 3
 

I trust administrators
 
87. 1 2 3
 

Administrators are sincere in their efforts to conmiunicate with
 
employees gg ,, ^ 3
 

My relationship with management is satisfying 39. 1 2 3
 

My organization encourages differences of opinion ' 90. 1 2 3
 

I have a sayin decisions that affect myjob 91 ) ■> 3 

I influence operations in my unit or department 92_ 1 2 3­
1 have a part in accomplishing my organization's goals 93, 1 •> 3 
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Organizational Outcomes
 

Instructionsfor Questions 94 through 106
 

One of the most important "outcomes''of working in an organization is the satisfaction one receives or
 
fail§ to receive through working there. Such ''satisfaction" can felate to the job, ones co-workers,
 
supervisor, or the organization as a whole. Please mark your response on the answer sheet which best
 
indicates the extent to which you arc satisfied with:
 

o -

y 
u. 

c 
y 
r­ >^ 

Urn y u. 

k. y 

> c > 
— 

Outcome: 

Myjob 94. 1 2 3 4 5 

My pay . 95. 1 2 3 4 5
 

My progress in the college up to this point in time 96. 1 2 3 4 5
 

My chances for getting ahead in the college 97. 1 2 3 4 5
 

My opportunity to "make a difference"—to contribute to the overall
 
success of the college 98. 1 2 3 4 5
 

My organi2:ation's system for recognizing and rewarding outstanding
 
performance 99. 1 2 3 4 5
 

The college's concern for its members'welfare 100. 1 2 3 4 5
 

^•The college's overall communicative efforts 2
101. 1 3 4 t
 

Working in the college 102. I 2 3 ̂ 4 5
 

college as compared to other such colleges 103. 1 2 3 ^4 5
 

My college overall efficiency of operation 104. 1 2 3 4 5
 

The overall quality of my college's product or service 105. 1 2 3 4 5
 

My college's achievement of its goals and objectives 106. 1 2 3 4 5
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Channels of Communication
 

Instructionsfor Questions 107 through 122
 

The following questions list a variety ofchannels through which information is transmitted to employees.
 
Please mark your response on the answer sheet which best indicates:(1) the amount of information you
 
are receiving through that channel and (2)the amount of information you need to receive through that
 
channel.
 

This is the amount of This is the amount of 
information I receive information 1 need to 
now receive 

rz 

o 

^ 
e 

^ ^ 
o u­ ^ — E o «­

« >N 
k. 

o o ^ o .r o I- oo 
> -J c/D O > > —' oo O > 

Channel: 

Face-to-face contact between two people 107. 1 2 3 4 5 108. 1 2 3 4 5 

Face-to-face contact among more than two 
people 109. 1 2 3 4 5 110. 1 2 3 4 5 

Telephone 111. 1 2 3 4 5 112. 1 2 ■ 3 4 5 

Written(memos,letters) 113. 1 2 3 4 5 114. 1 2 3 4 5 

Bulletin Boards 115. 1 2 3 4 5 116. 1 2 3 4 5 

Internal Publications(newsletter, magazine) 117. 1 2 3 4 5 118. 1 2 3 4 5 

Internal Audio-Visual Media Videotape, 
Films,Slides) 119. 1 2 3 4 5 120. 1 2 3 4 5 

External Media(TV,Radio, Newspapers) 121. 1 2 3 4 5 122. 1 2 3 4 5 

^ ■ ■" 

,c 

kT­
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Background Information
 

This section is for statistical purposes only and will be used to study how different groups of people view
 
your organization. We do not want your name, but would appreciate the following information.
 

123. How do you receive most of your income from the college?
 

1. Salaried
 

2. Hourly
 
3.
 

4.
 

5. Other
 

124. What is your se.x?
 

1. Male
 

2. Female
 

125. Do you work:
 

1. Fulltime
 

2. Partiime
 

3. Temporary Fulltime
 
4. Temporary Parttime
 

126. How long have you worked at the college?
 

1. Less than 1 year
 
2. 1 to 5 years
 
3. 6 to 10 years
 
4. 11 to 15 years
 
5. More than 15 years
 

127. How long have you held your present position?
 

1. Less than 1 year
 
2. 1 to 5 years
 
3. 6 to 10 years
 
4. 11 to 15 years
 
5. More than 15 years
 

128. What is your position at the college?
 

1. I don't supervise anybody
 
2. First-line supervisor
 
3.
 

4. '
 
5. Other (Please specify: , \
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129. What was the last level you Gomplcted in school?
 

1. Less than high school graduate
 
2. High school graduate
 
3. Some college or technical school
 
4. Completed college or technical school
 
5. Graduate work
 

130. What is your age?
 

1. Under 20 years of age
 
2. 21 to 30 years of age
 
3. 31 to 40 years of age
 
4. 41 to 50 years of age
 
3. Over 50 years of age
 

13.1. How much training to improve yourcommunicative skills have you had?
 

1. No training at all
 
2. Little training (attended 1 seminar, workshop, training activity or course)
 
3. Some training (attended a few seminars, workshops, training activities, or courses)
 
4. Extensive training(attended a great number of seminars, workshops, training activities, or
 

courses)
 

132. How much money did you receive from the college last year?
 

1. Less than.$15i000
 
2. $15,000 to $17,999­
3. $18^000 to $24,999
 
4.' $25,000 to $29,999
 
5. Over $30,000
 

133. During the past ten years, in how many other organizations have you been employed?
 

1. No other organizations
 
2. One other organization
 
3. Two Other organizations
 
4. Three other organizations
 
5. More thah three others
 

134. Are you presently looking for a job in a different organization?
 

Yes
 

No
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ClAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFOEHIA
 ■HAY 

TABLE 1 

RECEIVING INFORHATION FROH OTHERS 

ITEHS COHPRISING THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: CURRENT QUALITY 

1. 
3. 
5. 
7. 
9. 

11. 
13. 
15. 
17. 
19. 
21. 
23. 
25. 

HON NELL I AN DOING IN NY JOB 
NY JOB DUTIES 
COLLEGE POLICIES 
PAY AND BENEFITS 
HON TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES AFFECT MY JOB 
MISTAKES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZATION 
HON I AM BEING JUDGED 
HON MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED 
HON COLLEGE DECISIONS ARE MADE THAT AFFECT MY JOB 
PROMOTION AND ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE COLLEGE 
IMPORTANT HEN PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS IN THE COLLEGE 
HON MY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATION OF THE ORGANIZATION 
SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED BY THE COLLEGE 

ITEM SAMPLE 
MEAN 

NORM 
MEAN 

NORM NORM 
CHECK SIGMA 

SAMPLE 
SIGMA 

VERY LITTLE, 
N PERCENT 

LITTLE 
N PERCENT 

SOME 
N PERCENT 

GREAT 
N PERCENT 

VERY GREAT 
N PERCENT 

MISSING 
N PERCENT 

1 
3 
5 
7 
9 

11 
13 
15 

19 
21 
23 
25 

2.88 3.12 
3.03 3.36 
2.51 2.99 
3.09 3.24 
2.69 2.78 
1.99 2.59 
2.38 2.91 
2.28 2.81 

_1.94....2.51 
2.25 2.61 
2.39 2.81 
2.52 3.22 
2.23 2.66 

SAME 
SAME 

SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 

SAME 
SAME 

1.19 
1.14 
1.19 
1.20 
1.20 
1.17 
1.28 
1.20 
1.23 
1.29 
1.17 
1.18 
1.20 

1.17 
1.11 
1.16 
1.01 
1.19 
1.04 
1.22 
1.08 
1.22 
1.15 
1.09 
1.25 
1.18 

17 18.28 
12 12.90 
23 24.73 

9 9.68 
19 20.43 
38 40.86 
27 29.03 
29 31.18 
48 51.61 
29 31.18 
24 25.81 
26. 27.96 
33 35.48 

11 
11 
23 

8 
20 
23 
28 
22 
22 
29 
26 
20 
22 

11.83 
11.83 
24.73 
8.60 

21.51 
24.73 
30.11 
23.66 
23.66 
31.18 
27.96 
21.51 
23.66 

38 
40 
28 
50 
32 
24 
20 
28 

9 
24 
29 
27 
25 

40.86 
43.01 
30.11 
53.76 
34.41 
25.81 
21.51 
30.11 
9.68 

25.81 
31.18 
29.03 
26.88 

20 
22 
15 
18 
15 

2 
12 
12 

9 
5 

11 
13 

7 

21.51 
23.66 
16.13 
19.35 
16.13 

2.15 
12.90 
12.90 

9.68 
5.38 

11.83 
13.98 

7.53 

7 
8 
4 
8 
7 
3 
6 
1 
5 

6 
3 

7 
5 

7.53 
8.60 
4.30. 
8.60 
7.53 
3.23 
6.45 
1.08 
5.38 
6.45 
3.23 
7.53 
5.38 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 
3.23 
.00 

1.08 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 

1.08 
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 2
 

RECEIVING INFORMATION FROM OTHERS
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED POSITIVELY WITH RESPECT TO CURRENT QUALITY
 

SAMPLE NORM SAMPLE NORM
 

KAH FEKCEKI FEKCEHI MEAN KEAH FEKSONS QDESTIOX FKOK IHE ICA COHMUNICATIOX AUDIT SUKVEY
 

titttitttliitilllitttttttiiitttHtmttttttlitliittimiUiiiittttittiititittiHtitittittiitiittXitilLtittittiittitiiittttititiliittitii
 

1 32.258 50.551 3.03 3.36 30 MY JOB DUTIES 

2 29.032 10.105 2.88 3.12 27 BOM MELD I AN D0IH6 IM MY JOB 

3 27.957 46.372 3.09 3.24 26 PAY AND BENEFITS 

4 23.656 28.314 2.69 2.78 22 BON TECBNOIOGICAD CBANGES AFFECT MY JOB 
5 21.505 43.987 2.52 3.22 20 BON MY JOB RELATES TO TEE TOTAL OPERATION OF TBE ORGANIZATION 

6 20.430 36.474 2.51 2.99 19 COLLEGE POLICIES 
7 19.355 35.333 2.38 2.91 18 EON I AN BEING JUDGED 

8 15.054 29.367 2.39 2.81 14 IMPORTANT NEN PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS IN TBE COLLEGE 
9 15.054 23.667 1.94 2.51 14 BON COLLEGE DECISIONS ARE HADE TBAT AFFECT MY JOB 
10 14.130 30.565 2.28 2.31 13 BON MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED 

11 13.043 24.810 2.23 2.66 12 SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED BY TBE COLLEGE 
12 11.828 27.391 2.25 2.61 11 PROMOTION AND ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN TEE COLLEGE 
13 5.556 21.897 1.99 2.59 5 MISTARES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZATION 

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
 

TBE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NBO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT TBE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF CURRENT QUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITB OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEV COUEGE OF CAtlFORNIA KAY 1988
 

TABLE 3
 

RECEIVIKG IHFORKATIOS FROK OTHERS
 

TOPICS RARE ORDERED HEGATIVELY HITH RESPECT TO CHRREHT QIIALITV
 

SAKPLE HORK SAMPLE HORH
 

RAHE PERCEHT PERCEHI MEAK MEAK PERSOHS QOESTIO| FROM THE ICA COMMOMICATIOM AUDIT SORVEY
 

1 75.269 51.736 1.94 2.51 70 HOH COLLEGE DECISIOMS ARE MADE THAT AFFECT MY JOB 
2 67.778 45.725 1.99 2.59 61 MISTAKES AMD FAILURES OF THE ORGAMIZATIOH 
3 62.366 47.896 2.25 2.61 58 PROMOTIOM AMD ADVAHCEMEHT OPPORTUHITIES IH THE COLLEGE 
4 59.783 44.412 2.23 2.66 55 SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED BY THE COLLEGE 
5 59.140 37.825 2.38 2.91 55 HOH I AM;BEIMG JUDGED 
6 55.435 41.063 2.28 2.81 51 HOH MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEIMG HAMDLED 
7 53.763 38.347 2.39 2.81 50 IMPORTAMT MEM PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVEL0PMBMT8 IM THE COLLEGE 
8 49.462 25.426 2.52 3.22 46 HOH MY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATIOM OF THE ORGANIZATIOM 
9 49.462 33.568 2.51 2.99 46 COLLEGE POLICIES 
10 41.935 38.458 2.69 2.78 39 HOH TECHMOLOGICAL CHARGES AFFECT MY JOB 
11 30.108 28.195 2.88 3.12 28 HOH HELL I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
12 24.731 22.507 3.03 3.36 23 MY JOB DUTIES 
13 18.280 26.758 3.09 3.24 17 PAY AMD BENEFITS 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS HHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF CURRENT aUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED HITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION HITH OTHERS,
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CiAM988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORHIA
 KAV 1988
 

TABLE 4
 

RECEIVIXG IKFORXATIOH FROK OTHERS
 

TOPICS RARE ORDERED POSITIVELY HITH RESPECT TO NEED FOR INFORMATION
 

SAMPLE NORM SAMPLE NORM
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QOESTION FROM THE ICA COMMDNICATION AODIT SDRVEY
 

1 78.261 67.436 4 10 3.86 72 HO* COLLEGE DECISIONS ARE MADE THAT AFFECT MY JOB 
2 72.043 51.181 3 95 3.51 67 PAY AND BENEFITS 
3 68.817 55.709 3 88 3.57 64 COLLEGE POLICIES'. 
4 64.130 62.441 3 83 3.72 59 HO* MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED 
5 63.441 56.380 3 80 3.57 59 IMPORTANT NE* PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS IN THE COLLEGE 
6 61.957 55.913 3 82 3.58 57 SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED BY THE COLLEGE 
7 61.538 58.969 3 74 3.67 56 HO* I AM BEING JUDGED 

8 58.065 46.036 3 72 3.41 54 HO* TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES AFFECT MY JOB 
9 56.522 46.109 3 67 3.45 52 HO* MY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATION OF THE ORGANIZATION 
10 52.688 53.603 3 56 3.49 49 HO* *ELL I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
11 46.739 62.214 3 52 3.76 43 PROMOTION AND ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE COLLEGE 
12 45.556 54.981 3 37 3.54 41 MISTAKES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZATION 
13 44.086 45.912 3 42 3.38 41 MY JOB DUTIES 

THE PERCENT FIGDRE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT POSITIVELY ABODT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION
 
HE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED HITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION HITH OTHERS.
 

60
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAiS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA KAY 1988
 

, TABLE 5
 

RECEIVING INFORNATION FROM OTHERS
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED NEGATIVELY NITH RESPECT TO NEED FOR INFORMATION
 

SAMPLE NORM SAMPLE NORM
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QDESTIOH FROM THE ICA COMMDNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 14.444 14.773 3.37 3,54 13 MISTAKES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZAIION 
2 11.957 11.404 3.67 3.45 11 HON MY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATION OF THE ORGANIZATION 
3 11.828 14.491 3.42 3.38 11 MY JOB DUTIES ' 
4 8.696 9.654 3.52 3;76 8 PROMOTION AND ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE COLLEGE 
5 8.602 13.352 3.72 3.41 8 HON TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES AFFECT MY JOB 
6 7.527 12.201 3.88 3.57 7 COLLEGE POLICIES 
7 6.593 9.888 3.74 3.67 6 HON I AM BEING JUDGED 
8 4.301 12.398 3.80 3.57 4 IMPORTANT NEN PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS IN THE COLLEGE 
9 4.301 13.159 3.56 3.49 4 HON NELL I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
10 3.261 12.755 3.82 3.58 3 SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED BY THE COLLEGE 
11 3.261 8.108 4.10 3.86 3 HON COLLEGE DECISIONS ARE MADE THAT AFFECT MY JOB 
12 3.261 8.496 3.83 3.72 3 HON MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED 
13 2.151 12.098 3.95 3.51 2 PAY AND BENEFITS 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR ViUEY COIilEGE OF CALIFORHU KAY 1988
 

TABLE 6
 

RECEITISC IHFORKATIOK FROM OTHERS
 

TOPICS RAHR ORDERED POSITIVELY EITH RESPECT TO OHCERTAINTY
 

DKCTH HORK HEED STATUS
 

RAHR IHDSR IHDEX IHDER IHDER PERSOHS QUESTIOH FROH THE ICA COMNUHICATIOH AUDIT SURVEY
 

ttttHtiiHttttttttttiHttiittHtttHliHttilimitHiitiiiittliUitttiltitttUHititlliiittiittttttittHiitttitiitttHttttmttttitt
 

1 2.162 1.343 4.10 1.94 93 m COLLEGE DECISIONS ARE MADE THAT AFFECT MY JOB 

2 1.587 .922 3.82 2.23 92 SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED BY THE COLLEGE 

3 1.543 .913 3.83 2.28 92 HON MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED 

4 1.409 .755 3.80 2.39 93 IMPORTANT NE* PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS IN THE COLLEGE 
5 1.378 .947 3.37 1.99 90 MISTAKES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZATION 
6 1.376 .578 3.88 2.51 93 COLLEGE POLICIES 

7 1.360 .762 3.74 2.38 93 HON I AM BEING JUDGED 

8 1.274 1.156 3.52 2.25 93 PROMOTION AND ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE COLLEGE 
9 . 1.158 .228 3.67 2.52 93 HON MY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATION OF THE ORGANIZATION 
10 1.032 .626 3.72 2.69 93 HON TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES AFFECT MY JOB 
11 .860 .271 3.95 3.09 93 PAY AND BENEFITS 

12 .677 .379 3.56 2.88 93 HON NELL I AM DOING IN MY JOB 

13 .387 .015 3.42 3.03 93 MY JOB DUTIES 

itiititititHittHtmtttiiittttttttttHttitttttttttiittHttlllUlLtttttttiittitiUtitttttttittttttttttttitttttttttttttttttttittttili
 

'UHCTH IHDEX" = UKCERTAIHTY IHDEX. THE LOHER THIS VALUE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF IHFORHATIOH OVERLOAD.
 
THE HIGHER THIS VALUE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF IHFORHATIOH IHADEQUACY.
 
VALUES OH THE UHCERIAIHTY IHDEX ARE CLOSE TO EERO (+ OR - .04L_IHDICATE PEOPLE ARE GETTIHG OR SEHDIHG ABOUT
 
IMFORKATIOH AS IHifHEBDTTSrTHElfjbB OH THAT TOPIC. — "
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CHS-1988: VICTOR VALOBY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 7
 

PLOT OF CURRENT, NEED, AND NORMATIVE RATINGS
 

RECEIVING INFORMATION FROM OTHERS
 

I
 

II 3.12 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
II 2.88 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
21 3.56 NNNNNKKHNNNNNNNNNKNNNNNNKNNNNNNNNNN
 
21 3.19 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
I BO* HELL I AM DOING IN MY JOB
 
I
 

31 3.36 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
3 I 3.03 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
41 3.42 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
4 1 3.38 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
I MY JOB DUTIES
 

I
 

5 I 2.99 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
5 1 2.51 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
61 3.88 NNNKKHHHNNNKNNHNNNNNKNNHHNNNNNNNNNNNKN
 
61 3.57 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
I COLLEGE POLICIES
 

I
 

71 3.24 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
71 3.09 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
8 I 3.95 NNHNNHMNNNMNNNNNKNNNNNNNKNNNKHNNNNNNNNN
 
81 3.51 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I PAY AND BENEFITS
 

I
 

9 1 2.78 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
91 2.69 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
10 I 3.72 NNNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
10 I 3.41 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I HO* TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES AFFECT MY JOB
 
I
 

11 I 2.59 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
11 I 1.99 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
12 I 3.37 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
12 I 3.54 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL^
 

I MISTAKES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZATION
 
I ■ . 

13 I 2.91 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL 
13 I 2.38 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC 
14 I 3.74 NNNNNNNNNNKNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNNKNNN 
14 I 3.67 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL 

I HO* I AM BEING JUDGED
 
I
 

15 I 2.81 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
15 I 2.28 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
16 I 3.83 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
16 I 3.72 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I HO* MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED
 
I
 

17 I 2.51 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
17 I 1.94 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
18 I 4.10 NNNNHNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
18 I 3.86 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL'lLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I BOW r.OLLKCE nROTSTOIlS m MADE THAT AFFEOT MY JOB
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I
 

19 I 2.61 LlLULLULLLLLLlIiLLLLLLLll
 
19 r 2.25 CCCCCCCCCCCCCGCCCCCCCC
 

20 I 3.52 HnNHNNHnilHNI^NilNNMnKIIHIinilNnNH
 
20 I 3.76 LIiLLLLLLUllLlLLIiIiULLLLLLIillLLLLLliLI.
 

I PROKOTIOK AHD JDVAHCEKEHT 0PP08TUKITIES IE THE COLIEGE
 
I
 

21 I 2.81 ILmUULUIiEUIilLLLlIiLlLlL
 
21 I 2.39 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
22 I 3.80 NKHNnHHNHNNNNNNHNNKHnKNfiXNNHHNKHHHN
 
22 I 3.57 UlLLULLLlLlrLLIilUULLIiI>LLLIiLm.LL
 

I IHPORTANT KE» PRODHCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAK DEVELOPHEHTS IN THE COLLEGE
 
I
 

23 I 3.22 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
23 I 2.52 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

24 I 3.67 KNNNNNNNNNXNNXXNXXNNNNNNNNRNNNNNNNNX
 
24 I 3.45 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I HOH NY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATION OF THE ORGANIZATION
 
I
 

25 I 2.66 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
25 I 2.23 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
26 I 3.82 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
26 I 3.58 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I , SPECIFIC PROBLEKS FACED BY THE COLLEGE
 
I
 
I 1 j—
 

NOTE: 	THE C'S REPRESENT "CDRRENT" RATINGS.
 

THE L'S REPRESENT NORHATIVE RATINGS.
 

THE N'S REPRESENT "NEED" RATINGS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY. COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA . 	 kAY 1988
 

TABLE 8
 

PLOT OF SAMPLE VERSUS NORMATIVE UNCERTAINTY VALUES
 

RECEIVING INFORMATION FROM OTHERS
 

I
 

. 11 .68 SSSSSS
 

1 I .38 NNN
 

I m NELL I AM DOING IN MY JOB
 
I
 

3 I .39 SSS
 

31 	.01 N
 

I MY JOB DUTIES
 
I
 

5 I 1.38 SSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

5 I .58 NNNNN
 

I COLLEGE POLICIES
 
I
 

7 I .86 SSSSSSSS
 

7 I .27 NN
 

I PAY AND BENEFITS
 

I
 

91 1.03 SSSSSSSSSS
 

9 	I .63 NNNNNN
 

I HON TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES AFFECT MY JOB
 
I
 

II I 1.38 SSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

III 	.95 NNNNNNNNN
 

I MISTAKES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZATION
 
I
 

13 I 1.36 SSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
13 I .76 NNNNNNN
 

I HON I AM BEING JUDGED
 
I
 

15 I 1,54 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSS .
 
151 	.91 NNNNNNNNN
 

I HON MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED
 
I
 

17 I 2.16
 

17 I 1.34 NNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

I HON COLLEGE DECISIONS ARE MADE THAT AFFECT MY JOB
 
I
 

191 1.27 SSSSSSSSSSSS
 

19 I 1.16 NNNNNNNNNNN
 

I PROMOTION AND ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE COLLEGE
 
I ■
 

21 I 1.41 SSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

21 I .76 NNNNNNN
 

I IMPORTANT NEV PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS IN THE COLLEGE
 
. 1
 

23 I 1.16 SSSSSSSSSSS
 

23 I .23 NN
 

I HOW MY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATION OF THE ORGANIZATION
 
I .
 

25 I 1.59 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

25 I .92 NNNNNNNNN
 

I . SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED .BY THE COLLEGE
 
I
 

T —T-—T—-T-—T—-T—-T-—T—-T-—T-—T
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NOTE: THE S'S REPRESENT SAHPLE "UNCERTAINTY" VALUES.
 

THE N'S REPRESENT NORHATIVE "UNCERTAINTY" VALUES.
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CAAS-1988: VICT08 VAILEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 HAY 1988
 

TABLE 9 

RECEIVING INFORNATION FRON OTHERS 

ITEMS COMPRISING THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: NEED FOR INFORMATION 

2. RON HELL I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
4. MY JOB DUTIES 

6. COLLEGE POLICIES 

8. PAY AND BENEFITS 

10. BOH TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES AFFECT MY JOB 

12, MISTAKES AND FAILURES OF THE ORGANIZATION 

14. HOH I AM BEING JUDGED 

16. HOH MY JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS ARE BEING HANDLED 
18. HOH COLLEGE DECISIONS ARE MADE THAT AFFECT MY JOB 
20. PROMOTION AND ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE COLLEGE 
22. IMPORTANT NEH PRODUCT, SERVICE OR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS IN THE COLLEGE 
24. HOH MY JOB RELATES TO THE TOTAL OPERATION OF THE ORGANIZATION 
26. SPECIFIC PROBLEMS FACED BY THE COLLEGE 

ITEM SAMPLE NORM NORM NORM SAMPLE VERY LITTLE LITTLE SOME GREAT VERY GREAT KISSING DATA 

MEAN MEAN CHECK SIGMA SIGMA N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT 

2 3.56 3.49 SAME .87 .83 3 3.23 1 1.08 40 43.01 39 41.94 10 10.75 0 .00 
4 3.42 3.38 SAME .88 .94 3 3.23 8 8.60 41 44.09 29 31.18 12 12.90 0 .00 
6 3.88 3.57 SAME .91 .97 2 2.15 5 5.38 22 23.66 37 39-.78 27 29.03 0 .00 
8 3.95 3.51 SAME .92 .81 1 1.08 1 1.08 24 25.81 43 46.24 24 25.81 0 .00 
10 3.72 3.41 SAME .88 1.05 4 4.30 4 4.30 31 33.33 29 31.18 25 26.88 .00 
12 3.37 3.54 SAME .98 1.05 7 7.53 6 6.45 36 38.71 29 31.18 12 12.90 3 3.23 
14 3.74 3.67 SAME .92 .92 2 2.15 4 4.30 29 31.18 37 39.78 19 20.43 2 2.15 
16 3.83 3.72 SAME .89 .88 2 2.15 1 1.08 30 32.26 37 39.78 22 23.66 1 1.08 
18 4.10 3.86 SAME .93 .89 2 2.15 1 1.08 17 18.28 38 40.86 34 36.56 1 1.08 
20 3.52 3.76 SAME .98 1.02 5 5.38 3 3.23 41 44.09 25 26.88 18 19.35 1 1.08 

22 3.80 3.57 SAME .91 .82 0 .00 4 4.30 30 32.26 40 43.01 19 20.43 0 .00 
24 3.67 3.45 SAME .86 1.12 5 5.38 6 6.45 29 31.18 26 27.96 26 27.96 1 1.08 
26 3.82 3.58 SAME .94 .82 0 .00 3 3.23 32 34.41 36 38.71 21 22.58 1 1.08 
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

TABLE 10
 

SENDING INFORMATION TO OTHERS
 

ITEMS COMPRISING THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: CURRENT QUALITY
 

REPORTING NHAT I AM DOING IN MY JOB
 

REPORTING NHAT I THINK MY JOB REQUIRES ME TO DO
 
REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS
 

COMPLAINING ABOUT MY JOB AND/OR NORKING CONDITIONS
 
REQUESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO MY JOB
 
EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR
 

ASKING FOR CLEARER NORK INSTRUCTIONS
 

ITEM SAMPLE NORM
 NORM NORM SAMPLE VERY LITTLE LITTLE SOME GREAT VERY GREAT MISSING DATA
 
MEAN MEAN CHECK SIGMA SIGMA N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT
 

27 2.75 3.07 SAME 1.21 1.08 14 15.05 23 24.73 31 33.33 22 23.66 3 3.23 0 .00
 
29 2.75 2.87 SAME 1.15 1.15 17 18.28 16 17.20 38 40.86 13 13.98 7 7.53 2 2.15
 
31 2.85 3.19
 SAME 1.10 1.05 12 12.90 17 18.28 40 43.01 17 18.28 5 5.38 2 2.15
 
33 2.12 2.66 SAME 1.29 1.10 33 35.48 27 29.03 22 23.66 5 5.38 4 4.30 2 2.15
 
35 2.91 3.12 SAME 1.20 1.14 14 15.05 13 13.98 40 43.01 17 18.28 8 8.60 1 1.08
 
3,7 1.59 2.43 SAME 1.37 .92 58 62.37 18 19.35 9 9.68 6 6.45 0 .00 2 . 2.15
 
39 2.20 2.88 SANE 1.28 1.05 29 31.18 24 25.81 30 32.26 4 4.30 3 3.23 3 3.23
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CAAS-198J: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA NAY 1988
 

TABLE 11,
 

SENDING IKFORHATIOK TO OTHERS
 

TOPICS RANE ORDERED POSITIVELY NITH RESPECT TO CDRRENT QtlALITY
 

8ANPLE NORN SAMPLE NORN
 

RANE PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS JDESTION FROM THE ICA CONNDNICATION AHDIT SORVEY
 

1 27.174 39.643 2.91 3.12 25 REQDESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO NY JOB 
2 26.882 39.158 2.75 3.07 25 REPORTING NEAT I AN DOING IN NY JOB 
3 24.176 42.908 2.85 3.19 22 REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS 
4 21.978 31.261 2.75 2.87 20 REPORTING NEAT I THINE NY JOB REQDIRES NE TO DO 
5 9.890 27.627 2.12 2.66 9 COMPLAINING ABOUT NY JOB AND/OR HOREING CONDITIONS 
6 7.778 33.258 2.20 2.88 7 ASEING FOR CLEARER HORE INSTRUCTIONS 
7 6.593 24.869 1.59 2.43 . 6 EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF NY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 

itttiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiititiiutiiiiiiiittiitiiitiiittiitiitniiiiktmitiiitiiiiiniiiiiiiitiiiiiiniiiiiiiitiiiiinni
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS HHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERNS OF CURRENT fiUALITY
 
THE NORN MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAAM988: HCMR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIPORKIA HAY 1988
 

TABLE n
 

SEH0ING IHFORHAIIOH TO OTHERS .
 

TOPICS RAHR ORDEREB NEGATIVELY HITH RESPECT TO CURRENT QUALITY
 

SAHPLE HORN SAKPLE HORN
 

RAHR PERCENT PERCENT MEAN KEAN PERSONS QUESTION FROM THE ICA COKNUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 83.516 51.616 1.59 2.43 76 EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
2 65.934 46.585 2.12 2.66 60 COMPLAINING ABOUT MY JOB AND/OR HORRING CONDITIONS 
3 58.889 37.656 2.20 2.88 53 ASHING FOR CLEARER HORH INSTRUCTIONS 
4 39.785 29.679 2.75 3.07 37 REPORTING NHAT I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
5 36.264 32.860 2.75 2.87 33 REPORTING NHAT I THINH MY JOB REQUIRES ME TO DO 
6 31.868 22.518 2.85 3.19 29 REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS 
7 29.348 28.414 2.91 3.12 27 REQUESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO MY JOB 

ttitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS HHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF CURRENT QUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED HITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION HITH OTHERS.
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ClAS-1988: VICTOI! VJHEir COLIiKCE or CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 13
 

SENDING INFORNATION TO OTHERS
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED POSITIVELY NITH RESPECT TO NEED FOR INFORNATION
 

itttttitttHtHittiiiiHUttttttiiiiitttiitHtiHttUitiiiHttttttttttttttttttittHHiititHtttHliliHtitliHitiiiittitilintitiiiitii
 

SAKPLE NORM SAMPLE NORM ^ ,
 

RANE PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QUESTION FROM TIE ICA COMMONICATION AUDIT SDRVEY
 

tiiHttttHttittiitUiHttiiiHiittiiiititiiitHlttltttttttiiitttlttttHitttHHtltUtHHtttittttittttitiittiiititttiittililiiiHiti
 

1 43.857 50.844 3.35 3.48 39 EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
3 43.857 48.314 3.38 3.34 39 REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS 
3 39.130 43.446 3.31 3.18 36 REPORTING NHAT I THINK MY JOB REQUIRES ME TO DO 
4 35.484 45.179 3.34 3.38 33 REPORTING NEAT I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
5 34.783 40.097 3.33 3.33 33 REQUESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO MY JOB 
6 30.769 45.505 3.83 3.41 38 COMPLAINING ABOUT MY JOB AND/OR NORKING CONDITIONS 
7 30.000 38.559 3.58 3.31 18 ASKING FOR CLEARER NORK INSTRUCTIONS 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS HHO FEliPOSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAiS-1988: VICTOR VAttEV COllEGE OF CAIIFORNIA
 HAY 1988
 

TABLE 14
 

SEHDIHG INFORHATIOH TO OTHERS
 

TOPICS RASE ORDERED HEGATIVELY HITH RESPECT TO HEED FOR IHFORMATION
 

SAKPLE HORH SAHPLE NORH
 

RARE PERCEKT PERCEHT HEAR HEAR PERSORS QDESTIOR FROR THE ICA COHR0R1CAT1OR ADDIT SURVEY
 

1 46.667 14.597 2.58 3 31 42 ASEIRG FOR CLEARER RORE IHSTRUCIIORS
 
2 39.560 13.719 2.82 3 41 36 COMPLAIRIRG ABOUT HY JOB ARD/OR ROREIRG CORDITIORS
 
3 26.374 16,563 3.25 3 48 24 EVALUATIRG THE PERFORHARCE OF RY IRREDIATE SUPERVISOR
 
4 21.739 25.540 3.21 3 18 20 REPORTIRG RHAT 1 THIRE HY JOB REQUIRES RE TO DO
 
5 18.478 13.550 3.22 3 33 17 REQUBSTIRG IRFORRATIOR RECESSARY TO DO RY JOB
 
6 13.978 13.857 3.24 3 38 13 REPORTIRG RHAT 1 AR DOIRG IR RY JOB
 
7 13.187 18.036 3.38 3 34 12 REPORTIRG JOB-RELATED PROBLERS
 

THE PERCERT FIGURE REPRESERTS THOSE PERSORS RHO FELT REGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IR TERRS OF REED FOR IRFORRATIOR
 
THE RORR REAR CAR BE CORTRASTED RITH THE SARPLE REAR TO CORPARE YOUR ORGARIEATIOR RITH OTHERS.
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CAJS-1988; VICTOR ViUEY COLLEGE OF CALIPORHIA HAY 1988
 

TABLE 15
 

SERDIHG INFORHATIOH TO OTHERS
 

TOPICS RAHR ORDERED POSITIVELY HITH RESPECT TO DHCERIAIHTY
 

ttmtHiiHtttittlunutUttttitiiitttttttttUimttHttttttitttttttimiitittittitttUHUtiiiitiiitnttititHtitlittmtttttttti
 

UHCTE HORH HEED STATBS
 

RANE IHDEX IHDEX IHDEX IHDBX PBRSOHS fillBSIIOH FROK THE ICA COKKDHICATIOH ADDiT SDRVEY
 

titHtttttttHtUtitttttttiUtiiUtiUUnHititiitttUHttttHtlilLltUtiUUUiUUtttiniiiiiliiltUtnttttttttntlintittUtitttttit
 

1 1.659 1.056 3.25 1.59 91 EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF NY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
2 .703 .748 2.82 2.12 91 COMPLAINING ABOUT MY JOB AND/OR VORKING CONDITIONS 
3 .538 .141 3.38 2.85 91 REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS 
4 .484 .311 3.24 2.75 93 REPORTING NHAT I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
5 .459 .311 3.21 2.75 91 REPORTING NEAT I THINK MY JOB REQUIRES ME TO DO 
6 .378 .430 2.58 2.20 90 ASKING FOR CLEARER NORK INSTRUCTIONS 
7 .304 .206 3.22 2.91 92 REQUESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO.MY JOB 

"OHCTH IHDEX" = OKCERTAIHTY IHDEX. THE LOHER THIS VALHE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF IHFORHATIOH OVERLOAD.
 
THE HIGHER THIS VAIDE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF IHFORHATIOH IHADEQDACY.
 
VALDES OH THE OHCERTAIHTY IHDEX ARE CLOSE TO ZERO (+ OR - .04) IHDICATE PEOPLE ARE GETTIHG OR SEHDIHG ABOUT
 
IHFORHATIOH AS THEY HEED TO DO THEIR JOB OH THAT TOPIC.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEV COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA 	 KAY 1988
 

TABLE 16
 

. PLOT OF CORREKT, NEED, AND NORKATITE RATINGS
 

SENDING INFORKATION TO OTHERS
 

I ;
 
37 I 3.07 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
27 I 2.75 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

281 3.24 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNKN
 

28 I 3.38 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I REPORTING NHAT I AM DOING IN MY JOB
 

I
 

29 I 2.87 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
29 I 2.75 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

30 1 3.21 NNNNNNNNNNHNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNNNNNNN
 

30 I 3.18 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I REPORTING NHAT I THINK MY JOB RBQDIRES MB TO DO
 
I
 

31 I 3.19 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
31 I 2.85 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
32 I 3.38 NNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
32 I 3.34 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS
 
I
 

33 I 2.66 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

33 I 2.12 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

34 I 2.83 NNNNNMNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNMNNNNNN
 
34 I 3.41 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I COMPLAINING ABODT MY JOB AND/OR NORKING CONDITIONS
 
I ■ 

35 I 3.12 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL 
35 I 2.91 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC 
36 I 3.22 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 
36 I 3.33 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL 

I REQDESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO MY JOB
 
I
 

37 I 2.43 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

37-1 1.59 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

38 I 3.25 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
38 I 3.48 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF MY IMMEDIATE SDPERVISOR
 
I ,
 

39 I 2.88 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

39 I 2.20 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
40 I 2.58 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

40 I 3.31 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I ASKING for' CLEARER NORK INSTRUCTIONS
 
I .
 

I -I—-I—-I—-1-—I—-i-.-i-—I—-I.—I
 

NOTE: 	THE C'S REPRESENT "CURRENT" RATINGS.
 

THE L'S REPRESENT NORMATIVE RATINGS.
 

THE K'S REPRESENT "NEED" RATINGS.
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CAJS-1988: VICTOR ViOIiEY COtOEGE OF CALIFORNIi 	 KjY 1988
 

NOTE: 


TABLE n
 

PLOT OF SAMPLE VERSUS 80RMATIVE U8CERTAIHTY VALUES
 

SEMDINC IMFORMATIOM TO OTHERS
 

I
 

21 I .48 SSSS
 
27 I .31 NNM
 

I REPORTING MAT I AM DOING IN MY JOB
 
I
 

29 I .46 SSSS
 
29 I .31 NNN .
 

I REPORTING NHAT I THINK MY JOB REQUIRES ME TO DO
 
I .
 

31 I .54 SSSSS
 

311 	.14 N
 

I REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS
 
I
 

33 I .70 SSSSSSS
 

331 	.75 NNNNNNN
 

I COMPLAINING ABOUT MY JOB AND/OR NORKING CONDITIONS
 
I
 

35 1 .30 SSS
 

35 I .21 NN
 

I REQUESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO MY JOB
 
I
 

37 I 1.66 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
37 I 1.06 NNNNNNNNNN
 

I EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR
 
I
 

39 I .38 SSS
 

39 I .43 NNNN
 

I ASKING FOR CLEARER NORK INSTRUCTIONS
 
I
 
I-. 1 i„..i j j
 

THE S'S REPRESENT SAMPLE "UNCERTAINTY" VALUES.
 
THE N'S REPRESENT NORMATIVE "UNCERTAINTY" VALUES.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

^ TABLE 18 

SENDING INFORMATION TO OTHERS 

ITEMS COMPRISING THrABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: NEED FOR INFORMATION 

28. 
30. 
32. 

34. 
36. 
38. 
40. 

REPORTING NHAT I AM DOING IN MY JOB 
REPORTING WHAT I THINK MY JOB REQUIRES ME TO DO 
REPORTING JOB-RELATED PROBLEMS 

COMPLAINING ABOUT MY JOB AND/OR WORKING CONDITIONS 
REQUESTING INFORMATION NECESSARY TO DO MY JOB 
EVALUATING THE PERFORMANCE OF MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
ASKING FOR CLEARER WORK INSTRUCTIONS 

ITEM SAMPLE 

MEAN 

NORM 

MEAN 

NORM NORM 

CHECK SIGMA 

SAMPLE 

SIGMA 

VERY LITTLE 

N PERCENT 

LITTLE 

N PERCENT 

SOME 

N PERCENT 

GREAT 

N PERCENT 

VERY GREAT 

N PERCENT 
MISSING DATA 

N PERCENT 

3.24 . 

3.21 

3.38 

2.82 

3.22 

3.25 

2.58 

.38 

.18 

.34 

.41 

.33 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

BELOW 

.87 

1.17 

1.11 

.94 

.89 

1.05 

.90 

.95­

1.12 

.90 

1.30 

1.12 

1.33 

1.17 

6 

9 

2 

19 

9 

13 

20 

6.45 

9.68 

2.15 

20.43 

9.68 

13.98 

21.51 

7.53 

11.83 

10.75 

18.28 

8.60 

11.83 

23.66 

50.54 

38.71 

43.01 

29.03 

46.24 

30.11 

32.26 

26.88 

25.81 

31.18 

18.28 

19.35 

19.35 

12.90 

8.60 

12.90 

10.75 

11.83 

15.05 

22.58 

6.45 

.00 

1.08 

2.15 

2.15 

1.08 

2.15 

3.23 
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CAAS"19Mi VICTOR VALIiBY COIiLEGE OE CALIFORNIA 
 1988
 

TABLE 19 

FOLLOE-UP ACTION 

ITEMS COMPRISING THE ABOVE QOESTIONNAIRE SECTION: CURRENT QUALITY 

41. 

43. 

45. 

47. 

49. 

SUBORDINATES 

CO-IORKERS 

IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 

MANAGEMENT 

ADMINISTRATORS 

. 

ITEM SAMPLE NORM 
MEAN MEAN 

NORM NORM 
CHECK SIGMA 

SAMPLE 
SIGMA 

VERY LITTLE 
N PERCENT 

LITTLE 
N PERCENT 

SOME 
N PERCENT 

GREAT 
N PERCENT 

VERY GREAT 
N PERCENT 

MISSING DATA 
N PERCENT 

41 

43 

45 

47 

49 

2.71 

2.75 

2.83 

2.40 

2.22 

3.23 

3.31 

3.60 

2.57 

2.63 

SAME 

SAME 

BELOM 

SAME 

SAME 

1.19 

1.07 

.98 

1.13 

1.29 

1.36 

1.12 

1.23 

1.24 

1.24 

19 

13 

18 

26 

33 

20.43 

13.98 

19.35 

27.96 

35.48 

15 

22 

16 

22 

22 

16.13 

23.66 

17.20 

23.66 

23.66 

24 

33 

30 

25 

21 

25.81 

35.48 

32.26 

26.88 

22.58 

7 

12 

20 

6 

5 

7.53 

12.90 

21.51 

6.45 

5.38 

12 

7 

8 

8 

7 

12J0 16 

7.53 6 

8.60 1 

8.60 6 

7.53 5 

17.20 

6.45 

1.08 

6.45 

5.38 
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CAAM988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORSIA HAY 1988
 

TABLE 20
 

rOLLO»-lIP ACTION
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED POSITIVELY KITH RESPECT TO CORREBT QUALITY
 

mititttHttHtitittttittittttiiiitiiHitiiitiiilttitittltiiiittttitttttttiitttittttiiitttiittttiiliilittiiiiiiHiiiiiliHitHtitiHiiii
 

SAHPLE BORN SANPLE BORN
 

RABR PERCEBT PERCEBT KEAB BEAN PERSONS QOESTION FROB THE ICA COBBDNICATIOB AUDIT SURVEY
 

tttttttitiitttttmtiiititiitiiitiitiitttttiitiittttititttttittttttttHtHtttitHmtttHtitiiHtitiltliiilLtlititilHtiiitittttittttt
 

1 30.43B 59.353 2.83 3.60 28 IBBEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
2 24.675 46.932 2.71 3.23 19 SUBORDINATES 

3 21.839 45.760 2.75 3.31 19 CO-NORRERS 
4 16.092 19.079 2.40 2.57 14 BABACEBEBT 
5 13.636 28.115 2.22 2.63 12 ADBINISTRATORS 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IB TERBS OF CURRENT QUALITY
 
THE NORB BEAN CAB BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAHPLE BEAN TO COBPARE YOUR ORGABIZATIOB HITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF miFORNU MAY 1988
 

TABLE 21
 

FOLLOM-DP ACTIOK
 

TOPICS RAH ORDERED HEGATIVELY RITE RESPECT TO CURRENT QUALITY
 

SAHPLE NORN SANPLE NORN
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QUESTION FROM THE ICA COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 62.500 45.683 2.22 2.63 55 ADMINISTRATORS 
2 55.172 44.737 2.40 2.57 48 MANAGEMENT 
3 44.156 23.034 2.71 3.23 34 SUBORDINATES 
4 40.230 18.916 2.75 3.31 35 CO-NORRERS 
5 36.957 10.682 2.83 3.60 34 IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 

tittiitttitttttiiHittttiitttttiiiiHtitttiittiiiHitttHtHHtnnttttititiiHtttiiittttiliittttiliiiliiiiiittHiHtttitttttttttUti
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF CURRENT QUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
 

79
 



 
 
 
 
 

CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA KAV 1988
 

TABLE 22
 

FOLLON-OP ACTION
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED POSITIVELY NITH RESPECT TO NEED FOR INFORHATION
 

SANPLE NORN SANPLE NORN
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT NBAN NEAN PERSONS QOESTION FRON THE ICA CONNDNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 51.087 37.524 3.51 2.91 47 INNEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
2 50.000 35.729 3.47 3.01 44 ADNINISTRATORS 
3 48.276 40.044 3.43 3.09 42 NANAGBNENT 
4 38.961 34.526 3.08 2.83 30 SUBORDINATES 
5 35.227 33.017 3.05 2.89 31 CO-NORRBRS 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERNS OF NEED FOR INFORNATION
 
THE NORN NEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE.SANPLE NEAN TO CONPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VAILEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORHIA MAV 1988
 

TABLE 23
 

FOLLOM-OP ACTIOH
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED HEGATIVELY KITH RESPECT TO NEED FOR IHFORKATIOH
 

'mtttttiittttiititHttiiititittttiiiitittttttmHiiiiiittttttHittiiitttttitiiitiiiititHtttttHittiittHHiiHtitikttttitiitiii
 

SAHPLE HORK SAKPLE NORK
 

RAKE PERCEST PERCEHT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QUESTION FROM THE ICA COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 31.169 37.053 3.08 2.83 24 SUBORDINATES 

2 26.136 35.294 3.05 2.89 23 CO-NORRERS 

3 21.839 28.319 3.43 3.09 19 MANAGEMENT 

4 19.318 32.136 3.47 3.01 17 ADMINISTRATORS 
5 15.217 36.557 3.51 2.91 14 IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 

kkiiititiiHtittttttttittttititttittHtHHtiittiiHHXiittttttHttmitmtittiitttHtiittttttHtiiiitiiittiiiiXtliliiittititittttt
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS RHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1388: VICTOR VALLEY C0LIE5E OF CAIilFORHIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 34
 

FOLLOK-DP ACTIOH
 

TOPICS RAHK ORDERED POSITIVELY *ITH RESPECT TO DHCERTAIBTY
 

DHCTK MRU HEED STATDS
 

RANK INDEX INDEX INDEX INDEX PERSONS QDESTION FRON THE ICA COMNDNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 1.250 .374 3.47 2.22 88 ADNINISTRATORS 
2 1.023 .525 3.43 2.40 87 NANAGEHENT 
3 .685 -.687 3.51 2.83 92 INNEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
4 .364 -.398 3.08 2.71 77 SUBORDINATES 
5 .298 -.418 3.05 2.75 87 CO-HORKERS 

tl'ititittitttittHtttiittttiHttiitiiiittttttttlltHttttttitittittHtiiitmititlitilitititiiittttttttHttttlittitiittiHHtttitittit
 

"UNCTN INDEX" = UNCERTAINTY INDEX. THE LONER THIS VALUE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF INFORHATION OVERLOAD.
 
THE HIGHER THIS VALUE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF INFORMATION INADEgUACY.
 
VALUES ON THE UNCERTAINTY INDEX ARE CLOSE TO ZERO (+ OR - .04) INDICATE PEOPLE ARE GETTING OR SENDING ABOUT
 
INFORMATION AS THEY NEED TO DO THEIR JOB ON THAT TOPIC.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COMEGE OF CALIFORNIA 	 KAY 1988
 

TABLE 	25
 

PLOT OF CORRENT, NEED, AND NORMATIVE RATINGS
 

FOLLON-OP ACTION
 

I
 

41 I 3.21 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
41 I 2.71 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

42 I 3.08 NNNNNNNKNNNNNNNKNNKNNNNNNNNNNN
 

42 I 2.83 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I SDBORDINATES
 

I
 

43 I 3.31 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
43 I 2.75 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
44 I 3.05 NNNNNNKNNNNNNNHKNNNNNNNNNNNNKN
 
44 I 2.89 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I CO-yORRERS
 

I
 

45 I 3.60 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

45 r 2.83 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
46 I 3.51 NNRNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNKNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

46 I 2.91 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I IMMEDIATE SDPERVI80R
 

I
 

47 I 2.57 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

47 I 2.40 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
48 1 3.43 NNNNNNNNKNXNNNNNNKNNKNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

48 I 3.09 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I MANAGEMENT
 

I .
 

49 I 2.63 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

49 I 2.22 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

50 I 3.47 NNNKNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNNNNMRNXNNNNKNNN
 
50 I 3.01 llllllllllllllllllllllllllLlll
 

I ADMINISTRATORS
 

I
 
I 1 1 1
 

NOTE: 	THE C'S REPRESENT "CDRRENT" RATINGS.
 

THE L'S REPRESENT NORMATIVE RATINGS.
 

THE N'S REPRESENT "NEED" RATINGS.
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aAS-ll!8: JICTOK VJLIiEY C0LLE5S OF KAY 1988
 

, TABtB 26
 

PLOT OF SAMPLE VERSUS JORKATIVB OKeSRTAIJITY YAWES
 

FOLLOK-UP ACTIOK
 

I
 

411 .36 SSS
 

41 I : -.40 H . .
 

I - SOBORDIHATES
 

I
 

43 I .30 SS
 
43 I -.43 K
 

I . CO-»ORRERS ,
 

I ' ■ ­

45 I .68 SSSSSS 

45 1 -.69 H 

I " IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR
 

' I ■ 

47 I 1.02 SSSSSSSSSS 

47 I , .52,SNIIKK. 
I ■ MAKAGEMEKT: / 

■ -I ■ ■„ 
49 I 1.25.SSSSSSSSSSSS: 
49 1 , .37 SHM­
I ADMIEISTRATORS • 

■ ,1- ■ 

MOTE: THE S'S REFRESBKI SAMPLE "UHCERTAIKTY* VALUES. 
THE H'S REPRESEMT.IIORMATIVEV'UKCERTAISTY'' VALUES. 
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CAAS-1988: .nC70R ViI,lEy COLLEGE or CALIfORm . HAY 1988
 

. TABLE 27
 

. FOLLOMIP ACTIOII
 

JTEMS COKPRISIKG'THE ABOVE■gOBSTIOHSAIRESECTIOll^ HEED FOR IKFORPTIOH 

42, SDBORDIHATES
 
44,: CO-WREERS
 
46. IMHEDIATB SOPERVISOR 
48. HAHAGEKEHT 
50. ADKIKISTRATORS 

I7EH SAHPLE HORH HORH SORK 3AHPLE VERY LITTLE LITTLE SOHE GREAT VERY GREAT KISSIHG DATA 
MEAH. HEAH CHECE SIGMA : SIGHA : /:^ ^. r H PERGEHT H PERCEKT H PERCENT N PERCEKT 

42 3.08 .2;83 SAME 1,29 1.37 . 15 16.13 9 9.68 23 ■2,4.73 15 16.13 15 16,13 16 17.20 
44 3.05 2.89 SAME 1.21 1.11 : 11 11.83 .12: , 12.90, 34. 36.56. 24 25.81 7 7,53 5 5.38 
46 3.51 2,91 : SAME, 1.31. 1,18 8 : 8.60: 6 : 6.45. 31: 33,33 25. 26.88 22 . .IBlSS . 1 1.08 
48: ,3.43 3.09 SAME 1.22 1.28 . . 9 9.68 10 10.75 26 27..96. 19 20,43 23 24.73 6 6.45 
50 3.47 3.01 SAME . 1.30. 1.31 11 11.83 6 . 6,45 27 29.03 19 20.43 .25 26.88 5 5.38 
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR mill COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA . NAT 1988
 

TABLE 28 ­

SOURCES OF IKFORKATIOH
 

ITEKS COHPRISIHG THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: CURREHT QUALITY
 

51. SUBORDINATES:(IF. APPLICABLE)
 

53. CO-NOREERS:IK NY OKN UNIT OR DEPARTNEKT
 
55.: INDIVIDUALS IN OTHER UNITS, DEPARTNENTS IN NY ORGANIZATION
 

.. 57. INNEDIATE SUPERVISOR . \
 
59. DEPARTKENT HBETINGS
 

51. KAIAGENENT
 

63. FORHAL PRESENTATIONS
 
65. ADNINISTRATORS
 

67. THE "GRAPEVINE"
 

ITEN SAHPLB NORN NORN. NORN SAHPIE VERY LITTLE : LITTLE SONE GREAT VERY GREAT HISSING DATA
 
HEAN NEAN , CHECE SIGHA. SIGMA N PERCENT, H PERCENT : N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT
 

51 2.96 2.92 SAME 1,15. 1.18 . 10. 10.75 12. 12.90: ̂ ^2^^ 24.73 17 18.28 . 6 6.45 25 26.88
 
53 2.89, 3.48 SAME... 1.06 1.17 . ,14 15.05 15. 16.13 27 29.03 24 25.81 5 5.38 8 8.60.
 
55 , 2.36 2.73 SAME 1.12 . .95 20 21.51 , 27 29.03 36 38.71 , 7, 7.53 1 1.08 2 2.15
 
57 2.99 3.45 SAME 1.19 1.10 , 10 10.75 19 20.43 33. 35.48 24 25.81- 7 7.53' 0 .00
 
59 2.74 2.90 SAME' 1.28 1.26 19 : 20.43 16 17.20 26 . 27.96 16 . 17.20, 8 8.60 8 : 8.60
 
61 2.22 2.66 SAME, 1.28 1.14 30 32.26 21 22.58 21 22.58 11 11.83 2 2.15 8 8.60
 
63 2,09 :2.51: SAME. 1.25 liO.3 32 34.41 21 22.58 25 26.88 6 6.45, 1 1.08 .8 8.60
 
65 . 1.86 2.39 SAME 1.28 1.1,2 . ,47, 50.54 18 19.35 13 13.98, 8: 8.60, 2 2.15 5 5.38 : •
 
67 3.07 2.94 SAME 1.17 1.13 11 .11.83 12 12.90 39 41.94 20 21.51 . 10 10.75 1 1.08
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CU^1388; VICTOR VilLEY COLItEGB Of atlFORHIi HAY 1988
 

TABLE 29
 

; SOORCES OF nrORKATIOH
 

TOPICS RAKE;ORDBRED fOSITITELYvl(ITH RESPECT TO CORREKT giJALm
 

: SAMPLE SORH S
 

RAHKrPERCSHT PBRCEMT KEAII - MEAH PERSOHS gOESTIOH FROM THE ICA COSMOHICATIOII AODIT'SORVEI '
 

1 34.118 53,665; 2.89 .3;18, '29 CO-VORRERS IS MY OEM OMIT 0 ' 
. 2 , 33.824 32.191 2.96 2.92 23 SOBORDnAT^^^^ ■ 

3 33.333 54.277 2.99 3.45 31.IMMBDIATE'SDPERVISOR
 
4; 32.609: 28.633 3.07 2;94; : 30:T5E "GRAPEVIIIE"
 
5 28.235.;:35.682 2.74 2,90 24:DEPARTMEMTMEBTIKGS
 

. 6 .,15.294: 26.869 .2.22 2.66 ■ : 13 MAMAGEMEHT 
7 11.364:.: 21.381 1.86 2.39 . 10 ADMIMISTRATORS
 

8 3.791 23.794: 2.36 2.73 . 8 .IMDiyiDGALS .IH OTHER OHITSr DEPARTME^
 
9 3.235 22.773 2.09 2,51; 7 FORMAL PRESEHTATIOMS
 

THE PERCEHT;FiGBRE REP.RESEHTS THOSE;PERSOHS:EHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOOT THE TOPICS LISTEL ABOVE IN TERMS OF CHRREMT QHALITY
 
THE HORM MEAH CAK,BE COHTRASTED EITH the: sample: MEAK TO COMPARE VOOR-ORGAHIZATIOM EITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: nCTOR Vitm COLLES! OF CALirOMIA KAF 198J
 

TABLE 30
 

' : SOraCES OP IKFORSATIOH ­

TOPICS EASr ORDERED:«EGATIVELY:»rTH EESPECT TO'CBREEKrgOALm^
 

iitiiiiiikiiiiiitiiitittitiitit tiiiiti'iiitiiitiiitiitiiittiiikiitiiiiitttiiiHititiikiiliiikkkkkkikkkiiitikk
 

, SASPLE lORH; SAKPtr
 

RAHR PERCEHT: PERCEST MEAH: KEAH PERSOHS QDESTIOH.FEOK'THB ICA COHKraiCAIiOH ADDIT SDR7BY,
 

.■kkkkkk.kkkkkkkiiittiitii:iiiititi.iii.i:itiitii%tkkk:k:kkkkkkkkk.ki:iiiiiiitiiittiiiitiiitkkkikkik-kkiiiiiikkikt tkkkkkkkkkkkktiiiitiikkikkkk 

1 : -73 54.639 iJ6 J.39 : , 65 ADKOT 
2 62.353 49.709 3.09. 2.51 53 FORMAL PRESEHTATIOKS 

, 3 60.000 44.436 2.23 3.66 51 MAMAGEKEHT . 
4 ■51.648 
5: 41.176 . 

38:;399: .2.36 
36,701 2.74 

3.73 
3.90-

47 IHDiyiDOALS lM OTEER OMITS, DEPARTMEKTS IK MY ORGAMIZATIOM 
35 DEPAR'tMEST MEETIHGS ' 

; 6 :34.118 16.277 2.89 3.48 29 ;CO-*ORRERS IK MY 0*K OMIT OR DEPARTM^E^^^ 
= 7 33.353 29.405' 3:.96 2.92 23 SOBORDIKATES nF-APPLICABLE) 

8 31.183 20,818 3.99 3;45 39 IMMEDIATE; SUPERVISOR' 
9 35,000 29.090 3.07 3..94 . 33 TEE TGRAPEVIKE" . . . 

kkkkikkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk.kkkkkkkkkkkikiikkkkkkkkkkkkkkkktkiitikkkkkikktitiitikkkkkkkkkkkktkikkkkikikkkikiitki 

TEE PBReEKT FIGURE^REPRESEKTS THOSB PERSONS MHO FELT lEGATIYELY ABOUT'THE TOPICS LISTED AfiOVE: IK TERMS Of: CURRENT QUALITY 
THE NORM MEAN CAM SB CONTRASTED. :»ITH THE,SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR dRGANIEATldK'HITH OTHERS. 
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CJAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COUSGE OF CiLirORHIA KAY 1988
 

. TABLE 31.
 

SOtlRCES OMHFORKATIOH
 

. TOPICS RAHR ORDERED POSITIVELY .»ITH RESPECT TO SEED.FOR IHFORHATIOH
 

- . SAKPLEaRORH ^SAHPLEHORS
 

RANR PERCEHT PERCEHT IIEAR lEAR.PERSOHS QBESTIOS FROK THE ICA COHROSICATIOR AODIT SURVEY
 

1 64.516 48V890. 3T6' 3.88 . SO.jm ,
 
. 2 55.294. 34.648. 3.51 3.23 47 CO-MREERS IH HY OHH UNIT.OR 'DEPARTIIEHT :
 

3. 54.118 53.042 3.6D 3,57 r iEDEPARTMEHT'TO
 
, 4 52.174 20.422 3.36 3.18 36 SOBORDIHATESTIF APPLICABLE)
 

5 51.136 '56.871 3.59 3.61 45 ADSIHISTRATORS . :
 
6 49.412; 48.586 3.58 3.46 . -42 MAKAGEKEHT
 
7 37.647 50.472 ,3.20 3.48 . 32 FORHAL PRESEKTATIOIIS
 

: 8 34.783 45.798 3.16 3.37 32 IHDIVIDUALS IH OTHBR. UHIIS, DEPARTKEHTS IH.HY ORGAKKATIOII
 
9 19.565 16.193 2.74 2.66 , 18: THE •GRAPEVIJE*
 

tiiiiiiitiitiiiiiiiiitiiititttitiitiiiititiiitiiitiittitiiiiittiitttiiiittiiitiiitiiiUiiiiititiiiktttiiiiitttitttiiiirttiittiititt
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESEHTS THOSE PERSOHS RHO FELT POSITIVELY, ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IK TERNS OF NEED .FOR IHFORHATION
 

THE NORN; KEAN CAN-BE COHTRASTED,IITH THE SAKPLE NEAN TO COHPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH, OTHERS.
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CJAS-1988: VICTOR mLEY COILEGB .OP CAIIFORNIA MY 1988
 

■ TABLE 32 

. SOIIRCBS OF IHORKATM
 

, . TOPICS RASR ORDERED HEOATITELYTO!RESPECT TO REED;FOR^^^m^
 

; . SAKPLE; R0RK: , SAKPLB:RaRR: ,
 

RARRPERCERT PEReEHT REAR .REAR PERSONS QDESTIOR FROK:THE ICA CORHORICATIOR,A
 

1 - 31.522 43.8961-2J4\2v66 . '29:-THE-'GRAPEVIR!Y^.^ ^ ^ ^' /
 
2 21.176, 14.693 3.20 3.48 :18-FORRAL PRESERTATIORS
 
3 18.841 ■ 4^60 3.36 3.18C ;:13 .SDB0RDIRAIES^(:IF;APPLICAB1EI 

; 4 16.304 15.934 3.16 3.37: , 15 IRDIVIDDALS IR OTRER ONITSv DEPARTRERTS IR RY ORGARIEATIOR
 
; 5 ,14.118 15.272 3.51 3.23 . 12 CO-IORRERS IR RY ORR ORIT OR DEPARTRERT
 

6 11.765 13.054 3.58 3.46 : 1,0 RARAGERERT
 

, 7 11,364 ,11.370 : 3.59 . l.Oi: , , 10 ADRIN^TO^^
 
;8 8.235 11.022 3.60 :3.57 7 DEPARTRERT .REEIIRGS
 

: 9 7.527 10.263 .3.76 3.48 7 IRREDm
 

ttiiitiiiit-iiiiiittiiiittiittititiittitiiitiiiiitiitiiiii iklitiiitiii
 

, THE .PERCERTiriGORE:REPRESBRTS,THOSE PERSORS'RHO: ABOUT THE>TOPICS. LISTED ABOVE IN TERRS.OF REED FOR IRFORRAIIOR
 
, , THE N0RHREAR:CAR:BEC0RTRASTED. HI,TH..THE :SARPLE REAR TO, CORPARE YOORORGAHIEATIOHVITH. others; .
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COUKGK Of CAUFORSIA 	 MAY 1988
 

TABLE 33
 

SOURCES Of INrORKATIOK
 

TOPICS.RAKE ORDERED POSITIVELY RITH RESPECT TO DKCERTAIKTY
 

DKCTK;;:.KORH..SEED Sm
 

RAKE ; INDEE IRDEX IKDEX IHDBE PERSOKS QOESTIOHfROK THE:ICA COOTICATIOK AUDIT SORVEY
 

1 1.727 1.220 . 3.59: 1.86 88 ADHIKISTRATORS
 

2 1.353 , .800 3.58 2.22, 85-MAHA5ESEKT
 
3 : 1.106 .972 3.20 2.09 85 fORKAL PRESEHTATIOKS
 
i .859 .675 3.60 2.74 : 85;DEPARTKEHTOT^
 
5 .800 .644 3.16 2.36 .91 iKDIVIDDALS IK OTHER UKITS. DEPARTHEHTS IK KY ORGAHIZATIOH
 
6 .774 .027 3.76: 2,99 93:IHHEDIATE SOPIRVISOR
 

.	 7 .612" -.250 3.51 2.89 , 35 CO-ROREERS.IK KY OKK UKIT OR DEPARTHEKT.
 
.8 .406 .256 3.36 2.96 68 SUBORDIKATES (IE APPLICABLE)
 

9	 . -.326 -.284 2.74 3.07 . 92 THE "GRAPEVIHE''
 

;. "HKCTH IKDEX":= OKCERTAIKTY.IKDEX, THE .LORER THIS VALOEV THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF IKFORKATIOK. OVERLOAD. 
: THE HIGHER THIS VALUE, THE GREATER THE.PROBABILITY OF IKFORKAIIOK IKADEQUACY. 

. VALUES OK THE UKCERTAIKTT IKDEX ARE CLOSE TO ZERO (♦ OR - .04) IKDICATE PEOPLE ARE GETTIKG OR SEKDIHG ABOUT 
. IKFORKATIOK AS they:HEED.TO 00 THEIR-JOB OK THAT TOPIC. 
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CAA^^98^: nCTOR VJM COMEGE OF CAWroXN^^^^^ 	 HM 1988
 

™le
 

PLOf OF CORREST, SEED, AND MRMATiyE RATINGS
 

SOORCES OF INFORKATION
 

■	 ■ ' , ' • ' 
.51;i 2.»DUDUDDULUDUm^
 
511 2.96 eCCCCCCCCCCGCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC: ,
 

52 I 3.26;NSNNSNNNSSHHNNNHNNNNNNNNHHHNNNHNN
 
52 I ,3.18;ULLLDLUlLiDLLiDU^^^
 
, I : , . SOBORDINATES (IF APPlICABtE)
 

1 , ■
 

53 r:3.48vUttLWtDUltDUTO
 
53 I 2,89 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC . :
 
5^1 3,52;NNNNNKNNNHNNNNBSHNNNNRSHNNNSNNNNNNN
 
54 I. 3.23,
 
,I : CO-MRIERS:IN NY ONHJBIT OR­

-I 	 ■ - - ^ 

55 T : 2,73.ULLLtlUlLm ' . ,
 
55 r 2.36:CGCCCCCCCCCCCGeC.CCCCCCC:
 
56 I 3.16 NNSKHSNNNNNNNNNNHNNHNHHNNNRNNNN
 
56 i 3.37 LttlLUlDLUDUDLDLLLtDLLttlDm^^
 

I INDiyiDNAtS IK OTHER WITS, DEPARTNENTS IK NY ORGAN 
, 1-. ,:■ ■ ■■ ■ . 
;57 1 3l45;lDltLLlUttLLLtttUlllltUUDtilDD, 

. 57,1 ,.2.99-CCCCCCCGCCCCCGCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC: ' ^ 
58 I 3.76 NHRNKNNHNNNNNNRKNNNNNNNNNNNNNHNHNNNNN
 
58 ;r 3;48 iLLLULUUDDULDUDLDLLULU^^^
 
I INNEDIATE SOPERyiSOR
 

■ '1- ■
 
59 1 , 2.90: LULlUtUllDD^
 

:59 I 2.74 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC,
 
60 1 3.60 NKNNNNNNNNHNNNNKHNHNNNNNNNNNKNNNNNN
 

. 60I 3.57.:OLULLDLLDDDDLUDLiLDLULD^^^^^^
 
I DEPARTNENT NEETINGS
 
.1 ■ ■
 

61I 2.66 tlLttDDOllLLLLaiLlLlLm^
 
611 2.22 ccgCcccccccccccccccccc . :
 
62 I 3.58:KKNNNNNNNKNNNNNNNNNNNKNNNNNNNKNKNNN
 
62 I .3.46 ULL1LUUDLDLLLLDULDL1LLLUDLLI.L .
 
I NAKAGENEKT
 

1 •
 
63 1 2.51 DLUOLUDLLLLLLLLLIUUU
 
63 1 2,09^CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC■
 
64 I 3,20 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNKRN
 
64 I : 3.48: lUULLLDDDOLDLDLLLLLilDlDULUDDD
 
I ; WNAt'^fRESENTATlOHS ­
I ■ ■
 

65 I. 2.39 IDLUilDtDLDllUlLlLlllI.
 
65 1 ,1.86 ceccc.ccccccccccccc
 
86 I 3.59 NNNHNNNNKNNNNNNNHNNNHNNNNHKNNKNNNNN
 
66 1 3.61LLLtLLlUUlLlltLULlUlDLLLLLLtU
 
1 ADNINM^^
 

■ 'I 
67 I 2,94 LLttLlMLUm^
 
67 I 3.07 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
68 .1 2.74 iNHNHNHNNKNNNRNNNNNKNNHNNNKH 
68 	1 2.66. LLDttDLMDLlLLllLDLLmUD
 
I THE 'GRAPEVINE";
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I —I..„I—
 

HOTB: THE CS REPRESEHT ■ CBREEHT" SiTIHGS. 

THE I,'S REPRESKST JGRHAIIVS RATINGS.
 
THE N'S REPRESENT "HEED" RATINGS. ;
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CiiS-1988r VICTOIi VAWEY COLLEGE Of CililFORillA 	 «iY 1988
 

TABLE 35
 

PLOT OF SAKfLE VERSOS.EORSATIVB OKCERTAIHTY VALOES •
 

SOORCES OF INPORKATIOE
 

.1 ■ ■■ 

51 I .41 SSSS. ̂ ^ 
51 I. .26 H» ■ 

I SOBOR0IKATES (IF APPLl^ 
I 

53 I .61 SSSSSS : 

51 I -,25 *■ ■ 
1 . ; OO-VORRERS IE HY 0*H-DHIT 0 

■ I ■ 
55 r, .SO SSSSSSSS . . 
55;I : ,61s«HffllS» . 
I ISDIViDOALS IH OISER ORIIS, DEFARTHENTS IE MY ORGAEIEATIOH, 

■ r : . — 
. 57 I... .77 SSSSSSS ­
EII .DIE 
,	 I- . IMMEDIATE SOFERVISOR 

I- ' ': 
59 1 .86 SSSSSSSS • 
59 I .ET' EEEEEE ­
I - .DEPARIMEET.MEETISGS 

^ 1 
611; 1.35:SSSSSSSSSSSSS;. : 
611 .80SESEEEE­
I . maeagemeet : 
1 

,63 I 1,11 SSSSSSSSSSS 
63 1 .97 SEEEEEEES 

I: FORMAL PRESEETATIOES 
■	 ■ ■ I' 

65 I 1.73 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 
85 1 1.22 SSESEEEEEEEE 
I : ADMIEISIRATORS 
r ■ ^ ■ 

671 -.33 S 
67.1 	 -.28 S : 
I THE "GRAPEVIEE" 

■	 I ■ ■ 

EOTE: THE S'S REPRBSEET SAMPLE 'OECERTAIETY" VALOES. 
THE E'S REPRESEET EORMATIVE "OECERTAIETY' VALOES. 
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aA^1988^ nCTO^ miiEY COLLKB Of CAtlFORHA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 36
 

■ SODECES Of IHfORHATIOH , 

ITEKS tOMPRISIHG THE: ABOTE QOESTIOKNAIEE SECTIOH: NEED FOR -iHFOElfATIOIl
 

52. SOBORBIHATES; (IF APPLICABLE): —
 
54. CO-iiOREERS IN MY OHH BKIT OR OEPARTMEHT
 
56. ..INDIVIDOALS IN OTHER OMITS,'DEPARTKEMTSIN-MY ORGANIZATION
 
58. IMMEDIATE SUPBRYISOR
 

60.: DEPARTMENT MEETINGS
 
62. MANAGEMENT
 

64. FORMAL PRESENTATIONS
 

66. ADMINISTRATORS. .
 

68. THE '08118708':
 

ITEM SAMPLE NORM NORM NORM SAMPLE VERY LOT LITTLE - SOME : GREAT: , VERY GREAT MISSING DATA
 
MEAN MEAN CHECR SIGMA . SIGMA: :::N^^n N PERCENT N-PERCENT . N PERCENT N.PERCENT
 

52' 3.36 ,3.18 ,SAME. :.63 . 1.18, 8 3.60, 5 : 5.38 20 21.51 26 27.96 10 10.75 24 25,81 
54 3.51 ,3.23 ■ SAME . .81 , 1,01 , 4 4.30 8 8.60 26 : 27.96 35 37.63 12 12.90 8 8.60 
56 3.16 3.37 SAME, .92 .98 . 8 8.60 7 ,7.53 45 48.39 26 27.96 6 6.45 1 1.08 
58, 3.76 3.48 SAME .85 : .93 2 2.15 5 . 5.38 :26 27.96 , 40 43.01 20 21.51, 0 .00 
60 3.60 3.57 SAME ,.92 .95 : 3, 3.23 4,: 4.30 32 34.41 ir 33.33 15 ,16.13, 8 ,8.6,0 
62 3,58 3.46 SAME .90 .98 1 1.08 . 9 , 9.68 33 35.48 24 25.81 18 19.35 , 8: 8.60 
64 3.20 3.48 SAME , , .95:. ■ 1.14 : 9 B.SS 9, 9.68, 35 37.63 20, 21,51 12 : 12.90 8 ' 8.60 

: 66 3.59 3.61 SAME: .94 1.07 , , 4 ': 4.30 J ,6,45 33 35.48 24, , 25.81 21: 22.58 , 5 5.38 
68 2.74 2.66 , SAME .94 1.13 19 : 20.43 10 10.75, 45 :48.39 12 12.90 6 , 6.45 1 1.08
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aA^19^8: VICTOR ULLEY COLMGE OF CJLIFOm^ MAY 1988
 

TABLE 3T
 

TIKELIMESS OF IMFORMATION fROM KEY SOORCES
 

ITEMS,COMPRISIKG THE ABOVE QUBSTIOMKAIRESECTIflll: DEGREE OF QUALITY
 

69. SOBORDIMATES (IF APPLICABLE)
 
10. . CO-VORKERS. ,
 

71.. IMMEDIATE-SUPERVISOR ­

72. .MAMAGEMEMT
 

73. ADMIMISTRATORS :
 

74. ■"GRAPEVIKE" . . 

ITEM SAMPLE 
MEAM 

HORM 
MEAX 

.HORM- KORM 
CHECK SIGMA 

SAMPLE 
SIGMA 

:VERY LITTLE 
H PERCEMT 

LITTLE 
M PERCEKT 

SOME / , 
M PERCEHT 

GREAT 
H PERCEMT 

VERY GREAT 
N PERCEHT 

, MTSSIMG DATA 
M PERCEHT 

. 

, 

69, 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 

3.25 .3,23 
3.33 3.25 
3.13 3.21 

. 2.53: 2.75 
2.34 2.89 
2.73 2.55 

SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME-

- same: 
SAME 

.99 

.98 
1.10 
1.11 
1.17 
1.24 

1.19 
1.01 
1.13 
1.17 
1.13 
1.20 

9. 9.68 
. 6 . 6.45 

- .10, 10.75 
MO ,21.51. 22 

29 31.18 
18 19.35 

5 . 5.33 
8 8.60 

15 : 16.13 
23.66 

20 21.51 
13 . 13.98' 

21 
34 
29 
25 
24 
34 

. 22.58 
36.56 
31.18 

.26.38 
25.31 
36.56 

24 . 
31 
31 
17 
13 
16 

25.81: 
33.33 
33.33­
18.28 
13.98 
17.20 

8 
9 
8 

A 
3 
7 

8.60 
9.68 
8.60 
4.30 
3.23 
7.53 

26 
5 
0 
5 
4 . 
5 

27.96 
5.38 
.00 

5.38 
4.30 
5.33: 
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: CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEI COUEGE or CJUFORMA HAY 1388
 

TABLE 38
 

TaElHESS OP i™
 

. TOPICS RAHR;.ORDBRED fOSITIVELY -«ITH RESPECT T
 

SAMPLE MRS : SAHPLE. NORM V
 

RAKK PERCEMT PERCEHT : MEAM : MEM PERSOKS QUESTIOM FROM: THE ICA COMMOMICATIOH ABDIT SORVEY
 

ititl.tttiiiiiitiiiiiiiiiitiikitiiiiiiiiiiti,t.titiitiiiiiiititi i i i i i11111111ttt t't11inti11tiiiiitiitttiititiiititiimiiiiiiiitiiiit
 

1 47.761 41.013 3.25 3.23 32 SOBORDIIATES (IP APPLICABLEl . 
, 2 45.455 41.452 3.33: 3.25 40 CO-IORRERS . 

3 41.935: 42.040 3.13," 3.21 39 IMMEDIATE SOPERyiSOR . 
4, 26.136 . 21.053 2.78 2.55 ; 23 •ORAPEYIIIE" 
5 23.364 24.000 2.58 -2.75- 21 MAMAGEMEMT -
6 17.978, 30.764 2.34 2.39 . IOADMIMISTRATORS 

TaE: PERCEKT PIG0RE REPRESE)ITS THOSE PERSOMS HH'O PELT .POSITITELt ABOOT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IK TERMS OP DEGREE OP Q.OALITY
 
THE HORM MEAK CAM BE COHTRASTED HITH THE SAMPLE MEA.H TO COMPARE YOUR ORGAMI2ATIOH HITH OTHERS.
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CAA^19^8: nCTOr VALLEY; COUEGE OF atlFORNIi KAY 1988
 

. TABLE 39 ' .
 

TOPICS RAHE OEDERED SEGATIVELY nTH.RESPECT TO'DEGREE OF .gOAL ■ 

iiiiiititttit'ttittttttttttitiiittttititttttittiitititiiiitiiitiiitiittlliiitiiiitiiiittitttttttttiitHLtttittttttttttttittitHltitt
 

SAMPLE KORK : SAKPLE HORK .
 

:RAHE.,PERCEHT PERCEMT , MEAM MEAI( PBRS0HS: QDESTI01I FROM THE ICA COMMUKICATM AODIT SDRVEY.
 

tiittiiittittttititttlttitiitiitttitttiiiiititittttiiXttli'iitiiiitititilititiitiiitttttittti.ttttttitiltitttttttttttttititttittttiti
 

1, 55.056 33.no 2.3A 2.89 49 ADMIMISTRATORS ; 
2 47.727 .38.286 : 2.58 2.15. 42 MAMAGEMEHT 
3 35.227 47.221 2.78 2.55 31 "GRAPEVIME" . . 
4 26.882 22.489 3,13 3.21 25 IMMEDIATE.SDPERVISOR . 

: 5. 20.896:: 18.609 3.25 3.23 14 SBBORDIHATES (IF APPLICABLE) 
: 6 15.909 18.6:58 3.33 3.25 . 14 CO^SORRERS 

XXiXXitiiitititXititXttiiiiitttXitttitittttXtiiiitXXttttiiiiitttittiiiittiittitiitittittttittitttttitltitttittitikiititttitiiiittti
 

THE PERCEKT; FIGDRE REPRESEMTS THOSE PERS01IS:VH0 FELT KEGATIVELY ABOUT THE'TOPICS-LISTED:ABOVE IM TERMS OF DEGREE OF QUALITY
 
. THE HORM MEAM CAM BE COKTRASTED HITH THE SAMPLE MEAK: T0:.C0MPARE YOUR ORGAMIZATIOM HITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-19J8r VICTOR VitliEY COLLESrOF CAIIFORKIA KAV 1988
 

FOOT OF SAKPLE VERSUS HOEKAIIVE RATIRGS :
 

, TiraiNESS OF IHF0R8ATIO8 FROX REV SOURCES
 

I
 

69 I 3.25 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
69 I 3.23 raXNXKRNKHXmXXXKHNNNmmXXXXIl
 

I.V SUBORDIXATES (IF APPLICABUEI ,
 

1/ ■ ,
 
711 I, 3.33.SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
70 I 3.25 XKHKHKXXRNNNNHnHHHHNNHXHHRXKNK
 

I CO-EORRERS
 

I , ­

71 I :3.13 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
71 I 3.21 XHKNXNHHRHHHXHHXNHHXHKNNHXRKNRXK
 

I, IKKEDIATS SUPERVISOR ■ 

■ I • :
 
7:2.1, 2.58:SSSSS,SSSSSSSSSSS,SSSSSSSSS
 

72 I 2.75 KNXHNXXSKXHHHHHHRXXKHHMXXX
 
I , KAKAGEXSHT
 

I
 
73 I 2;34 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

73 I 2.89 XNNNIIINKXHNIIKHHNNRXHKNNIinHX
 
I ADKIHISTRATORS
 

I . ■■ ■ 
74 I 2.78 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS'
 

74 I 2.55 RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRHRR
 

I : . "GRAPEVIKE*
 

■ I ' 
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VAILEY COLtEGE OF CALIFOEKIA
 NAY 1988
 

TABLE 41
 

ORGANIZATIOHAL COKMDKICATION RELATIOHSHIPS
 

ITEMS COHPRISIHG THE ABOVE QOESTIOHMAIRB SECTIOM: DEGREE OF QDALITY.
 

75. I TRUST MY CO-HORKERS
 

76. MY CO-HORRERS GET ALOMG HITH EACH OTHER
 
77. MY REIATIOHSHIP VITH MY CO-HORKERS IS SATISFYING
 
78. I TRUST MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR
 
79. MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS HONEST NITH ME
 
80. MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR LISTENS TO ME
 
81. I AM FREE TO DISAGREE NITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR
 
82. I CAN TELL MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR NHEN THINGS ARE GOING VROHG
 
83. MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR PRAISES ME FOR A GOOD JOB
 
84. MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS FRIENDLY NITH HIS/HER SUBORDINATES
 
85. MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR UNDERSTANDS MY JOB HEEDS
 
86. MY RELATIONSHIP NITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS SATISFYING
 
87. I TRUST ADMINISTRATORS
 
88. ADMINISTRATORS ARE SINCERE IN THEIR EFFORTS TO COMMUNICATE NITH EMPLOYEES
 
89. MY RELATIONSHIP NITH MANAGEMENT IS SATISFYING
 
90. MY ORGANIZATION ENCOURAGES DIFFERENCES OF OPINION
 
91. I HAVE A SAY IN DECISIONS THAT AFFECT MY JOB. ,
 
92. I INFLUENCE OPERATIONS IN MY UNIT OR DEPARTMENT
 
93. I HAVE A PART IN ACCOMPLISHING MY ORGANIZATION'S GOALS
 

ITEM SAMPLE NORM NORM NORM SAMPLE VERY LITTLE LITTLE SOME GREAT VERY GREAT MISSING DATA
 
MEAN MEAN CHECK SIGMA SIGMA N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT
N PERCENT N PERCENT
 

75 3.64 3.68 SAME .90 1.02 5 5.38 5 5.38 24 25.81 41 44.09 16 17.20 2 2.15 . 
76 3.58 3.66 SAME .93 1.04 6 6.45 4 4.30 28 30.11 3,7 39.78 16 17.20 2 2.15 

' 77 3.58 4.03 SAME .97 1.04 5 5.38 6 6.45 28 30.11 35 37.63 17 18.28 2 2.15 
78 3.37 3.73 SAME 1.17 1.28 11 11.83 11 11.83 25 26.88 25 26.88 21 22.58 0 .00 
79 3.50 3.74 SAME 1.11 1.24 10 10.75 7 7.53 23 24.73 31 . 33.33 21 22.58 1 1.08 
80 3.59 3.51 SAME 1.15 1.19 8 8.60 7 7.53 23 24.73 32 34.41 23 24.73. 0 .00 
81 3.53 3.39 SAME 1.18 1.18 9 9.68 7 7.53 22 23.66 36 38.71 19 20.43 0 .00 
82 3.83 3.68 SAME 1.07 1.02 6 6.45 1 1.08 18 19.35 46 49.46 22 23.66 0 .00 
83 3.14 3.01 SAME 1.24 1.27 15 16.13 13 13.98 20 21.51 34 36.56 11 11.83 0 .00 
84 3.63 3.57 SAME 1.15 1.07 5 5.38 8 8.60 21 22.58 40 43.01 18 19.35 1 1.08 

, 85 3.17 3.45 SAME 1.11 1.28 14 15.05 11 11.83 29 31.18 23 24.73 16 17.20 0 .00 
86 3.27 3.87 SAME 1.16 1.23 12 12.90 9 9.68 30 32.26 26 27.96 16 17.20 0 .00 
87 2.17 3.19 BELON 1.15 1.19 37 39.78 21 22.58 21 22.58 10 10.75 4 4.30 0 .00 
88 2.06 3.11 BELON 1.14 1.18 41 44.09 21 22.58 19 20.43 8 8.60 4. 4.30 0 .00 
89 2.50 2.87 SAMS 1.24 1.27 28 30.11 17 18.28 27 29.03 13 13.98 7 7.53 1 1.08 
90 2.01 2.68 SAME 1.12 1.07 38 40.86 27 29.03 20 21.51 5 5.38 3 3.23 0 .00 
91­ 2.35 2.80 SAMS 1.22 1.19 27 29.03 28 30.11 22 23.66 10 10.75 6 6.45 0 .00 
92 3.13 2.81 SAME 1.25 1.31 13 13.98 16 17.20 29 31.18 16 17.20 19 20.43 0 .00 
93 2.97 3.01 SAME 1.22 1.16 11 11.83 21 22.58 29 31.18 22 23.66 9 9.68 1 1.08 
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CAAS-1988; VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

TABLE 42
 

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED POSITIVELY WITH RESPECT TO DEGREE OF QUALITY
 

*********** it*
 

SAMPLE NORM . SAMPLE NORM
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS, QUESTION FROM THE ICA COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 73.118 61.976 3.83 3.68 68,1 CAN TEH KY IMBDIATB SDPERVISOR MEK THIHGS ARE GOIHfl ilROliC 
2 63.043 57.073 3.63 3.57 58 NY IHKEOIATE SOPERVISOR IS FRIENDAY KITH HIS/HER SUBORDINATES 
3 62.637 61.641 3.64 3.68 57 I TRUST NY CO-NORRERS 
4 59.140 49.073 3.53 3.39 55 I AN FREE TO DISAGREE NITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
5 59.140 55.240 3.59 3.51 55 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR AISTENS TO ME 
6 58.242 61.338 3.58 3.66 53 MY CO-NORKERS GET ALONG NITH EACH OTHER 
7 57.143 79.073 3.58 4.03 52 MY RELATIONSHIP NITH MY CO-NORRERS' IS SATISFYING 
8 56.522 63.869 3.50 3.74 S2 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS HONEST NITH HE 
9 49.462 63.999 3.37 3.73 46 I TRUST MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 

10 48.387 36.469 3.14 3.01 45 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR PRAISES ME FOR A GOOD JOB 
11 45.161 70.969 3.27 3.87 42 MY RELATIONSHIP NITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS SATISFYING 
12 41.935 51.232 3.17 3.45 39 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR UNDERSTANDS MY JOB NEEDS 
13 37.634 30.705 3.13 2.81 35 I INFLUENCE OPERATIONS IN MY UNIT OR DEPARTMENT 
14 33.696 36.683 2.97 3.01 31 I HAVE A PART IN ACCOMPLISHING MY ORGANIZATION'S GOALS 
15 21.739 30.427 2.50 2.87 20 MY RELATIONSHIP NITH MANAGEMENT IS SATISFYING 
16 17.204 30.326 2.35 2.80 16 I HAVE A SAY IN DECISIONS THAT AFFECT MY JOB 
17 15.054 41.182 2.17 3.19 14 I TRUST ADMINISTRATORS 
18 12.903 37.646 2.06 3.11 12 ADMINISTRATORS ARE SINCERE IN THEIR EFFORTS TO COMMUNICATE NITH EMPLOYEES 
19 8.602 22.195 2.01 2.68 8 MY ORGANIZATION ENCOURAGES DIFFERENCES OF OPINION 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF DEGREE OF QUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VAtLBY COLLEGE OF CALIFORHIA
 HAY 1988
 

TABLE 43
 

ORGANIZATIONAL COHKDNICATION RELATIONSBIfS
 

TOPICS RANE ORDERED NEGATIVELY NITH RESPECT TO DEGREE OF fiWLIIY
 

SAMPLE NORM SAMPLE NORN
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QDESTION FROM THE ICA COMMHMICATION AUDIT SDRVEY
 

kktiitiitttitittiitttitHtiititttiiiiitiHiiiiittiitiitiittttttttttittttttilitttHkiliitiiiiittiUiHiiiiittititttittttttitttHtttti
 

1 69.892 40.912 2.01 2.68 65 MY ORGANIZATION ENCOURAGES DIFFERENCES OF OPINION 
2 66.667 26.188 2.06 3.11 62 ADMINISTRATORS ARE SINCERE IN THEIR EFFORTS TO COMMUNICATE NITH EMPLOYEES 
3 62.366 23.411 2.17 3.19 58 I TRUST ADMINISTRATORS 
4 59.140 38.794 2.35 2.80 55 I HAVE A SAY IN DECISIONS THAT AFFECT MY JOB 
5 48.913 38.434 2.50 2.87 45 MY RELATIONSHIP HITH MANAGEMENT IS SATISFYING 
6 34.783 31.916 2.97 3.01 32 I HAVE A PART IN ACCOMPLISHING MY ORGANIZATION'S GOALS 
7 31.183 39.106 3.13 2.81 29 I INFLUENCE OPERATIONS IN MY UNIT OR DEPARTMENT 
8 30.108 31.977 3.14 3.01 28 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR PRAISES ME FOR A GOOD JOB 
9 26.882 16.868 3.17 3.45 25 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR UNDERSTANDS MY JOB NEEDS 

10 23.656 13.833 3.37 3.73 22 I TRUST MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
11 22.581 14.970 3.27 3.87 21 MY RELATIONSHIP HITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS SATISFYING 
12 18.478 12.703 3.50 3.74 17 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS HONEST HITH ME 
13 17.204 19.039 3.53 3.39 16 I AM FREE TO DISAGREE HITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
14 16.129 17.318 3.59 3.51 15 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR LISTENS TO ME 
15 14.130 16.173 3.63 3.57 13 MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS FRIENDLY HITH HIS/HER SUBORDINATES 
16 12.088 8.491 3.58 4.03 11 MY RELATIONSHIP HITH MY CO-HORKERS IS SATISFYING 
17 10.989 9.004 3.58 3.66 10 MY CO-HORKERS GET ALONG HITH EACH OTHER 
18 10.989 7.694 3.64 3.68 10 I TRUST MY CO-HORKERS 
19 7.527 12.667 3.83 3.68 7 I CAN TELL MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR HHEN THINGS ARE GOING HRONG 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS HHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF DEGREE OF QUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED HITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION HITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALMY COHEGE OP CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

PLOT OF SAMPLE VERSUS NORMATIVE RATINGS
 

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS
 

I
 

75 I 3.84 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

75 I 3.68 HNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
I I TRUST MY CO-NORKERS
 

I
 

76 I 3.58 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

76 I 3.66 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

I- MY CO-NORRERS GET ALONG NITH EACH OTHER
 

I . ■ 
77 I 3.58 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 

77 1 4.03 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 
I MY RELATIONSHIP NITH MY CO-NORRERS IS SATISFYING 
I 

78 I 3.37 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 

78 I 3.73 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 

I I TRUST MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 

I 

79 I 3.50 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 

79 I 3.74 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 
I MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS HONEST NITH ME 
I - ■ 

80 1 3.59 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 
80 I 3.51 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 

I MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR LISTENS TO ME 

I 

81 I 3.53 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 

811 3.39 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 

I I AM FREE TO DISAGREE NITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
I 

82 I 3.83 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 

82 I 3.68 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 

I I CAN TELL MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR NHEN THINGS ARE GOING NRONG 
I 

83 I 3.14 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 
831 3.01 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 

I MY IMMEDIATE.SUPERVISOR PRAISES ME FOR A GOOD JOB 
I 

84 I 3.63 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 

84 I 3.57 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 

I MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS FRIENDLY NITH HIS/HER SUBORDINATES 
I 

85 I 3.17 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS 

85 I 3.45 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

I MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR UNDERSTAMDS MY JOB NEEDS
 

I
 

86 I 3.27 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
86 1 3.87 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

I- MY RELATIONSHIP NITH MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR IS SATISFYING
 
I
 

87 I 2.17 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
87 I 3.19 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

I I TRUST ADMINISTRATORS
 

I
 

88 I 2.06 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

88 I 3.11 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

I ADMINISTRATORS ARE STNCERR IN THEIR EFFORTS TO COMMUNICATE NITH EMPLOYEES
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I ■ 

89 I 3.50 SSSSSSSSSSSSS8SSSSSSSSSSS 
89 I 2.87 KWKNNNHIINPHmillllNNKmiHHHNHS 

I MY REUTIOHSHIP iflTH MAMJGBMBHT IS SATISFYIKG
 
I
 

90 I a.oissssssssssssssssssss '
 
90 I 2.68 SNIIMNMHNMNNSHNIINIIIIKIINKMIINM
 

I MY ORGAMIZATIOM BKCOORAGES DIPFBREMCES OF OPIMION
 
I
 

91 I 2.35 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

91 I 2.80 MNNMHNNNNMNNMNNHHNMIIIINNNNNNN
 
I I HAVE A SAY IE DECISIOMS THAT AFFECT MY JOB
 
I
 

92 I 3.13 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
92 I 2.81 NNNNNHNNNMNKHHHXHMNNNNKHnNH
 

I I IKFLDEKCE OPERATIOHS IN MY UNIT OR DEPARTMENT
 
I
 

93 I 2.97 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
93 I 3.01 NNNNNKNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHNN
 

I I BATE A PART IN ACCOMPHSHING MY ORGANIZATION'S GOALS
 
I
 
I—.. 1-—1-—1-—i-.-i—
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALIBY COLLEGE OF. CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

TABLE «5 

ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES 

ITEMS COMPRISING THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: SATISFACTION 

94. MY JOB 

95. MY PAY 

96i MY PROGRESS IN THE COLLEGE UP TO THIS POINT IN TIME 
97. MY CHANCES FOR GETTING AHEAD IN THE COLLEGE 
98. MY OPPORTUNITY TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE OVERALL SUCCESS OF MY COLLEGE 
99. MY ORGANIZATION'S NAY OF RECOGNIZING AND RENARDING OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE 
100. THE COLLEGE'S CONCERN FOR IIS MEMBERS' NELFARE 

101. THE COLLEGE'S OVERALL COMMUNICATIVE EFFORTS 
103. NORRING IN MY COLLEGE 
103. MY COLLEGE, AS COMPARED TO OTHER SUCH COLLEGES 
104. MY COLLEGE'S OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF OPERATION 
105. THE OVERALL QUALITY OF MY COLLEGE'S PRODUCT OR SERVICE 
106. MY COLLEGE'S ACHIEVEMENT OF ITS GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

ITEH SAMPLE NORM NORM NORM SAMPLE VERY LITTLE LITTLE SC)ME GREAT VERY GREAT MISSING Di 
MEAN MEAN CHECK SIGMA SIGMA N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT 

94 3.62 3.98 SAME 1.02 .98 4 4.30 5 5.38 29 31.18 39 41.94 16 17.20 0 .00 
95 2.54 3.23 SAME 1.25 1.03 18 19.35 25 26.88 33 35.48 16 17.20 1 1.08 0 .00 
98 2.90 3.49 SAME 1.19 1.20 17 18.28 14 15.05 27 29.03 29 31.18 5 5.38 1 1.08 
97 2.25 2.93 SAME 1.27 1.14 31 33.33 23 24.73 22 23.66 13 13.98 2 2.15 2 2.15 
98 2.72 3.15 SAME 1.15 1.27 21 22.58 19 20.43 25 26.88 19 20.43 , 8 8.60 1 1.08 
99 1.77 2.47 SAME 1.18 .93 45 48.39 27 29.03 16 17.20 1 1.08 2 2.15 2 2.15 

100 1.78 3.15 BELON 1.25 .91 45 48.39 27 29.03 15 16.13 5 5.38 0 .00 1 1.08 
101 2.01 2.99 BELON 1.16 .92 31 33.33 36 38.71 18 19.35 7 7.53 0 .00 1 1.08 
102 3.20 3.81 SAME 1.01 1.00 8 8.60 8 8.60 39 41.94 30 32.26 6 6.45 2 2.15 
103 2.81 3.55 SAME 1.18 1.01 9 9.68 22 23.66 32 34.41 18 19.35 3 3.23 9 9.68 
104 2.36 2.98 SAME 1.07 1.01 22 23.66 28 30.11 30 32.26 11 11.83 1 1.08 1 1.08 
105 3.22 3.08 SAME 1.02 .95 6 6.45 9 9.68 42 45.16 29 31.18 6 6.45 1 1.08 
106 2.83 3.10 SAME .99 .94 10 10.75 16 17.20 45 48.39 17 18.28 2 2.15 3 3.23 
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA Hjy 1988
 

TABLE 46
 

ORGANIZATIONAL OOTCONES
 

TOPICS RANR ORDERED POSITIVELY NITH RESPECT TO SATISFACTION
 

SANPLE NORN SANPLE NORN
 
RANK PERCENT PERCENT NEAN NEAN PERSONS QUESTION FRON THE ICA CONNDNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 59.140 76.712 3.62 3.98 55 NY JOB 
2 39.560 66.948 3.20 3.81 36 NORKING IN NY COLLEGE 
3 38.043 34.720 3.22 3.08 35 THE OVERALL QUALITY OF NY COLLEGE'S PRODUCT OR SERVICE 
4 36.957 57.617 2.90 3.49 34 NY PROGRESS IN THE COLLEGE UP TO THIS POINT IN TINE 
5 29.348 41.932 2.72 3.15 27 NY OPPORTUNITY TO CONTRIBUTE TO,THE OVERALL SUCCESS OF NY COLLEGE 
6 25.000 57.920 2.81 3.55 21 NY COLLEGE, AS CONPARED TO OTHER SUCH COLLEGES 
7 21.111 33.935 2.83 3.10 19 NY COLLEGE'S ACHIEVENENT OF ITS GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
8 18.280 49.728 2.54 3.23 17 NY PAY 
9 16.484 36.444 2.25 2.93 15 NY CHANCES FOR GETTING AHEAD IN THE COLLEGE 

10 13.043 31.720 2.36 2.98 12 NY COLLEGE'S OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF OPERATION 
11 7.609 37.705 2.01 2.99 7 THE COLLEGE'S OVERALL CONNUNICATIVE EFFORTS 
12 5.435 44.489 1.78 3.15 5 THE COLLEGE'S CONCERN FOR ITS NENBERS' NELFARE 
13 3.297 18.523 1.77 2.47 3 NY ORGANIZATION'S NAY OF RECOGNIZING AND RENARDING OUTSTANDING PERFORNANCE 

kkkktiiiiiiittHtttittititttiHiitiitiittitiiiiitititttttttHiitttimHiitiiiittttitttiitttttittttttttittttitilitHiiiiiitiittttti
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TEENS OF SATISFACTION
 
THE NORN NEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SANPLE NEAN TO CONPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OP CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 47
 

ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED NEGATIVELY WITH RESPECT TO SATISFACTION
 

*************************** ********** *****************************
 

SAMPLE NORM SAMPLE NORM
 

mi PSRCEM PERCEHT MEAH MEAK PERSONS QDESTIOK FROK THE ICA COHOTNICATIOH AUDIT SURVEY
 

ttttHtttttmtikittiiimtiitinitiiiitiiiititttittittttittttUttttttiitttHtHttttttinittiiiitiittiiimtiiiitiiiitiititttitUii
 

1 79.121 49.876 1.77 2.47 72 

2 78.261 31.004 1.78 3.15 72 

3 72.826 35.235 2.01 2.99 67 OVERALL CONHUNICATIVE EFFORTS 
4 59.341 38.652 2.25 2.93 54 

5 54.348 29.570 2.36 2.98 50 

6 46.237 31.015 2.54 3.23 43 

7 43.478 27.901 2.72 3.15 40 

8 36.905 20.493 2.81 3.55 31 

9 33.696 22.280 2.90 3.49 31 

10 28.889 22.563 2.83 3.10 26 

11 17.582 9.158 3.20 3.81 16 

12 16.304 24.593 3.22 3.08 15 

13 9.677 10.395 3.62 3.98 9 

ikkikiiiiikitiiHiitttttttttttittttltktttittikttttiiiilitiimnnttttiiiUtiitHiiittttltttttttttttttttitittHitittttttttitiitttHH
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF SATISFACTION
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAiS-1988: VICTOR VAIIEV COLLEGE OF CALIFORHIA
 MAY 1988
 

PLOT OF SAHPLE VERSUS SORMATIVE RATISGS
 

ORGANIZATIORAL OUTCOMES
 

3.62 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
3.98 NMHXHIinNKHnNNHNHNNIINNIINNIINNKNNnNIIHHN
 

MY JOB
 

2.54 SS8SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

3.23 MNHHHNMKHMNKNIINHIiNKHMnilllHNIIMHNK
 

MY PAY
 

2.90 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

3.49 KXHNNNKHKIINHnNIIMNMIIMNHNXMNMNHIINHH
 

MY PROGRESS IN THE COLLEGE UP TO THIS POINT IM TIME
 

2.25 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

2.93 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

MY CHANCES FOR GETTING AHEAD IN THE COLLEGE
 

2.72 SSSSSSSSSS8S8SSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

3.15 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
MY OPPORTUNITY TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE OVERALL SUCCESS OF MY COLLEGE
 

1.77 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

2.47 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

MY ORGANIZATION'S NAY OF RECOGNIZING AND RENARDING OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE
 

100 1.78 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

100 3.15 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
THE COLLEGE'S CONCERN FOR ITS MEMBERS' NBLFARE.
 

101 2.01 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

101 2.99 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNKNNN
 
THE COLLEGE'S OVERALL COMMUNICATIVE EFFORTS
 

101 3.20 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
102 3.81 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

NOREING IN MY COLLEGE
 

103 2.81 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
103 3.55 NNNNNNNHNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

MY COLLEGE, AS COMPARED TO OTHER SUCH COLLEGES
 

104 2.36 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

104 2.98 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

MY COLLEGE'S OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF OPERATION
 

105 3.22 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 
105 3.08 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

THE OVERALL QUALITY OF MY COLLEGE'S PRODUCT OR SERVICE
 

106 2.83 SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
 

106 3.10 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

MY COLLEGE'S ACHIEVEMENT OF ITS GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
 

-I.—I j.
 
-I—-I—-I
 

108
 



 

 

 

 

 

CAAS-1988: HCIOK VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 KAY 1988
 

TABLE 49 

CHANNELS OF COKKWICATION 

ITEMS COMPRISING THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: CURRENT QUALITY 

107. FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETNEEN TNO PEOPLE 
109. FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN TNO PEOPLE 
111. TELEPHONE 

113. NRITTEN (KEKOS, LETTERS) 
115. BULLETIN BOARDS 

117. INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NENSLETTER, MAGAZINE) 
119. INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES) 
121. EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND HENSPAPERS) 

ITEM SAMPLE NORM NORM NORM SAMPLE VERY LITTLE LITTLE , SOME GREAT VERY GREAT MISSING D: 
MEAN MEAN CHECK SIGMA SIGMA N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT N PERCENT 

107 3.34 3.30 SAME 1.00 1.02 6 6.45 9 9.68 35 37.63 33 35,48 10 10.75 0 .00 
109 2.90 3.32 SAME 1.05 .96 8 8.60 19 20.43 44 47.31 18 19.35 4 4.30 0 .00 
111 2.95 3.20 SAME 1.20 1.14 11 11.83 20 21.51 31 33.33 21 22.58 8 8.60 2 2.15 
113 3.11 3.44 SAME 1.11 .98 6 6.45 14 15.05 43 46.24 22 23.66 7 7.53 1 1.08 
115 1.96 2.80 SAME 1.14 1.01 36 38.71 32 34.41 17 18.28 3 3.23 3 3.23 2 2.15 
117 2.35 2.88 SAME 1.13 .90 17 18.28 33 35.48 34 36.56 6 6.45 1 1.08 2 2.15 
119 1.73 2.22 SAME 1.21 1.02 52 55.91 16 17.20 16 17.20 3 3.23 2 2.15 4 4.30 
121 1.97 2.25 SAME 1.14 1.15 44 47.31 14 15.05 23 24.73 3 3.23 4 4.30 5 5.38 
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CJAS-1988: VICTOR VilLEY COtlEGE OF CALIPORSIA HAY 1988
 

TABLE 50
 

CHAEHELS OF COfflUKICATIOK
 

TOPICS RAHR ORDERED POSITIVELY VITH RESPECT TO CDRREHT QDALITY
 

SAKPLE HORK SAMPLE NORM
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QDESTION FROM THE ICA COMMDNICATION AUDIT SBRVEY
 

******* tiki*** it ******
 

1 46.237 41.770 3.34 3.30 43 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETNEEN TNO PEOPLE
 
2 31.868 45.115 2.95 3.20 29 TELEPHONE
 
3 31.522 52.894 3.11 3.44 29 BRITTEN (NEMOS, LETTERS)
 
4 23.656 43.316 2.90 3.32 22 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN IBO PEOPLE
 
5 7.955 13.704 1.97 2.25 7 EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NEBSPAPERS)
 
6 7.692 26.594 2.35 2.88 7 INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NEBSLETTER, MAGAZINE)
 
7 6.593 27.848 1.96 2.80 6 BULLETIN BOARDS
 
8 5.618 15.174 1.73 2.22 5 INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES)
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS BHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF CURRENT QUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED BITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION BITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALlEir COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA Sjy 1988
 

TABLE 51
 

CHANNELS OF COHMHNICATION
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED NEGATIVELY NITH RESPECT TO CURRENT QUALITY
 

SAMPLE NORM SAMPLE NORM
 

RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QUESTION FROM THE ICA COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

1 76.404 59.415 1.73 2.22 68 INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES) 
2 74.725 36.890 1.96 2.80 68 BULLETIN BOARDS 
3 65.909 57.963 1.97 2.25 58 EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NEHSPAPERS) 
4 54.945 32.787 2.35 2.88 50 INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NENSLETTER, MAGAZINE] 
5 34.066 25.439 2.95 3.20 31 TELEPHONE 
6 29.032 19.786 2.90 3.32 27 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN TNO PEOPLE 
7 21.739 17.878 3.11 3.44 20 NRITTEN (NEMOS, LETTERS) 
8 16.129 15.398 3.34 3.30 15 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETHEEN TNO PEOPLE 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF CURRENT QUALITY
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEOE OF CALIFOEKIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 52
 

CHAHRELS OF COKMUMICATIOK
 

TOPICS RARE ORDERED POSITIVELY RITH RESPECT TO REED FOR IRFORKATIOR
 

SAHPLE HORH SAHPLE RORH
 

RARE PERCERT PERCERT HEAR REAR PERSORS QDESTIOR FROH THE ICA COHKORICATIOR AUDIT SURVEY
 

XXitXXtittttttttXttXtHtiXiittHXitiXiiiiiiiUltitiHtitHtittttHtittitiittmtXiittiitiiiiiiiiittiiiiiiiiiiiitiHtiittittttHttt
 

1 63.441 64.273 3 75 3.71 59 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE 
2 45.652 35.566 3 49 3.19 42 WRITTEN (MEMOS, LETTERS) 
3 40.860 48.816 3 32 3.42 38 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN TWO PEOPLE 
4 39.130 34.133 3 26 3.09 36 INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NEWSLETTER; MAGAZINE) 
5 38.462 33.494 3 20 3.21 35 TELEPHONE 
6 20.455 22.034 2 61 2.61 18 EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NEWSPAPERS) 
7 19.101 28.918 2 38 2.83 17 INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES) 
8 15.385 37.431 2 45 3.09 14 BULLETIN BOARDS 

XXXXtXXtXXXttHttiHittitttiitititiitiiittitinttttiitiititttttliiHtHHttttHtiiitttiiiiUiiiitiiitiitiittitttittttttXttXtitttttt
 

THE PERCERT FIGURE REPRESERTS THOSE PERSORS RHO FELT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IR TERMS OF REED FOR IRFORMATIOR
 
. THE RORM HEAR CAR BE CORTRASTED RITH THE SAMPLE MEAR TO COMPARE YOUR ORGARIZATIOR RITH OTHERS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEV COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA KAY 1988
 

TABLE 53
 

CHANNELS OF COHNONICATION
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED NEGATIVELY NITH RESPECT TO NEED FOR INFORKATION
 

SAMPLE NORN SAMPLE NORM
 
RANK PERCENT PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERSONS QDESTION FROM THE ICA COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

51.685. 35.448 2.38 2.83 46 INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES) 
47.253 26.239 2.45 3.09 43 BULLETIN BOARDS 
38.636 43.879 2.61 2.61 34 EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NENSPAPERS) 
20.879 16.816 3.20 3.21 19 TELEPHONE 
19.565 23.616 3.26 3.09 18 INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NENSLETTER, MAGAZINE) 
13.978 15.118- 3.32 3.42 13 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN TNO PEOPLE 
9.783 19.886 3.49 3.19 9 NRITIEN (NEMOS, LETTERS) 

8 3.226 10.233 3.75 3.71 3 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETNEEN TNO PEOPLE 

kkkkikkikiiiiniitiiittnitkiiiiiiinmiitiiiiiiitiiiiiittttiiitiitiiitttikiiiiiintniimiiiiiiitltiititnttitttttlttiittiimntui
 

THE PERCENT FIGURE REPRESENTS THOSE PERSONS NHO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERMS OF NEED FOR INFORMATION
 
THE NORM MEAN CAN. BE CONTRASTED NITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO COMPARE YOUR ORGANIZATION NITH OTHERS.
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CAJS-1988: VICTOR VALLEV COLLEGE OF CALIFORKIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 54
 

CHANNELS OF COMMHNICATION
 

TOPICS RANK ORDERED POSITIVELY KITH RESPECT TO DNCERTAINTY
 

ONCTN NORN NEED STATUS
 

RANK INDEX INDEX INDEX INDEX PERSONS QUESTION FROK THE ICA COKMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
 

XXitittitittHittmtttiktittittiiiiiiiiiiiHititiHttiititttttttlittttttttHiHttiiiiiiiiiiitiiitiittiitttitittittttitttkHitttiXt
 

.909 .212 3.26 2.35 91 INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NEHSLETTER, HAGAZINE) 

.652 .605 2.38 1.73 89 INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES) 

.648 .360 2.61 1.97 88 EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NENSPAPERS) 

.495 .285 2.45 1.96 91 BULLETIN BOARDS 

.419 .103 3.32 2,90 93 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN THO PEOPLE 

.409 .411 3.75 3.34 93 FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETNEEN THO PEOPLE 

.380 -.241 3.49 3.11 92 NRITTEN (NEMOS, LETTERS) 

.253 .012 3.20 2.95 91 TELEPHONE 

*mkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
 

"UNCTN INDEX" = UNCERTAINTY INDEX. THE LONER THIS VALUE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF INFORMATION OVERLOAD.
 
THE HIGHER THIS VALUE, THE GREATER THE PROBABILITY OF INFORMATION INADEQUACY.
 
VALUES ON THE UNCERTAINTY INDEX ARE CLOSE TO ZERO (+ OR - .04) INDICATE PEOPLE ARE GETTING OR SENDING ABOUT
 
INFORMATION AS THEY NEED TO DO THEIR JOB OH THAT TOPIC.
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CiAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 55
 

PLOT OF CURRENT, NEED, AND NORMATIVE RATINGS
 

. CHANNELS OF COMMHNICATION
 

I
 

107 I 3.30 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
107 I 3.34 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
108 I 3.75 NNNNNNKHNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNNNNH
 
108 I 3.71 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I FACE-TO-FACB CONTACT BETHEEN TNO PEOPLE
 
I
 

109 I 3.33 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
109 I 2.90 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 

110 I 3.32 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
110. I 3.42 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN THO PEOPLE
 
I
 

111 I 3.20 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
111 I 2.95 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
112 I 3.20 NNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
112 I 3.21 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I TELEPHONE
 

I
 

113 I 3.44 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
113 I 3.11 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
114 I 3.49 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
114 I 3.19 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I HRITTEN (MEMOS, LETTERS)
 
I
 

115 I 2.80 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
115 I 1.96 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
116 I 2.45 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNN .
 
116 I 3.09 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLILL
 

I BULLETIN BOARDS
 
I
 

117 I 2.88 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
117 I 2.35 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC
 
118 I 3.26 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 
118 I 3.09 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

I INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NENSLETTER, MAGAZINE)
 
I
 

119 I 2.22 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

119 I 1.73 ccccccecccccccccc
 

120 I 2.38 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHN
 

120 I 2.83 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
I INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES)
 
I
 

1211 2.25 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 

121 I 1.97 CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC .
 

122 I 2.61 NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
 

122. 1 2.61 LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLL
 
I EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NEHSPAPERS)
 
I
 

I -I—-I 1 1 1 1 1—.
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MOTE: 	THE C'S REPRESENT "CORRENT" RATINGS.
 

THE H'S REPRESENT NORMATIVE RATINGS.
 

THE N'S REPRESENT "NEED" RATINGS.
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEV COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 56
 

PLOT OF SAMPLE VERSUS NORMATIVE UNCERTAINTY VALUES
 

CHANNELS OF COMMUNICATION
 

107 

107 

.41 SSSS 

.41 NNNN 

FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETNBEN TNO PEOPLE 

109 

109 

.42 SSSS 

.10 N 

FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN TNO PEOPLE 

111 

111 

.25 SS 

.01 N 

TELEPHONE 

113 

113 

.38 SSS 

-.24 N 

NRITTBN (MEMOS, LETTERS) 

115 

115 

.49 SSSS 

.29 NN 

BULLETIN BOARDS 

117 

117 

.91 SSSSSSSSS 

.21 NN 

INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NENSLETTER, MAGAZINE) 

119 

119 

.65 SSSSSS 

.61 NNNNNN 

INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES) 

121 

121 

.65 SSSSSS 

.36 NNN 

EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NENSPAPERS) 

-I—.I-.-I 1—. 

NOTE: THE S'S REPRESENT SAMPLE "UNCERTAINTY" VALUES.
 
THE N'S REPRESENT NORMATIVE "UNCERTAINTY" VALUES.
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CAAS-1988; VICTOR VAltRV COLLEGE OF CALIFORHIA MAY 1988
 

TABLE 57 

CHANNELS OF COMMUNICATION 

ITEMS COMPRISING THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION: NEED FOR INFORMATION 

108. 

110. 

112. 

114. 
116. 

118. 
120. 
122. 

FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT BETNEEN TNO PEOPLE 

FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT AMONG MORE THAN TNO PEOPLE 

TELEPHONE 

NRITTEN (MEMOS, LETTERS) 
BULLETIN BOARDS 

INTERNAL PUBLICATIONS (NENSLETTER, MAGAZINE) 
INTERNAL AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA (VIDEOTAPE, FILMS, AND SLIDES). 
EXTERNAL MEDIA (TELEVISION, RADIO, AND NENSPAPERS) 

ITEM SAMPLE NORM 
MEAN. MEAN 

NORM NORM 
CHECE SIGMA 

SAMPLE 
SIGMA 

VERY LITTLE 
N PERCENT 

LITTLE 
N PERCENT 

SOME 
N PERCENT 

GREAT. 
N PERCENT 

VERY GREAT 
N PERCENT 

MISSING DATA 
N PERCENT 

08 

10 

12 

14 

15 

18 

20 

22 

3.75 

3.32 

3.20 

3.49 

2.45 

3.26 

2.38 

2.61 

3.71 

3.42 

3.21 

3.19 

3.09 

3.09 

2.83 

2.61 

SAHE 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

SAME 

1.02 

.99 

.82 

.87 

1.13 

1.09 

1.18 

1.22 

.83 

.90 

.98 

.88. 

1.17 

1.09 

1.35 

1.25 

2 

3 

5 

1 

26 

7 

35 

25 

2.15 

3.23 

5.38 

1.08 

27.96 

7.53 

37.63 

26.88 

1 

10 

14 

8 

17 

11 

11 

9 

1.08 

10.75 

15.05 

8.60 

18.28 

11.83 

11.83 

9.68 

31 

42 

37 

41 

34 

38 

26 

36 

33.33 

45.16 

39.78 

44.09 

36.56 

40.86 

27.96 

38.71 

43 

30 

28 

29 

9 

23 

8 

11 

46.24 

32.26 

30.11 

31.18 

9.68 

24.73 

8.60 

11.83 

16 

8 

7 

13 

5 

13 

9 

7 

17.20 

8.60 

7.53 

13.98 

5.38 

13.98 

9.68 

7.53 

0 

0 

2 

1 

2 

1 

4 

5 

.00 

.00 

2.15 

1.08 

2.15 

1.08 

4.30 

5.38 
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CAAS-1988: SOMHARY VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA 	 MAY 1988
 

TABLE. 58
 

OVERALL NEASURES OF COKMONICATION CLIMATE
 

************iiHttttjUlttillilJlttitHk*
 

RECEIVING INFORMATION FROM OTHERS
 

RESPONSE SET: SAMPLE MEAN NORM MEAN SAMPLE SIGMA 

CDRRENT QUALITY 32.156 37.607 10.098 

NEED FOR INFORMATION 48.360 46.502 8.308 


************************************************** 


RELATIONSHIP TO NORMATIVE SCALES
 
SAME
 
'SAME
 

***************
 

SENDING INFORMATION TO OTHERS
 

RESPONSE SET: SAMPLE MEAN NORM MEAN SAMPLE SIGMA RELATIONSHIP TO NORMATIVE SCALES ^ 
CURRENT QUALITY 17.173 20.227 4.947 SAME 
NEED FOR INFORMATION 21.700 23.430 5.331 SAME 

FOLLON-UP ACTION
 

RESPONSE SET: SAMPLE MEAN NORM MEAN SAMPLE SIGMA RELATIONSHIP TO NORMATIVE SCALES
 
CURRENT QUALITY 12.906 15.340 4.676 SAME
 
NEED FOR INFORMATION 16.525 14.736 4.864 SAME
 

SOURCES OF INFORMATION
 

RESPONSE SET: SAMPLE MEAN NORM MEAN SAMPLE SIGMA RELATIONSHIP TO NORMATIVE SCALES
 
CURRENT QUALITY 23.190 25.984 6.161 SAME
 
NEED FOR INFORMATION 30.501 30.044 6.265 SAME
 

RESPONSE SET: 

DEGREE OF QUALITY 


RESPONSE SET: 

DEGREE OF QUALITY 


RESPONSE SET: 

SATISFACTION 


TIMELINESS OF INFORMATION FROM KEY SOURCES
 

SAMPLE MEAN NORM MEAN SAMPLE SIGMA RELATIONSHIP TO NORMATIVE SCALES
 
17.413 17.884 4.351 SAME
 

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS
 

. SAMPLE MEAN NORM MEAN SAMPLE SIGMA RELATIONSHIP TO NORMATIVE SCALES
 
59.024 63.811 15.031 SAME
 

ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES
 

SAMPLE MEAN NORM MEAN SAMPLE SIGMA RELATIONSHIP TO NORMATIVE SCALES
 
, 34.013 . . 41.898 9.469 BELON
 

****************************** 	 4
 

NOTE: 	IN ORDER FOR A SCALE TO BE DESIGNATED "ABOVE" OR "BELOW," THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE
 
NORMS AND THE SAMPLE MUST BE GREATER THAN (OR LESSTHAN) .75 TIMES THE SAMPLE SIGMA.
 

\
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 123 RESPONDENT INCOMESOURCES: 1=SALARIED 2=H0URLY 3=PIECE 4=COMMISSIOK5=OTHER
 
91 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1 *
 

* ■ 

* (N= 	374, 8.07 PER CENT).
 
i
 

2 *
 
*
 

SAMPLE .
 

*""(N= 1, 1.08 PER CENT)
 
*	 / '
 

NORM 	 '1||
 
*'11= 186,. 4.01 PER CENT)
 
*
 

3 *
 
*
 

SAMPLE *i
 
*""(N= 1, 1.08 PER CENT)
 

NORM 	 'i
 
i""(l
 1, .02 PER CENT)
 
t
 

4 *
 
i
 

SAMPLE *1
 
*'1n= 0, PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

*"(N= 0, .00 PER CENT)
 
*
 

5 *
 
i
 

SAMPLE *1
 
*''(N= 0, .00 PER CENT)
 
k
 

NORM 	 'I
 
*1n= 2, .04 PER CENT)
 
*
 

6 *
 
*
 

SAMPLE *p
 
* (N= 2, 2.15 PER CENT)
 

* NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA.
 
*
 

^^^^ii^ikkkkkkkkikkkkkkkkkikiikkkiikikkkikikiikiikkkkkkikkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkiikkkikkkkikkkkiikkkkkkkkkii PERCENTAGES
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334414414444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PBRCEHTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OP CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 12.4 RESPONDENT GENDER: 1=MALE 2=FEMALE
 

89 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1 *
 
t
 

* '
 

2 *
 
*
 

«'tN=*''^t3r*tM9i'ErOT
 

* (N= 2222, 47.9rPEfCENfT'
 
*
 

3 *
 
■ * . 

SAMPLE *i
 
*"""(N= 0, .00 PER CENT}
 
*
 

NORM 	 'I
 
*""'(N= 5, .11 PER CENT)
 
*
 

4 *
 

SAMPLE *1
 
*""(N= 0, .00 PER CENT)
 
i
 

NORM 	 'I
 
*''(N= 2, ; .04 PER CENT)
 
*
 

5 *
 

SAMPLE
 

*"■'(1 0, .00 PER CENT) 

NORM 	 'I 
*'"'"(N= 2, .04 PER CENT) 
* 

6 * 
* 

SAMPLE 

*""?!= 4, 4.30 PER CENT) 

* (N= 	 939, 20.25 PER CENT) 

* NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA. 
* 

000001301)1)01111111111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899959999991 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567390123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890 

PE8CESTAGBS 0 
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 125 WHEN RESPONDENT WORKS: 1=FULLTIME 2=PARTTIME 3=TEMP FULL 4=TEMP PART
 

91 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

5, 5.38 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

[»= 14, .30 PER CENT)
 

3
 

SAMPLE
 

:n= 0, .00 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

:N= 7, .15 PER CENT)
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

:N= 0, .00 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

N= 1, .02 PER CENT)
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

N= 0, .00 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

If'"' 241, 5.20 PER CENT)
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

'N= 2, 2.15 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

iN= 1277, 27.55 PER CENT)
 

NOTE; CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DMA.
 

PERCENTAGES
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCENTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 126 TIME NORKING IN COLLEGE: 1=LT 1 YR 2=1/5 3=6/10 4=11/15 5=GT 15
 
90 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1
 

SAMPLE
 

IH= 11, 11,83 PER CERT)
 

NORM
 

.71 PER CENT)
 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

3
 

SAMPLE
 

CENT)
 

NORM
 

PER CENT)
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

'Tl=''"lC''^2l!?rPER CENT)
 

NORM
 

8.50 PER CENT)
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

CENT)
 

NORM
 

10.70 PER CENT)
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

3, 3.23 PER CENT)
 

NORM |wv|W«||«57
 

NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA.
 

PERCENTAGES
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334441444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999m
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCENTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 127 TIME IN CURRENT POSITION: 1=LT 1 YR 2=1/5 3=6/10 4=11/15 5=GT 15YRS
 
90 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

3,
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

CE»T)
 

^!K="'l73r"20f9t^pfR CENT)
 

CENT)
 

"fN?"tfr"'t3.78 PEE CENT)
 

, 15.05 PER CENT)
 

t 222, 4.79 PER CENT)
 

, 12.90 PER CENT)
 

"!n= 179, 3.86 PER CENT)
 

i= 3, 3.23 PER CENT)
 

^ PER CENT)
 

NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA.
 

PERCENTAGES
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCENTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 128 POSITION OF RESPONDENT AT THE COLLEGE
 

80 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

■ 235, 5.07 PER CENT) 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

(11= 75, 1.62 PER CENT)
 

3
 

SAMPLE
 

(N= 0, .00 PER CEHT)
 

NORM
 

(S= 39, .84 PER CENT)
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

(N= 1, 1.08 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

(N= 10, ,22 PER CENT)
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

iN= 15, .13 PER CENT)
16.13


NORM
 

I. 158, 3.41 PER CENT)
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

*7f=''"%7"'"t3.98 PER CENT)
 
NORM
 

NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATJ.
 

percentages
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCENTAGES 0
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http:7f=''"%7"'"t3.98


CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 129 LAST LEVEL COMPLETED IN SCHOOL
 

89 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

3
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

(N= 1, 1.08 PER CENT)
 

(N= 36, .78 PER CENT)
 

0, .00 PER CENT)
 

PER CERT)
 

"tH=''""l3M3.98 PER CERT)
 

PER CERT)
 

PER CERT)
 

4, 4.30 PER CERT)
 

ROTE; CODE "6" REPRESERTS RO RESPORSE DATA.
 

PERCENTAGES
 

00000000001111111,111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCERTAGES 
 0
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CAAS-1988; VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA NAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 130 AGE OF RESPONDENT
 

88 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1^
 

SAMPLE *i
 
(N= 0, .00 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

103, 2.22 PER CENT)
 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

'1f= 3, 3.23 PER CEHTl
 

NORM
 

PER CEHT)
 

3
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

.41 PER CEHT)
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

1.09 PER CEHT)
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

0.96 PER CEHT)
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

5, 5.38 PER CEHT)
 

NORM
 

HOTE: CODE "6" REPRESEHTS HO RESPOHSE -DATA. ­

************ PRRCEHTAGSS
 

0000000000111111111122222222223333333333444444444455555555556666666$667?77777717888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCEHTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OF CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 131 AMOUNT OF COMMUNICATIVE SKILLS TRAINING
 

89 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1
 

SAMPLE
 

10.75 PER CEHT)
 

NORM 1
 
4.24 PER CENT)
 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

ER CENT)
 

NORM
 

8.97 PER CENT)
 

3
 

SAMPLE
 

NORM
 

PER CENT)
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

ER CEK
 

NORM
 

w'2, 8.24 PER CENT)
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

Tl= 3, 3.23 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

(N= 12, .26 PER CENT)
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

4, 4.30 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA.
 

******************* ******* PERCENTAGBS
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334444444441555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCENTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VAILEY COLLEGE OF CALIF0R8IA	 MAY 1988
 

ITEM MO. 132 SALARY RAMGE OF RESPONDENT (1=<15RS,2=15-18K,3=18-25R,4=25-308,5=)30R)
 
88 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

- 1 	 »
 
i
 

SAMPLE H
 

« iN= 21, 22.58 PER CENT)
 

NORM '1
 
«'Tn= 105, 2.26 PER CENT)
 
t
 

2 *
 
i
 

SAKPLE
 

10.75 PER CENT)
 
*
 

NORM 	 'III
 
*''fN= 160, 3.45 PER CENT)
 

■ 

3 *
 
*
 

11,83 PER CENT)
 
*	 ■ 

NORM 	 '1
 
*"'tN= 	 104, 2.24 PER CENT)
 
*
 

4 *
 
i ,
 

SAMPLE**^*
 
* iN= 12, "12.90 PER CENT)
 
*
 

NORM 	 'i
 
*"''(N= 78, 1.68 PER CENT)
 
i
 

5 *
 
*
 

*
 

NORM 	 'I
 
*'"(N= 46, .99 PER CENT)
 
*
 

6 *
 
*
 

SAMPLE
 

*"*iN=""" 5, 5.38 PER CENT)
 
*
 

* . 	 ■ 

* NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA.
 
*
 

*************	 ************ PERCENTAGES
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCENTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OP CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 133 IN HON MANY OTHER ORGANIZATIONS HAVE YOU BEEN EMPLOYED IN LAST TEN YEARS?
 
90 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1
 

SAMPLE
 

111= 38, 40.86 PER CEHT)
 

NORM
 

"(F 217, 4.68 PER CENT)
 

2
 

SAMPLE
 

^ff=''''®2!r'^i:urpErcliiT)
 

NORM
 

"tN= 127, 2.74 PER CENT)
 

3
 

SAMPLE
 

fN= 12, 12.90 PER CENT)
 

NORM .
 

'(N= 69, 1.49 PER CENT)
 

4
 

SAMPLE
 

TF J, 9.68 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

'(N= 54, 1.16 PER CENT)
 

5
 

SAMPLE
 

IF™8, 8.60 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

(N= 84, 1.81 PER CENT)
 

6
 

SAMPLE
 

"Tn= 3, 3.23 PER CENT)
 

NORM
 

NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA.
 

PERCENTAGES
 

00000000001111111111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991
 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
 

PERCENTAGES 0
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CAAS-1988: VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE OP CALIFORNIA
 MAY 1988
 

ITEM NO. 134 ARE YOU PRESENTLY LOOKING FOR A JOB IN A DIFFERENT ORGANIZATION?
 
81 PEOPLE RESPONDED TO THIS ITEM.
 

CODE
 

1 *
 

CEHT)
 

NORN
 

«'Tn= 120, 2.59 PER CENT)
 
i
 

2 «
 

t
 

NORN
 

*Tt=''""420, 9.06 PER CENT)
 
*
 

3 *
 
i
 

SANPLE «|
 
*"'(N= 0, .00 PER CENT) 

NORM 'I 
»"''(N= 0, .00 PER CENT) 
* 

4 * 
* 

SAMPLE *1 
*"(N= 0, .00 PER CENT) 
i 

NORM 'I 
'■"(N' 2, .04 PER CENT) 
t 

5 » 
i 

SAMPLE «|
'"(N= 1, 1.08 PER CENT) 

« '(M= 0, .00 PER CENT) 
* 

6 * 
* 

PER CENT) 

NORM 

* NOTE: CODE "6" REPRESENTS NO RESPONSE DATA. 
* 

percentages 
00000000001111111111222222222233333333334444444444555555555566666666667777777777888888888899999999991 
01234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890 

PERCENTAGES 0 
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Appemdix B
 

Preview
 

Settlement of the Victor Valley, discovered by
 

Spanish adventurers who traveled along the Mojave River as
 

early as 1771, did not begin until after the gold rush.
 

Mining and agriculture efforts were pursued in the area
 

and still play a role in the economy of the Valley today,
 

George Air Force Base, established during World War II,
 

remains today and also contributes greatly to the economy
 

of the area. The mining industry and the military are
 

among the largest employers in the Victor Valley which is
 

largely comprised of businesses with fewer than ten
 

employees. While the Victor Valley is one of the fastest
 

growing areas in California, the majority of its residents
 

currently commute outside of the area to work. This trend
 

is expected to continue as population growth far exceeds
 

job opportunities.
 

The Victor Valley; An Historical Perspective
 

Spanish adventurers traveled along the Mojave River
 

and aGross the area known as Victor Valley as early as
 

1771. Actual migration into the Valley followed the gold
 

rush, and shortly thereafter mining and agricultural
 

development made a permanent change in the area.^^
 

Farms located along the banks of the Mojave River
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received ample water and flonrished. The minerals granite
 

and a pure type of limestone necessary to make cement
 

formed the basis of mining efforts. The cement industry
 

soon became and remains today one of the primary
 

industries pf the area.
 

Railroad traeks were laid through the Victor Valley
 

enroute west in 1899. Victorville quickly became a
 

railroad stop, a place for engines to be serviced and
 

additional engines added to ease the trip through the
 

Cajon Pass, and a place for Victor Valley residents to
 

ship agricultural and mining products to other areas of
 

the country. 
1
 

During World War XI, the Air Force established an
 

air base here. By 1960 the base was included in the
 

Tactical Air Command, housed fifteen hundred Air Force
 

personnel, and employed four hundred and fifty civilian
 

employees. Today, George Air Force Base, which has
 

recently been given a ninety-two million dollar expansion
 

5et through 1991, is still an economic force in the
 

Victor Valley.
 

The Victor Valley; Population Growth
 

During the period from 1960 to 1984, the population
 

of California increased sixty-two percent from 15.7
 

million to 25.4 million. The population of San Bernardino
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County increased, faster than the state as a whole during
 

this time averaging a growth rate of a little over three
 

percent a year. And the acGelerated growth in the Victor
 

Valley greatly contributed to this average.
 

The Victor Valley of San Bernardino County is situated
 

in the high desert on the southern edge of the Mojave
 

Desert, It is approximately equidistanGe from San
 

Bernardino and Barstow on the well—traveled route to Las
 

Vegas^ Until reGently the Victor Valley waa primarily a
 

stopping plaee for travelers enroute to or froni the Los
 

Angeles Basin; however, today it is experienGing a
 

population growth rate that exceeds any other area in the
 

state. Thirty-eight percent of the Valley's
 

population have lived in the area less than three years
 

and ten percent have lived in the area less than one year.
 

Utility company studies project the current population of
 

the Valley will increase at a rate that is about four
 

times as rapid as the state as a whole and twice as fast
 

as the rest of San Bernardino County.
 

According to these reports, the 1986 population of
 

153,000 will be 219,000 in 1991, a growth rate of seven
 

and—one half percent per year or a forty-three percent
 

increase in five years.
 

From a Valley-wide survey conducted in 1984, the
 

Daily Press, a local daily newspaper, concluded that most
 

area residents are attracted to the natural environment.
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clean air, open spaces, and small town atmosphere of the
 

region. Affordable honsing is also a contributing factor
 

to the influx of people who have made the Victor Valley
 

their home. Three—bedroom houses on one—half acre lots
 

are available from $65,000,
 

Employment Trends In The Victor Valley
 

While the major economy of San Bernardino County is
 

trade followed closely by government and service related
 

firms, most of the employers in the Victor Valley are
 

small firms with less than ten employees, The Valley's
 

major employers are concestr'ated in the cement,
 

electronics, and utilities industries, and in education.
 

Table 1 in Appendix B lists employers with more than fifty
 

employees.
 

A 1979 survey conducted to determine labor skills in
 

the Valley found that an unusually large number (almost
 

fifty percent) of the labor force commuted to employment
 

outside the area—mostly to the San Bernardino Valley and
 

to Pomona—but some even to areas as far away as Orange
 

and Los Angeles Counties. There is no current data
 

available on the percentage of Valley residents who
 

commute to employment outside of the area; however, given
 

the tremendous increase in population and the relatively
 

few jobs created here since 1979 it is thought that the
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1979 data is still reliable,
 

Predicted Job Growth
 

Job growth in the San Bernardino Desert Subregion
 

is not expected to keep pace with the demand for work.
 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
 

has projeGted that regional employment in the six counties
 

of Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
 

Bernardino, and Ventura will total nearly 7.6 million in
 

the year 2000. According to these projections, the San
 

Bernardino Desert subregion will have a labor force that
 

will increase from 51,300 in 1980 to 94,000 by the year
 

2000. This is a 4.2 perGent average growth rate compared
 

to a projected 5.3 percent for San Bernardino County as a
 

whole. Growth rates for both San Bernardino County and
 

the San Bernardino Desert Subregion greatly exceed the
 

regional predictions of 1.8 percent. 
20 

The burgeoning
 

labor force and the continuing scarcity of jobs will
 

require a significant number of local resident to continue
 

to commute out of the area to work.
 

Future Job Opportunities
 

In a 1982 update of the Projections of Employment for
 

the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario areas, the Employment
 

Development Department estimated that fifty-seven percent
 

of the job openings occuring in this region will result
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from replacement needs due to labor force separation.
 

Major occupational groups which will show a higher than
 

average employment gtfowth rate include: professional and
 

technical; managers, officials, and proprietors; also
 

sales workers, clerical workers, and service workers.
 

Graft workers, operators, laborers, farmers and farm
 

workers will have lower than average employment growth
 

rates during this projection period.
 

The largest absolute numbers of job openings will
 

occur in clerical occupations (27,200) and in service
 

occupations (26,0000). Together, these anticipated
 

vacancies will account for 37.4 percent of all job
 

opportunities expooted during the projection period.
 

Specific occupations that will have a higher than average
 

demand in the two county regions are registered nurses,
 

elementary school teachers, office managers, restaurant
 

managers, sales workers, clerical workers, cashiers,
 

carpenters, electricians and plumbers; auto mechanics,
 

assemblers, and waitresses.
 

Summary
 

The Victor Valley of San Bernardino County, situated
 

in the high desert on the southern edge of the Mojave
 

Desert, until recently was primarily a stopping place for
 

travelers enroute to or from the Los Angeles Basin, Today,
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it is the fastest growing area in the state. However,
 

employinent is not keeping pace with population growth, and
 

it is expected that the majority of the Valley's
 

population now coinmuting outside of the area to work will
 

continue to do so in the future.
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TABLE 1
 

MAJOR EMPLOYERS IN THE VICTOR VALLEY
 

Manufacturing
 

Name of Company
 Employment
 

Southwestern • .Cenient
 409
 
Kaiser Cement and Gypsum 343
 
Riverside Cement
 294
 
King Hi-Tech 190
 
Pfizer, Inc.
 155
 
Hi-Grade Materials Co.
 88'
 
Tel Craft
 55
 
Pluess-Staufer, Incl 50
 

Type of Business
 

Cement
 

Cement and Gypsum
 
Cement
 

Electronics
 
Talcs and Clay
 
Ready-mix Cement
 
Conmunication Equipment
 
Limestone Products
 

Non-Manufacturing
 

School Districts
 
Contel Telephone Company
 
George Air Force Base
 
Victor Valley Hospital
 
St. Marys Hospital
 
Roadway Express
 
Southern California Edison
 
Victor Val1ey Col1ege
 
Green Tree Inn
 
Holiday Inn
 
Holiday Hill
 
Apple Valley Inn
 

1,420
 
841
 
730
 

360
 

325
 

350
 

184
 

149
 

115
 

110
 

100
 

TOO
 

Education
 

Communications
 
Air Base (excluding military)
 
Health Care
 

Health Care
 
Trucking
 
Public Utilities
 
Education
 
Motel
 

Hotel
 

Ski Resort (+300 seasonal)
 
Resort
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APPEN3JIX G
 

INTRODUCTION
 

PreYlew
 

Vietor Valley Golllege was established in 1960 and
 

shared space with the local high school for its first four
 

years. However, student enrollment increased from 691 in
 

the fall of 1961 to 1,086 in the fall of 1962, And by the
 

fall semester of 1963, 1,300 students were enrolled in
 

classes. The college purchased land and built its own
 

campus in the fall of 1965. Enrollment peaked in the fall
 

of 1986 with 5,284 students registered for classes. The
 

student population, once Gonsisting mostly of recent high
 

school graduates interested in participating in
 

extracurricul activities now closely resembles the state
 

norm for community college students. Today, the average
 

student is a white woman, 32 years old, taking 2 classes.
 

The modal age of the student population is 20, the median
 

age is 28, and the mean age is 31. The focus of the
 

college as it moves toward the 21st century is to meet the
 

needs of its changing student population.
 

A Journey Through The Years
 

The Victor Valley Chamber of Commerce and the Board
 

of Trustees of the Victor Valley Union High School first
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addressed the need for a two-year junior eollege in 1950.
 

The idea which was rejected during the early decade of the
 

50s was reviewed again in 1959, and this time it met with
 

acceptance.
 

The Victor Valley Junior College District was
 

estahlished in 1960. The district encompasses an area of
 

approximately 1,800 square miles and includes the
 

communities of Adelanto, Apple Valley, Wrightwood, and
 

Victorville.
 

Instruction began the fall semester of 1961 with
 

classes held at Victor Valley Union High School which was
 

then the only high school in the Victor Valley. A night
 

school schedule was adopted with college classes offered
 

from 3:00-10:00 p.m. Ten part-time and twelve full-time
 

faculty taught students who selected from classes in
 

seven programs and eight vocational courses that were
 

offered.
 

Faculty and Student Involvement
 

Three of the original twelve full-time faculty who
 

began teaching for the college at the high school are
 

still teaching at Victor Valley College. Poly Fitch, whose
 

teaching career began at Victor Valley College that
 

first year, joined the staff as drama instructor. She and
 

her small band of drama students produced two plays during
 

the 1961-62 school year. They produced a full stage
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production of Blythe Spirit in March and a staged reading
 

of The Importance of Being Earnest in late May.
 
o/
 

Polly's late afternoon and evening classes were in
 

the physical education elassroom adjacent to the gym. The
 

room shared an air vent with the men's locker room so
 

Polly was kept up on all the latest obscenities. The
 

swimming pool was just outside its walls. Polly vividly
 

remembers the challenge of keeping a speech class
 

motivated while a swim coach was screaming "Gitcher butt
 

upI" immediately outside the door to her room.^^
 

The energies, enthusiasm, interest, and involvement
 

of faculty like Poly Fitch and of the Bean of Students
 

Burt Wadsworth contributed to a variety of student
 

activities early in the history of the college. The
 

Associated Students, the official organization of the
 

student government, formed an active group in 1961 and
 

quickly became involved in the Galifornia Junior College
 

Student Government Association under Poly Fitch and Burt
 

Wadworth's advisement. Poly also advised the Associated
 

Women Students, a service organization that sponsored all-


college dances, sold tickets for cultural events held in
 

Los Angeles, assisted with registration each semester, and
 

served at the Founders' Bay banquet. AWS officers were
 

responsible for representing "women's interests" at
 

student council meetings. A chapter of Alpha Gamma Sigma,
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 a statewide honor society for junior colleges was active
 

that first year as was as the Letterman Glub whose members
 

included athletes lettering in any sport played at Victor
 

Valley College. The Circle K Club, a junior division of
 

the Kiwanis Club, had an active chapter and Delta Psi
 

ja, a national honorary dramatic fraternity, joined the
 

26

other canipiis clubs by the spring of 1964,
 

Polly Fitch reports that Victor Valley College
 

students that first year were almost all recent high
 

school graduates who responded well to extracurricula
 

activities. She notes, however, that by the mid-1960s
 

teas and finger sandwiches practically disappeared and
 

dinner dances shrank to one or two a year.27
 

The Athletic Program
 

The head coach, Juel Caruthers, introduced soccer to
 

the physical education department during the first year of
 

the college because the young college had neither enough
 

students nor a large enough budget to support a football
 

program. Students did not embraGe the game with
 

enthusiasm. Consequently, the team completed two seasons
 

with few wins and much laughter from the sidelines. But
 

the third year of soccer competition brought new respect
 

to the game when the Victor Valley College team brought
 

home a trophy and a state championship with scores of 10­

28

2-2 and a league record of 6-0-2,
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Basketball was added to the athletie program In 1963
 

and football was introduced in 1970. But the athletic
 

program was eliminated in 1978 because of funding cuts
 

made by Proposition 13. It was, however, reinstated in
 

1980 and the Department is working toward rebuilding
 

active baseball, basketball, football, track, and soccer
 

programs,
 

Student Publications
 

The Desert Ram Page, a semi-monthly school paper,
 

was published by the Journalism Department in the fall of
 

1962. The Panorama, billed as a semester pictorial
 

history, was published twice a year. Sponsored by the
 

Associated Students, the Panorama reviewed athletics,
 

dances, faculty-stndent sports nights, hayrides, snow
 

parties, and class activities. The Piquant, a student
 

literary magazine, was designed to enhance students'
 

desire to write by publishing their literary pieces. The
 

magazine strived to be unbiased and tried to reflect
 

student thinking and to broaden their writing abilities.
 

The Piquant, active from 1963 until 1971, accepted work by
 

any full or part- time Victor Valley Gollege student.29 Of
 

these early publications, only the Ram Page has survived.
 

The student newspaper was inactive for two years, from
 

1984-1986, and has only recently been activated again by a
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reestablished Journalism class which publishes the Ram
 

Page monthlyi
 

The College Library
 

The college library, advertised in the 1960-63
 

catalog as "up-to-date, modern facility located in the
 

college center", was the site of the new college's first
 

act of censorship. A worker unloading a shipment of books
 

browsed through the Dictionary of American Slang and
 

became so shocked by what he found that he caused an
 

uproar. The librarian kept the book out of sight for
 

three years shelving it openly only after the college
 

moved to its own campus.
 

Today's library policies are much more liberal than
 

in those early days. The Board of Trustees has adopted a
 

policy which states:
 

Censorship of books, urged or practiced by
 
volunteer arbitrators of morals or political
 
opinion or by organizations that would
 
establish a coercive concept of Americanism,
 
must be challenged by libraries in maintenance
 
of their responsibility to provide public
 
information and enlightnment through the printed
 
word.
 

Library holdings are constantly growing and presently
 

include 40,000 volumes and 410 serials: non-book-catalogs,
 

prints, and materials which do not circulate; phono
 

records and tapes I locally produced videotapes, slides,
 

filmstrips, and transparencies. The facility also
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maintains an up-to-date law library.32
 

Acereditation And The Prospect of ̂ Permanent Campus
 

In May of 1963, Victor Valley College welcomed its
 

first Accredation team from the Western Association of
 

Community Colleges. The team inspected, evaluated, and
 

determined that the new college was worthy of a three year
 

accreditation, the maximum accreditation permissible to a
 

new institution.^^
 

The close of the 1962-63 academic year saw a master
 

plan and space adequacy study completed for approximately
 

5,000 students. Construction was scheduled to begin on
 

the first buildings of the new campus; the library,
 

science, administration, and business buildings as soon as
 

Sacramento approved the plans.
3̂ 
 

Student Population
 

The early growth of the college was continuous.
 

Student enrollment increased froni 691 in the fall of 1961
 

to 1,086 in the fall of 1962. By the fall semester of
 

1963, 1,300 students were enrolled in classes. Average
 

Daily Attendance increassd by approximately twenty-five
 

percent those first three years.
35
 

The College Gets A Campus
 

The location of a permanent campus site generated
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much real estate speculation and secrecy. If Apple Valley
 

were chosen as the site, Victorville might spurn the
 

decision and possibly the college itself. Land in
 

Hesperia was cheap but, at that time, remote. Board of
 

Trustee members and Administrators finally agreed to
 

purchase the 283 acre Kalin Ranch which bordered
 

Victorvillle, Apple Valley, and Hesperia and provided
 

ample land for development. 36
 

Groundbreaking for the new campus was held on November
 

18, 1964, in seven inches of snow. Of those who made it
 
/
 

to the eeremony, half had to have their vehicles towed
 

back to Bear Valley Road in order to get home,
 

Glasses were scheduled to start on the new campus in
 

the fall of 1965. On August 1 the buildings were still
 

not completed, but the President of the college, a man not
 

easily deterred, ordered the faculty to move in anyway.
 

Construction workers had to work around faculty and
 

students to put the finishing touches on four of the first
 

five buildings.
 

Victor Valley College; The Decades Ahead
 

Enrollment rose from 691 students in 1961 to a high
 

of 5,284 in the fall of 1986. The number of full-time
 

students has remained nearly constant since 1975
 

indicating a rapid rise in the number of students taking
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classes on a part-time bases. Part-time students now
 

outnumber full-time students by a ratio of more than
 

three-to-one» The fall 1987 enrollment summary Table 1, A
 

and B, of Appendix C shows the changes in full time
 

compared to part-time enrollment from 1980-1986.
39
 

Student Composition
 

There have been significant Ghanges in the composition
 

of the student population at Victor Valley College since
 

the late 1960s, and more changes are anticipated. The
 

adult student population began increasing during the
 

decade of the 1960s and has continued tQ do so through the
 

1980s. Today, the student population of Victor Valley
 

College closely resemebles the Gharacteristics of
 

community colleges realized statewide in the past decade.
 

Women now constitute the majority—over 59 percent—^of
 

those enrolled in the Spring Semester» 1988. The average
 

student is a white woman, 32 years old, taking two
 

classes. The modal age of the student population is 20,
 

the median age is 28, and the mean, 31. Table 2, Appendix
 

C shows these changes. Additionally, a gradual shift
 

in age of the average student attending community college
 

is expected to be realized as the "baby boom" slows down.
 

The proportion of 25 to 40 year olds is expected to
 

increase somewhat, but the greatest change will occur in
 

the age group over 65. This age group will be pronounced
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locally because of the efforts of several developers who
 

are encouraging the migration of senior citizens to the
 

area through the development of planned retirement
 

communities.
 

Both Black and Hispanic groups are underepresented by
 

0.6 percent. Table 3 in Appendix C presents a comparison
 

of the ethnic composition of the District with the student
 

body for the spring semester of 1989. These student
 

characteristics are expected to change somewhat during the
 

next decade. While the rapidly changing ethnic
 

composition of California will have a greater effect on
 

metropolitian areas of the state, this change will impact
 

the Victor Valley College District as well.
 

Enrollment Pro.ieetions
 

Assuming unrestricted enrollment growth and the
 

population increases projected, the student population at
 

Victor Valley College is expected to more than double in
 

the next fifteen years. These enrollment projections are
 

predicated on the assumption that the college will
 

continue to maintain at least the same participation rates
 

that have been seen in the past. Table 4 in Appendix C
 

shows the participation rates for the communities in the
 

District. The average of 52 students per one thousand
 

residents over 18 years of age is similar to other
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commiinity colleges in the state and identical to the
 

national average,
 

Vic tor Valley College; Meeting The Needs Of Its Comninnity
 

In meeting the changing needs of the community that
 

is becoming the Victor Valley, the college is gearing up
 

to make the uecessary ehanges. Besides adjusting classes
 

to the changing characteristics of the student population,
 

the college is addressing the employment needs of the
 

area.
 

Recognizing its need to attract business and
 

industry to the area and to assist in the continued
 

SUCC6SS of small businesses that constitute the majority
 

of employment opportunities for the members of its
 

community, Victor Valley College has taken several steps.
 

It has joined ED>Net, the Economic Development Network of
 

Community Colleges, developed a Small Business Development
 

Center, implemented a program of Small Business Seminars,
 

and developed the Victor Valley Small Business Incubator.
 

The Economic Development Network
 

As a member of the Economic Development Network of
 

California Community Colleges, ED>Net, a recently formed
 

entity funded under a grant by the State Chancellor's
 

Office, Victor Valley College enjoys participating in an
 

organization whose goal is to enhance economic development
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in California and define the role of community Golleges in
 

this effort. ED>Net striYes toward reaching this goal
 

through highlighting exemplary programs already in place
 

and assisting in the development of new programs through
 

the statewide community college system.
 

Acting as an economic development resource center for
 

the 107 community colleges in California, EI)>Net utilizies
 

community colleges' flexihility to meet changing needs and
 

to support new and expanding businesses from community to
 

community. This support makes the community college system
 

a viable partner with business, industry, and government
 

as well as with economic development agencies.
 

To achieve these goals, ED>Net will conduct an
 

economic development survey throughout the California
 

community college system to identify current and planned
 

economic development programs. The results of this survey
 

will serve as the foundation for the ED>Net data base.
 

Conferences will be held to update college
 

representatives, business leaders, and government agencies
 

on exemplary programs and to provide tips and strategies
 

on conducting progressive economic development programs.
 

The Small Business Development Center
 

Recognizing that small businesses are a vital part of
 

the economic stability of the Victor Valley and play a
 

151
 



major role in the growth of the community, Victor Valley
 

College developed the Small Busines Development Center.
 

The Victor Valley College Small Busines Development
 

Center is a program designed to provide assistance and
 

resources to the High Desert's small business community.
 

The program links resources of federal, state, and local
 

governments with the private sector, Victor Valley
 

College, and other educational organizations.
 

The Small Business Development Center began operation
 

in 1986 and is committed to strengthening small business
 

by creating an atmosphere of success that will enhance
 

economic growth. The Center is staffed by a program
 

director who receives input from local small business
 

representatives. The program director works in
 

conjunction with the Small Business Administration, County
 

of San Bernardino, city officials, local Chambers of
 

CommerGe, and other business organizations in the High
 

Desert. His efforts are enhanced by the support of a
 

resource and referral network.
 

Special services offered to small businesses through
 

the Victor Valley College Small Business Development
 

Center include customized training to assist businesses
 

that want to upgrade the skills of their employees to
 

increase productivity and/or profitability and to meet the
 

challenges of expansion; economic development which
 

provides information relating to the many areas of need
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for potential new business in loeal communities and cities
 

that comprise the Victor Valley, inGluding a list of names
 

of contact people for each community and eity's economic
 

developent programs; special programs for the business
 

community that provide information on contracting with
 

government agencies; and special activities for women,
 

veterans, and ethnic minority owned businesses.
 

The Victor Valley Small Business Development Center
 

offers periodical seminars that are co-sponsored with the
 

Small Business Administration^ These seminars allow
 

participatants to earn Small Business Management
 

Certificates by completing ten workshops or to merely
 

choose from among seminar offerings that interest them.
 

Seminars, scheduled weekday evenings and Saturdays,
 

include the following offerings;
 

Legal Aspects of Forming and Operating Your
 
Business
 

Writing for Business Results
 
Developing an Effective Business Plan
 
Financial Planning for the Small Business
 
Financial Records Management
 
Credit and Collection Procedures
 

Acquiring a Loan for Your Business
 
Marketing and Advertising Your Business
 
Purchasing and Inventory Management
 
Personnel Procedures and Employee Management
 
Using the Computer in Managing Your Business
 
Developing Effective Management Skills
 

The Victor Valley Small Business Incubator Industries
 

The Victor Valley Small Business Incubator Industries
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Is a joint projeGt of the Victor Valley College Small
 

Business Development Center, the Victor Valley Community
 

Improvement Council, and the City of Adelanto, The project
 

established a Small Business Incubator which is a flexible
 

method of encouraging the development of new business and
 

fostering local economic development. Incubator
 

facilities provide an environment where public and private
 

resourGes can combine to meet the needs of small
 

businesses during the critical stages of their
 

development. Incubators provide facilities in which a
 

number of new and growing businesses operate under one
 

roof with affordable shared rents, shared services and
 

equipment; and equal access to a wide range of
 

professional, technical, and financial assistance 
46 ^ 

programs. 

Summary
 

The efforts of early faculty and staff, the
 

enthusiasm of students eager to participate in the college
 

experience, and the leadership of an administration
 

determined to provide students with a quality eduction
 

served Victor Valley College well in its developing years.
 

The ability to meet the changing needs of its student
 

population, and the determination to continue to place the
 

needs of its students first and foremost will insure the
 

college a successful future in the decades ahead.
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TABLE 2
 

COLLEGE WIDE DATA
 

Fal l 1984
 

GRAM)
 

MALES FT 

DAY 

PT FT 

EVE 

PT 

TOTAL 

FT Pf 
TOTAl 

Freshmen 

Sophomores 
Assoc Degree 
Bacc or Higher 

331 

107 

20 

5 

343 

139 

31 

29 

19 

8 

2 

-

555 

180 

59 

74 

270 

115 

22 

5 

898 

319 

90 

103 

1168 

434 

112 

108 

TOTAL MALE 383 542 29 868 412 1410 1822 

FEMALES 

Freshmen 

Sophomores 
Assoc Degree 
Bacc or higher 

321 

158 

28 

7 

654 

199 

69 

55 

10 

2 

3 

-

519 

115 

.63 

75 

331 

160 

31 

7 

1173 

314 

132 

110 

1504 

474 

163 

137 

TOTAL FEMALE 514 977 15 772 529 1749 2278 

GRAND TOTAL 897 1519 44 1640 941 3159 4100 

AGE DtSIRIBUTION 

Less than 18 

18-19 

20-24 

25-29 

30-34 

35-39 
40-49 

50-64 

65 and over 

2.05f 
12.9$ 
22.0? 
18.0? 
14.0? 
10.1? 
11.1? 
6.8? 
3.3? 

SEX DISTRIBUTION 

Maie 

Female 

38.8? 
61.2? 
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lASLE' 4.
 

PARTICIPATION RATE FOR VICTOR VALLEY COMMUNITIES
 

P^rtleioatign/lOOO
Cdnmmn I tv	 Number dents
 

54.7
149
 

1 ,153
 
A<i61 anto ,
 

57.9.

Apple Val ley
 

4-3.6
16
 

994 40.7
 
HeIenpale
 

HesperIa
 
Lucerne VaI ley 103 . 37.4
 

41.6
16
Oro Grande
 
61.5
98
Phe i an i PInon Hi l ls
 

VIctorvI I le 1,559 §	 66.6
 

21,3
Wr ighT>rood 65
 

i Includes Spring Val ley Lake and George Air force Base
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ENBNOTES
 

Appendix ̂ 
 

^^Sonthern Galifornia Edison Company, Area
 
Inventory On Victor Valley (Victorville, California, 1966)
 

^•
 

12
 
Southern California Edison Company, p. 6,
 

^^San Bernardino County Planning Commission,
 
Victorville Area, Master Plan Report, 1960, p. 10
 

^'^San Bernardino County Planning Commission, p, 8.
 

^^John Charlton, ESO/GAFB, Panel Member; Special Board
 
Of Trustees Workshop, Inn Of Sliver Lakes, (Helendale,
 
California, May 1988).
 

Victor Valley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document by Victor Valley College (Victorville, Ca.,
 
1985), p. 33.
 

^^Victor Valley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document, p. 33.
 

1 R
Report at Special Board Of Trustees Workshop, Inn Of
 

Silver Lakes, (Helendale, Ca. May, 1988).
 

^^Victor Valley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document, p. 48.
 

VictorVictor VailValley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document, p. 50.
 

21vic_tox Valley College In The Year 199, A Planning
 
Document, p. 51.
 

Appendix C
 

Victor Valley College Student Handbook 1969-70
 
(Victor Valley College, 1970), p, 5.
 

^^Victor Valley College Student Handbook, 1969-70, p. 5.
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Panorama. Sprina Semester 1964 (Victor Valley
 

College, 1964). pp. 25-26.
 

25
Polly Fitch, ^ Anecodotal History Of Victor Valley
 

College (Victor Valley College, 1985). p. 2
 

26
Panorama, Fall Semester 1964 (Victor Valley College,
 

1964). pp. 14-16.
 

Fitch, p. 4.
 

28Panorama, Fall Semester 1963-64 (Victor Valley
 
College, 1964). pp. 18-25.
 

9Q

Piquant, Fall Semester 1967 (Victor Valley College,
 
1964). p. 17.
 

Fitch, p. 2.
 

Victor Valley College Board of Trustees Policy 6152.
 

32Panorama, Spring Semester 1963 (Victor Valley
 
College, 1963). p. 5.
 

33Panorama, Spring Semester 1963 (Victor Valley
 
College, 1963). p. 2.
 

34Panorama, Fall Semester 1963-64. p.2.
 

Fitch, p. 3.
 

Fitch, p. 5.
 

^^Fitch, p. 3.
 

Victor Valley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document Update (Victor Valley College, 1988). p.38.
 

Victor Valley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document. p. 39.
 

Victor Valley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document, p. 37.
 

Victor Valley College In The Year 1999, A Planning
 
Document, p. 37.
 

A2

Economic Development Network, California Community
 

Colleges, 1988. phamplet.
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Small Business Development Center, (Victor Valley
 

College, 1988), phamplet.
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Small Business Seminars, (Victor Valley
 

College, 1988). phamplet.
 

Small Business Seminars (Victor Valley
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Victor Valley Small Business Incubator, (Victor
 
Valley College, 1988), phamplet.
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