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The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate the relationship between day-to-day 

employee communication within an organization and employees’ trust in their organization and 

their perceptions of ethical organizational climate types. Specifically, the study examined the 

relationships among employee communication indicators (accountability, secrecy, participation, 

and substantial information), employees’ trust in their organizations, and five different ethical 

organizational climates (caring, instrumental, law and code, rules, and independence), using trust 

as a mediator between communication and climates. Three hundred five full-time employees 

from seven organizations representing different industries and sizes agreed to participate in this 

study.  

This study significantly showed how employees’ perceptions of employee communication 

practices, employees’ trust, and employees’ perceptions of ethical organizational climate types 

are significantly related, both directly and indirectly. Of the four constructs of employee 

communication, accountability and participation showed positive relationships with employees’ 

trust, while secrecy had a negative relationship with trust. Employees’ trust had positive 

relationships with caring and rules climates, but a negative relationship with an instrumental 
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climate. Finally, accountability had an indirect relationship with a caring climate through 

employees’ developed trust. Secrecy had direct and indirect relationships with an instrumental 

climate. Participation also had direct and indirect relationships with a caring climate. On the 

other hand, substantial information had only direct relationships with both rules and law and 

code climates. This empirical study is meaningful in that it brings attention to how public 

relations practice can contribute to employee-organizational relationships. It also clearly shows 

how public relations practices are tied to organizational contexts.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

There are many organizations and corporations that value employees as one of their most 

important groups of stakeholders. One example of valuing employees as stakeholders is “green 

building,” which refers to the creation of environmentally friendly working conditions for 

employees. This has been shown to raise employee morale and satisfaction, which can improve 

productivity (Lockwood, 2007). These examples suggest that many businesses assume positive 

linkages between valued employees, employees’ increased satisfaction, business success, and a 

good reputation among prospective employees. 

Theory suggests that employees are significant stakeholders in the success of 

organizations and corporations (Cravens & Oliver, 2006; Kennan & Hazleton, 2006; Lamb & 

McKee, 2005). Kennan and Hazleton emphasize the significance of employees, stating, “From 

the point of view of employees, and from the perspective of public relations, the most important 

public is management, whereas from management’s perspective the most important public is 

employees” (p. 312). Cravens and Oliver also stress the value of employees as being the first step 

in corporate reputation management and suggest that the synergy from the key resources of 

employees and corporate reputation can improve a company’s financial performance.  

When communication is intended for internal publics (employees of a company or 

members of an organization), it is called employee communication and is often referred to as 

employee relations (Lamb & McKee, 2005). Grunig (1992b) emphasizes that employees are a 

strategic public and argues that employee communication should be an important component of 

an organization’s public relations practices. Likewise, Harshman and Harshman (1999) point out 

that various employee communication characteristics are fundamentally connected: 

Having communication that is understandable, credible, and useful requires that the 
organization also have communication systems that provide for two-way, open, and 
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honest information exchanges so that feedback is available from employees to tell 
if, in fact, the communication systems reflect the other characteristics. (Harshman 
& Harshman, 1999, p. 16) 

Research supports the assertion that day-to-day employee communication or activities of an 

organization reveal what values are emphasized within an organization and how people interact 

with others. In one example, Borgerson, Schroeder, Escudero Magnusson, and Magnusson 

(2009) conducted a case study of the Benetton Corporation and revealed how the corporation 

failed in corporate communication by not embracing ethical values within the organization. They 

argue that the consistent communication of ethical values is important for inspiring employees’ 

corporate identity and emphasize the significance of ethical inspiration towards employees in 

corporate communication. Toth and Trujillo (1987) also argue that “the corporate communicators 

of an organization must take the lead in articulating the ethical framework of that organization” 

(p. 50). This study suggests that employee communication is integral in forming ethical 

organizational climates, which “represent the organizational values, practices, and procedures 

that pertain to moral behaviors and attitudes” in an organization (Cullen, Parboteeah, & Victor, 

2003, p. 128). 

While Victor and Cullen’s (1987, 1988) ethical climate theory has been extensively 

investigated in the field of business (e.g., Barnett & Schubert, 2002; Bulutlar & Öz, 2009; Cullen, 

Victor, & Bronson, 1993; Deshpande, 1996a; Elçi & Alpkan, 2009; Lemmergaard & Lauridsen, 

2008; Vardi, 2001; Wimbush & Shepard, 1994), the relationship between communication and 

ethical climate has been relatively ignored not only in the field of public relations, but also in 

ethical climate research.  

In linking employee communication and ethical organizational climate, this dissertation 

focuses on “trust,” one dimension of organization-public relationship (OPR) outcomes (Hon & 

Grunig, 1999; Ki, 2006). Hon and Grunig define trust as “one party’s level of confidence in and 
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willingness to open oneself to the other party” (p. 3). Ferguson (1984) was the first to stress the 

significance of the relationship-building role in public relations, and this approach has given 

direction to many public relations studies (Broom et al., 1997; Grunig & Huang, 2000; 

Ledingham, 2003; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998).  

Some previous studies have explored the linkages of employee communication and trust, 

concluding that trust can be cultivated as an outcome of employee communication characteristics 

(Jo & Shim, 2005; Muchinsky, 1977; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000). Particularly, Ruppel and 

Harrington examined the linkages of employee communication, trust, and ethical organizational 

climate, the topics in this dissertation. They found that an ethical organizational climate 

emphasizing benevolence leads employees to trust an organization and that open communication 

increases employees’ trust level, which leads to increased commitment and innovation. In their 

study, the only dimension of employee communication was open communication, while this 

dissertation includes the dimensions of accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial 

information in understanding employee communication. The focus of this dissertation is linkages 

between the four employee communication characteristics (accountability, secrecy, participation, 

and substantial information), trust, and five ethical organizational climate types (caring, 

instrumental, law and code, rules, and independence).  

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore how the public relations practice of 

employee communication relates to employees’ trust in their organization, and accordingly, how 

employees’ trust relates to their perceptions about ethical organizational climates. Research 

suggests that contextual variables significantly affect the practices of public relations (Kirat, 

2005; Sharpe & Pritchard, 2004; Sriramesh & Verčič, 2003). Kirat argues strongly about the 

significance of public relations’ interdependence with society:  
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Public relations is a reflection of the society in which it operates, it is as well a 
cultural act. In other words, it is a subsystem that reflects the way the whole society 
thinks and works. Effective PR needs democracy, needs the respect of the 
individual and his opinion. Public relations needs political participation and a high 
level of transparency and respect between the organization and its public. Public 
relations is based on the role, status and respect between opinion in society. (Kirat, 
2005, p. 328) 

With this in mind, employee communication reflects the organizational environment. The 

support of senior management for public relations decides the function of public relations within 

an organization (Berger & Reber, 2006; Kim & Reber, 2009). Therefore, the values that are 

appreciated within an organization reflect public relations practices, including employee 

communication characteristics.  

This study aims to find the role of employee communication in relating employees’ 

perceptions of an ethical organizational climate. The study assumes that the way organizations 

communicate with their employees can be a key factor in helping employees to be aware of their 

value in an organization. The public relations practices of an organization play a role in deciding 

organizational values, and public relations practices are also influenced by ethical organizational 

climates. Although ethics has been an important topic in public relations academia for many 

years, there have been few efforts to explore the specific relationship between employee 

communication and ethical values of an organization. Therefore, this study attempts to fill this 

void in the public relations literature. This dissertation also contributes to the field by providing 

directions for public relations practitioners from various types of organization (e.g., for-profits, 

non-for-profits) in exploring the role and significance of employee communication.  
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews literature related to employee communication, theories on 

organization-public relationship, and theories on ethical organizational climate. The linkages 

between those theories and related concepts are also examined. 

Employee Communication 

This section provides a definition of employee communication, discusses the impact of 

employee communication, and presents operational definitions of employee communication. 

These topics are discussed regarding their application to public relations and organizational 

communication studies.  

Definition of Employee Communication 

Employee communication has been studied extensively in the field of organizational 

communication (e.g., Bambacas & Patrickson, 2008; Frank & Brownell, 1989; Harshman & 

Harshman, 1999; Miller, 2009; Muchinsky, 1977; Roberts & O’Reilly III, 1974; Smidts, Pruyn, 

& Van Riel, 2001). In one view, organizational communication is “the study of sending and 

receiving messages that create and maintain a system of consciously coordinated activities or 

forces of two or more persons” (Tompkins, 1984, pp. 662-663). Miller emphasizes “the 

principles of standardization, specialization, and predictability in order to operate” (p. 28) for 

organizational efficiency and describes organizational communication as “(1) the content of 

communication, (2) the direction of communication flow, (3) the mode or channel of 

communication, [and] (4) the style of communication” (p. 29). From an organizational 

communication perspective, Frank and Brownell define employee communication as “the 

communication transactions between individuals and/or groups at various levels and in different 

areas of specialization that are intended to design and redesign organizations, to implement 
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designs and to coordinate day-to-day activities” (pp. 5-6). Harshman and Harshman point out the 

following as important internal communication roles for successful organizations: 

To inform and explain;  
To educate about the business and the environment of the business;  
To reinforce credibility, openness, and trust;  
To support organizational themes and messages;  
To fill employees’ needs to predict, understand, and control their environment;  
To impact positively the attitudes of employees. (Harshman & Harshman, 1999, 
 p. 16)  

Organization communication is a topic that has been addressed in public relations studies. 

Sallot, Lyon, Acosta-Alzuru, and Jones (2003) evaluated the historical theory development of 

public relations through the year 2000 and classified various topics of public relations studies 

into introspective, practice/application, and theory development classes. One topic was 

organizational communication, and employee communication studies were mostly placed under 

this topic. There were no organizational communication studies included in the introspective 

articles, while there were 26 studies (8.9%) of organizational communication in a total of 291 

practice/application articles and 9 (6.1%) organizational communication studies in 148 theory 

development studies. This indicates that less than 10% of the public relations literature up to 

2000 has been about organizational communication topic studies. This is interesting, as in the 

professional world, one of the most important functions of public relations in organizations is 

employee communication. For example, Hutton, Goodman, Alexander, and Genest (2001) report 

that employee communications ranked fifth out of 25 different communication functions for 

public relations budgets in corporations, after media relations, crisis communications, PR agency, 

and annual/interim reports.  

In public relations scholarship, Grunig, Grunig, and Dozier (2002) define employee 

communication as a “specialized sub-discipline of communication that examines how people 

communicate in organizations and the nature of effective communication systems in 
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organizations” (p. 486). Berger and Reber (2006) define employee communication in the 

following way: 

The responsibility of the internal-communication function was to design, propose, 
implement, maintain, and improve the infrastructure—the communication 
pipelines—and to help keep the multidirectional pipelines filled with meaningful 
and credible information and communication that people needed to fulfill their new 
responsibilities. (Berger & Reber, 2006, pp. 124-125) 

Various terms have been used to describe employee communication in public relations. 

The term “employee communication strategy” has been used to approach employee 

communication from management function perspectives (O’Neil, 2008; Rhee & Moon, 2009). Jo 

and Shim (2005) used the term “employee communication” in their investigation of the 

relationship between management’s interpersonal communication and employees’ trusting 

relationships. Grunig (1992b) borrowed the term “internal communication” from the field of 

organizational communication, and several subsequent studies have continued to use this term 

(e.g., Kim, 2007; White, Vanc, & Stafford, 2010). Kazoleas and Wright (2001) use the phrase 

“internal corporate communication,” and Kennan and Hazleton (2006) describe the relationships 

between managers and employees as “internal public relations (IPR).” Other researchers do not 

differentiate between “employee communication” and “internal communication” in their studies 

of employees’ perceptions of organization-public relationships (Chen, 2008; Ni, 2009).  

In this study, the term “employee communication” is used to stress the significance of 

the communication role for employees as an important stakeholder group for the success of an 

organization. For the purposes of this study, employee communication is defined as a 

“specialized sub-discipline of communication that examines how people communicate in 

organizations and the nature of effective communication systems in organizations” (Grunig et al., 

2002, p. 486).  
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Some studies point out the evolvement of employee communication from historical 

perspectives. Kennan and Hazleton (2006) note that, historically, the role of employee 

communications has transformed from “the technical IPR (internal public relations) role into a 

managerial or strategic one” (p. 313). Smith (2008) points out that “internal communication has 

moved on from events and people to sharing corporate goals” (p. 16). In the same vein, 

Moorcroft (2006) indicates a shift in the goals of employee communication from informing 

employees to engaging employees. Therefore, these studies support the assertion that the current 

goal of employee communication is more related to the managerial function of actively engaging 

employees rather than the former goal of simply informing employees.  

Impacts of Employee Communication 

In their study on organizational communication, Putnam and Cheney (1985) identified 

eight major traditions in examining employee communication: (1) communication channels, (2) 

communication climate, (3) network analysis, (4) superior-subordinate communication, (5) the 

information-processing perspective, (6) the rhetorical perspective, (7) the cultural perspective, 

and (8) the political perspective. In regard to these traditions, Ni (2007) states the following: 

“[The] first four traditions take a human relations approach and involve simple measures of 

communication as information flows, perceptions of climate, or relationships. And the last four 

traditions are more interpretive and humanistic” (p. 57). Euske and Roberts (1987) explain that 

“human relations approaches centered on the social and psychological features of the individual 

and the work group rather than on formal roles and macro-structures of organizations” (pp. 44-

45). This study explores a human relations approach to employee communication.  

When employee communication has been explored from a communication audit 

perspective, the focus of the studies has mainly been how different types of communication 

channels can be effectively used for employees. Of the various communication channels, 
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interpersonal communication has been shown to be the most effective method of communication 

for employees (Cameron & McCollum, 1993; Jo & Shim, 2005; Stein, 2006; White et al., 2010). 

Cameron and McCollum, for example, determined that employees prefer “direct, interactive 

communication with management and supervisors through presentations, meetings, and face-to-

face contact” (p. 241) for their internal communication channels. Stein investigated the 

effectiveness of five different employee communication tools: written publications, telephone, 

face-to-face communication, email, and intranet. Face-to-face communication was found to be 

the most effective, followed by email at all three levels (departmental, regional, and overall 

organization). Jo and Shim viewed employee relations from a relationship management paradigm, 

investigating the relationship between management’s interpersonal communication and trusting 

relationships. They found that positive interpersonal communication can be effective in getting 

employees to have trusting relationships with management. Kazoleas and Wright (2001) argue 

for a receiver-oriented communication audit model when assessing communication channels. 

They emphasize the significance of employee feedback, stating that “employee feedback is used 

to improve communication up, down, and across the organization, thereby strengthening the 

relationship between the organization and all its relevant internal publics” (p. 474).  

Current innovations of web-based technology have impacted the practice of employee 

communication and changed the dynamic between employees and organizations (Argenti, 2006; 

Holtz, 2005; Sinickas, 2005; Wright & Hinson, 2006). The most popular social media tool used 

by current public relations practitioners is e-mail, followed by intranet, blogs, videoconferencing, 

podcasts, video sharing, and PDAs (Eyrich, Padman, & Sweetser, 2008). According to research 

studies, close physical proximity with other employees does not have as much meaning as in the 

past (Argenti, 2006), and new technology has given employees the ability to easily share 
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knowledge and information (Holtz, 2005). However, most employees do not want to entirely 

depend on electronic sources as their internal communication channels, and a significant number 

of employees still prefer face-to-face communication (Sinickas, 2005). 

Communication climate has been studied extensively in organizational communication 

(Dillard, Wigand, & Boster, 1986; Guzley, 1992; Smidts et al., 2001; Trombetta & Rogers, 

1988). Communication climate “includes only communicative phenomena, e.g., judgments 

concerning such things as receptivity of management to employees or the accuracy of 

information being disseminated in the organization” (Dillard et al., 1986, p. 87) and is distinct 

from the larger context of organizational climate. In their efforts to understand how employee 

communication influences their organizational identification, Smidts et al. identified both the 

content of the employee communication and the communication climate. The content of 

employee communication is “the content of organizational messages as it concerns members’ 

satisfaction with what is being communicated” (p. 1052), while the communication climate is 

“how the information is communicated within an organization” (p. 1052). Their conclusion was 

that the communication climate affects employees’ organizational identification more so than 

does the content of the communication. Others argue that communication climate is critical in 

affecting employees’ organizational commitment (Guzley, 1992; Trombetta & Rogers, 1988). 

Guzley emphasizes participation as a communication climate aspect to predict employees’ 

commitment to an organization.  

Network analysis is a research method that applies systems theory. This method received 

great attention from organizational communication scholars in the late 1960s and 1970s (Miller, 

2009). Rice and Richards (1985) note that “the goal of network analysis is to obtain from low-

level or raw relational data higher-level descriptions of the structure of the system” (p. 106). 
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Miller explains network analysis this way: “When the components of systems are people and 

social groups, the ‘mapping’ of relationships among people becomes crucially important. 

Network analysis provides a means for creating and analyzing those maps of relationships” (p. 

72). Network analysis helps to analyze the maps of organizational communication systems.  

Numerous employee communication studies have examined the impact of employee 

communication on the organization and also on employees. From an organizational perspective, 

employee communication is critical to the success of an organization (Grunig, 1992b; Kazoleas 

& Wright, 2001; Lamb & McKee, 2005; Smidts et al., 2001; Smith, 2008: Snyder & Morris, 

1984). Snyder and Morris found that the quality of supervisory communication and information 

change within the peer group is strongly related to the critical revenue of organizational 

performance. Smidts et al. argue that successful employee communication is imperative for 

achieving long-term organizational success and emphasize that organizations should be 

“providing each employee with adequate information and the opportunities to speak out, get 

involved, be listened to, and actively participate” (p. 1059).  

Employee communication affects individuals’ perceptions of organizations, including 

employees’ corporate identity (Borgerson et al., 2009), motivation (Kazoleas & Wright, 2001), 

job satisfaction (Lamb & McKee, 2005; Madlock, 2008; Muchinsky, 1977), perceived external 

prestige (Smidts et al., 2001), sense of community (Stein, 2006), and trust (Thomas, Zolin, & 

Hartman, 2009). Lamb and Mckee emphasize the role of public relations professionals in 

implementing open and honest communication to improve employee satisfaction for 

organizational success. Madlock explored how a supervisor’s communicator competence, task, 

and relational leadership influence subordinates’ job and communication satisfaction and found a 

strong influence of supervisor communicator competence on subordinates’ communication and 
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job satisfaction. He suggests that employee satisfaction can lead to increases in employees’ job 

performance. Stein argues that employee communications can contribute to employees having a 

sense of community in an organization. Employees need information, and failures within the 

communication system hamper employees’ motivation at work (Kazoleas & Wright, 2001). 

Consequently, employee communication can play a critical role for employees’ behavior 

intentions, such as intention to leave (Scott et al., 1999).  

Additionally, some scholars argue that impacts of employee communication on 

organizations and on employees cannot be separated. This means that if employee 

communication impacts the employees positively, employee communication should also 

contribute to organizational success. Research shows that employee satisfaction directly and 

positively affects employee retention, customer satisfaction, and job productivity (Lamb & 

McKee, 2005). 

Employees’ communication satisfaction has often been regarded as a criterion for testing 

the effectiveness of employee communication, and in particular, Downs and Hazen’s (1977) 

Communication Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSQ) has been investigated in many previous 

studies (e.g., Clampitt & Downs, 1993; Deconinck, Johnson, Busbin, & Lockwood, 2008; Gray 

& Laidlaw, 2004; Varona, 1996). The CSQ measures direction of information flow, formal and 

informal channels of communication, relationships among various members, and forms of 

communication. For example, Clampitt and Downs investigated the impact of employee 

communication satisfaction on productivity and found that personal feedback was a significant 

factor related to productivity, although there were a variety of reasons and impacts within 

different sampled companies. Gray and Laidlaw explored the psychometric properties of the 
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CSQ measures and confirmed that the CSQ is a valid measurement for employee communication 

satisfaction.  

Some other scholars emphasize that the role of employee communication becomes 

critical during organizational change (Ashford & Black, 1996; DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998; Elving, 

2005; Miller, 2009; Miller, Joseph, & Apker, 2000). Employee communication is vital “to 

prevent resistance to change, or at least try to reduce this” (Elving, 2005, p. 131), and effective 

communication management can reduce uncertainty among employees (DiFonzo & Bordia, 

1998).   

Thus far in this review of the literature, research regarding employee communication 

and its impact has been explored. In the following section, conceptual definitions of employee 

communication (accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial information) are reviewed.    

Conceptual Definitions of Employee Communication 

This study adopts the concepts of accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial 

information as indicators of employee communication in an organization. These indicators are 

adopted from Rawlins’s (2009) transparency employee communication efforts. Because this 

dissertation investigates the role of employee communication to relate employees’ trust and the 

ethical organizational climate, the main issue of this dissertation is closely related to ethical 

aspects of employee communication. Therefore, those transparency communication efforts are 

adopted as employee communication characteristics.  

A few previous studies have included these four employee communication indicators as 

significant indicators of employee communication the way Rawlins (2009) does. Table 2-1 

compares constructs of employee communication from previous studies. Caudron (2002) 

emphasizes getting leaders in front of people, telling all the news, offering the opportunity for 

dialogue, and reminding people of fundamentals. Reina and Reina’s (1999) communication trust 
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includes admitting mistakes, telling the truth, giving and receiving constructive feedback, and 

sharing information. Rhee and Moon (2009) regard information flow, interaction supportiveness, 

and information adequacy as indicators of employee communication strategies. Trombetta and 

Rogers (1988) include communication openness, participation in decision making, and 

information adequacy for communication variables. Similar indicators from other studies are 

compared in Table 1. These employee communication characteristics show similar meanings 

with Rawlins’ employee communication indicators (accountability, secrecy, participation, and 

substantial information). Conceptual definitions of these four indicators are explored in the 

following section.  

Accountability 

Accountability has been studied in many disciplines, including politics (Balkin, 1999; 

Phillips & Abey, 2007), social psychology (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999; Tetlock, 1983), and 

business (Bendell, 2005; Beu & Buckley, 2004; Utting, 2008). In social psychology, Tetlock 

defined accountability as “pressures to justify one’s opinions to others” (p. 74). Later, Lerner and 

Tetlock explained accountability in this way: “People who do provide compelling justifications 

will experience positive consequences ranging from mitigation of punishment to lavish rewards 

that, for example, take the form of political office or generous stock options” (p. 255). Phillips 

and Abey explain that accountability is “the obligation to answer for execution of assigned 

responsibilities” (p. 34). Beu and Buckley regard accountability as “the perception of defending 

of justifying one’s behavior to an audience with reward or sanction authority” (p. 73). In 

business studies, Utting (2008) differentiates corporate social responsibility (CSR) and corporate 

accountability in the following way:  

Whereas CSR is very much about voluntarism, in the dual sense of both individual 
agents taking action and voluntary initiatives, corporate accountability redirects 
attention to the question of corporate obligations, the role of public policy and law, 
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the imposition of penalties in cases of non-compliance, the right of victims to seek 
redress, and imbalances in power relations. (Utting, 2008, p. 965)  

Generally, accountability includes enforceability and answerability for justifications.  

There have been few efforts to explore accountability in communication scholarship. 

When Kovacs (2001) examined the communication strategies concerning broadcasting issues 

that six activist groups use to increase the accountability of their targets, the study regarded the 

British television systems as “criteria for accountability enforceable by regulatory bodies” (p. 

422) to produce cultural goods. Rawlins (2009) brought attention to accountability by examining 

organizational transparency communication efforts and referring to Cotterrell’s (2000) definition 

of accountable transparency—“the willingness and responsibility to try to give a meaningful and 

accurate account of oneself, or of circumstances in which one is involved, or of which one is 

aware” (p. 419). Rawlins concluded that the accountability communication trait is a valid and 

reliable communication concept to define organizational transparency efforts in employee 

communication. Likewise, Reina and Reina (1999) emphasize admission of mistakes as one 

important characteristic that predicts communication trust, arguing that covering up mistakes 

hinders performance, innovation, and creativity. Caudron (2002) states that “[getting] your 

leaders in front of people” is an important step in rebuilding organizational trust through 

communication and argues for answerability and visibility of leaders’ candor, credibility, and 

concern. This study argues that one of the professional values of the Public Relations Society of 

America (PRSA) Member Code of Ethics1

                                                 
1 

, independence, is similar to the concept of 

accountability. Independence for public relations professionals, according to PRSA, means that 

“we provide objective counsel to those we represent” and that “we are accountable for our 

actions” and stresses accountability in communication, which emphasizes objective and 

http://www.prsa.org/AboutPRSA/Ethics/CodeEnglish/index.html 

http://www.prsa.org/AboutPRSA/Ethics/CodeEnglish/index.html�
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justifiable practice. This study integrates ideas from Rawlins (2009) and Cotterrell (2000) to 

define accountability as “the willingness and responsibility to try to give a meaningful and 

accurate account of oneself, or of circumstances in which one is involved, or of which one is 

aware.” 

Secrecy 

Secrecy is a concept that is antithetical to openness in employee communication (Rawlins, 

2009). According to Reina and Reina (1999), secrecy is defined as “avoiding the truth” and “a 

form of betrayal to ourselves and to the people with whom we are in relationship” (p. 87), while 

telling the truth reflects “no lying, no exaggerating, no stretching or omitting or ‘spinning’ of the 

truth” (p. 86). These authors stress telling the truth as “the foundation for trust in an 

organization” (p. 86).  

According to Eisenberg and Witten (1987), openness in communication can be described 

in three different ways. First, openness can be understood as “the disclosure of personal 

information” (p. 420). It is known for effective superior-subordinate relationships based on 

emotional ties. Second, openness has been described as “disclosure of nonpersonal information 

(such as work plans or objectives)” (p. 420). Third, openness encompasses both of the previous 

two views and “addresses the linguistic choices associated with being more or less open; that is, 

how clear or ambiguous disclosure may be” (p. 420).  

Numerous studies have focused on understanding openness from the inter-personal 

relationships perspective, including superior-subordinate relationships, to lead to positive 

employee attitudes (Bambacas & Patrickson, 2008; Burke & Wilcox, 1969; Canary & Stafford, 

1994; Downs, 1994; Stull, 1986; Trombetta & Rogers, 1988). Canary and Stafford define 

openness as “direct discussion about the nature of the relationship and setting aside times for 

talks about the relationship” (p. 12). Downs argues that “openness of superiors to subordinates as 
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well as superior’s ability to listen” are significant skills for “the relationship to superiors” (p. 

115). Trombetta and Rogers concluded that communication openness of superiors or 

subordinates affects employees’ job satisfaction positively while indirectly impacting 

employees’ level of commitment. Bambacas and Patrickson also regard openness as an important 

interpersonal communication skill and concluded that “being truthful, open and honest is also a 

skill that engenders trust and encourages followers to accept the leader’s vision committing 

themselves to the goals of the organization” (p. 67). Openness has been shown to increase job 

satisfaction (Burke & Wilcox, 1969; Lamb & McKee, 2005; Trombetta & Rogers, 1988) and to 

increase employees’ organizational identification (Smidts et al., 2001).  

Other scholars have investigated and confirmed the significance of openness in an 

organizational context (Bowen, 2004b; Hon & Grunig, 1999; Ki & Hon, 2009; Ledingham & 

Bruning, 1998; Rawlins, 2009; Reina & Reina, 1999; Smidts et al., 2001). Hon and Grunig 

regard openness as disclosing “thoughts and feelings among parties” (p. 14). Ki and Hon define 

it as “an organization’s efforts to provide information about the nature of the organization and 

what it is doing” (p. 8). Bowen suggests that open communication is significant for participative 

organizational culture “in which the system is open, employee input is valued, and power-

distance relationships are low and less formalized” (p. 313). Ledingham and Bruning’s 

relationship management dimension includes openness, which they define as “sharing the 

organization’s plans for the future with public members” (p. 62). Reina and Reina stress the 

impact of truth-telling to employees, stating that “having the straight story and accurate 

information helps employees make better decisions, take the initiative to assume responsibility, 

be more productive, and make a strong contribution to the organization” (p. 86). Therefore, 
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openness is an important employee communication construct, not only in interpersonal 

relationships, but also in organizational relationships. 

This study regards secrecy as the antithesis of openness. In this study, secrecy is defined as 

“lacking an organization’s efforts to provide information about the nature of the organization and 

what it is doing,” reflecting a revised version of Ki and Hon’s (2009) definition of openness from 

an organizational relationship perspective.  

Participation 

Employees’ participation and interaction with management have been found to be 

important aspects of employee communication in many research studies (e.g., Bowen, 2004b; 

Cameron & McCollum, 1993; Grunig & White, 1992; Guzley, 1992; White et al., 2010). 

Cameron and McCollum stress that employees prefer “direct, interactive communication with 

management and supervisors” (p. 241). Guzley found that participation, one dimension of 

communication climate, can increase employees’ commitment to organizations. Grunig and 

White’s argument for a symmetrical worldview of public relations emphasizes input from 

publics. Ni (2007) points out that “symmetrical communication incorporates such key concepts 

of trust, openness, feedback, and is employee-centered” (p. 57). Bowen regards participation of 

employee communication to be a vital aspect of leading ethical organizations because “equality, 

dialogue, and a participative culture play a vital role in ethical deliberations and also in enabling 

the issues management function to have input into decision-making at the highest level of the 

organization” (pp. 313-314). Therefore, participation shows symmetrical value to respect and 

trust employees’ trust in an organization.  

This concept of participation also includes feedback. Research shows that timely 

feedback is an important communication characteristic for improving employees’ performance 

and organizational identification (Smidts et al., 2001). Mayfield and Mayfield (2002) point out 
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that feedback is “both critical to fostering loyalty and integrally linked with listening” (p. 90). 

Reina and Reina (1999) emphasize giving and receiving constructive feedback, stating that 

“providing constructive feedback sends a message that we are invested in the relationship, that 

we trust that the individual will pay attention to what we have to say” (p. 90). Clampitt and 

Downs (1993) stress personal feedback as a significant communication satisfaction factor for 

positively affecting productivity. When Spurlock and O’Neil (2009) conducted a case study of a 

hospital adopting an updated intranet, they found that employees’ participation in giving 

feedback about the communication system contributed to employees’ perceptions about 

communication effectiveness, employee voice, and satisfaction. Adopting Cameron and 

McCollum (1993), this study defines participation as “direct, interactive communication with 

management and supervisors.” 

Substantial information 

Substantial information (information adequacy) has been examined in numerous studies as 

a unique communication construct (Spiker & Daniels, 1981; Trombetta & Rogers, 1988; White 

et al., 2010; Zhu, May, & Rosenfeld, 2004). Spiker and Daniels conceptualized information 

adequacy as “the difference between an individual’s perceptions of the amount of information 

which he or she receives and the amount desired” (p. 348). Similarly, Trombetta and Rogers 

define information adequacy as “the degree to which individuals reported a discrepancy between 

the information they wished to receive and the information they actually received” (p. 500).  

Research finds that information adequacy can contribute to employees’ relational 

satisfaction (Spiker & Daniels, 1981), increase job satisfaction (Trombetta & Rogers, 1988; 

White et al., 2010), contribute to trust (Ellis & Shockley-Zalavak, 2001), and reduce employees’ 

intention to leave (Scott et al., 1999). Ellis and Shockley-Zalavak found that the amount of 

information about job and organizational issues can explain employees’ trust of top management 
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and immediate supervisors. Reina and Reina (1999) warn that limiting information for 

employees may send the message that employees are not trusted and thus do not deserve to 

receive adequate information. White et al. also emphasize that providing adequate information 

from top management for employees can be “a sign they are respected” (p. 80). In fact, research 

finds that insufficient information can cause uncertainty and ambiguity (Elving, 2005; Scott et al., 

1999; Spiker & Daniels, 1981; Weick, 1979; White et al., 2010). White et al. emphasize the 

importance of sharing an appropriate amount of substantial information: “Communicating too 

little creates a vacuum that causes distrust and speculation. However, too much information can 

result in information overload or the paradox of plenty in which an overabundance of 

information is ignored” (p. 69). This study uses Trombetta and Rogers’ (1988) definition of 

substantial information as “the degree to which individuals reported a discrepancy between the 

information they wished to receive and the information they actually received.”  

This section has presented a review of relevant literature about employee communication. 

In the following section, research about organization-public relationship theory is presented.  

Public Relations as Organization-Public Relationship 

This section presents a review of organization-public relationship theories and studies 

about employee relationship. Additionally, trust, one of the relationship quality outcomes, is 

explored, and the relationship of employee communication and trust is discussed.  

Organization-Public Relationship and Employee Relationship 

Ferguson (1984) argued for public relations as a relationship building role between an 

organization and its publics more than two decades ago. This argument gave a new direction to 

many public relations studies (Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997; Grunig & Huang, 2000; 

Ledingham, 2003; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998). For example, Ledingham and Bruning 

examined how five relationship dimensions—trust, openness, involvement, investment, and 
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commitment—affect publics’ behavioral relationships with an organization. Their study showed 

the significance of communication management as an organizational strategic tool for achieving 

organizational goals. Later, Ledingham argued that organization-public relationship management 

should frame a general theory of public relations. He concluded that “the appropriate unit of 

measurement of public relations impact is the organization-public relationship” (p. 188) and that 

“relationship state reflects perceptions of needs and expectations fulfillment” (p. 188). Huang 

(1998) defines organization-public relationship (OPR) as “the degree that the organization and its 

publics trust one another, agree on who has rightful power to influence, experience satisfaction 

with each other, and commit oneself to one another” (p. 12). Broom, Casey, and Ritchey (2000) 

understood OPR as “the patterns of interaction, transaction, exchange, and linkage between an 

organization and its publics” (p. 18). Ki and Hon (2009) define OPR in the following way: 

“Studies of organization-public relationships include three stages: (a) antecedents of 

relationships, (b) relationship maintenance strategies, and (c) relationship quality outcomes” (p. 

1). Antecedents of relationships are “social and cultural norms, collective perceptions and 

expectations, needs for resources, perceptions of uncertain environment, and legal/voluntary 

necessity” (Broom et al., 1997, p. 94). Relationship maintenance strategies are “daily 

communication activities performed by organizations” (Ki & Hon, 2009, p. 19). The six 

relationship cultivation strategies developed by Hon and Grunig (1999)—access, positivity, 

openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances—have been examined in many studies 

(Bortree, 2010; Ki & Hon, 2009). The consequences of organization-public relationships are “the 

outputs that have the effects of changing the environment and of achieving, maintaining or 

changing goal states both inside and outside of the organization” (Broom et al., 1997, p. 94). Ki 
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and Hon (2009) also note that “relationship quality outcomes are the most meaningful means of 

evaluating public relations effectiveness” (p. 3).  

The effectiveness of public relations efforts can be evaluated through OPR. Four 

relationship quality outcomes—control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment—have 

been applied in many previous studies (e.g., Jo, 2006; Ki, 2006; Yang, 2007; Yang & Grunig, 

2005). Relationships can be both dependent and independent variables in OPR (Broom et al., 

2000). This means that OPR outcomes can be cultivated as an outcome of organizational 

management, or as an antecedent for other outcomes. For example, Yang and Grunig 

investigated how propensity for active communication behavior and familiarity affect OPR 

outcomes, treating OPR as an outcome. However, Yang examined the effect of OPR outcomes 

on organizational reputation and confirmed the positive linkages between OPR and 

organizational reputation, understanding OPR as an antecedent. 

Specifically, Ledingham (2003) has called for studies of organization-employee 

relationships for future research opportunities because of the scarcity of research in that area. 

There have been a few studies exploring organization-public relationships focusing on employee 

relationships (e.g., Jo & Shim, 2005; Ni, 2007, 2009; Rawlins, 2009; Wilson, 2000). Jo and Shim 

explored the effect of employee communication in nurturing trusting relationships with 

employees. When Ni (2007) explored the employees’ perceptions about employee-organization 

relationships (EOR) in multinational and domestic companies in China as a globalization context, 

the study pointed out the uniqueness of employees’ inherent economic dependence on 

organizations, the need to belong to organizations, and the need for formal contracts to establish 

EOR in differentiating EOR from other organization-public relationships. She found that 

exchange and contractual relationships are the most salient EOR, suggesting that management 
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have fair exchange relationships with employees. Therefore, this nature of employee publics is 

unique because “employees did not consider EOR as the single factor in their decisions to stay or 

to leave a certain organization” (p. 62). Employees receive pay, experience, and career 

opportunities, while companies receive employees’ labor, skills, revenue, and growth. Ni (2007) 

also emphasizes the significance of the job positions of employees, developmental stages of 

organizations, influence of top management, and organizational types as critical factors affecting 

EOR. Among those four outcomes, this dissertation focuses on trust because previous studies 

have shown linkages indicating that trust can be cultivated as an outcome of employee 

communication (Jo & Shim, 2005; Muchinsky, 1977; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000). 

Relationship Quality Outcome: Trust 

Trust has been studied in diverse disciplines, including interpersonal communication 

(Burgoon & Hale, 1984), organizational communication (Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 2001; 

Hubbell & Chory-Assad, 2005), advertising (Soh, Reid, & King, 2009), and marketing (Doney & 

Cannon, 1997; Jarvenpaa, Tractinsky, & Vitale, 2000). However, Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 

(1995) point out that there is a lack of clarity in scholarship about trust and have attempted to 

clarify a definition of trust and to present a model of its antecedents and outcomes. They regard 

trust as “willingness of a party to be vulnerable” (p. 729) and differentiate trust from other 

similar constructs (cooperation, confidence, and predictability). However, they emphasize ability, 

benevolence, and integrity in explaining trust and note that “the issue on which you trust them 

depends not only on the assessment of integrity and benevolence, but also on the ability to 

accomplish it” (p. 729).  

Theoretically and practically, trust has been noted for its significance to achieve 

organizational effectiveness and success. Numerous studies confirm that trust is vital for 

effective crisis management (Mishra, 1996; Webb, 1996), reduced litigation charges (Brockner 
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& Siegel, 1996), and economic performance (Knack & Keefer, 1997). Three decades ago, Cook 

and Wall (1980) mentioned that “trust between individuals and groups within organizations is a 

highly important ingredient in the long term stability of the organization and the well being of its 

members” (p. 39). In the real world, trust is recognized as a significant value for organizational 

success. Caudron (2002) notes, “According to Watson Wyatt’s Work USA 2002 survey, the 

three-year total return to shareholders is almost three times lower at companies with low trust 

levels than at companies with high trust levels” (p. 30).  

As Ni (2007) notes, employees perceive trust in employee-organization relationships 

(EOR) at both interpersonal and organizational levels, meaning that there exists both trust toward 

supervisors and trust in an organization. Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis, and Winograd (2000) clarify 

individual trust and organizational trust in the following way:  

Individual trust refers to expectations about individual relationships and behaviors. 
Organizational trust refers to expectations individuals have about networks or 
organizational relationships and behaviors. … In this current work, organizational 
trust is viewed as positive expectations individuals have about the intent and 
behaviors of multiple organizational members based on organizational roles, 
relationships, experiences, and interdependencies. (Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000, 
p.37) 

Differentiating trust in management role relationships (top management and supervisors), Ellis 

and Shockley-Zalabak (2001) found that trust in top management is more significantly related to 

employees’ satisfaction and perceptions about organizational effectiveness than is trust in 

immediate supervisors. Studies about interpersonal trust have focused on identifying factors that 

influence trust in immediate supervisors (Engelbrecht & Cloete, 2000; Ferrin, Dirks, & Shah, 

2006; Muchinsky, 1977). One of the most common definitions of trust in organizational 

literature reflects Rotter’s (1967) concept of interpersonal trust, which refers to “an expectancy 

held by an individual or a group that the word, promise, verbal or written statement of another 

individual or group can be relied upon” (p. 651). Information flow is known to affect employees’ 
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trust in supervisors (Muchinsky, 1977). Others have investigated employees’ trust in their 

management and organization (e.g., McCauley & Kuhnert, 1992; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 

2007; Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000). McCauley and Kuhnert believe that “trust between 

employees and management is not interpersonal in nature, but is seen as deriving from the roles, 

rules, and structured relations of the organization” (p. 279). They examined employees’ trust in 

top management and found that system-wide variables (professional development, job security, 

and performance appraisal) can contribute to employees’ trust in management more than the task 

and relational variables (communication, autonomy, participation, feedback, and supervisory 

support). Their conclusion emphasizes the influence of organizational climates in employees’ 

trusting relationships with management.  

Some scholars regard employees’ trust as the result of effective and long-term 

organizational management in stakeholder management. Caudron (2002) describes employees’ 

trust in their companies in this way: “Trust is the result of countless management decisions made 

over a long period that help employees feel secure about their own—and the organization’s—

future” (p. 32). Ruppel and Harrington (2000) provide the following commentary regarding trust:  

Trust is confidence that the self-interests of the company owners and managers will 
not necessarily take total precedence over the self-interests of the other 
stakeholders. … a corporate climate oriented around either extreme, management 
self-interests or extended stakeholder interests, is a manifestation of managerial 
actions over time that have or have not been “right,” “just,” and “fair.” (Ruppel & 
Harrington, 2000, p. 314) 

Their understanding suggests that employee trust can indicate the results of organizational efforts 

to value employees.  

In public relations, trust has been emphasized because trust from diverse stakeholders, 

such as stockholders, employees, consumers, governments, and communities, is fundamental for 

organizations to exist and survive (Vercic & Grunig, 1995). From an OPR perspective, 
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Ledingham and Bruning (1998) define trust as “a feeling that those in the relationship can rely on 

each other. Dependability, forthrightness and trustworthiness are key components” (p. 58), 

reflecting Wood’s (1995) interpersonal relationship approach. Hung (2002) identified five 

dimensions in trust:  

Dependability refers to the consistency in one’s words and behaviors; faith is the 
confidence one party has in another to face an unknown future; competence refers 
to the ability one party has to capably perform his or her duties and obligations; 
benevolence refers to the desire to do good to the other party, but not for one’s own 
interest; and integrity relates to parties’ sense of justice and whether the parties’ 
behaviors are consistent with their words. (Ni, 2007, p. 55)  

Hon and Grunig (1999) define trust as “one party’s level of confidence in and willingness to 

open oneself to the other party” (p. 3) and see trust as having three dimensions:  

INTEGRITY. The belief that an organization is fair and just …  
DEPENDABILITY. The belief that an organization will do what it says it will do … 
and COMPETENCE. The belief that an organization has the ability to do what it says 
it will do (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3).  

These three dimensions have been used to investigate trust in several recent studies (Ki & Hon, 

2007; Yang, 2007; Yang & Lim, 2009). Testing the interrelationships among relationship quality 

constructs, control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment, Ki and Hon confirmed the 

desirable reliability and validity of those measures and found that after publics form a sense of 

satisfaction, they can develop trust, which can lead to commitment to an organization. Yang and 

Lim showed relational trust as an outcome of effective blog-mediated public relations.  

In public relations literature, trust has been used as a unique dimension to examine 

organization and various public relationships, such as communities (Heath, Seshadri, & Lee, 

1998), bloggers (Yang & Lim, 2009) and employees (Jo & Shim, 2005; Rawlins, 2009). Most of 

those studies regard trust as an outcome. For example, Yang and Lim show relational trust as an 

outcome of effective blog-mediated public relations. Jo and Shim explore how management of 

employee communication affects employees’ trusting relationships with their organizations. 
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Rawlins specifically emphasizes trust in investigating organizational transparency in OPR 

research. Additionally, Grunig and Huang (2000) argue that four relationship outcomes—trust, 

control mutuality, satisfaction, and commitment—represent the essence of OPR and state that 

trust reflects “the cognitive and affective aspects of relationship” (p. 42). When Bruning and 

Ledingham (2000) investigated the perceptions of business relationships, such as business 

owners’ or managers’ selection of local telephone service providers, they found trust to be the 

most influencing organization-public relationship outcome in business-to-business relationships, 

as compared to openness, involvement, investment, and commitment. They also called for future 

research focusing on trust in other various relationships: “Because trust appears to be a variable 

that plays an integral role in business-to-business relationships regarding perceptions of 

satisfaction and consumer behavior, future research clearly is appropriate in order to clearly 

define this” (Bruning & Ledingham, 2000, p. 171). 

Employee Communication and Trust 

Communication style, content, and amount of communication are critical for building a 

theory of organization-public relationships (Broom et al., 2000; Grunig, 1992b; Ledingham, 

2003; Ledingham & Bruning, 2000; Reina & Reina, 1999; Walton, 1969). In fact, Walton 

stresses communication as “the most significant factor accounting for the total behavior of the 

organization” (p. 109). Ledingham notes, “Within the relational perspective, communication 

functions as a strategic tool in the building and maintaining of organization-public relationships” 

(p. 195). Reina and Reina describe trust as “a relationship of mutual confidence in contractual 

performance, honest communication, expected competence, and a capacity for unguarded 

interaction” (p. 10). They consider betrayal to be the opposite of trust and define it as “an 

intentional or unintentional breach of trust or the perception of a breach of trust” (p. 10). Mayer 

et al. (1995) explain the close relationship between integrity and trust:  
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The consistency of the party’s past actions, credible communications about trustee 
from other parties, belief that the trustee has a strong sense of justice, and the extent 
to which the party’s actions are congruent with his or her words all affect the 
degree to which the party is judged to have integrity. (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 719) 

Research demonstrates that employee communication plays a significant role in nurturing 

employees’ trust in their organizations. Employee trust is rooted in honesty, confidence, and 

beliefs toward the management (Caudron, 2002), and it is argued that employees’ trust in their 

organization is the result of effective and long-term management functions and cannot be built in 

a short time. Reina and Reina (1999) conceptualized the term “communication trust”: 

“[Communication trust] is the willingness to share information, tell the truth, admit mistakes, 

maintain confidentiality, give and receive constructive feedback, and speak with good purpose. 

How we practice these behaviors demonstrates our willingness to disclose and the quality of that 

disclosure” (p. 81). This construct is very similar to the employee communication constructs 

(accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial information) of this dissertation, as shown 

in Table 2-1. Accountability is similar to admitting mistakes, and secrecy is the opposite of 

openness and telling the truth. Participation is similar to giving and receiving constructive 

feedback, and substantial information is close to sharing information.   

There have been previous studies linking employee communication and trust from both 

interpersonal perspectives (e.g., Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 2001; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000; 

Thomas et al., 2009) and organizational perspectives (e.g., Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000; Smidts 

et al., 2001). From an interpersonal perspective, Thomas et al. investigated the role of 

communication in developing employees’ trust towards coworkers, supervisors, and top 

management. They separated the quantity and quality of information in employee 

communication and found that quality of information is more significant in developing trust with 

coworkers and supervisors, while quantity of information is more important in developing trust 
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towards top management. Those studies emphasize the importance of employee trust in 

interpersonal relationship with coworkers. Hubble and Chory-Assad (2005) emphasize the 

importance of keeping promises for being considered trustworthy:  

To be trustworthy, superiors or managers must follow through and keep their word 
and/or promises. They must act as they say they will. Thus, trust is predicated on 
prior relational experience or at least the belief that the individual being trusted will 
continue to act in a positive way. (p. 51) 

Employee communication influences employees’ trust in their organization (Caudron, 2002; 

Rawlins, 2009; Sanchez, 2006; Shockley-Zalabak & Ellis, 2006). Sanchez emphasizes the role of 

communication in nurturing trust:  

The true power of communication as a force to implement and sustain a change of 
culture is its ability to win the hearts and minds of employees—to establish trust. 
This creates a value chain that can result in improved customer service, 
productivity, and mission accomplishment. To win hearts and minds, however, 
requires communication planning of the most strategic nature. It requires sustained 
and comprehensive activity across a spectrum of communication channels and 
stakeholders, from face-to-face to mass communication activity. It also demands 
interactivity and participation throughout the organization, from the boardroom to 
the mailroom. (Sanchez, 2006, p. 41)  

Shockley-Zalabak and Ellis strongly argue that both leadership and communication professionals 

have the responsibility of developing employees’ trust in their organization. Their five critical 

dimensions of trust are competence, openness and honesty, concern for employees, reliability, 

and identification. Their definitions for these dimensions are as follows: 

• COMPETENCE. As it relates to organizational trust, competence involves the extent to which 
we see not only our coworkers and leaders as being effective, but also our organization as a 
whole. Competence reflects how strongly we believe that our organization will compete 
and survive in the marketplace.  

• OPENNESS AND HONESTY. Openness and honesty are the words people use most often when 
they are asked what contributes to organizational trust. This dimension involves not only 
the amount and accuracy of information that is shared but also how sincerely and 
appropriately it is communicated.  
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• CONCERN FOR EMPLOYEES. Concern for employees includes the feelings of caring, empathy, 
tolerance, and safety that are exhibited when we are vulnerable in business activities. 
Sincere efforts to understand feelings contribute to high trust levels in any relationship.  

• RELIABILITY. Reliability is determined by whether management, coworkers, teams, 
suppliers, or organizations act consistently and dependably. In other words, can we count 
on them to do what they say they will do? Does congruency exist between their words and 
actions? 

• IDENTIFICATION. Identification reflects the extent to which we hold common goals, norms, 
values, and beliefs associated with our organization’s culture. This dimension indicates 
how connected we feel to management and to coworkers. (Shockley-Zalabak & Ellis, 2006, 
p. 49) 

From their perspective, trust both “influences and is the outcome of communication behaviors 

such as providing accurate information, giving explanations for decisions, and demonstrating 

sincere and appropriate openness. Trust is also linked to planned organizational communication” 

(p. 49). While employee trust is the outcome of planned employee communication, employee 

trust can accelerate employee communication and lead to organizational success. Their 

understanding of trust can be compared with Hon and Grunig’s (1999) definition, which includes 

the three dimensions of integrity, dependability, and competence. Integrity is similar to 

Shockley-Zalabak and Ellis’ concept of openness and honesty, and dependability is very close to 

Shockley-Zalabak and Ellis’ concept of reliability. Although competence appeared in both 

studies, Hon and Grunig limit competence to the ability to communicate, while Shockley-

Zalabak and Ellis regard competence as business ability in markets. Caudron (2002) emphasizes 

the role of employee communication as the first factor of nurturing employees’ trust in their 

organization while acknowledging the significance of support from leadership. This study adopts 

Hon and Grunig’s (1999) OPR-based definition of trust as “one party’s level of confidence in 

and willingness to open oneself to the other party.”  

Thus far in this review of the literature, research about OPR, trust, and employee 

communication and trust has been reviewed. The following section presents a review of relevant 
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literature regarding organizational culture and organizational climate. Additionally, studies 

regarding the relationship between employee communication and organizational climate are 

explored. Finally, ethical organizational climate theories and the relationship between employee 

communication and ethics are discussed.  

Ethical Organizational Climate 

This section clarifies the definition of organizational culture, the definition of 

organizational climate, and the linkages of employee communication and organizational climate. 

Ethical organizational climate theories, the linkages of employee communication and ethics, and 

conceptual definitions of ethical organizational climates (caring climate, instrumental climate, 

law and code climate, rules climate, and independence climate) are also discussed.  

Definition of Organizational Culture 

Schein (1992) defines organizational culture in the following way: 

[Organizational culture is] a pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group 
learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that 
has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new 
members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those 
problems. (Schein, 1992, p. 12) 

Kotter and Heskett (1992) state, “When people talk of ‘the corporate culture,’ they usually mean 

values and practices that are shared across all groups in a firm, at least within senior 

management” (p. 6). Sathe (1983) also offers a definition: “Culture is the set of important 

understandings (often unstated) that members of a community share in common” (p. 6).  

An organizational culture has been said to have strength, such as a thick or a thin culture, 

and “history, leadership, organizational size, and the stability of its membership” (Sathe, 1983, p. 

13), all of which affect the strength of corporate culture. A strong culture does not imply an 

inherent positivity or negativity, but it may affect employees more than a weak culture does. 

Trice and Beyer (1993) argue that a variety of subcultures can be present in a weak culture since 
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there are no clear values. Drake and Drake (1988) warn that strong cultures can limit individual 

freedom and diverse opinion.  

Organizational culture can directly affect the performance of an organization. Culture 

influences an organization’s functions pervasively and is significantly related to business 

strategy (Sanchez, 2006). Kotter and Heskett (1992) performed in-depth research about corporate 

culture in the late 1980s and early 1990s by conducting surveys with top officers in 207 

companies. Their main conclusions were as follows:  

1. Corporate culture can have a significant impact on a firm’s long-term economic 
performance. … 2. Corporate culture will probably be an even more important 
factor in determining the success or failure of firms in the next decade. … 3. 
Corporate cultures that inhibit strong long-term financial performance are not rare; 
they develop easily, even in firms that are full of reasonable and intelligent people. 
… 4. Although tough to change, corporate cultures can be made more performance 
enhancing. (Kotter & Heskett, 1992, pp. 11-12) 

They found a rather weak positive correlation between corporate culture and long-term 

performance. In other work, Mike and Slocum (2003) studied how one company successfully 

changed the company’s ineffective cultures and showed the significance of management teams’ 

innovative efforts to change the corporate culture and to motivate employees. Leader and 

management teams’ recognition of the need to change a corporate culture led to the creation of a 

new organizational culture to encourage cooperation and appreciation among employees to make 

their organization succeed in the long term. 

Definition of Organizational Climate 

Organizational climate is commonly defined as the shared perceptions held by individual 

members of an organization (Reichers & Schneider, 1990; Schneider, 1975; Schneider & Snyder, 

1975; Vardi, 2001). Schneider defines a work climate as perceptions that “are psychologically 

meaningful molar descriptions that people can agree characterize a system’s practices and 

procedures” (p. 474). Schneider and Snyder describe organizational climate in the following 
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way: “[It is] a summary perception which people have of (or about) an organization. It is, then, a 

global impression of what the organization is” (p. 318). Reichers and Schneider refer to 

organizational climate as “shared perceptions of organizational policies, practices, and 

procedures, both formal and informal” (p. 22).  

Denison (1996) investigated the differences between organizational culture and 

organizational climate, defining them as follows: 

Climate refers to a situation and its link to thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of 
organizational members. Thus, it is temporal, subjective, and often subject to direct 
manipulation by people with power and influence. Culture, in contrast, refers to an 
evolved context (within which a situation may be embedded). Thus, it is rooted in 
history, collectively held, and sufficiently complex to resist many attempts at direct 
manipulation. (p. 644) 

However, Denison concluded that the distinctions should be understood as “differences in 

interpretation rather than differences in the phenomenon” (p. 645). On the other hand, Ruppel 

and Harrington (2000) point out that climate is “a less broad construct than organizational 

culture” (p. 314) as compared to organizational culture.  

Psychological climate refers to “individual perceptions of the work environment,” while 

organizational climate refers to “collective perceptions of the work environment” (Kuenzi & 

Schminke, 2009, p. 701). However, several studies suggest that meanings of psychological 

climate and organizational climate have been confused and that unit of analysis issues have not 

been clear in empirical studies of organizational climate (James, 1982; James et al., 2008; 

Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Robertson, 1993). Robertson notes that numerous previous studies 

focused on individual level analysis and that few efforts have been made at the group level of 

analysis in organizational climate studies. In this study, organizational climate is defined as 

“individual perceptions about shared perceptions of organizational policies, practices, and 
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procedures, both formal and informal,” incorporating definitions by Reichers and Schneider 

(1990) and Kuenzi and Schminke (2009).  

Employee Communication, Organizational Culture, and Organizational Climate 

Communication plays a critical role in forming organizational contexts, and it provides 

vital evidence about organizational contexts. Harshman and Harshman (1999) note that 

“communication is a powerful factor in organizational performance, in part because it is tangible 

evidence about what the leadership believes and the values for which leadership stands” (p. 5). 

Sriramesh, Grunig, & Dozier (1996) note, “Communication among employees, in formal and 

informal settings, often indicates the type of culture present in an organization” (p. 233) and 

express the relationship of communication and culture as being “reciprocal” (p. 238). Bowen 

(2004b) describes the close relationship between organizational culture and communication: 

Organizational culture and communication are linked in two ways. First, the culture 
of an organization is conveyed and perpetuated through the use of communication. 
Second, organizational culture often dictates the type and structure of 
communication in a company, as exemplified by the model of public relations that 
the organization prefers in communicating with publics or the communication 
hierarchy in the organization. (Bowen, 2004b, p. 313)  

In public relations literature, there have been several studies focusing on the relationship 

between employee communication and organizational culture (e.g., Cameron & McCollum, 

1993; Chen, 2008; Grunig, 1992b; Kim, 2007; Rhee & Moon, 2009; Sriramesh et al., 1996). 

Some of these studies (Chen, 2008; Grunig, 1992b; Kim, 2007; Sriramesh et al., 1996) applied 

Grunig’s Excellence Theory to investigate the relationship. Sriramesh et al.’s broad quantitative 

approach, using data taken from 4,631 employees in 321 organizations in the United States, 

Canada, and the United Kingdom, provided the first opportunity to link corporate culture and 

public relations with quantitative analysis. They concluded that organizational cultural variables 

are not determinant conditions for excellent public relations practice, although they did find that 
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a participative culture provides a more supportive condition for excellent public relations than 

does an authoritarian culture. Kim evaluated organizational structure and internal communication 

by applying the Excellence Theory and found that although symmetrical internal communication 

does not guarantee good employee relationships, “an organic structure, a symmetrical 

communication system, and a fair organizational system” (p. 193) are significant factors in 

determining positive employee-organization relationships. Chen investigated the impact of 

internal/employee communication on the organizational effectiveness measured by employees’ 

trust and openness with the management and by employees’ job satisfaction. The study found 

that participative culture and two-way symmetrical communication were significant factors in 

increasing employees’ openness, trust, and job satisfaction.  

Alternatively, Cameron and McCollum (1993) studied organizational media messages 

and corporate culture by inquiring about the opinions of the message sender (organizational 

managers and communication practitioners) and the message receiver (employees) in two 

different organizations. They investigated whether there is a consensus or a discrepancy between 

management and employees’ perceptions about a company and determined that having a 

consensus for the communication process within an organization is significant in having shared 

beliefs between two groups. Rhee and Moon (2009) investigated how organizational culture 

affects employee communication and confirmed that organizational culture has a significant 

impact on public relations strategies. They analyzed four different types of cultures (group 

culture, developmental culture, hierarchical culture, and rational culture) and three different 

types of employee communication strategies (information adequacy, information flow, and 

interaction supportiveness). Their study found that group culture and developmental culture 

encourage a free flow of information; however, a hierarchical culture impedes the free flow of 
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information. The group culture and the developmental culture are also better at providing 

adequate information and interaction support than are the other cultures.  

The previous sections reviewed literature regarding organizational culture and 

organizational climate, as well as the relationship of employee communication, organizational 

culture, and organizational climate. In the following section, the focus moves towards ethical 

topics, ethical organizational climate, the relationship of employee communication and ethics, 

and conceptual definitions about ethical organizational climate types.  

Ethical Organizational Climate 

Following Schneider (1983), Victor and Cullen (1987, 1988) pioneered the ethical 

climate theory and developed nine ethical climate types. These types do not refer to the ethical 

development level, but rather to equally valid organizational norms. Ethical organizational 

climate influences organizational employees’ or members’ moral conduct (Cohen, 1995; Victor 

& Cullen, 1987, 1988).  

 Victor and Cullen (1988) describe ethical climate as “how people in an organization 

typically decide whether it is right or wrong to pay kickbacks” (p. 102) and hypothesized the 

following: 

(1) Organizations and subgroups within organizations develop different 
institutionalized normative systems; (2) although not completely homogeneous, 
these normative systems are known to organizational members sufficiently well to 
be perceived as a type of work climate; and (3) perceptions of ethical work climate 
differ from affective evaluations of ethical work climate. (Victor & Cullen, 1988, p. 
102) 

Ethical climate is one sub-dimension of organizational climate (Lemmergaard & Lauridsen, 

2008). Parboteeah and Cullen (2003) note that “the ethical climate construct delineates a group 

of prescriptive climates reflecting prevailing organizational practices with moral consequences” 

(p. 138). Martin and Cullen (2006) state that ethical climate is “a group of prescriptive climates 
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reflecting the organizational procedures, policies, and practices with moral consequences” (p. 

177). Ruppel and Harrington (2000) define ethical work climate as “an appropriate indicator of 

the implementation policies of executive managers and whether executive managers have 

protected the interests of extended stakeholders, or only those of owners and managers” (p. 314). 

Malloy and Agarwal (2003) point out that “ethical climate is defined generally by the group and, 

in turn, identifies for the group and for individuals what is ethical or unethical behaviour and 

how ethical issues are managed” (p. 225). Deshpande (1996b) regards ethical climate as “the 

shared perception of how ethical issues should be addressed and what is ethically correct 

behavior” (p. 655).  

 Ethical climate theory is known as “one of the most influential conceptual foundations in 

the business ethical domain” (Martin & Cullen, 2006, p. 175). Victor and Cullen’s (1987, 1988) 

ethical organizational climate research is based on two theoretical dimensions: the ethical 

criterion (egoism, benevolence, and principle) and the locus of analysis (individual, local, and 

cosmopolitan). Regarding the ethical criterion, the egoistic climate acknowledges that “company 

norms support the satisfaction of self-interests” (Cullen et al., 2003, p. 129). The benevolent 

climate pursues “maximizing the interests of a particular social group,” and the company norms 

of the principled climate emphasize “abstract principles independent of situational outcomes” 

(Cullen et al., 2003, p. 129). The locus of analysis refers to the important reference group in 

making ethical decisions (Victor & Cullen, 1988). At the individual level, the normative 

standards for ethical climate are individual level sources. Organizational norms for ethical 

reasoning are reference groups at the organizational level, and external sources are norms at the 

cosmopolitan level. Those theoretical frameworks create a 3ⅹ3 matrix like the one presented in 

Table 2-2 from Victor and Cullen (1988, p.104) 
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Victor and Cullen (1987) developed the Ethical Climate Questionnaire (ECQ), and their 

original questionnaire used 26 items to describe nine possible ethical climates based on three 

ethical criteria and three loci of analysis. While these nine ethical climates show the basic 

theoretical roots, empirical studies have shown fewer than nine climate types. In 1988, Victor 

and Cullen found five ethical climate types (caring, law and code, rules, instrumental, and 

independence) and replicated the results from their 1987 study. In 1990, Victor and Cullen 

identified six climate types (professionalism, caring, rules, instrumental, efficiency, and 

independence). Professionalism is similar to law and code climate, and efficiency is a new 

climate type that emphasizes the efficient way to gain organizational success. Later, Cullen et al. 

(1993) added ten items to the original 26 items of Victor and Cullen (1987) and provided a new 

version of the questionnaire. However, some studies have suggested that the more parsimonious 

original version of 26 items has stronger validity (Fritzche, 2000; Peterson, 2002b).   

Victor and Cullen’s (1988) ethical climate frameworks have been used in numerous 

studies to investigate how ethical organizational climate affects employees’ attitudinal and 

behavioral outcomes. For positive work attitudes, a covenantal relationship with employer 

(Barnett & Schubert, 2002), employees’ ethical behavior (Barnett & Vaicys, 2000; Deshpande, 

1996a; Wimbush & Shepard, 1994), employees’ organizational commitment (Cullen et al., 2003), 

employees’ job satisfaction (Deshpande, 1996b; Elçi & Alpkan, 2009), and employees’ 

workplace spirituality (Parboteeah & Cullen, 2003) have been studied, along with employees’ 

negative work attitudes, bullying behaviors (Bulutlar & Öz, 2009), unethical behavior (Peterson, 

2002b), and organizational misbehavior (Vardi, 2001). Barnett and Schubert found that 

employees who perceive their work climate as egoistic have less probability of perceiving a 

covenantal relationship with their employer, while employees whose work climate is seen as 



 

53 

being benevolent and principled are more likely to have a covenantal relationship with their 

employer. Similarly, Parboteeah and Cullen suggest that benevolent-local and principled-local 

ethical climate types are more likely to support workplace spirituality, which can help employees 

to find meaning in their work and lives, rather than an egoistic ethical climate, the least desirable 

climate for developing workplace spirituality. In general, egoism climate is significantly 

correlated with employees’ unethical and undesirable attitudes/behaviors, while benevolent and 

principled climates are closely related to ethical and desirable attitudes/behaviors (e.g., Barnett & 

Schubert, 2002; Cullen et al., 2003; Parboteeah & Cullen, 2003; Peterson, 2002b).  

Martin and Cullen (2006) point out that the antecedents of ethical climate theory are 

under-researched compared to the consequences of ethical climate. A few studies have 

investigated the antecedents of ethical organizational climate (e.g., Malloy & Agarwal, 2003; 

Morris, 1997; Peterson, 2002b). Morris confirmed that stakeholder management devices, like a 

code of ethics, rewarding systems, and training workshops, affect employees’ perceptions of 

ethical organizational climates and emphasized the significance of stakeholder management in 

establishing or altering ethical organizational climate. Peterson also found that organizations 

without codes of ethics are more likely to have a self-interest climate type than are organizations 

with codes of ethics. On the other hand, Malloy and Agarwal investigated how individual-

specific factors, organizational-specific factors, and dilemma-specific factors affect employees’ 

perceptions of ethical organizational climate in non-profit sectors. Among organizational factors, 

neither organizational size nor existence of organizational codes of ethics influenced employees’ 

perceptions of ethical climate, while organizational decision style did affect employees’ 

perceptions in non-profit contexts. Malloy and Agarwal stress that local norms are not as 

influential as internal and cosmopolitan norms for nonprofit members.  
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Martin and Cullen’s (2006) meta-analytic review of ethical climate theory confirmed 

Victor and Cullen’s (1987, 1988) theoretical tenet that five different types of ethical climate 

affect people’s reactions to their perceived ethical environments and provided a comprehensive 

understanding of ethical organizational climate theory. In this study, ethical organizational 

climate is defined as “individual perceptions about shared perceptions of organizational policies, 

practices, and procedures with moral consequences,” incorporating definitions of Reichers and 

Schneider (1990), Kuenzi and Schminke (2009), and Martin and Cullen (2006). This study 

explores psychological organizational climate.  

Employee Communication and Ethics 

In business ethics scholarship, codes of ethics and ethical training have often been 

emphasized as prerequisites for achieving organizational ethics (Adams, Tashchian, & Shore, 

2001; McDevitt, Giapponi, & Tromley, 2007; Sims, 1991). For example, McDevitt et al. argue 

that formal codes of ethics include organizational culture as one type of organizational context 

that affects managers’ ethical decision-making. Others, however, have argued that the ethical 

decision process or the embraced values are more important than the concrete programs 

themselves, such as the codes of ethics or ethics training and that codes of ethics or ethical 

training cannot, by themselves, result in desirable business ethics (Cleek & Leonard, 1998; 

Weaver, Treviño, & Cochran, 1999).  

Bowen (2004a) emphasizes the importance of researching organizational culture, rather 

than studying codes of ethics, for understanding ethical-decision making in an organization. To 

institutionalize ethics effectively, Jose and Thibodeaux (1999) identified and compared implicit 

forms of institutionalizing ethics (reward system, performance evaluation system, promotion 

system, corporate culture, ethical leadership, top management support, and open communication 

channels) with explicit forms (codes of ethics, ethics training, ethics newsletters, ethics hotlines, 
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ethics officers, and ethics committees). They found that managers valued the implicit forms more 

than the explicit forms and stressed “the importance of corporate culture, ethical leadership, and 

open communication channels in any effort to institutionalize ethics” (p. 139). Schwartz (2002) 

acknowledges that including employees in the process of creating a code of ethics is important 

for the dignity of the employees, and this argument acknowledges the significance of valuing 

employees for creating an ethical corporate culture. Borgerson et al. (2009) warn about having 

“‘empty’ ethical values without accompanying ethical and socially responsible commitment” (p. 

219), which occurs when a corporation’s ethical identity is only emphasized to its publics 

without efforts to embrace those values within the corporation itself. 

Employee communication, a common, everyday practice within an organization, is also 

integral in forming an ethical organizational climate. For example, Borgerson et al. (2009) 

conducted a case study of Benetton Corporation and revealed the corporation’s failure in 

corporate communication by not embracing ethical values within the organization. They argue 

that a consistent communication of ethical values is important for inspiring employees’ corporate 

identity and emphasize the significance of ethical inspiration towards employees in corporate 

communication. Toth and Trujillo (1987) also argue that “the corporate communicators of an 

organization must take the lead in articulating the ethical framework of that organization” (p. 50).  

The outcome of ethics is not the visible provision, but how much people embrace those 

values according to research. As a result, employee communication can be critical in determining 

ethical organizational values. Harshman and Harshman (1999) provide the following 

explanation:  

Organizational communication is among the critical functions in transition and is 
one of the areas for which underlying values is critical. Inherent in the relationship 
between an organization and its workers is an ethical dimension which affects the 
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content and structure of the organization’s formal and informal internal 
communication. (Harshman & Harshman, 1999, p. 3)  

In considering the significance of employee communication in affecting the ethical behaviors of 

an organization, public relations practitioners are often described as an organization’s conscience, 

since they are at the heart of relationship management with various publics. Bowen (2008) 

asserts that “public relations officers should act as a corporate conscience, integrity and honesty 

judge, or ethics counsel, to top decision makers in the organization” (p. 276). Bowen (2005, 

2008) emphasizes the importance of the ethical conscience role played by public relations 

practitioners for successful relationship management with publics and related organizations.  

In public relations scholarship, there have been a few studies conducted exploring 

employee communication as an important organizational factor for influencing ethical aspects of 

organizations. Bowen (2004b) attempted to identify significant organizational factors for 

encouraging ethical decision making in an ethically exemplar organization. She clarified that a 

symmetrical worldview, open communication, deontological organizational philosophy 

rewarding ethical behavior, ethics training, and an individual fit with organizational ethical value 

can lead to an ethical decision making organization. Rawlins (2009) investigated how 

communication transparency efforts (participation, substantial information, accountability, and 

secrecy) affect three organizational transparency reputation traits (integrity, respect for others, 

and openness). He concluded that organizational communication transparency efforts are a 

contributing factor for employees developing integrity, respect for others, openness, and ethical 

behavior. He acknowledges the contribution of transparency communication efforts for the 

ethical nature of organizations because of the following reasons: “First, it holds organizations 

accountable for their actions and policies; and second, it respects the autonomy and reasoning 

ability of individuals who deserve to have access to information that might affect their position 
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in life” (p. 77). He points out that the concepts of openness and trust are the most logically tied in 

to explaining transparency in organization-public relationship research.  

Conceptual Definitions of Ethical Organizational Climate 

Martin and Cullen’s (2006) meta-analytic review of ethical climate theory concluded that 

five different ethical climate types—caring, instrumental, law and code, rules, and 

independence—were the most frequently investigated ones in previous studies. They suggested 

the description of five climate types against the original theoretical matrix, as shown in Table 2-3 

(Martin & Cullen, 2006, p. 178). Instrumental climate is at the intersection of individual and 

local loci of analysis and the egoism ethical criterion. Caring climate is at the intersection of 

individual and local loci of analysis and the benevolence ethical criterion. The other three 

climate types (independence, rules, and law and code climates) are principle ethical criterion 

varying by individual, local, and cosmopolitan locus of analysis. Detailed reviews of five ethical 

climate types are discussed in the following section.  

Caring climate 

A caring climate is at the intersection of individual and local loci of analysis and the 

benevolence ethical criterion, and it has the most positive employees’ work-related outcomes, 

such as ethical behavior perception (Deshpande, 1996a), less negative organizational 

misbehavior (Vardi, 2001), and work place spirituality (Parboteeah & Cullen, 2003). Martin and 

Cullen’s (2006) meta-analysis confirmed that a caring climate gives employees the impression 

that they are valued, and accordingly, employees develop loyalty to and trust in their 

organizations. Martin and Cullen (2006) describe the characteristics of a caring climate:  

In this atmosphere, individuals perceive that decisions are and should be based on 
an overarching concern for the well-being of others. They perceive that ethical 
concern exists for others within the organization, as well as society at large. 
Concern for and consideration of others is also perceived to be supported by the 
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policies, practices, and strategies of the firm by its actors. (Martin & Cullen, 2006, 
p. 179) 

 In a caring climate, employees regard benevolence as an important value of their 

organizations and believe that their organizations endorse caring for each other. In this study, 

adapting Martin and Cullen’s (2006) description, a caring climate is defined as “an ethical 

organizational climate in which individuals perceive that decisions are and should be based on an 

overarching concern for the well-being of others.” 

Instrumental climate 

Instrumental climate is at the intersection of individual and local loci of analysis and the 

egoism ethical criterion. It primarily represents the egoism and self-interest dimensions among 

the five different climate types. Martin and Cullen (2006) describe instrumental climate in this 

way: “[Instrumental climate involves] norms and expectations that encourage ethical decision-

making from an egoistic perspective. What is more, the actor perceives that self-interest guides 

behavior, even to the possible detriment of others” (p. 179). Cohen (1993) describes the 

instrumental climate in more detail:  

[It is] characterized by a focus on self-interest and individualism, an absence of 
concern for ethical standards or moral values, a minimal sense of interpersonal 
responsibility, an emphasis on cost control and efficiency, a lack of consideration 
for employee welfare, an outcome-driven incentive system and finally, an 
expectation that, regardless of the consequences, employees should do whatever is 
necessary to advance the organization’s goals. (Cohen, 1993, p. 348)  

Victor and Cullen (1988) report that instrumental climate is the least dominant and the least 

preferred climate type. In an instrumental climate, employees believe that organizations value the 

self-interest of the organization the most, and accordingly, employees also become egoistic.  

 Numerous studies have concluded that an instrumental climate is the climate type having 

the most negative impact on employees’ work attitudes, such as less organizational commitment 

(Martin & Cullen, 2006), more dysfunctional behavior (Martin & Cullen, 2006), more unethical 
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behavior (Peterson, 2002b; Victor & Cullen, 1988), and less satisfaction with promotions, co-

workers, supervisors, and overall job satisfaction (Deshpand, 1996b). Victor and Cullen suggest 

that instrumental climate shows the highest level of unethical behavior by employees. Peterson 

found that organizations without a code of ethics are more likely to have a self-interest 

dimension of ethical organizational climate and instrumental climate. Peterson also found that 

instrumental climate is correlated with employees’ unethical behaviors.  

In organizations with an instrumental climate, personal interest is pursued as the most 

important value without regard to external factors, such as the organization, professional codes, 

and even law. In this study, instrumental climate is defined as “an ethical organizational climate 

in which norms and expectations encourage ethical decision-making from an egoistic 

perspective,” adapting Martin and Cullen’s (2006) description of the term.  

Law and code climate 

Law and code climate is at the intersection of cosmopolitan locus of analysis and the 

principle ethical criterion, and it is prevalent in for-profit organizations (Fritzsche, 2000; Victor 

& Cullen, 1987, 1988). For example, Fritzche investigated employees’ perceptions about the 

ethical climate of a high-tech firm, finding that more than half of survey respondents perceived 

their firm as having a law and code climate. In Victor and Cullen’s (1988) study, one savings and 

loan company showed the greatest emphasis on law and code and rules climates. A law and code 

climate is described in the following way: 

The organization supports principled decision-making based on external codes such 
as the law, the Bible, or professional codes of conduct. In decision-making 
situations with a law and code climate, it is perceived that actors should make 
decisions based on the mandate of some external system. (Martin & Cullen, 2006, p. 
179) 

 A law and code climate emphasizes external professional codes, such as the legal system, 

professional codes, and religious values. Scholars argue that law and code climates lead to 
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employees’ positive work attitudes (Malloy & Agarwal, 2003; Martin & Cullen, 2006). Martin 

and Cullen conclude that “externally based rules such as professional or religious codes, when 

perceived to be internalized within the organization, also seem to produce positive relationships 

with organizational outcomes” (p. 188). Malloy and Agarwal stress the importance of global 

codes of conduct rather than local norms in influencing employees’ perceptions about ethical 

climate, because when employees perceive that their organizations incorporate global norms, 

they are more likely to consider their organizations as being a part of strategic alliances in an era 

of globalization. Based on Martin and Cullen’s (2006) understanding of the law and code climate, 

this study defines it as “an ethical organizational climate in which external rules, such as 

professional or religious codes, are internalized within the organization.” 

Rules climate 

Rules climate is at the intersection of local locus of analysis and principle ethical criterion 

and emphasizes company rules and procedures. A few studies argue that a rules climate is 

effective in positively affecting employees’ ethical behavior. Vardi (2001) found that a rules 

climate affects employees’ organizational misbehavior negatively, as does a caring climate. 

Barnett and Vaicys (2000) also concluded that when organizations have a rules climate, 

employees show ethical judgment-behavioral intentions relationship, and employees are less 

likely to engage in ethically questionable practices. Based on Martin and Cullen’s (2006) 

description of rules climate, this study defines it as “an ethical organizational climate in which 

company rules and procedures are emphasized within the organization.”  

Independence climate 

 Independence climate is at the intersection of individual locus of analysis and the 

principle ethical criterion, and personal morality is the sole significant criterion in ethical 

decision-making. Independence climate is described in the following way: 



 

61 

Individuals believe they should act on deeply held, personal moral convictions to 
make ethical decisions. In their view of the organization, decisions with moral 
consequences should emphasize personal moral beliefs with minimal regard for 
external forces and outside influence on ethical quandaries. (Martin & Cullen, 2006, 
p. 179) 

Martin and Cullen’s (2006) meta-analysis concluded that independence climate showed weak 

relationship with most outcomes in general. For example, Deshpande (1996b) also found that 

independence climate did not significantly affect any facets of job satisfaction. However, Victor 

and Cullen (1988) found that their one sample company, a small printing company having 33 

employees, showed a strong caring and independence climate. They interpreted this to mean that 

“the absence of direct supervision and rules results in a similar reliance on caring and 

independence judgment” (p. 12). In this study, independence climate is defined as “an ethical 

organizational climate in which decisions with moral consequences should emphasize personal 

moral beliefs with minimal regard for external forces and outside influence on ethical 

quandaries,” reflecting Martin and Cullen’s (2006) description of the term.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

This study predicts the linkages among employees’ perceptions of employee 

communication, employees’ trust in their organizations, and their perceptions of ethical 

organizational climate types. Trust is tested as a mediator to link employee communication and 

ethical organizational climates. Mediating effect refers to the “effect of a third variable/construct 

intervening between two other related constructs” (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 

2006, p. 844). Specifically, MacKinnon, Fairchild, and Fritz (2007) define mediation as “the 

addition of a third variable to this X  Y relation, whereby X causes the mediator, M, and M 

causes Y, so XMY” (p. 595). To test this, this study attempts to examine (1) the relationship 

of employee communication (defined as a specialized sub-discipline of communication that 

examines how people communicate in organizations and the nature of effective communication 
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systems in organizations) and employees’ trust (defined as one party’s level of confidence in and 

willingness to open oneself to the other party in an organization), (2) the relationship of 

employees’ trust and ethical organizational climate (defined as individual perceptions about 

shared perceptions of organizational policies, practices, and procedures with moral 

consequences), and (3) the relationship of employee communication and ethical organizational 

climate. Therefore, the indirect effects of a sequence of employee communication, trust, and 

ethical organizational climates, and the direct effects of the relationship between employee 

communication and ethical organizational climates are tested using path analysis. The purpose of 

this dissertation is to explore the role of employee communication as it relates to ethical 

organizational climates.  

Ruppel and Harrington (2000) examined the linkages of employee communication, trust, 

and ethical organizational climate, the topics in this dissertation. They found that an ethical 

organizational climate emphasizing benevolence leads employees to trust in an organization and 

that open communication increases employees’ trust levels, which increases commitment and 

innovation. In their study, the only dimension of employee communication was open 

communication, while this dissertation includes the dimensions of accountability, secrecy, 

participation, and substantial information in understanding employee communication.  

Strategic management of employee communication plays a significant role in nurturing 

employee trust in an organization (Caudron, 2002; Shockley-Zalabak & Ellis, 2006). Trust has 

been studied as one construct of organization-public relationship outcomes (Jo, 2006; Ki, 2006; 

Yang, 2007). Caudron warned about organizations that experience a lack of employees’ trust, 

stating that “a lack of trust can also be fostered by incompetence, or a sense that the organization 

is floating” (p. 32), referring to Ilene Gochman, organizational measurement practice director for 
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Watson Wyatt. He pointed out that a key predictor for employees’ trust can be an HR function 

responsible for employee communication. Shockley-Zalabak and Ellis argue that employees’ 

organizational trust has numerous positive linkages with “(1) more adaptive organizational forms 

and structures, (2) the ability to form strategic alliances, (3) effective crisis management, (4) 

reduced litigation costs, (5) reduced transaction costs, (6) product innovation, and (7) economic 

performance” (p. 46). Therefore, strategic management for employee communication is 

important for developing employee trust and organizational success.  

This study attempts to examine the relationship of employee perceptions of employee 

communication constructs (accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial information) 

and employees’ trust in their organizations. Previous studies have explored the linkages of 

employee communication and trust, concluding that trust can be cultivated as an outcome of 

employee communication characteristics (Jo & Shim, 2005; Muchinsky, 1977; Ruppel & 

Harrington, 2000). This study includes the dimensions of accountability, secrecy, participation, 

and substantial information in understanding employee communication. Accountability, 

participation, and substantial information are known to have positive outcomes for employees 

(Cameron & McCollum, 1998; Rawlins, 2009; Reina & Reina, 1999; Zhu et al., 2004). 

Accountability shows organizational transparency efforts and encourages employees’ ethical 

attitudes (Rawlins, 2009). Participation and interactivity of employee communication is known 

to win employees’ trust (Ni, 2007; Reina & Reina, 1999; Sanchez, 2006). Ellis and Shockley-

Zalavak (2001) found that the amount of information about job and organizational issues can 

explain employees’ trust of top management and immediate supervisors. Reina and Reina (1999) 

warn that limiting information for employees may send a message that employees are not trusted 

and thus do not deserve to receive adequate information. While openness increases employees’ 
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trust (Ruppel & Harrington, 2000; Shockley-Zalabak & Ellis, 2006), secrecy is known to have a 

negative relationship with employees’ positive outcomes (Rawlins, 2009; Reina & Reina, 1999). 

Thus, the following hypotheses were presented:  

• H1: Perceptions of accountability of employee communication will be related positively to 
employees’ trust in their organization.  

• H2: Perceptions of participation of employee communication will be related positively to 
employees’ trust in their organization. 

• H3: Perceptions of secrecy of employee communication will be related negatively to 
employees’ trust in their organization.  

• H4: Perceptions of substantial information of employee communication will be related 
positively to employees’ trust in their organization.  

Employees’ trust can reflect organizational climate and organizational culture (Elving, 

2005; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000). Most organizations have dominant ethical climates that are 

distinct from those of other organizations (Victor & Cullen, 1987, 1988). Five different ethical 

organizational climates—caring, instrumental, law and code, rules, and independence—are 

examined in many studies. Of the five different organizational ethical climate types, the caring 

climate is known to develop the most positive employee attitudes or perceptions (Deshpande, 

1996a; Martin & Cullen, 2006; Parboteeah & Cullen, 2003; Vardi, 200). Alternatively, 

instrumental climates are known to have the most negative and undesirable employee attitudes 

(Martin & Cullen, 2006; Parboteeah & Cullen, 2003; Peterson, 2002b; Victor & Cullen, 1988). 

Principled climate types include law and code, rules, and independence ethical climate types 

(Fritzche, 2000). Barnett and Vaicys (2000) describe principled climates as having “moral 

behavior as behavior that arises from a deliberate choice to subordinate the circumstances one 

faces to certain universal principles of right and wrong” (p. 355). Peterson (2002b) found that 

principled climates show a negative relationship with unethical behavior. Barnett and Schubert 

(2002) also found that principled climates are positively related to affective commitment. While 
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law and code and rules climates emphasize external standards, independence climates stress 

personal morality as the sole significant criterion in ethical decision-making. Although 

independence climate is shown to have weak relationships with most outcomes in general 

(Martin & Cullen, 2006), Victor and Cullen (1988) indicate that independence climate can reflect 

an absence of direct supervision and rules. When trust is explored to find its relationship with 

ethical organizational climate types, the positive relationship of trust with caring, law and code, 

and rules climates is predicted, while the negative relationship of trust with instrumental and 

independence climates is proposed. Therefore, the following hypotheses regarding the 

relationship of employees’ trust and their perceptions about the five different ethical climate 

types were proposed: 

• H5: Employees’ trust will be positively related with their perceptions of an organization as 
having a caring climate. 

• H6: Employees’ trust will be negatively related with their perceptions of an organization as 
having an instrumental climate.   

• H7: Employees’ trust will be negatively related with their perceptions of an organization as 
having an independence climate. 

• H8: Employees’ trust will be positively related with their perceptions of an organization as 
having a law and code climate. 

• H9: Employees’ trust will be positively related with their perceptions of an organization as 
having a rules climate. 

Understanding ethical organizational climate is a critical component for leaders in 

managing their organizations or companies ethically and successfully. This study regards 

employee communication as an antecedent to ethical organizational climate. There have been 

studies that have investigated antecedents of ethical organizational climates (e.g., Malloy & 

Agarwal, 2003; Morris, 1997; Peterson, 2002b). For example, Malloy and Agarwal investigated 

the impact of organizational factors on employees’ ethical climate perceptions in non-profit 
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contexts. One factor was organizational decision style. Autocratic styles in which “individuals 

wield authority from positions of legitimate and/or charismatic power” (p. 231), and democratic 

and consensual styles, which infer “group participation and power distribution,” (p. 231) were 

compared in their study. They found that the autocratic decision style was prevalent in ego-

centric climates and that democratic and consensual styles were most often found in benevolent-

cosmopolitan climate types. Five different ethical organizational climates—caring, instrumental, 

law and code, rules, and independence—are examined in many studies, and this study applies 

four different aforementioned employee communication constructs as antecedents of 

organizational ethical climates.  

This study anticipated that two employee communication constructs, accountability and 

participation, would show correlations with a caring climate, which is known to have the most 

positive employee attitudes. Rawlins (2009) confirms that accountability is a valid and reliable 

communication concept in defining organizational transparency efforts in employee 

communication. Accountability includes enforceability (Utting, 2008) and answerability (Phillips 

& Abey, 2007) for justification. Therefore, this study regards accountability as presenting an 

enforceable mechanism to justify organizational performance. Beu and Buckley (2004) argue 

that “employees need to understand that there is a formal mechanism in place for raising ethical 

concerns” (p. 75). Accordingly, accountability of employee communication can impact the 

attainment of a high ethical organizational climate. Participation, which includes interaction with 

management and timely feedback, can make employees to perceive their organization as having 

a caring ethical climate, as participation shows management’s willingness to listen to employees’ 

opinions and to respect its employees (Ni, 2007; Reina & Reina, 1999). Bowen (2004b) also 

believes that participation of employee communication is a vital component for creating ethical 
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organizations. Therefore, employees are likely to regard a caring climate as their ethical 

organizational climate type. Therefore, the following hypotheses were proposed:  

• H10: Perceptions of accountability of employee communication will be positively related 
with employees’ perceptions of their organization as having a caring climate.  

• H11: Perceptions of participation of employee communication will be positively related 
with employees’ perceptions of their organization as having a caring climate.  

In this study, trust is tested as a mediator, which “involves a sequencing of relationships 

so that some construct intervenes in a sequence between two other constructs” (Hair et al., 2006, 

p. 882). In the proposed model, the relationship between accountability and a caring climate 

mediated through trust is addressed by H1, H5, and H10. Additionally, H10a was proposed to 

predict the mediated effects of trust on the relationship between accountability and a caring 

climate. Similarly, the relationship between participation and a caring climate mediated through 

trust is addressed by H2, H5, and H11. Additionally, H11a was proposed to predict the mediated 

effects of trust on the relationship between participation and a caring climate:  

• H10a: Employees’ trust mediates in the positive relationship between their perceptions of 
accountability and a caring climate.  

• H11a: Employees’ trust mediates in the positive relationship between their perceptions of 
participation and a caring climate. 

Secrecy of employee communication is the opposite of communication openness and is 

known to influence employees’ negative attitudes and perceptions (Rawlins, 2009; Reina & 

Reina, 1999). When secrecy of employee communication is prevalent within an organization, 

employees often feel that their organizations are closed to them and that they cannot trust other 

employees or their organization. Therefore, this study predicted that secrecy would have a 

positive relationship with two ethical climates, instrumental and independence climates. In an 

instrumental climate, employees have less satisfaction with promotions, co-workers, supervisors, 

and overall job satisfaction (Deshpande, 1996b). Additionally, secrecy of employee 
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communication can cause employees to follow their own beliefs without considering other 

employees’ beliefs or external norms, because direct supervision or open communication is not 

possible in an independence climate. Employees’ perceptions about independence climate, which 

is an individual-principled climate, can mean the absence of direct supervision (Victor & Cullen, 

1988). Accordingly, the two following hypotheses were proposed:    

• H12: Perceptions of secrecy of employee communication will be related positively with 
employees’ perceptions of their organization as having an instrumental climate.  

• H13: Perceptions of secrecy of employee communication will be related positively with 
employees’ perceptions of their organization as having an independence climate.  

In the proposed model, therefore, the relationship between secrecy and an instrumental 

climate mediated through trust is addressed by H3, H6 and H12. H12a was proposed to predict 

the mediated effects of trust on the relationship between secrecy and an instrumental climate. 

Additionally, the relationship between secrecy and an independence climate mediated through 

trust is addressed by H3, H7, and H13. H13a was proposed to predict the mediated effects of 

trust on the relationship between secrecy and an independence climate:  

• H12a: Employees’ trust mediates in the positive relationship between their perceptions of 
secrecy and an instrumental climate. 

• H13a: Employees’ trust mediates in the positive relationship between their perceptions of 
secrecy and an independence climate.  

Law and code climate and rules climate are both principled climates that put emphasis on 

external standards as criteria for ethical decision-making. The former emphasizes external 

standards beyond organizations, and the latter embraces organizational rules. Legitimate 

procedures are important because employees’ unethical behavior emerges when organizations 

put strong emphasis on goal attainment without legitimate procedures (Cohen, 1993). Substantial 

information was predicted to show correlations with law and code and rules climate types. A law 

and code climate can impact organizations positively (Martin & Cullen, 2006), and a rules 
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climate is also effective in positively affecting employees’ ethical behaviors (Barnett & Vaicys, 

2000; Vardi, 2001). Substantial information is critical in reducing uncertainty and ambiguity 

among employees in an organization (Scott et al., 1999; Spiker & Daniels, 1981; Weick, 1979), 

and employees’ perceptions about law and code and rules climates can lead employees to reduce 

uncertainty because organizations have objective norms and standards to follow. Consequently, 

the following hypotheses were proposed:  

• H14: Perceptions of substantial information of employee communication will be related 
positively with employees’ perceptions of their organization as having a law and code 
climate. 

• H15: Perceptions of substantial information of employee communication will be related 
positively with employees’ perceptions of their organization as having a rules climate. 

In the proposed model, therefore, the relationship of substantial information and a law and 

code climate mediated through trust is addressed by H4, H8, and H14. H14a was proposed to 

predict the mediated effects of trust on the relationship between substantial information and a 

law and code climate. The relationship of substantial information and a rules climate is addressed 

by H4, H9, and H15. H15a was proposed to predict the mediated effects of trust on the 

relationship between substantial information and a rules climate:  

• H14a: Employees’ trust mediates in the positive relationship between their perceptions of 
substantial information and a law and code climate.  

• H15a: Employees’ trust mediates in the positive relationship between their perceptions of 
substantial information and a rules climate.  

Finally, this study aimed to find the most significant employees’ perceptions about 

constructs of employee communication to relate employees’ perceptions about five different 

ethical organizational climate types among four different constructs (accountability, secrecy, 

participation, and substantial information). This gives direction for public relations practitioners 
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and researchers who desire to better understand the role of employee communication as it relates 

to ethical organizational climates. Thus, the following research questions were asked:  

• RQ1a: Of the constructs of employee communication, which ones will be strongly 
associated with employees’ perceptions about a caring climate? 

• RQ1b: Of the constructs of employee communication, which ones will be strongly 
associated with employees’ perceptions about an instrumental climate?  

• RQ1c: Of the constructs of employee communication, which ones will be strongly 
associated with employees’ perceptions about a law and code climate?  

• RQ1d: Of the constructs of employee communication, which ones will be strongly 
associated with employees’ perceptions about a rules climate?  

• RQ1e: Of the constructs of employee communication, which ones will be strongly 
associated with employees’ perceptions about an independence climate?  

This chapter has presented a review of literature about employee communication, 

organization-public relationship theories, and ethical organizational climate theories. Hypotheses 

and research questions were derived from theoretical frameworks discussed in this chapter. A 

graphical representation of the basic conceptual model is presented in Figure 2-1, and a more 

detailed conceptual model to show the relationships between each of the variables is shown in 

Figure 2-2.  



 

71 

Table 2-1. Comparison of constructs of employee communication 
Rawlins, 2009 
Communication 
efforts 

Accountability Secrecy 
(opposite of 
openness) 

Participation Substantial 
information 

Caudron, 2002, 
Rebuilding trust 
through 
communication 

Get your 
leaders in 
front of people 

Tell all the 
news you 
have—even 
bad news  

Offer the 
opportunity for 
dialogue 

Remind people 
of the 
fundamentals 

Reina & Reina, 1999 
Communication trust 

Admit 
mistakes 

Tell the truth  Give and 
receive 
constructive 
feedback 

Share 
information  

Rhee & Moon, 2009 
Employee 
communication 
strategies 

 Information 
flow 

Interaction 
supportiveness 

Information 
adequacy 

Trombetta & Rogers, 
1988 
Communication 
variables 

 Communication 
openness 

Participation in 
decision 
making 

Information 
adequacy 

 

Table 2-2. Victor and Cullen’s (1988) ethical climate types 
 Locus of Analysis 

Individual  Local  Cosmopolitan 
Ethical Criterion Egoism  Self-interest  Company profit  Efficiency  

Benevolence  Friendship  Team interest  Social responsibility  
Principle  Personal 

morality  
Company rules 
and procedures  

Law and 
professional codes  

 

Table 2-3. Five common empirical derivatives of ethical climate 
 Locus of Analysis 

Individual Local Cosmopolitan 
Ethical Criterion Egoism Instrumental  

Benevolence Caring  
Principle Independence Rules Law and code 
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   a       b                        b 
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a: a linear relationship between the independent variable (employees’ perceptions about employee communication) and the mediator 
(trust) 
b: a linear relationship between the mediator (trust) and the dependent variable (employees’ perceptions about ethical organizational 
climate) 
c: a linear relationship between the independent variable (employees’ perceptions about employee communication) and dependent 
variable (employees’ perceptions about ethical organizational climates) 
c': the direct effect estimated while controlling for the indirect, mediated effect 
 

Figure 2-1. An initial conceptual model  

 

Employee 
communication 

Trust 

Ethical 
organizational 

climates 

Employee 
communication 

Ethical 
organizational 

climates 
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Figure 2-2. Proposed comprehensive conceptual model  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

This chapter describes the methods employed in this study. The chapter presents unit of 

analysis issues in organizational climate studies, a description of the sample for this study, 

survey procedures, a description of questionnaire construction and measures, and statistical 

analyses.  

Unit of Analysis Issues 

Unit of analysis refers to “the what or whom being studied” (p. 94), and the common 

units of analysis in social research are individuals, groups, organizations, and social interactions 

(Babbie, 2006). Particularly in exploring the relationship between individual perception and 

organizational context, Schneider (1975) notes that researchers should be careful when 

considering the issue of level of analysis. Psychological climate refers to “individual perceptions 

of the work environment,” while organizational climate refers to “collective perceptions of the 

work environment” (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009, p. 701). However, many studies suggest that 

meanings of psychological climate and organizational climate have been confused and that unit 

of analysis issues have not been clear in empirical studies of organizational climate (James, 

1982; James et al., 2008; Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Robertson, 1993). Robertson notes that 

numerous previous studies have focused on individual level analysis and that few efforts have 

been made at the group level of analysis in organizational climate studies.  

Some researchers suggest that Victor and Cullen’s Ethical Climate Questionnaire (ECQ) 

does not adequately indicate the unit of analysis (Cullen et al., 1993: Webber, 2007). 

Distinguishing individual and organizational levels of analysis in applying ECQ, Cullen et al. 

concluded that their study supported the validity and reliability of the questionnaire at the 

individual level by testing 1,167 individuals, while the organizational level analysis is debatable, 
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having used a small number of organizations (n=12). Webber points out the unclear concepts of 

individual and group levels in ECQ: 

Victor and Cullen sought to analyze the formal normative rules used to make 
decisions in the workplace. They employed a questionnaire as the data-collection 
instrument expecting that individuals within the organization could serve as 
representative agents of organizational norms. However, both the structure of the 
typology and the wording in the questionnaire conflated the concepts of individual 
decision-making and organizational decision making. (Webber, 2007, p. 567) 

Therefore, these limitations of ECQ have been acknowledged mostly at the group-level analysis. 

This study focuses on ethical organizational climate at the psychological climate level, 

which evaluates individual perceptions of the work environment. There are three reasons for this 

decision. First, the majority of previous studies utilizing ECQ conducted individual level analysis 

and found significant results in ethical organizational climate studies as described in Chapter two 

of this dissertation (e.g., Barnett & Vaicys, 2000; Deshpande, 1996b; Elçi & Alpkan, 2009; Forte, 

2004; Malloy & Agarwal, 2003; Peterson, 2002; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000; Vardi, 2001; 

Victor & Cullen, 1987). There have been few studies that employed organizational-level analysis 

in ECQ studies, and significant results at the group level have not yet been supported by the 

theory (e.g., Wimbush, Shepard, & Markham, 1997). Wimbush et al. tested the relationship 

between several dimensions of ethical climate and ethical behavior at the individual and district 

(group) levels. They conducted a mail survey with 4,400 employees in 440 retail stores and 

analyzed responses from 643 employees at the individual level and 40 districts at the group level. 

Although they found strong support for a significant relationship at the individual level, their 

attempt to find a relationship at the group level failed. Therefore, ECQ has been examined at the 

individual level.  

Second, the practical issues of collecting data at the group level are also considered for 

this dissertation. When Kuenzi and Schminke (2009) reviewed empirical studies of 
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organizational climates from the most well-respected general management journals and 

specialized journals, they found that many studies about the construct of organizational climate 

actually investigated psychological climate. They suggested reasons for operationalizing 

organizational climate as psychological climate: 

The decision may be a pragmatic one, based on how data can be collected (Was it 
impossible to survey multiple respondents from different work groups?), on how 
the data can be coded (Was the researcher prevented from identifying respondents 
at the level of the work group?), or on the degree of agreement between unit 
members (Did low agreement preclude aggregation of individual data into unit 
scores?). (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009, p. 701) 

As an example, Spell and Arnold (2007) conducted a multi-level analysis using 483 employees 

from 56 groups in investigating the relationships between organizational justice climate, 

structure, and employee mental health. They regarded employee mental health at the individual 

level and organizational justice at the group level. Their method of collecting data was to ask 

undergraduate students to distribute a survey to colleagues in a work group for earning extra 

credit opportunities. Their study succeeded in collecting data on multiple levels using class 

students and showed a possible way to collect data at multiple levels using a compulsory method 

with students. Thus, the difficulty of collecting data at the group level has been acknowledged in 

previous studies of organizational climate studies. Considering issues of cost versus value, as 

well as time constraints for this dissertation, collecting data at the group level was not selected 

for this study. 

In support of this decision, previous studies have investigated topics similar to that of 

this dissertation at the individual level and found significant and meaningful results (Rhee & 

Moon, 2009; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000). When Rhee and Moon investigated how 

organizational culture affects employee communication, they operationalized organizational 

culture and employee communication at the individual perception level. Ruppel and Harrington 
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examined the linkages of employee communication, trust, and ethical organizational climate, the 

topics examined in this dissertation, by conducting surveys with IT managers in 1,300 companies, 

and they also conducted the individual unit of analysis. These previous studies confirmed the 

linkages among perceptions of employee communication, trust, and ethical organizational 

climates at the individual level. Accordingly, the unit of analysis in three key variables 

(employee communication, trust, and ethical organizational climates) is the perceptions of 

individual employees in this study.  

The goal of this study was to explore the relationships between individual employees’ 

perceptions about employee communication, trust in their organization, and perceptions about 

ethical organizational climates. Therefore, in this study, it was not an issue whether individuals’ 

perceptions about ethical organizational climates in their organizations represented the majority 

of their group members’ perceptions. Rather, this study investigated the linkages among 

individual perceptions about employee communication, trust, and ethical organizational climates.  

Questionnaire Construction and Measures 

The questionnaire for this study consisted of scales for employee communication 

(accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial information), trust, ethical organizational 

climate types (caring, instrumental, law and code, rules, and independence), demographic items, 

and open-ended questions. The scales were revised by adding “my organization” to every scale 

to be consistent with other measures defining trust and ethical organizational climate, since the 

original measure did not include a subject. The words “my organization” were replaced by the 

official name of each employee’s organization. The survey items were asked by the same 

constructs. Detailed explanations of each scale are presented in the following sections. Copies of 

the consent form and survey questionnaire are included in the appendix. 
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Employee Communication 

This study adapted employee communication measures from Rawlins (2009), who 

attempted to develop a reliable and valid measure of employee communication in understanding 

organizational transparency. The study includes five items measuring accountability, six items 

measuring secrecy, six items measuring participation, and eight items measuring substantial 

information. In total, there were 25 items (Table 3-1). Rawlins reports that Cronbach’s alpha for 

accountability items was .86, while it was .78 for secrecy items, .92 for participation items, 

and .92 for substantial information items. Therefore, all items were reported to have excellent 

reliability. Langdridge (2004) states that “Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is used to assess the 

internal reliability of items with scaled responses (e.g., strongly agree to strongly disagree)” (p. 

77) and suggests .70 as an acceptable alpha score. The response choices consisted of Likert 

scales ranging from 1= “Strongly disagree” to 7= “Strongly agree.”  

Trust 

This study adopted Ki and Hon’s (2007) trust scales (Table 3-2). They applied Hon and 

Grunig’s (1999) OPR measures with a membership organization to refine measurement. In their 

study, Cronbach’s alpha of seven trust measures is reported as .90, indicating excellent reliability, 

according to Langdridge (2004). In this study, the original measurement was revised to apply the 

context of this study. Therefore, the blank for the name of the organization was replaced by “my 

organization,” and the word “members” was changed to “employees.” The response choices 

consisted of Likert scales ranging from 1= “Strongly disagree” to 7= “Strongly agree.” 

 
Ethical Organizational Climate 

This study adopted Victor and Cullen’s (1988) scales of ethical organizational climate 

types (Table 3-3). The scales were revised by replacing “the company” with “the organization.” 
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There were seven items measuring caring climate, seven items measuring instrumental climate, 

four items measuring law and code climate, four items measuring rules climate, and four items 

measuring independence climate. In total, there were 26 items. In Victor and Cullen’s (1988) 

study, the Cronbach’s alphas were are follows: .80 for caring climate, .79 for law and code 

climate, .79 for rules climate, .71 for instrumental climate, and .60 for independence climate. 

Therefore, except for independence climate, the reliabilities of all four other ethical climates are 

excellent, according to Langdridge’s (2004) criteria. Reliability is “an indicator of the degree to 

which a set of indicators of a latent construct is internally consistent based on how highly 

interrelated the indicators are” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 712), and increasing the number of items also 

increases the reliability value (Hair et al., 2006). However, John and Benet-Martinez (2000) note 

that “an alpha of .70 is not a benchmark every scale must pass” (p. 346), but rather a guide. They 

also mention that “alpha needs to be interpreted in terms of its two main parameters—interitem 

correlation as well as scale length—and in the context of how these two parameters fit the nature 

and definition of the construct to be measured” (p. 346). Therefore, this study also adopted the 

scale to define independence climate, even though its reliability is not considered excellent. 

Therefore, in total, there are 26 items. The response choices consisted of Likert scales ranging 

from 1= “Strongly disagree” to 7= “Strongly agree.” 

Demographics and Other Items 

In testing the main effects, individual demographic variables are used as covariates for 

the adjustment of their influence. The demographic questions asked about employees’ length of 

full-time work experience, tenure, and the title of their present position. Employees were asked 

to provide their present position for the organizational reports, not for this study. They also asked 

about employees’ education degree, gender, and age. Two open-ended questions were included 

to allow respondents to express their opinions on the role employee communication plays in their 
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attitude, beliefs, and perceptions about their organization, as well as the relationship between 

employee communication characteristics and ethical values in their organizations.  

Pretest 

Pretesting is a method used to detect issues related to the layout of a questionnaire, the 

meaning of questions, and ways to probe incomplete answers in survey research (Visser, 

Krosnick, & Lavrakas, 2000). Pretesting is “especially important when data are to be collected 

via self-administered questionnaires, because interviewers will not be available to clarify 

question meaning or probe incomplete answers” (Visser et al., 2000, p. 243).  

For this study, a pretest was conducted with ten full-time employees in various 

organizations, including an education-based organization, a government organization, and a for-

profit organization. The participants were acquaintances of the researcher in the United States. 

The wording of a few questions was revised after the pretest. As an example, item SI3 of the 

employee communication questionnaire was originally “My organization provides information 

that can be compared to previous performance.” Pretest results showed that the term ‘previous 

performance’ was not clear. Therefore, this item was changed to “My organization provides 

information that can be compared to the organization’s previous performance.” 

Additionally, prior to distributing the survey to their employees, staff in the human 

resources and public relations departments of the participating organizations took the pretests. 

They carefully reviewed the survey questionnaires, and one item in the Trust category was 

revised following their comments. The original T5 item was “I feel very confident about my 

organization’s abilities.” The word ‘abilities’ was found to be unclear and needed to be more 

specific. Therefore, the item was revised to “I feel very confident about my organization’s 

abilities to accomplish what it says it will do,” which reflects Hon and Grunig’s (1999) definition 
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of competence as “the belief that an organization has the ability to do what it says it will do” (p. 

3). After the pretesting, the survey questionnaire was finalized. 

Survey 

The goal of this study was to identify employees’ perceptions of employee 

communication, trust, and ethical organizational climates. To achieve these goals, it was 

necessary to explore employees’ perceptions of employee communication constructs 

(accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial information), employees’ trust in their 

organizations, and employees’ perceptions of ethical organizational climate types (caring, 

instrumental, law and code, rules, and independence).  

A survey research method was used to collect data in this study. There are two major 

types of surveys, descriptive and analytical (Wimmer & Dominick, 2006), and this study used an 

analytical survey, which “attempts to describe and explain why situations exist” (p. 179). In the 

case of this study, it was used to explain the relationships between employee communication, 

trust, and ethical organizational climates. In testing the main effects, individual demographic 

variables were used as covariates for the adjustment of their influence. 

Population and Sample 

This study aimed to investigate the relationship between employees’ perceptions of 

employee communication, trust, and their perceptions of ethical organizational climates. The 

sample of this study is full-time employees of various organizations.  

In previous ethical organizational climate studies, the samples have been employees of 

various organizations and the methods of collecting the data from employees have differed. 

Some studies sampled employees from limited numbers of organizations or firms (e.g., 

Deshpande, 1996b; Vardi, 2001; Victor & Cullen, 1987; Wimbush et al., 1997). For example, 

Victor and Cullen conducted a survey with 872 employees of four firms, and Deshpande 
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recruited a national sample of 252 middle-level managers of a large non-profit charitable 

organization. Others recruited samples from membership lists (e.g., Barnett & Vaicys, 2000; Elçi 

& Alpkan, 2009; Malloy & Agarwal, 2003). Barnett and Vaicys conducted mail surveys with 

1,000 randomly selected members from a membership list of the American Marketing 

Association. Malloy and Agarwal conducted mail surveys with 400 members of a Canadian 

provincial sports federation. A few studies used samples from alumni of universities (e.g., 

Peterson, 2002a). Other studies limited employees’ job categories, such as business managerial 

and executive levels from Fortune 500 firms (Forte, 2004) or IT managers in 1,300 different 

companies (Ruppel & Harrington, 2000).  

Rather than collecting the data from a single organization, this study attempted to collect 

the data from diverse organizations to ensure cross validation of the model. The criterion used to 

select the organizations was diversity in organization type. The goal of this study was not to 

generalize from the immediate samples, but to test the hypothesized variables of the model in 

this study. Previous studies exploring employee communication and organizational culture in 

public relations scholarship also collected data from various organizations. For example, Rhee 

and Moon (2009) collected employees’ responses from 19 organizations, and Kim (2007) 

collected them from 31 companies.  

To acquire the sample and to select organizations for this study, the researcher tried 

various methods. First, the researcher sent invitation letters requesting employees’ participation 

for the research to organizations listed as places of employment for members of a public 

relations departmental advisory council for the University of Florida. Second, the researcher 

asked acquaintances who may be familiar with human resource or marketing directors in any 

corporations or organizations to forward invitation letters. Third, the researcher used professional 
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network Web sites to post a message about research assistance for a graduate student. Fourth, the 

researcher sent invitation letters to various local companies and organizations through 

professional public relations associations.  

In the invitation letter, the researcher emphasized four primary benefits of participation 

in the study. Participating organizations would (1) receive an evaluation of how the 

organization’s employees perceive employee communication; (2) see what the current trust level 

between employees and organization is; (3) determine employees’ perceptions about 

organizational ethical values regarding organizational procedures, policies, and practices; and (4) 

obtain employee communication strategies for inducing more supportive behaviors from the 

organization’s employees. The researcher also promised not to reveal the organization’s name in 

any report. Holbert and Stephenson (2002) recommended a minimum sample size of 150 for 

structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses in communication studies. The total number of 

variables among the major topics of this study (employee communication, trust, and ethical 

organizational climates) was 58. The recommended sample size for 58 variables is 5 times 58, or 

290 (Hair et al., 1998). Therefore, this study attempted to reach this goal.  

Finally, seven organizations in different industries and having different sizes agreed to 

participate in this study from July to December 2010. An online survey was offered to all 

employees in the seven organizations. The researcher wrote the initial invitation letters for the 

employees and asked staff members at the organizations to make any necessary revisions. The 

first survey invitation letter emphasized the importance of participating in the survey, ensured 

anonymity of participants, provided clear deadlines for the online survey, told employees that 

they were allowed to complete the survey while at work, and encouraged participation in the 

survey. The invitation letters, which included a link to the online survey, were sent out by the 
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Vice President of Human Resources in each organization. A survey reminder was sent out after 

the first week. After the data were collected, individual organizational reports were written and 

delivered to each of the seven organizations with a thank you letter. Of the seven organizations, 

four were for-profit and three were non-profit. To secure the confidentiality of all organizations, 

names and detailed information about the organizations are not disclosed in this dissertation. The 

organizations are simply expressed as A-Bank, B-Marketing agency, C-Insurance company, D-

Cleaning company, E-Special education non-profit, F-Children support non-profit, and G-

Animal support non-profit. The next paragraph provides descriptions of the survey procedures 

for the seven organizations that agreed to participate in the study.  

A-Bank is a regional bank with 100 employees. An online survey was conducted with A-

Bank for two weeks, from July 19 to July 30, 2010. The first survey invitation email was sent by 

the company’s Human Resources department on July 19, and a reminder about the survey was 

sent on July 26. The online survey was closed on July 30. B-Marketing Agency is a full-service 

integrated communications agency having 102 employees. The online survey was conducted 

with employees for ten business days, from August 2 to August 13, 2010. The human resources 

department distributed the first survey invitation email to employees on August 2, and the 

reminder was sent on August 9. The online survey for C-Insurance company, which has a total of 

19 employees, was available for two weeks, from August 9 to August 20, 2010. An email 

invitation to take the survey was sent out by the company’s public relations department on 

August 9, and the reminder was distributed on August 16. The online survey was conducted with 

D-Cleaning company, which has 28 employees, for two weeks, from October 18 to October 29, 

2010. An email invitation to take the survey was sent out by company’s owner on October 18, 

and the reminder was distributed on October 25. The online survey was closed on October 29. E-
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Special education non-profit employed 42 employees. An online survey was conducted with 

them from October 11 to October 22, 2010. The survey invitation email was sent out on October 

11, and the reminder followed on October 18. F-Children support non-profit has a total of 171 

employees and participated in this study from October 11 to October 29, 2010. The survey 

invitation email was sent out on October 11, and the reminders followed on October 18 and 

October 25. G-Animal support non-profit employees participated in the online survey from 

November 30 to December 10, 2010. The first survey invitation email was sent on November 30, 

and the reminder was sent on December 6.  

Online Survey 

An online survey was implemented with full-time employees of seven organizations. 

Previous studies regarding employee communication (e.g., Rawlins, 2009) also used an online 

survey method. Online surveys have advantages of low cost and ease of implementation. One 

disadvantage is the difficulty of ensuring that invited respondents complete the survey (Wimmer 

& Dominick, 2006).  

 This study used the online survey method for the following reasons. First, the sampled 

organizations did not want to reveal employees’ information (e.g., names of employees, mailing 

addresses) to the researcher and wanted to control the procedure of survey distribution to their 

employees. Therefore, the human resources or public relations team at each organization chose 

the distribution method of the surveys in this study. Second, the sampled organizations preferred 

to conduct online surveys rather than mail surveys due to the convenience and cost-effectiveness 

of online surveys. All of the organizations had already been using emails as a primary 

communication method with their employees, and email was believed to be the easiest way to 

reach and get responses from employees. A unique online survey link was created for each 

organization. 
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Validity and Reliability Tests 

Good survey questions should be valid and reliable (Weisberg, Krosnick, & Bowen, 

1996). However, in general, survey research has low construct validity and strong reliability 

because of the artificiality of survey formats (Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). Reliability represents 

“a matter of whether a particular technique, applied repeatedly to the same object, yields the 

same results each time” (Babbie, 2007, p. 143). Cronbach’s alpha is one of the most widely used 

measures of reliability to evaluate the degree of intercorrelations (Hair et al., 2006), and the 

reliability of measurement was examined by Cronbach’s alpha in this study.  

Measurement validity refers to “the extent to which an empirical measure adequately 

reflects the real meaning of the concept under consideration” (Babbie, 2007, p. 146). The validity 

of survey questions can be assessed by face validity, convergent validity, divergent validity, 

criterion validity, content validity, and construct validity, as described below: 

Does the question wording really seem reasonable (have good face validity?) Does 
it give results similar to the results of other measures of the same concept (have 
good convergent validity)? Does it give results different from questions that are 
supposed to be measuring different concepts (have good divergent validity)? Can it 
be compared against a direct measure of the concept (have good criterion validity)? 
Does it measure the full breadth of the concept (have good content validity)? Does 
it relate to other variables as theory and previous research suggest it should (have 
good construct validity)? (Weisberg et al., 1996, p. 96) 

In this dissertation, face validity was checked by conducting a pretest with general full-

time employees, as well as with human resources and public relations staff in the organizations. 

Construct validity is “the extent to which a set of measured items actually reflects the theoretical 

latent construct those items are designed to measure” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 776). In this study, it 

was checked by using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) that tested whether the observed 

variables accurately represent the constructs. CFA can define latent variables in terms of 
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observed variables and “assess the construct validity of a proposed measurement theory” (Hair et 

al., 2006, p. 776). 

Statistical Analyses 

To test the 21 hypotheses and five research questions, several statistical analyses were 

used. Before testing the hypotheses, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was employed to define 

the underlying structure among the variables. To test hypotheses, structural equation modeling 

(SEM) and mediation analysis were used with a proposed model of four exogenous variables and 

six endogenous variables. To answer the five research questions, hierarchical multiple regression 

analyses were conducted. Previous studies have explored the linkages of employee 

communication and trust, concluding that trust can be cultivated as an outcome of employee 

communication characteristics (Jo & Shim, 2005; Muchinsky, 1977; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000). 

In this study, the four exogenous variables are employee communication constructs 

(accountability, participation, secrecy, and substantial information), and the six endogenous 

variables are trust and five ethical organizational climate type constructs (caring climate, 

instrumental climate, independence climate, law and code climate, and rules climate). Some 

previous studies (e.g., Rawlins, 2009; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000) have regarded employee 

communication practices as exogenous variables, and this study also attempted to investigate the 

role of public relations in organizational context. Therefore, this study treats employee 

communication as an exogenous variable. This study used the program Mplus Version 6.1 for the 

analyses. 

To test the 21 hypotheses, the two-step rule (Bollen, 1989) was employed. The first step 

of the two-step rule involves testing the fit of the measurement model. After the measurement 

model is identified, the second step is to test the SEM to be identified. To test the fitness of 

proposed models, SEM was used. SEM estimates and tests models that specify causal 
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relationships of variables. SEM has some advantages over regression or multivariate analyses of 

variance in that SEM can estimate and remove the measurement error (Ullman & Bentler, 2004). 

Particularly, SEM can model mediation effects, testing not only direct effects but also indirect 

effects between variables (Ullman & Bentler, 2004). SEM is often called the path model.  

To handle incomplete data, this study used full information analysis in conducting CFA 

and SEM using Mplus 6.1. Full information analysis enables the researcher to include every 

available score in the analysis, while a listwise deletion method involves dropping any 

incomplete data for the analysis. In Mplus 6.1, the number -9 was inputted for all missing values 

to conduct the full information analysis. SEM generally requires a large sample size, and how to 

deal with missing data is an important issue (Hair et al., 2006). Since Full Information Maximum 

Likelihood (FIML) estimation uses all available subjects in the sample (Albright & Park, 2006-

2009), it is considered a better method for dealing with missing data than the listwise deletion 

method. Therefore, this study used the full information method in CFA and SEM using Mplus.  

This study used a 7-point Likert-scale for all of the constructs in the model except for 

control variables such as demographic variables. A Likert scale indicates degrees of agreement 

and implies a rank order. Most SEMs use the maximum likelihood (ML) method, which assumes 

normal distributions (Kline, 2011). However, only when endogenous variables are continuous 

variables can normal distribution be assumed. Therefore, in this study, item scores were treated 

as ordinal measures, and ML could not be used. LISREL, Mplus, and SAS/STAT CALIS deal 

with ordinal observed variables with diagonally weighted least square (DWLS) estimation 

(Albright & Park, 2006-2009). Finally, this study used the DWLS estimation method to estimate 

model parameter as an alternative estimation method using the Mplus program. DWLS is 

considered to be “a mathematically simpler form of WLS estimation that may be better when the 
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sample size is not very large” (Kline, 2011, p. 181). Fully weighted least squares (WLS) 

estimation is “applied to either continuous and ordinal outcomes because it does not assume a 

particular distribution form” (Kline, 2011, p. 180).  

 In evaluating the goodness of fit of the CFA and path model, several goodness of fit 

indices were used. Since the χ2 goodness of fit test determines whether the model fits the data 

exactly rather than if the model fits the data well, it was not used as the criterion to assess the 

model fit. Instead, goodness of fit indices were adopted. In this study, various goodness of fit 

indices were used, including χ2 /df (ratio of χ2 to the degrees of freedom), CFI, TLI, and RMSEA. 

The criterion for the χ2 /df ratio is 3.0 or less (Bollen, 1989). The comparative fit index (CFI) 

refers to “the relative improvement in fit of the researcher’s model compared with a statistical 

baseline model” (Kline, 2011, p. 196). While the criterion of CFI has historically been .90, CFI 

values greater than 0.95 are considered to be a model of goodness of fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

The Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) is a non-normed fit index (NNFI). TLI values greater than 0.95 

are considered to meet the criterion of goodness of fit (Shen & Chen, 2008). The root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA) is a badness-of-fit index, and values less than .06 are 

considered to represent a good model fit (Shen & Chen, 2008). Hair et al. (2006) recommend 

having a RMSEA less than .07 with CFI of .90 or higher for good fit criteria when the sample 

size is larger than 250 and the number of observed variables is larger than 30. Therefore, this 

study used the following criteria: χ2 /df < 3.0, CFI, TLI> .95, RMSEA<.06.  

Mediation Analysis 

Iacobucci (2008) defines mediation analysis in this way:  

[Mediation analysis is] a set of statistical procedures used to investigate whether a 
particular data set exhibits a meditational structure. A meditational structure posits 
a particular conceptualization of the mechanism through which an independent 
variable might affect a dependent variable—not directly, but rather through an 
intervening process, captured by the mediator variable. (Iacobucci, 2008, p. 1)  
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Hoyle and Robinson (2004) explain that “questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’ concern mediators” (p. 

213). Therefore, mediation analysis includes independent variable, dependent variable, and 

mediator, and “at the conceptual level, the evaluation of a mediated effect involves partitioning 

the effect of an independent variable on a dependent variable into two portions, the direct effect 

and the indirect effect (Hoyle & Robinson, 2004, p. 214). Mediation analysis can be conducted 

in SEM by estimating the paths from XM, X Y, and MY simultaneously, where the X is 

called an exogenous variable and M and Y are called endogenous variables (Iacobucci, 2008). 

This study conducted the mediation analysis using Mplus 6.1. 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

To examine the five research questions to find the most explanatory employee 

communication dimensions for explaining the five types of ethical organizational climates, a 

series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses was performed, controlling for demographic 

and employment information profiles. Three employee information variables were organization 

type, length of full-time work experience, and length of practice in the current organization, and 

the three demographic variables were age, gender, and education. Categorical variables were 

treated as dummy variables; organization type was coded as 0 (for-profit) and 1 (non-profit), 

gender as 0 (male) and 1 (female), education as 0 (low education, which includes high school 

graduates) and 1 (high education, which includes bachelor’s and graduate degrees).  

The objectives of multiple regression are “to maximize the overall predictive power of 

the independent variables as represented in the variate” and “[to compare] two or more sets of 

independent variables to ascertain the predictive power of each variate” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 

190). In conducting hierarchical multiple regressions, mean substitution for employee 

communication, trust, and ethical organizational climate items was employed, and the listwise 

deletion approach for demographic and employee information items was employed to handle the 
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missing data. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 16.0 program was used to 

perform this analysis.  

First regression model:  

Caring climate: α + DEMO + EMPLOYEE INFO + β1A + β2S + β3P + β4SI 

(DEMO=demographics, EMPLOYEE INFO=employee information, A=accountability, 
S=secrecy, P=participation, SI=substantial information) 
 

Second regression model:  

Instrumental climate: α + DEMO + EMPLOYEE INFO + β1A + β2S + β3P + β4SI 

(DEMO=demographics, EMPLOYEE INFO=employee information, A=accountability, 
S=secrecy, P=participation, SI=substantial information) 
 

Third regression model:  

Law and code climate: α + DEMO + EMPLOYEE INFO + β1A + β2S + β3P + β4SI 

(DEMO=demographics, EMPLOYEE INFO=employee information, A=accountability, 
S=secrecy, P=participation, SI=substantial information) 
 

Fourth regression model:  

Rules climate: α + DEMO + EMPLOYEE INFO + β1A + β2S + β3P + β4SI 

(DEMO=demographics, EMPLOYEE INFO=employee information, A=accountability, 
S=secrecy, P=participation, SI=substantial information) 
 

Fifth regression model:  

Independence climate: α + DEMO + EMPLOYEE INFO + β1A + β2S + β3P + β4SI 

(DEMO=demographics, EMPLOYEE INFO=employee information, A=accountability, 
S=secrecy, P=participation, SI=substantial information) 
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Table 3-1. Measures of employee communication 
Accountability  
A1 My organization presents more than one side of controversial issues. 
A2 My organization is forthcoming with information that might be damaging to 

the organization. 
A3 My organization is open to criticism by people like me. 
A4 My organization freely admits when it has made mistakes. 
A5 My organization provides information that can be compared to industry 

standards. 
Secrecy  
S1 My organization often leaves out important details in the information it 

provides to people like me. 
S2 My organization provides information that is full of jargon and technical 

language that is confusing to people like me. 
S3 My organization blames outside factors that may have contributed to the 

outcome when reporting bad news. 
S4 My organization provides information that is intentionally written in a way 

to make it difficult to understand. 
S5 My organization is slow to provide information to people like me.  
S6 My organization only discloses information when it is required. 
Participation 
P1 My organization asks for feedback from people like me about the quality of 

its information. 
P2 My organization involves people like me to help identify the information I 

need.  
P3 My organization provides detailed information to people like me. 
P4 My organization makes it easy to find the information people like me need.  
P5 My organization asks the opinions of people like me before making 

decisions. 
P6 My organization takes the time with people like me to understand who we 

are and what we need. 
Substantial information 
SI1 My organization provides information that is relevant to people like me.  
SI2 My organization provides information that could be verified by an outside 

source, such as an auditor. 
SI3 My organization provides information that can be compared to 

organization’s previous performance. 
SI4 My organization provides information that is complete. 
SI5 My organization provides information that is easy for people like me to 

understand. 
SI6 My organization provides accurate information to people like me. 
SI7 My organization provides information that is reliable. 
SI8 My organization presents information to people like me in language that is 

clear. 
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Table 3-2. Measures of trust  
Trust  
T1 My organization treats employees fairly and justly. 
T2 Whenever my organization makes an important decision, I know it will 

consider the decision’s impact on employees.  
T3 My organization can be relied on to keep its promises to employees. 
T4 My organization takes the opinions of employees into account when 

making decisions. 
T5 I feel very confident about my organization’s abilities to accomplish what 

it says it will do. 
T6 Sound principles guide my organization’s behavior.  
T7 My organization misleads employees. [R] 

Note: [R] indicates that an item is reverse-coded. 
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Table 3-3. Measures of ethical organizational climate types 
Caring climate 
C1 What is best for everyone in the organization is the major consideration 

here.  
C2 The most important concern is the good of all the people in the organization 

as a whole. 
C3 Our major concern is always what is best for the other person. 
C4 In this organization, people look out for each other’s good. 
C5 In this organization, it is expected that you will always do what is right for 

the customers and public. 
C6 The most efficient way is always the right way in this organization. 
C7 In this organization, each person is expected above all to work efficiently. 
Instrumental climate 
IS1 In this organization, people protect their own interests above all else. 
IS2 In this organization, people are mostly out for themselves. 
IS3 There is no room for one’s own personal morals or ethics in this 

organization. 
IS4 People are expected to do anything to further the organization’s interests, 

regardless of the consequences. 
IS5 People here are concerned with the organization’s interests to the exclusion 

of all else. 
IS6 Work is considered substandard only when it hurts the organization’s 

interests. 
IS7 The major responsibility of people in this organization is to control costs. 
Law and code climate 
LC1 People are expected to comply with the law and professional standards over 

and above other considerations. 
LC2 In this organization, the law or ethical code of their profession is the major 

consideration. 
LC3 In this organization, people are expected to strictly follow legal or 

professional standards. 
LC4 In this organization, the first consideration is whether a decision violates 

any law. 
Rules climate 
R1 It is very important to follow the company’s rules and procedures here. 
R2 Everyone is expected to stick by organization rules and procedures. 
R3 Successful people in this organization go by the book. 
R4 People in this organization strictly obey the organization’s policies. 
Independence climate 
ID1 In this organization, people are expected to follow their own personal and 

moral beliefs. 
ID2 Each person in this organization decides for themselves what is right or 

wrong. 
ID3 The most important concern in this organization is each person’s own sense 

of right and wrong. 
ID4 In this organization, people are guided by their own personal ethics. 
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

This chapter describes the data procedure for this study, discusses the testing of 

hypotheses, and provides answers to the research questions. Statistical analysis about descriptive 

statistics, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and structural equation model (SEM), and multiple 

regression analyses are also explained.  

Description of Collected Data 

This study recruited respondents, all of whom were full-time employees, from seven 

different organizations. The organizations were A-Bank, B-Marketing agency, C-Insurance 

company, D-Cleaning company, E-Special education non-profit, F-Children support non-profit, 

and G-Animal support non-profit. The following section provides response rates of the 

employees at each of the organizations, as well as a comparison of demographic information for 

the sampled respondents and the population of each organization.  

Response Rates 

This study recruited respondents from seven organizations, and the response rates of 

these organizations varied from 50.0% to 84.2%. Reilly and Wrensen (2007) suggest that 

organizations should try to reach a response rate of at least 50% on employee satisfaction 

surveys in order to obtain results that are valid enough to generalize for the organization. 

However, for this study, the response rate for one organization is not a significant issue for 

external validity, since the responses from various organizations were aggregated and examined 

as a whole.  

Table 4-1 shows the response rates for all organizations. For this study, a survey was 

considered to be complete if the respondent finished most of the sections about employee 

communication, trust, and ethical organizational climates, as well as all of the demographic 
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information. A survey was considered to be incomplete if the respondent starting answering the 

survey but dropped out during the session. In addition, the data were carefully examined by the 

researcher to find any overly consistent answers throughout all items (e.g., giving neutral values 

to all items) and any untrustworthy answers; as a result, the responses from two surveys were 

deleted because the respondent gave all neutral values to all of the variables, and these responses 

were not included in the complete answers in Table 4-1. In this study, both complete and 

incomplete responses were used for CFA and SEM analyses using the full information method in 

Mplus to test hypotheses. Mean substitution and listwise deletion were employed for hierarchical 

multiple regression analyses to answer the research questions.  

The response rates, including complete and incomplete responses, for each organization 

were as follows: 69.0% for A-Bank, 50.0% for B-Marketing agency, 84.2% for C-Insurance 

company, 53.6% for D-Cleaning company, 66.7% for E-Special education non-profit, 59.1% for 

F-Children support non-profit, and 55.6% for G-Animal support non-profit. These responses 

were used for the CFA and SEM analysis. In total, the sample size was 305.  

The response rates for complete responses from each organization were as follows: 

53.0% for A-Bank, 39.2% for B-Marketing agency, 73.6% for C-Insurance company, 42.9% for 

D-Cleaning company, 38.1% for E-Special education non-profit, 43.9% for F-Children support 

non-profit, and 34.0% for G-Animal support non-profit. Only completed responses, which were 

available for mean substitution for employee communication, trust, and ethical organizational 

climates, were used for the hierarchical multiple regression analysis, resulting in a total sample 

size of 227.  

For this study, the samples from seven organizations were integrated. Table 4-2 shows 

the composition ratio for the sample of this study. Sixty-nine responses (22.6%) were from A-
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Bank, 51 (16.7%) from B-Marketing agency, 16 (5.2%) from C-Insurance company, 15 (4.9%) 

from D-Cleaning company, 28 (9.2%) from E-Special education non-profit, 101 (33.1%) from F-

Children support non-profit, and 25 (8.2%) from G-Animal support non-profit. Approximately 

half of the sample (n=151, 49.5%) was from the for-profit sector, and the other half (n=154, 

50.5%) was from the non-profit sector.  

Profile of Survey Respondents and Population  

Wimmer and Dominick (2006) suggest that researchers look for any possible biases in 

survey responses. To ascertain whether the responses to this study were skewed, each 

organization was asked to provide demographic information on their employees’ gender, age, 

and education. This demographic information for each organization’s population was compared 

with the same information for the sample of this study. The following tables compare this 

demographic information in the populations and samples for this study. There were some 

missing values in the demographic profiles for all seven organizations. It is possible that some 

employees did not provide their demographic information to further protect their anonymity. 

Although the external validity of each organization is not a significant issue for this study, the 

following information is provided to help the reader understand minimum organizational 

characteristics. More detailed characteristics are not disclosed for purposes of confidentiality. 

Table 4-3 compares the demographic information for the population and sample of A-

Bank employees. The two groups show similar demographic patterns. In each group, there were 

more females than males and more college graduates than high school graduates. However, there 

was a lower percentage of high school graduates in the sample of this study as compared to the 

total population of A-Bank employees. Table 4-4 compares the demographic information for the 

population and sample of B-Marketing agency employees. There were significantly lower 

percentages of employees in their 20s and 40s in the sample of this study as compared to the total 
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population of employees at the company. However, in general, the two groups show similar 

demographic patterns with respect to gender and highest degree. Table 4-5 compares the 

demographic information for the population and sample of C-Insurance company employees. 

The two groups show similar demographic patterns, although there were lower percentages of 

employees who were in their 20s and who only attained a high school education in the sample of 

this study as compared to the total population of employees. Table 4-6 compares the 

demographic information for the population and sample of D-Cleaning company employees. All 

of this company’s employees were college students, so education information was not asked of 

them. The two groups show similar demographic patterns in terms of gender and age ratios. 

Table 4-7 compares the demographic information for the population and sample of E-Special 

education non-profit employees. This information shows that the two groups have similar 

demographic patterns, although there was a lower percentage of females and a lower percentage 

of employees in their 20s and 50s in the sample as compared to the population. Table 4-8 

compares the demographic information for the population and sample of F-Children support non-

profit employees. Education information was not available for this organization. The two groups 

show similar demographic patterns, although there was a lower percentage of employees in their 

20s and a higher percentage of employees in their 50s in the sample of this study as compared to 

the total population of employees. Table 4-9 compares the demographic information for the 

population and sample of G-Animal support non-profit employees. The majority of the 

employees were female in both groups, and the largest group in age segmentation was the 20-29 

age band in both groups, although the response rate of employees in their 20s was low. While 

there were exceptions, the demographic information provided by each organization’s survey 

respondents was generally similar to that of the organization’s population.  
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Demographics  

Table 4-10 shows the demographic profile of the respondents. Of the 305 respondents, 257 

(84.3%) identified their gender, with 206 (67.5%) being female and 51 (16.7%) male. Forty-eight 

(15.7%) did not identify their gender. Seven (2.3%) were in the 15-19 age group, 62 (20.3%) 

were in the 20-29 age group, 64 (21.0%) were in the 30-39 age group, 49 (16.1%) were in the 

40-49 age group, 48 (15.7%) were in the 50-59 age group, and 20 (6.6%) were in the 60-69 age 

group. Fifty-five (18.0%) did not identify their age. Regarding respondents’ highest degrees, one 

(0.3%) had some high school, 17 (5.6%) were high school graduates, 76 (24.9%) had some 

college, 121 (39.7%) had a bachelor’s degree, 46 (15.1%) had a master’s degree, and one (0.3%) 

had a doctorate degree. Six respondents (2.0%) noted having other degrees and 37 (12.1%) did 

not answer this question. The mean length of full-time work experience for the 245 respondents 

answering that question was about sixteen years and 10 months. The mean length of employment 

at the current company for the 240 respondents answering that question was about five years and 

seven months.  

Descriptive Statistics 

 Before testing the hypotheses and research questions, descriptive statistics were 

performed to find out means and standard deviations of measurement variables of employee 

communication, trust, and ethical organizational climates. Table 4-11 shows the means and 

standard deviations for employees’ perceptions of employee communication. Table 4-12 and 

Table 4-13 show the means and standard deviations for employees’ trust and perceptions of 

ethical organizational climates, respectively.  

Employee Communication  

 Table 4-11 shows means and standard deviations for employee communication measures. 

Of the four dimensions, respondents perceived the substantial information dimension (M=5.1, 
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SD=1.1) most positively. Accountability (M=4.6, SD=1.3) and participation (M=4.4, SD=1.5) 

were evaluated at the positive-neutral level. Respondents disagreed moderately that employee 

communication practices in their organization have secrecy problems (M=3.0, SD=1.2). Of the 

25 items about employee communication, respondents perceived the following item most highly: 

“My organization presents information to people like me in language that is clear” (M=5.4, 

SD=1.2). Employees disagreed most with the item stating “My organization provides 

information that is intentionally written in a way to make it difficult to understand” (M=2.3, 

SD=1.3).  

Trust  

 Table 4-12 shows means and standard deviations for measures of trust. In general, 

respondents’ trust level was moderately positive (M=5.1, SD=1.3). Of the seven items, “Sound 

principles guide my organization’s behavior” received the highest score (M=5.3, SD=1.4). 

However, the item stating “My organization takes the opinions of employees into account when 

making decisions” received a neutral score (M=4.6, SD=1.6). The reversed item, “My 

organization misleads employees,” was the most disagreed with response (M=2.6, SD=1.5).  

Ethical Organizational Climate 

 Table 4-13 shows means and standard deviations for measures of ethical organizational 

climates. Of the five types of ethical organizational climates, law and code climate (M=5.4, 

SD=1.2) received the highest scores. Respondents also moderately agreed that their organizations 

had a rules climate (M=5.0, SD=1.3) and a caring climate (M=4.9, SD=1.0). Respondents 

moderately disagreed that their organizations had an instrumental climate (M=3.1, SD= 1.1) and 

an independence climate (M=3.5, SD=1.1). Of the 26 items, respondents strongly agreed with the 

item stating “In my organization, it is expected that you will always do what is right for the 

customers and public” (M=6.1, SD=1.1). On the other hand, the item stating “People are 
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expected to do anything to further my organization’s interests, regardless of the consequences” 

was the most disagreed with response (M=2.5, SD=1.5).  

Reliability of Measurement Items 

To assess the reliability of the data, Cronbach’s alpha test was conducted. Table 4-14 

shows the reliability results for ten dimensions. All Cronbach’s alpha values were more than .80, 

except for independence climate (.75). In particular, the values of participation (.93), substantial 

information (.93), and trust (.94) were excellent. Therefore, all items had alphas above .70 and 

were therefore excellent, according to Langdridge’s (2004) criteria.  

Measurement Models 

Before testing hypotheses and exploring research questions, measures of employee 

communication, trust, and ethical organizational climates were examined to identify factors. In 

this study, there were ten latent variables and 58 observed variables. All ten factors were latent 

variables having several observed variables: four latent variables of employee communication 

constructs, one latent variable of trust, and five latent variables of ethical organizational climate 

type constructs. Of the 25 observed variables under employee communication constructs, there 

were five items measuring accountability, six items measuring secrecy, six items measuring 

participation, and eight items measuring substantial information. To measure trust, seven items 

were used. Finally, under ethical organizational climate constructs, seven items were used to 

measure caring climate, seven items to measure instrumental climate, four items to measure law 

and code climate, four items to measure rules climate, and four items to measure independence 

climate. A Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7 was used (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 

3=Somewhat Disagree, 4=Neutral, 5=Somewhat Agree, 6=Agree, and 7=Strongly Agree). 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

A series of CFAs was performed using Mplus 6.1. The initial CFA results indicated that 

the model demonstrated marginally acceptable overall fit (χ2=3691.25, df=1550, χ2/df=2.38, 

p=.00, CFI=.933, TLI=.934, RMSEA=.067). However, Mplus provided a warning message for 

ID2 (Each person in my organization decides for themselves what is right or wrong). The 

standardized factor loading for ID2 was 1.051 and R2 for ID2 showed that it was undefined. 

Therefore, ID2 was deleted to improve the model. After ID2 was dropped, the improved model 

also showed the same warning message for ID1 (In my organization, people are expected to 

follow their own personal and moral beliefs). The standardized factor loading for ID1 was 

326.496 and the model was not identified. Therefore, ID1 was also dropped.  

 In the new model, the standardized factor loading for ID4 was 1.001 and R2 for ID4 

showed the warning message that it was undefined. Accordingly, ID4 (In my organization, 

people are guided by their own personal ethics) was removed. After deleting ID4, independence 

climate (ID) consisted of only ID3 (The most important concern in my organization is each 

person’s own sense of right and wrong), and the results showed that ID was not statistically 

distinguishable from two latent variables, trust and caring climate. Finally, the results showed 

that all four indicators for defining ID were not defined, indicating that ID should not be used. 

Therefore, this study deleted all of the four variables to define ID construct. Since previous 

studies have argued that independence climate showed weak or insignificant results (Deshpande, 

1996b; Martin & Cullen, 2006), the decision to delete the ID construct was theoretically 

supported. At this point, the model showed a better fit and no more error messages appeared 

(χ2=3271.150, df=1341, χ2/df=2.44, p=.00, CFI=.943, TLI=.939, RMSEA=.069). Although the 

model fit was improved over the initial one, CFI, TLI, and RMSEA still needed to be improved 

to meet the criteria (χ2 /df < 3.0, CFI, TLI> .95, RMSEA<.06). 
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In order to investigate the possible improvement of the model fit, modification indices 

(MI), squared multiple correlations (R2) for each observed variable, and standard residuals were 

examined. Modification index is the “amount the overall model χ2 value would be reduced by 

freeing any single particular path that is not currently estimated” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 772). 

Several large scores of MI were found within the same factors: 222.83 (between SI5 and SI8), 

77.72 (between SI2 and SI3), 75.16 (between C6 and C7), 69.02 (between R1 and R2), 39.06 

(between IS1 and IS2), 39.24 (between C1 and C2), 39.32 (between L1 and L2), 33.19 (between 

SI6 and SI7), 30.60 (between S2 and S4), and 24.44 (between P1 and P2). Since it is 

understandable that there can be correlated measurement errors of observed variables under the 

same latent variable, measurement errors of above ten MIs were allowed. Finally, after allowing 

measurement errors between SI5 and SI8, SI2 and SI3, C6 and C7, R1 and R2, IS1 and IS2, C1 

and C2, L1 and L2, SI6 and SI7, S2 and S4, and P1 and P2, the model fit met all criteria 

(χ2=2707.208, df=1331, χ2/df= 2.03, p=.00, CFI=.959, TLI=.959, RMSEA=.058).  

Finally, a chi-square difference test using WLSMV was conducted to compare the 

modified model to the initial model. Since the finalized measurement model deleted four 

observed variables of ID that were present in the initial model, the models could not be nested. 

Therefore, the initial model was determined to be the revised model after four variables to define 

independence climate were deleted and before the model allowed measurement errors of 

observed variables. The chi-square test statistic is used “to test the statistical significance of the 

decrement in overall fit as free parameters are eliminated (trimming) or the improvement in fit as 

free parameters are added (building)” (Kline, 2011, p. 215). WLSMV represents the “weighted 

least square parameter estimates using a diagonal weight matrix with standard errors and mean- 

and variance-adjusted chi-square statistic that use a full weight matrix” (Muthén & Muthén, 2010, 
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p. 533). Since the model regarded item scores as ordinal measures, and diagonally weighted least 

square (DWLS) was used to estimate model parameter as an alternative estimation method, 

WLSMV was determined to be the proper model comparison test. The results showed that 

χ2=328.437, df=10, and p=.00, and the modified final model improved the model fit significantly. 

Table 4-15 shows the results of standard factor loading estimates in the final 

measurement model. Standardized factor loading estimates should be statistically significant and 

should be .5 or higher to have high convergent validity (Hair et al., 2006). All of the 54 observed 

variables significantly loaded on their constructs. The minimum factor loadings were .37 (C7, In 

my organization, each person is expected above all to work efficiently) in the caring climate 

construct and .46 (IS7, The major responsibility of people in my organization is to control costs) 

in the instrumental climate construct. Therefore, all of the indicators of employee communication, 

trust, and ethical organizational climate types have good convergent validity, except for two 

items of ethical organizational climate types.  

Structural Equation Modeling 

After CFA was confirmed, a latent variable path analysis was conducted to examine the 

hypotheses. The goodness of fit indices indicated that the model fits the data well (χ2=2652.897, 

df=1342, χ2/df= 1.98, p=.00, CFI=.961, TLI=.959, RMSEA=.057). The chi-square difference test 

using WLSMV was conducted to compare the measurement model (CFA model) and the path 

model. The hybrid model is a constrained version of the measurement model. The results could 

not conclude that the measurement model fits better than the path model, and there is no 

significant decrement in fit (χ2=12.349, df=11, p=.338). 



 

105 

Evidence for Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Testing  

The hypotheses predicted that employee communication constructs—accountability (H1), 

participation (H2), and substantial information (H4)—would be positively related to employees’ 

trust in their organization. One employee communication construct—secrecy (H3)—was 

hypothesized to be related negatively to employees’ trust. Results showed that among the four 

constructs of employee communication, accountability (H1: standard coefficient=.26, standard 

error=.06, p<.001), participation (H2: standard coefficient=.15, standard error=.07, p<.05), and 

secrecy (H3: standard coefficient=-.42, standard error=.08, p<.001) supported hypotheses. 

However, substantial information (H4: standard coefficient=.07, standard error=.07, p>.10) did 

not show a significant relationship with employees’ trust. Therefore, H1, H2, and H3 were 

supported, and H4 was not supported.  

Hypotheses predicted that employees’ trust would be positively correlated to employees’ 

perceptions of caring climate (H5), law and code climate (H8), and rules climate (H9). In turn, 

employees’ trust was expected to be negatively related to employees’ perceptions of instrumental 

climate (H6) and independence climate (H7). Trust had a significant positive relationship with 

caring climate (H5: standard coefficient=.67, standard error=.05, p<.001) and rules climate (H9: 

standard coefficient=.20, standard error=.07, p<.01) and a significant negative relationship with 

instrumental climate (H6: standard coefficient=-.49, standard error=.07, p<.001). Therefore, H5, 

H6, and H9 were supported. However, unexpectedly, the relationship between trust and the law 

and code climate was not significant (H8: standard coefficient=.10, standard error=.08, p>.10), 

so H8 was not supported. In addition, the CFA model did not identify the independence climate, 

so independence climate was dropped from this analysis, resulting in H7 not being supported.  
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The other hypotheses dealt with the relationship between employee communication and 

ethical organizational climate constructs. The relationship between accountability and caring 

climate (H10: standard coefficient=.05, standard error=.07, p>.10) was not significant, while the 

relationship between participation and caring climate (H11: standard coefficient=.24, standard 

error=.07, p<.01) was significant. The relationship between secrecy and instrumental climate 

(H12: standard coefficient=.33, standard error=.08, p<.001) was significant. The relationships 

between substantial information and law and code climate (H14: standard coefficient=.51, 

standard error=.07, p<.001) and between substantial information and rules climate (H15: 

standard coefficient=.55, standard error=.07, p<.001) were significant. Since the independence 

climate was unidentified in the CFA model, H13, which predicted the positive relationship 

between secrecy and independence climate, was not supported. Accordingly, H11, H12, H14, 

and H15 were supported, while H10 and H13 were not supported.  

Finally, indirect effects were examined using mediation analysis, and Table 4-16 shows 

the direct and indirect effects on exogenous variables. H10a was supported because the indirect 

path from accountability to trust and to caring climate (indirect effect coefficient=.17, standard 

error=.04, p<.001) was significant, and the direct effect from accountability to caring climate 

(standard coefficient=.05, standard error=.07, p>.10) was not significant. Trust completely 

mediates the relationship between accountability and caring climate. H11a was also supported 

because the indirect path from participation to trust and to caring climate (indirect effect 

coefficient=.10, standard error=.05, p<.05) and the direct path from participation to caring 

climate (standard coefficient=.24, standard error=.07, p<.01) were significant. H12a was 

supported. The indirect path from secrecy to trust and to instrumental climate (indirect effect 

coefficient=.21, standard error=.05, p<.001) and the direct path from secrecy to instrumental 
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climate (standard coefficient=.33, standard error=.08, p<.001) were significant. H13a, which 

predicted the indirect path from secrecy to trust and to independence climate, was not supported 

because independence climate was not identified in the CFA model. In addition, H14a was not 

supported because the indirect path from substantial information to trust and to law and code 

climate (indirect effect coefficient=.01, standard error=.01, p>.10) was not significant, although 

the direct path from substantial information to law and code climate (standard coefficient=.51, 

standard error=.07, p<.001) was significant. Finally, H15a was not supported. The indirect path 

from substantial information to trust and to rules climate (indirect effect coefficient=.01, standard 

error=.02, p>.10) was not significant, although the direct path from substantial information to 

rules climate (standard coefficient=.55, standard error=.07, p<.001) was significant. Trust did not 

mediate the relationship between substantial information and law and code and rules climates.  

Additional analysis: Correlations among exogenous variables of employee communication 
constructs 

A correlation analysis among the four exogenous variables of employees’ perceptions of 

accountability, participation, secrecy, and substantial information was conducted. All of the 

constructs showed significant correlations with other constructs at the p-value of .001. Three 

positive employee communication constructs—accountability, participation, and substantial 

information—had significant positive relationships among themselves: accountability and 

participation (coefficient=.83), accountability and substantial information (coefficient=.79), and 

participation and substantial information (coefficient=.87). Three constructs showed negative 

correlations with secrecy: secrecy and accountability (coefficient=-.73), secrecy and participation 

(coefficient=-.78), and secrecy and substantial information (coefficient=-.80).  

Since the results showed high correlations among all four constructs of employee 

communication, it should be questioned whether all four constructs represent the same construct. 
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However, this study found differences in exploring the relationships of four constructs of 

employee communication, trust, and five constructs of ethical organizational climate types, and 

this confirms that all four constructs of employee communication do not represent the same 

construct, but rather stand for distinct constructs of employee communication.  

Additional analysis: Correlations among endogenous variables of ethical organizational 
climate types 

A correlation analysis among the four endogenous variables of employees’ perceptions of 

ethical organizational climate types—caring, instrumental, law and code, and rules climates—

was also conducted. The caring climate showed a significant relationship with instrumental 

climate (coefficient=-.19, p<.05), law and code climate (coefficient=.38, p<.001), and rules 

climate (coefficient=.52, p<.001). The instrumental climate had no significant relationship with 

law and code climate (coefficient=.05, p>.05) or rules climate (coefficient=.01, p>.05). Finally, 

law and code and rules climates had a significant positive relationship (coefficient=.80, p<.001). 

These two climates are similar in that both exist under principled ethical criteria and emphasize 

external standards. It is understandable that these two climates have high correlations. However, 

employees’ trust showed different results related to these two climates; it had a significant 

relationship with a rules climate, while no relationship with law and code climate. Accordingly, 

it is difficult to see that law and code and rules climates represent the same construct, although 

there is high correlation between them.  

Figure 4-1 shows the results of the proposed model in this study, and Figure 4-2 presents 

the specified indirect paths between employee communication constructs and ethical 

organizational climate types with a mediator of trust.  
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Research questions  

 The five research questions for this study explored the most significant constructs of 

employee communication to explain five different types of ethical organizational climates: 

caring climate (RQ1a), instrumental climate (RQ1b), law and code climate (RQ1c), rules climate 

(RQ1d), and independence climate (RQ1e). To investigate these research questions, hierarchical 

multiple regression analyses were conducted. As was mentioned in the methodology chapter, the 

responses, which were available for mean substitution for employee communication, trust, and 

ethical organizational climates, and complete responses for demographic and employee 

information variables, were included in the analysis. The sample size for the hierarchical 

multiple regression analysis was 227. 

Correlation analysis  

 Correlation analysis for all the variables was conducted before conducting hierarchical 

multiple regression analyses. Table 4-17 shows Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 

tables for major variables. Although trust was not involved with the hierarchical multiple 

regression analysis, the correlation analysis also included trust. It shows that age was positively 

correlated with non-profit sectors (γ=.21, p<.01), length of full-time work experience (γ=.79, 

p<.001), and tenure (γ=.41, p<.001), while negatively correlated with instrumental climate (γ=-

.20, p<.01) and secrecy of employee communication (γ=-.17, p<.05). Low education level (coded 

as 0) had positive correlations with caring climate (γ=.26, p<.001), rules climate (γ=.19, p<.01), 

and participation dimension of employee communication (γ=.13, p<.05). Non-profit sectors 

(coded as 1) had positive correlations with education level (γ=.17, p<.05), length of full-time 

work experience (γ=.24, p<.001), and secrecy dimension of employee communication (γ=.14, 

p<.05), while for-profit sectors (coded as 0) had positive correlations with trust (γ=-.14, p<.05) 

and independence climate (γ=-.14, p<.05). The length of full-time work experience had positive 
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correlations with tenure (γ=.46, p<.001), trust (γ=.19, p<.01), caring climate (γ=.14, p<.05), and 

three positive employee communication constructs: accountability (γ=.15, p<.05), participation 

(γ=.19, p<.01), and substantial information (γ=.20, p<.01). Length of full-time work experience 

had negative correlations with instrumental climate (γ=-.17, p<.01) and secrecy (γ=-.16, p<.05). 

Finally, of the three employee information variables (organization type, length of full-time work 

experience, and tenure) and the three demographic variables (age, gender, and education), length 

of full-time work experience showed several significant correlations; however, gender had no 

significant relationship with any of the variables.  

 Trust, employee communication constructs, and ethical organizational climate constructs 

had significant relationships among themselves at the .001 level, except for independence 

climate. This is not surprising, since the independence climate was not identified in the CFA and 

SEM analyses.  

Hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis  

 Before conducting hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis, assumption checks 

were conducted. The first issue was multicollinearity. There is a problem of multicollinearity 

when there are “moderate to high intercorrelations among predictor variables (IVs) to be used in 

a regression analysis” (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005, p. 169). The values of variance inflation factor 

(VIF) of independent variables should be less than 10 in order not to have the problem of 

multicollinearity (Stevens, 1992). In this study, all of values of VIF were within 1.06 and 3.36. 

Second, to ensure normality, skewness and kurtosis scores of all variables were checked. The 

skewness and kurtosis values should be in the range of -1 to +1 to have a normal distribution 

(Hair et al., 2006). All of the variables in employee communication and ethical organizational 

climate types were within the criterion ranges (skewness: between -.76 and .71; kurtosis: 

between -.73 and .83). While most of the demographic variables were within the criterion ranges 
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(skewness: between -1.52 and .52; kurtosis: between -2.00 and .33), the variable of tenure was 

beyond the criteria (skewness: 2.00 and kurtosis: 4.63). Finally, linearity was checked using 

partial regression plots. The partial regression plots between each independent variable and 

dependent variable did not exhibit nonlinear patterns. Therefore, one employee information 

variable, tenure, violated the assumption of normality.  

 Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to answer five research 

questions. Demographics (gender, age, and education) were entered into the first block, 

employee information (organization type, length of full-time work experience, and tenure) were 

entered into the second block, and mean values of employee communication constructs 

(accountability, secrecy, participation, and substantial information) were entered into the third 

block. A set of control variables was entered into the first and second blocks. Table 4-18 shows 

the results of the hierarchical regression analysis for the five ethical climate types.  

 The first research question asked about the strongest employee communication construct 

to explain employees’ perceptions about a caring climate. The regression model of caring climate 

accounted for 51.8% of the total variance in the caring climate. The first block regression model 

of three demographic variables explained 7.1% of the variances [F(3,223) = 6.73, p<.001], and 

one demographic variable (education: β = -.21, p<.001) showed significant relationship with a 

caring climate. Employees with lower degrees of education were more likely to perceive their 

organization as having a caring climate. In the second block regression model, no employee 

information variables showed significant relationships, and the R2 change of .01 was not 

significant [F change(3, 220) = .44, p>.73]. The change in R2 (ΔR2) tells that the added predictor 

variables have a significant relationship to the dependent variable after controlling the existing 

variables. The third block regression had significant explanatory power by R2 change of 42.9% 
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[F change(4, 216) = 47.60, p<.001], and secrecy (β = -.21, p<.01), participation (β = .24, p<.01), 

and substantial information (β = .20, p<.05) had significant results. Therefore, when controlling 

for employees’ demographic and employee information profiles, secrecy had a negative 

relationship, and participation and substantial information had positive relationships with caring 

climate. Among the three employee communication constructs, participation (β = .24, p<.01) was 

the most explanatory construct for explaining employees’ perceptions about caring climate in 

answering the first research question.  

To answer the second research question, the same procedures as in the previous 

hierarchical multiple regression model were conducted to predict the instrumental climate. The 

model had 47.3% explanatory power for predicting the instrumental climate. The first block 

regression model accounted for 5.2% of variances [F(3,223) = 4.02, p<.01], and gender (β = -.11, 

p<.05) showed a negative relationship with instrumental climate. Male employees were more 

likely to perceive their organization as having an instrumental climate. The second block 

regression model failed to have significant explanatory power in explaining the instrumental 

climate [F change(3, 220) = 2.46, p>.05], although tenure (β = .14, p<.05) was significant. The 

third block regression had significant explanatory power by R2 change of 39.0% [F change(4, 

216) = 39.61, p<.001], and secrecy (β = .43, p<.001) and participation (β = -.20, p<.05) had 

significant relationships with the instrumental climate. Therefore, secrecy had a positive 

relationship and participation had a negative relationship with the instrumental climate when 

controlling for demographic and employee information profiles. In answering the second 

research question, the strongest construct for explaining the instrumental climate was secrecy, 

followed by participation.  
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The third research question regarded the most explanatory construct of employee 

communication in explaining for the law and code climate. The hierarchical multiple regression 

model accounted for 27.4% of the total variances in explaining the law and code climate. The 

first block regression model [R2 =.02, F(3,223) = 1.98, p>.05] and the second block regression 

model [R2 change =.01, F change(3, 220) = .51, p>.05] were not significant, although age (β = -

.20, p<.05) and the length of full-time work experience (β = -.23, p<.05) were significant. The 

third block regression had significant explanatory power by R2 change of 24.1% [F change(4, 

216) = 17.76, p<.001], and substantial information (β = .50, p<.001) had a significantly positive 

relationship with the law and code climate. Therefore, the only explanatory construct of 

employee communication was substantial information in explaining for the law and code climate.  

The fourth research question explored the most explanatory construct of employee 

communication to be related to the rules climate. The hierarchical multiple regression model 

accounted for 45.2% of the total variances in explaining the law and code climate. The first block 

regression model of three demographic profiles explained 4.5% of the variances [F(3,223) = 6.73, 

p<.05], and age (β = .19, p<.05) and education (β = -.16, p<.05) had a significant relationship 

with the rules climate. Therefore, the higher an employee’s education level was, and the older an 

employee was, the less likely the employee was to perceive the organization as having a rules 

climate. The second block regression model failed to have significant explanatory power in 

explaining the rules climate [F change(3, 220) = .98, p>.05], while the length of full-time work 

experience (β = -.20, p<.05) was significant. The third block regression had significant 

explanatory power by R2 change of 39.4% [F change(4, 216) = 38.49, p<.001], and participation 

(β = .21, p<.05) and substantial information (β = .47, p<.001) had significant relationships with 
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the rules climate. Finally, the most explanatory construct of employee communication was 

substantial information, followed by participation.  

For the fifth research question, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted. 

The hierarchical multiple regression model for the independence climate accounted for 8.3% of 

the variances. The first block model failed to explain for the variances [F(3,223)=1.79, p>.05], 

while the second block model significantly explained the independence climate by R2 change of 

3.5% [F change(3, 220) = 2.68, p<.05]. Organization type (β = -.17, p<.05) and tenure (β = -.17, 

p<.05) showed significant relationships with the independence climate. The more likely that an 

employee’s organization was for-profit, and the less time that an employee had worked for the 

current organization, the more likely the employee was to perceive the organization as having an 

independence climate. The third block regression model failed to explain for the independence 

climate [F change(4, 216) = 1.42, p>.05], and there were no employee communication constructs 

to be related to the independence climate when controlling for employees’ demographic and 

employee information profiles to answer the fifth research question. This is understandable, since 

independence climate was not identified in the SEM analysis.  

Main findings are summarized below. Employees’ perceptions of employee 

communication practices showed significant relationships with employees’ trust in their 

organizations. Accountability and participation showed positive relationships with employees’ 

trust. Secrecy had a negative relationship with trust. Substantial information had no significant 

relationship with trust.  

Employees’ trust had significant relationships with employees’ perceptions of ethical 

organizational climate types. Employees’ trust had positive relationships with a caring and a 

rules climate. Trust had a negative relationship with an instrumental climate. Trust had no 
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significant relationship with a law and code climate. An independence climate was not identified 

in this study’s model.  

Employees’ perceptions of employee communication practices, employees’ trust, and 

their perceptions of ethical organizational climate types were related directly and indirectly. 

Accountability had an indirect relationship with a caring climate through employees’ developed 

trust. Secrecy had direct and indirect relationships with an instrumental climate. Participation 

also had direct and indirect relationships with a caring climate. Substantial information had only 

direct relationships with both rules and law and code climates. 
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Table 4-1. Response rates 
Name of organization Formula Application Result 
A-Bank Complete / Total 

(Complete+Incomplete) / Total 
53/100 
69/100 

53.0% 
69.0% 

    
B-Marketing agency Complete/Total 40/102 39.2% 
 (Complete+Incomplete) / Total 51/102 50.0% 
    
C-Insurance company Complete/Total 14/19 73.6% 
 (Complete+Incomplete) / Total 16/19 84.2% 
    
D-Cleaning company Complete/Total 12/28 42.9% 
 (Complete+Incomplete) / Total 15/28 53.6% 
    
E-Special education non-profit Complete/Total 16/42 38.1% 
 (Complete+Incomplete) / Total 28/42 66.7% 
    
F-Children support non-profit Complete/Total 75/171 43.9% 
 (Complete+Incomplete) / Total 101/171 59.1% 
    
G-Animal support non-profit Complete/Total 17/50 34.0% 
 (Complete+Incomplete) / Total 25/50 50.0% 

 

Table 4-2. Composition ratio for the final sample from each organization 
Name of organization 
  Frequency Percentage Profit/Non-profit 

Frequency (Percentage) 
A-Bank 69 22.6% 151 (49.5%) 

 B-Marketing agency 51 16.7% 
C-Insurance company 16 5.2% 
D-Cleaning company 15 4.9% 
E-Special education non-profit 28 9.2% 154 (50.5%) 

 F-Children support non-profit 101 33.1% 
G-Animal support non-profit 25 8.2% 
Total 305 100.0% 305 (100.0%) 
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Table 4-3. Comparison of population and sample for A-Bank 
  Population Sample 
Gender Female 80 (80.0%) 47 (68.1%) 
 Male 20 (20.0%) 9 (13.0%) 
 Unidentified  13 (18.8%) 
Age 20-29 years 29 (29.0%) 19 (27.5%) 
 30-39 years 20 (20.0%) 10 (14.5%) 
 40-49 years 30 (30.0%) 12 (17.4%) 
 50-59 years 14 (14.0%) 8 (11.6%) 
 60-69 years 7 (7.0%) 1 (1.4%) 
 Unidentified  19 (27.5%) 
Education  High school graduate 22 (22.0%) 7 (10.1%) 
 Some college 39 (39.0%) 24 (34.8%) 
 Bachelor’s degree 34 (34.0%) 21 (30.4%) 
 Master’s degree 5 (5.0%) 6 (8.7%) 
 Unidentified  11 (15.9%) 
 Total  100 (100.0%) 69 (100.0%) 
 

Table 4-4. Comparison of population and sample for B-Marketing agency 
  Population Sample 
Gender Female 73 (71.5%) 35 (68.6%) 
 Male 29 (28.5%) 9 (17.6%) 
 Unidentified  7 (13.7%) 
Age 20-29 years 31 (30.5%) 9 (17.6%) 
 30-39 years 41 (40.0%) 18 (35.3%) 
 40-49 years 26 (25.3%) 9 (17.6%) 
 50-59 years 4 (4.2%) 2 (3.9%) 
 Unidentified  13 (25.5%) 
Education High school graduate 6 (6.3%) 1 (2.0%) 
 Some college 10 (9.5%) 5 (9.8%) 
 Bachelor’s degree 72 (70.5%) 31 (60.8%) 
 Master’s degree 14 (13.7%) 6 (11.8%) 
 Other  2 (3.9%) 
 Unidentified  6 (11.8%) 
 Total  102 (100.0%) 51 (100.0%) 
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Table 4-5. Comparison of population and sample for C-Insurance company 
  Population Sample 
Gender Female 12 (63.2%) 9 (56.2%) 
 Male 7 (36.8%) 6 (37.5%) 
 Unidentified  1 (6.2%) 
Age 20-29 years 7 (36.8%) 4 (25.0%) 
 30-39 years 2 (13.3%) 2 (12.5%) 
 40-49 years 3 (20.0%) 2 (12.5%) 
 50-59 years 5 (26.3%) 3 (18.8%) 
 60-69 years 2 (13.3%) 2 (12.5%) 
 Unidentified  3 (18.8%) 
Education  High school graduate 5 (26.3%) 1 (6.2%) 
 Some college 4 (26.7%) 4 (25.0%) 
 Bachelor’s degree 9 (47.4%) 8 (50.0%) 
 Master’s degree 1 (6.7%) 1 (6.2%) 
 Other  1 (6.2%) 
 Unidentified  1 (6.2%) 
 Total 19 (100.0%) 16 (100.0%) 
 

Table 4-6. Comparison of population and sample for D-Cleaning company 
  Population Sample 
Gender Female 24 (85.7%) 12 (80.0%) 
 Male 4 (14.3%) 2 (13.3%) 
 Unidentified  1 (6.7%) 
Age 15-19 years 5 (17.9%) 4 (26.7%) 
 20-29 years 23 (82.1%) 10 (66.7%) 
 Unidentified  1 (6.7%) 
 Total 28 (100.0%) 15 (100.0%) 
 

Table 4-7. Comparison of population and sample for E-Special education non-profit 
  Population Sample 
Gender Female 72.5% 14 (51.9%) 
 Male 27.5% 7 (25.9%) 
 Unidentified  6 (22.2%) 
Age 15-19 years  1 (3.7%) 
 20-29 years 8%  
 30-39 years 10% 3 (11.1%) 
 40-49 years 16% 4 (14.8%) 
 50-59 years 39% 8 (29.6%) 
 60-69 years 27% 7 (25.9%) 
 Unidentified  4 (14.8%) 
 Total 42 (100.0%) 28 (100.0%) 
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Table 4-8. Comparison of population and sample for F-Children non-profit 
  Population Sample 
Gender Female 150 (87.7%) 71 (70.3%) 
 Male 21 (12.3%) 13 (12.9%) 
 Unidentified  17 (16.8%) 
Age 15-19 years  1 (1.0%) 
 20-29 years 46 (26.9%) 14 (13.9%) 
 30-39 years 52 (30.4%) 26 (25.7%) 
 40-49 years 29 (17.0%) 19 (18.8%) 
 50-59 years 30 (17.5%) 22 (21.8%) 
 60-69 years 14 (8.2%) 6 (5.9%) 
 Unidentified  13 (12.9%) 
Total  171 (100.0%) 101 (100.0%) 
 

Table 4-9. Comparison of population and sample for G-Animal support non-profit 
  Population Sample 
Gender Female 34 (68.0%) 18 (72.0%) 
 Male 16 (32.0%) 5 (20.0%) 
 Unidentified  2 (8.0%) 
Age 15-20 years  1 (4.0%) 
 20-29 years 23 (46.0%) 6 (24.0%) 
 30-39 years 7 (14.0%) 5 (20.0%) 
 40-49 years 3 (6.0%) 2 (8.0%) 
 50-59 years 11 (22.0%) 5 (20.0%) 
 60-69 years 6 (12.0%) 4 (16.0%) 
 Unidentified  2 (8.0%) 
Education  High school graduate 12 (24.0%) 2 (8.0%) 
 Some college 22 (44.0%) 9 (36.0%) 
 Bachelor’s degree 11 (22.0%) 10 (40.0%) 
 Master’s degree 4 (8.0%) 2 (8.0%) 
 Other 1 (2.0%) 1 (4.0%) 
 Unidentified  1 (4.0%) 
 Total 50 (100.0%) 25 (100.0%) 



 

120 

Table 4-10. Sample demographic profiles  
  Frequency Percentage 
Gender Female 206 67.5% 
 Male 51 16.7% 
 Unidentified 48 15.7% 
Age 15-19 years 7 2.3% 
 20-29 years 62 20.3% 
 30-39 years 64 21.0% 
 40-49 years 49 16.1% 
 50-59 years 48 15.7% 
 60-69 years 20 6.6% 
 Unidentified 55 18.0% 
Education  Some high school 1 0.3% 
 High school graduate 17 5.6% 
 Some college 76 24.9% 
 Bachelor’s degree 121 39.7% 
 Master’s degree 46 15.1% 
 Doctorate degree 1 0.3% 
 Other 6 2.0% 
 Unidentified 37 12.1% 
Total   305  100.0% 
 N Min Max M SD 
Years of full-time 
work experience  

245 1.00 45 16.82 11.81 

Years of tenure 
 

240 0.17 34 5.56 5.93 
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Table 4-11. Means and standard deviations for measures of employee communication  
Variable M SD 
Accountability – Overall 4.6 1.3 
My organization presents more than one side of controversial issues. 4.6 1.5 
My organization is forthcoming with information that might be damaging 
to the organization. 

4.3 1.6 

My organization is open to criticism by people like me. 4.3 1.8 
My organization freely admits when it has made mistakes. 4.5 1.7 
My organization provides information that can be compared to industry 
standards. 

5.1 1.5 

Secrecy – Overall 3.0 1.2 
My organization often leaves out important details in the information it 
provides to people like me. 

3.5 1.6 

My organization provides information that is full of jargon and technical 
language that is confusing to people like me. 

2.6 1.5 

My organization blames outside factors that may have contributed to the 
outcome when reporting bad news. 

2.8 1.5 

My organization provides information that is intentionally written in a way 
to make it difficult to understand. 

2.3 1.3 

My organization is slow to provide information to people like me.  3.2 1.8 
My organization only discloses information when it is required. 3.5 1.8 
Participation – Overall 4.4 1.5 
My organization asks for feedback from people like me about the quality of 
its information. 

4.4 1.8 

My organization involves people like me to help identify the information I 
need.  

4.6 1.7 

My organization provides detailed information to people like me. 4.5 1.7 
My organization makes it easy to find the information people like me need.  4.7 1.5 
My organization asks the opinions of people like me before making 
decisions. 

3.7 1.8 

My organization takes the time with people like me to understand who we 
are and what we need. 

4.2 1.8 

Substantial information – Overall 5.1 1.1 
My organization provides information that is relevant to people like me.  4.8 1.5 
My organization provides information that could be verified by an outside 
source, such as an auditor. 

5.0 1.5 

My organization provides information that can be compared to previous 
organization’s performance. 

4.8 1.6 

My organization provides information that is complete. 4.9 1.5 
My organization provides information that is easy for people like me to 
understand. 

5.2 1.3 

My organization provides accurate information to people like me. 5.1 1.3 
My organization provides information that is reliable. 5.2 1.3 
My organization presents information to people like me in language that is 
clear. 

5.4 1.2 
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Table 4-12. Means and standard deviations for measures of trust  
Variable M SD 
Trust – Overall 5.1 1.3 
My organization treats employees fairly and justly. 5.2 1.6 
Whenever my organization makes an important decision, I know it 
will consider the decision’s impact on employees.  

5.1 1.5 

My organization can be relied on to keep its promises to employees. 5.1 1.6 
My organization takes the opinions of employees into account when 
making decisions. 

4.6 1.6 

I feel very confident about my organization’s abilities to accomplish 
what it says it will do. 

5.2 1.5 

Sound principles guide my organization’s behavior.  5.3 1.4 
My organization does not mislead employees. [R]  5.4 1.5 
Note: [R] stands for the reverse meaning of trust in the original survey questionnaire.  
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Table 4-13. Means and standard deviations for measures of ethical organizational climates  
Variable M SD 
Caring climate – Overall 4.9 1.0 
What is best for everyone in my organization is the major 
consideration here.  

4.8 1.4 

The most important concern is the good of all the people in my 
organization as a whole. 

4.9 1.4 

Our major concern is always what is best for the other person. 4.3 1.5 
In my organization, people look out for each other’s good. 4.6 1.6 
In my organization, it is expected that you will always do what is right 
for the customers and public. 

6.1 1.1 

The most efficient way is always the right way in my organization. 4.2 1.7 
In my organization, each person is expected above all to work 
efficiently. 

5.2 1.5 

Instrumental climate – Overall 3.1 1.1 
In my organization, people protect their own interests above all else.  3.9 1.7 
In my organization, people are mostly out for themselves. 3.3 1.7 
There is no room for one’s own personal morals or ethics in my 
organization. 

3.0 1.5 

People are expected to do anything to further my organization’s 
interests, regardless of the consequences. 

2.5 1.5 

People here are concerned with my organization’s interests to the 
exclusion of all else. 

3.1 1.5 

Work is considered substandard only when it hurts my organization’s 
interests. 

2.9 1.4 

The major responsibility of people in my organization is to control 
costs. 

3.3 1.6 

Law and code climate – Overall 5.4 1.2 
People are expected to comply with the law and professional standards 
over and above other considerations.  

5.5 1.4 

In my organization, the law or ethical code of their profession is the 
major consideration. 

5.2 1.5 

In my organization, people are expected to strictly follow legal or 
professional standards. 

5.6 1.3 

In my organization, the first consideration is whether a decision 
violates any law. 

5.3 1.5 

Rules climate – Overall  5.0 1.3 
It is very important to follow my organization’s rules and procedures 
here. 

5.7 1.3 

Everyone is expected to stick by my organization’s rules and 
procedures. 

5.5 1.5 

Successful people in my organization go by the book.  4.5 1.6 
People in my organization strictly obey the organization’s policies. 4.3 1.5 
Independence climate – Overall  3.5 1.1 
In my organization, people are expected to follow their own personal 
and moral beliefs. 

3.8 1.4 



 

124 

Table 4-13. Continued.   
Variable M SD 
Each person in my organization decides for themselves what is right or 
wrong. 

3.2 1.6 

The most important concern in my organization is each person’s own 
sense of right and wrong. 

3.1 1.4 

In my organization, people are guided by their own personal ethics. 3.8 1.5 
 

Table 4-14. Measurement reliability for all items  
Variable Number of items Number of cases Cronbach’s α 
Employee communication measures    
Accountability 5 273 .88 
Secrecy 6 278 .87 
Participation 6 278 .93 
Substantial information 8 275 .93 
Trust measures 7 296 .94 
Ethical organizational climate measures    
Caring climate 7 286 .83 
Instrumental climate 7 275 .82 
Law and code climate 4 284 .85 
Rules climate 4 283 .86 
Independence climate 4 286 .75 
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Table 4-15. The measurement model 

Variable Factor 
loadings(β) 

Standard 
errors 

Accountability    
A1. My organization presents more than one side of controversial 
issues. 

.78 .03*** 

A2. My organization is forthcoming with information that might be 
damaging to the organization. 

.72 .03*** 

A3. My organization is open to criticism by people like me. .83 .02*** 
A4. My organization freely admits when it has made mistakes. .87 .02*** 
A5. My organization provides information that can be compared to 
industry standards. 

.82 .03*** 

Secrecy    
S1. My organization often leaves out important details in the 
information it provides to people like me. 

.78 .03*** 

S2. My organization provides information that is full of jargon and 
technical language that is confusing to people like me. 

.65 .04*** 

S3. My organization blames outside factors that may have contributed 
to the outcome when reporting bad news. 

.72 .03*** 

S4. My organization provides information that is intentionally written 
in a way to make it difficult to understand. 

.82 .03*** 

S5. My organization is slow to provide information to people like me.  .85 .02*** 
S6. My organization only discloses information when it is required. .78 .03*** 
Participation    
P1. My organization asks for feedback from people like me about the 
quality of its information. 

.73 .03*** 

P2. My organization involves people like me to help identify the 
information I need.  

.88 .02*** 

P3. My organization provides detailed information to people like me. .93 .01*** 
P4. My organization makes it easy to find the information people like 
me need.  

.86 .02*** 

P5. My organization asks the opinions of people like me before 
making decisions. 

.83 .02*** 

P6. My organization takes the time with people like me to understand 
who we are and what we need. 

.91 .01*** 

Substantial information    
SI1. My organization provides information that is relevant to people 
like me.  

.91 .02*** 

SI2. My organization provides information that could be verified by 
an outside source, such as an auditor. 

.69 .03*** 

SI3. My organization provides information that can be compared to 
previous organization’s performance. 

.73 .03*** 

SI4. My organization provides information that is complete. .89 .02*** 
SI5. My organization provides information that is easy for people like 
me to understand. 

.79 .02*** 

SI6. My organization provides accurate information to people like me. .93 .01*** 
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Table 4-15. Continued.   

Variable Factor 
loadings(β) 

Standard 
errors 

SI7. My organization provides information that is reliable. .92 .02*** 
SI8. My organization presents information to people like me in 
language that is clear. 

.80 .02*** 

Trust    
T1. My organization treats employees fairly and justly. .86 .02*** 
T2. Whenever my organization makes an important decision, I know 
it will consider the decision’s impact on employees.  

.84 .02*** 

T3. My organization can be relied on to keep its promises to 
employees. 

.90 .02*** 

T4. My organization takes the opinions of employees into account 
when making decisions. 

.91 .01*** 

T5. I feel very confident about my organization’s abilities to 
accomplish what it says it will do. 

.90 .01*** 

T6. Sound principles guide my organization’s behavior.  .90 .02*** 
T7. My organization does not mislead employees. [R] .76 .03*** 
Caring climate    
C1. What is best for everyone in my organization is the major 
consideration here.  

.82 .03*** 

C2. The most important concern is the good of all the people in my 
organization as a whole. 

.80 .03*** 

C3. Our major concern is always what is best for the other person. .58 .04*** 
C4. In my organization, people look out for each other’s good. .81 .02*** 
C5. In my organization, it is expected that you will always do what is 
right for the customers and public. 

.74 .04*** 

C6. The most efficient way is always the right way in my 
organization. 

.52 .04*** 

C7. In my organization, each person is expected above all to work 
efficiently. 

.37 .05*** 

Instrumental climate    
IS1. In my organization, people protect their own interests above all 
else.  

.74 .04*** 

IS2. In my organization, people are mostly out for themselves. .84 .04*** 
IS3. There is no room for one’s own personal morals or ethics in my 
organization. 

.65 .05*** 

IS4. People are expected to do anything to further my organization’s 
interests, regardless of the consequences. 

.80 .03*** 

IS5. People here are concerned with my organization’s interests to the 
exclusion of all else. 

.59 .04*** 

IS6. Work is considered substandard only when it hurts my 
organization’s interests. 

.69 .04*** 

IS7. The major responsibility of people in my organization is to 
control costs. 

.46 .06*** 
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Table 4-15. Continued.   

Variable Factor 
loadings(β) 

Standard 
errors 

L1. People are expected to comply with the law and professional 
standards over and above other considerations.  

.63 .04*** 

L2. In my organization, the law or ethical code of their profession is 
the major consideration. 

.73 .04*** 

L3. In my organization, people are expected to strictly follow legal or 
professional standards. 

.96 .03*** 

L4. In my organization, the first consideration is whether a decision 
violates any law. 

.80 .03*** 

Rules climate    
R1. It is very important to follow my organization’s rules and 
procedures here. 

.73 .04*** 

R2. Everyone is expected to stick by my organization’s rules and 
procedures. 

.81 .03*** 

R3. Successful people in my organization go by the book.  .84 .03*** 
R4. People in my organization strictly obey the organization’s 
policies. 

.79 .03*** 

Note: *** p<.001 (two-tailed), ** p<.01 (two-tailed), [R] stands for the reverse meaning of trust in 
the original survey questionnaire.  
 
Table 4-16. Direct and indirect effects on endogenous variables 

Endogenous 
variables Paths 

Direct/indirect 
effect 

coefficients 

Standard 
errors 

Caring climate accountability → caring climate .05 .07 
 accountability → trust → caring climate .17*** .04 
 participation → caring climate .24** .07 
 participation → trust → caring climate .10* .05 
Instrumental climate secrecy → instrumental climate .33*** .08 
 secrecy → trust → instrumental climate .21*** .05 
Law and code 
climate 

substantial information → law and code 
climate 

.51*** .07 

 substantial information → trust → law 
and code climate 

.01 .01 

Rules climate substantial information → rules climate .55*** .07 
 substantial information → trust → rules 

climate 
.01 .02 

Note: *** p<.001, ** p<.01, *p<.05 (two-tailed) 
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Table 4-17. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients table for major variables  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. Age ---               

2. Gender n.s. ---              

3. Education n.s. n.s. ---             

4. Org type .21** n.s. .17** ---            

5. Full-time years .79*** n.s. n.s. .24*** ---           

6. Tenure .41*** n.s. n.s. n.s. .46*** ---          

7. Trust .20** n.s. n.s. -.14* .19** n.s. ---         

8. Caring n.s. n.s. -.26*** n.s. .14* n.s. .70*** ---        

9. Instrumental -.20** n.s. n.s. n.s. -.17** n.s. -.66*** -.54*** ---       

10. Law and code n.s.  n.s. n.s.  n.s. n.s.  n.s. .40*** .40*** -.26*** ---      

11. Rules n.s.  n.s. -.19** n.s.  n.s. n.s. .53*** .59*** -.40*** .63*** ---     

12. Independence n.s.  n.s. n.s. -.14* n.s. -.15* n.s.  n.s. n.s.  n.s. -.13* ---    

13. Accountability n.s.  n.s. n.s.  n.s. .15* n.s. .65*** .57*** -.51*** .32*** .43*** n.s. ---   

14. Secrecy -.17* n.s.  n.s. .14* -.16* n.s. -.69*** -.60*** .63*** -.36*** -.52*** n.s. -.62*** ---  

15. Participation n.s.  n.s. -.13* n.s. .19** n.s. .67*** .64*** -.55*** .40*** .55*** n.s. .75*** -.67*** --- 

16. Substantial 
information 

n.s.  n.s. n.s.  n.s. .20* .17* .67*** .60*** -.50*** .49*** .60*** n.s. .69*** -.69*** .76*** 

Note: N=227, ***p<.001, ** p<.01, *p<.05 (2-tailed). n.s. refers to not significant. Organization type (org type) was coded as 0 (for-
profit) and 1 (non-profit), gender as 0 (male) and 1 (female), education as 0 (low education, which includes high school graduates) and 
1 (high education, which includes bachelor’s and graduate degrees).  
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Table 4-18. Hierarchical regression on five ethical climate types 
  Caring 

climate 
Instrumental 

climate 
Law and 

code climate 
Rules climate Independence 

climate 
 Predictors β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) 
Block 1 Age 

 
.08(.17) -.12 (.18)  .20(.22) * .19(.22) * -.09(.25) 

 Gender 
 

.02(.13) -.11(.14) *  -.01(.17) .05(.17) -.04(.20) 

 Education 
 

-.21(.11) *** -.10(.12) -.12(.14) -.16(.14) ** -.04(.16) 

R2  .08*** .05** .02 .05* .02 
Block 2 Org type 

 
.08(.11) .02(.12)  .04(.15) .03(.15) -.17(.17) * 

 Full-time 
years 
 

-.06(.01) -.05(.01) -.23(.01) *  -.20(.01) *  .10(.01) 

 Tenure 
 

-.06(.01) .14(.01)* .03(.01) -.12(.01) -.17(.02) * 

R2 change  .01 .03 .01 .01 .04* 
R2  .09** .08** .03 .06* .06* 
Block 3 Accountability 

 
.12(.06) -.11(.07) -.09(.08) -.11(.08) .08(.09) 

 Secrecy 
 

-.21(.06) ** .43(.07) *** .01(.08) -.12(.08) .11(.09) 

 Participation 
 

.24(.06) ** -.20(.07) * .09(.08) .21(.08) * .16(.09) 

 Substantial 
information 

.20(.07) * .03(.08) .50(.10) *** .47(.10) *** -.19(.11) 

R2 change  .43*** .39*** .24*** .39*** .02 
R2  .52*** .47*** .27*** .45*** .08* 
Note: N=227, ***p<.001, ** p<.01, *p<.05 (2-tailed). Organization type was coded as 0 (for-
profit) and 1 (non-profit), gender as 0 (male) and 1 (female), education as 0 (low education, 
which includes high school graduates) and 1 (high education, which includes bachelor’s and 
graduate degrees).  
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Note: Values are standardized coefficients. Thicker arrows represent more significant relationships (***p<.001, ** p<.01), and thinner 
arrows represent less significant relationships (*p<.05). (χ2=2652.897, df=1342, χ2/df= 1.98, p=.00, CFI=.961, TLI=.959, 
RMSEA=.057). 
 
Figure 4-1. Results of proposed model 
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Note: Thicker arrows represent more significant relationships (***p<.001, ** p<.01), and a thinner 
arrow represents less significant relationships (*p<.05). 
 
Figure 4-2. Specified indirect paths 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

This study explored the relationships among employees’ perceptions about employee 

communication practices, trust, and perceptions about ethical organizational climates by 

conducting a survey with full-time employees in seven organizations. In this chapter, the results 

from the previous chapter are discussed with theoretical and practical implications. Finally, this 

chapter presents the limitations of the study and articulates the conclusions of this study. 

Employee Communication Practices and Trust 

Previous studies argued that employees’ trust can be cultivated as an outcome of 

employee communication characteristics (Jo & Shim, 2005; Muchinsky, 1977; Ruppel & 

Harrington, 2000). This study investigated how employees’ perceptions of employee 

communication practices are related to employees’ trust in their organization. The study found 

that of the four constructs of employee communication, accountability and participation had 

positive relationships with employees’ trust, secrecy had a negative relationship with employees’ 

trust, and the substantial information dimension did not show any significant relationships.  

The study found that the more an organization acts accountable, the more employees 

have trust in the organization. This finding is consistent with previous studies. Rawlins (2009) 

argues that the accountability communication trait can explain organizational transparency 

efforts, and Reina and Reina (1999) also emphasize admission of mistakes for nurturing 

communication trust. When the organization is responsible and accurate about its actions, 

employees can build trust in the organization because it is regarded as being transparent and 

reliable for employees.  

Participation and interactivity of employee communication is known to help build 

employees’ trust (Ni, 2007; Reina & Reina, 1999; Sanchez, 2006), and this study also found that 
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the more employees perceive that their organization values employees’ input in important 

decision-making, the more employees have trust in their organization. However, the relationship 

between participation and trust was weak (standard coefficient=.15) compared to other findings 

(accountability and trust: standard coefficient=.26, secrecy and trust: standard coefficient=-.42). 

When comparing mean values among three positive constructs of employee communication 

(accountability, participation, and substantial information), the participation dimension received 

the lowest evaluation and was close to the neutral value, M=4.36. This shows that the 

participation construct was the weakest construct in general for employee communication 

practices in this study’s sampled organizations. On the other hand, in an open-ended question 

about the role of employee communication in affecting employees’ perceptions about their 

organization, one of the respondents’ most frequently mentioned comments was that 

management has not been willing to listen to employee feedback and to reflect employees’ 

opinions when making decisions. For example, respondents made such statements as “I think 

that if upper management is going to ask for our thoughts and opinions, upon receipt of them 

they should try to put some of them to use. Listen to your employees, make sure they are happy 

and treat them the way we want to be treated” and “We need to do more to seek staff input.” 

While employees strongly desire for their organization to value employees’ participation, it 

appears that organizational management is not performing this task well. Accordingly, the small 

portion of variance in explaining the relationship between participation and trust may be related 

to the fact that employees gave neutral evaluations about participation. There are numerous 

factors that impact employees’ trust in their organization, and a neutral evaluation of the 

participation construct may not fully explain respondents’ moderately positive trust (M=5.12) in 
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this study. In addition, the relationship between participation and trust could show stronger 

results in a larger sample size than this study’s sample size.  

Additionally, numerous studies have found that openness has been known to encourage 

employees’ positive work attitudes (e.g., Burke & Wilcox, 1969; Lamb & McKee, 2005; Smidts 

et al., 2001; Trombetta & Rogers, 1988). Particularly, Ruppel and Harrington (2000) examined 

the linkages of employee communication, trust, and ethical organizational climate and found that 

open communication increases employees’ trust level, which leads to increased commitment and 

innovation. This study found that secrecy, which is the opposite of openness, has a significantly 

negative relationship with employees’ trust. Therefore, this study’s results replicated Ruppel and 

Harrington’s finding about the relationship between open communication and trust. Comparing 

the magnitude of variance, secrecy had the strongest relationship with employees’ trust. This 

supports the assertion that closed and secret employee communication practices are seriously 

detrimental to employees’ trust in their organization.  

This study failed to find a significant relationship between employees’ perceptions of 

substantial information and trust. This finding is contradictory to previous studies’ conclusions 

that providing substantial information to employees contributes significantly to employees’ trust 

(Ellis & Shockley-Zalavak, 2001) and can increase job satisfaction (Trombetta & Rogers, 1988) 

and employees’ relational satisfaction (Spiker & Daniels, 1981). However, a recent study by 

White et al. (2010) revealed that although much information is available for current employees 

through organizational Web sites and email, they still want to receive more information through 

face-to-face communication to have responsive feedback and a sense of community. White et 

al.’s finding demonstrates that employees’ evaluations of their organizations’ communication 

practices are not only based on receiving a large amount of information, but also on how the 
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appropriate amount of information is communicated to the employees. Particularly, current 

innovations in Web-based technologies have impacted the practice of employee communication 

and changed the dynamic between employees and organizations (Argenti, 2006; Holtz, 2005; 

Sinickas, 2005; Wright & Hinson, 2006). While new technology has given employees the ability 

to share knowledge and information easily (Holtz, 2005), most employees do not want to depend 

entirely on electronic sources as their internal communication channels, and a significant number 

of employees still prefer face-to-face communication (Sinickas, 2005). Of the four constructs of 

employee communication, substantial information was the construct receiving the highest 

evaluation from respondents (M=5.07). Accordingly, it appears that providing substantial 

information itself is not a critical factor in determining current employees’ trust in their 

organization although employees were satisfied the most with the substantial information 

construct. A possible explanation for this finding could be the influence of the vast amount of 

information on new technologies in organizations and in society. People cannot be satisfied and 

appreciative of large amounts of information alone, and employees may not necessarily regard an 

organization’s efforts to provide a large amount of information as a sign that the organization is 

reliable.  

Trust and Ethical Organizational Climates  

The relationship between employees’ trust in their organization and their perceptions of 

ethical organizational climate types was examined. Of the five ethical organizational climate 

types, an independence climate was not identified in this study’s model. Victor and Cullen 

(1988) describe an independence climate as an ethical organizational climate in which personal 

moral beliefs are the only criterion of ethical decision-making. However, previous empirical 

studies (Deshpande, 1996b; Martin & Cullen, 2006) did not find significant findings with an 

independence climate. Martin and Cullen’s meta-analysis of ethical organizational climate theory 
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concluded that independent ethical climates have consistently shown weak relationships with 

other outcomes. In reality, it is difficult to believe that people make ethical decision-making 

regardless of any external factors, and it is understandable that this study’s model failed to 

identify an independence climate. Finally, this study investigated the relationships between 

employees’ trust and their perceptions of four ethical organizational climate types: caring, 

instrumental, law and code, and rules climates. Employees’ trust had positive relationships with 

employees’ perceptions of caring and rules climates, and a negative relationship with an 

instrumental climate. However, employees’ trust did not show any significant relationships with 

their perceptions of a law and code climate.  

Particularly, the positive relationship between employees’ trust and perceptions of a 

caring climate was the strongest (standard coefficient=.67) among all three significant 

relationships among employees’ trust and ethical organizational climate types. This confirms that 

employees are very likely to have high trust in their organization if they perceive it as having a 

caring climate. Numerous studies suggest that employees can have an impression that they are 

valued, and they can have positive work attitudes, including trust in their organization, in a 

caring climate (Deshpande, 1996a; Martin & Cullen, 2006; Vardi, 2001). This result also 

replicates Ruppel and Harrington’s (2000) finding that an ethical organizational climate 

emphasizing benevolence leads employees to trust an organization.  

An instrumental climate emphasizes only profit-driven goals of an organization to 

employees, and employees in this type of climate rarely perceive that they are valued by their 

organization. This study found that employees are likely to have low trust in their organization if 

it has an instrumental climate. This finding is consistent with previous studies’ findings that an 

instrumental climate is known to encourage employees’ negative work attitudes, such as less 
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organizational commitment (Martin & Cullen, 2006), dysfunctional behavior (Martin & Cullen, 

2006), and unethical behavior (Peterson, 2002; Victor & Cullen, 1988).  

Law and code and rules climates are similar in that both emphasize external standards to 

employees. However, this study found a positive significant relationship with employees’ trust 

and a rules climate, and no significant relationship with trust and a law and code climate. Vardi 

(2001) found that a rules climate affects employees’ organizational misbehavior negatively, as 

does a caring climate. In a rules climate, employees are clearly aware of organizational rules and 

expectations for employees, and employees believe that their organization is trustworthy and 

reliable. On the other hand, this study found no significant relationship between employees’ trust 

and their perceptions about a law and code climate. A law and code climate has been shown to 

have a negative relationship with employees’ unethical work behavior such as lying, 

discrimination, coercion, stealing in vignettes (Fritzsche, 2000; Wimbush et al., 1997), and 

deviant behavior (Peterson, 2002a). These results about law and code and rules climates in this 

study contrast with Martin and Cullen’s (2006) findings, since their meta-analysis concluded that 

rules climate has shown weak relationships in general, while law and code climate has had 

significant relationships with positive outcomes.  

Finally, this study’s finding about two principled climates relating to employees’ trust 

had contradictory results to a previous meta-analysis study about ethical organizational climate 

theory. One reason for this could be the small sizes of the organizations in this study’s sample. 

Organizational size has been known to affect individual’s ethical decision-making (Murphy, 

Smith, & Daley, 1992; Weber, 1990). Although Murphy et al. argue that organizational size 

affects individuals’ ethical behavior, they concluded that this assertion is difficult to interpret 

since one of their findings related to organizational size was that “smaller companies tend to 
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avoid unethical behavior on the marketing issues, while larger companies tend to avoid unethical 

behavior on the operational issues.” (p. 18). This shows that organizational size significantly 

influences individuals’ beliefs about organizations, although this is difficult to interpret and may 

be due to other unique organizational factors.  

Of the seven organizations that participated in this study, the largest one had 171 

employees and the smallest one had 19 employees. The mean organizational size of the seven 

organizations was about 72 employees per organization. Many of the organizations used in 

previous studies about ethical organizational climates were much larger than the organizations in 

this study. For example, Victor and Cullen (1988) conducted a survey about ethical 

organizational climates with employees from four organizations: a printing company with 33 

employees, a savings and loan company with 450 employees, a telephone company with 500 

employees, and a manufacturing plant with 200 employees. Brower and Shrader (2000) 

investigated ethical organizational climate types with 13 organizations (6 for profits and 7 non-

profits), with the largest organization having a total of 7500 employees and the smallest one 

having two employees. Other sampled organizations had workforce sizes of 1200, 320, 150-190, 

80-100, 75, and 60 employees. Therefore, in general, these previous studies conducted surveys 

with full-time employees from organizations larger than the ones used in this study. Since this 

study conducted surveys with employees from smaller-sized organizations with fewer than 200 

employees, this could have affected employees’ perceptions about organizational rule and how it 

is more critical for developing trust in their organization than are law and professional codes. 

Larger organizations are more likely than small and medium-sized organizations to accept, adopt, 

and emphasize global professional standards and laws. Therefore, the size of the organization 

could have affected employees’ perceptions of the type of ethical organizational climate.  
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Employee Communication, Trust, and Ethical Organizational Climates 

This study investigated the relationships between employees’ perceptions regarding 

employee communication constructs and ethical organizational climate types. In exploring these 

relationships, the study also tested whether trust can be a mediator to explain any of these 

relationships. A mediating effect is defined as an “effect of a third variable/construct intervening 

between two other related constructs” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 844), while a moderating effect is an 

“effect of a third variable or construct changing the relationship between two related 

variables/constructs” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 844). This study did not attempt to explain how 

employees’ trust changes the established relationships between employees’ perceptions about 

employee communication practices and ethical organizational climate types. Rather, it attempted 

to explain if employees’ trust can intervene between the relationships of employees’ perceptions 

about employee communication practices and ethical organizational climate types. Therefore, 

this study regarded trust as a mediator.  

Of the four constructs of employee communication and the four ethical organizational 

climate types, this study found direct relationships between secrecy and an instrumental climate, 

participation and a caring climate, substantial information and a rules climate, and substantial 

information and a law and code climate. An indirect relationship through trust was found 

between accountability and a caring climate, participation and a caring climate, and secrecy and 

an instrumental climate.  

This study found that secrecy had a significant positive relationship with an instrumental 

climate directly, and also indirectly through employees’ trust. When employees believe that their 

organization is closed and secretive towards them, they are likely to believe that their 

organization has an instrumental climate. In addition, when employees believe that their 

organization has a secrecy problem regarding employee communication, employees’ trust 
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decreases and employees are more likely to believe that their organization has an instrumental 

climate. This study found that secrecy, the opposite of openness of employee communication, 

and an instrumental climate, the least dominant and the least preferred climate type, are 

significantly related. This finding supports Rawlins’ (2009) argument that “if transparency has a 

place in the OPR research agenda, it is most logically tied to the concepts of openness and trust” 

(p. 95). Organizational transparency is guaranteed when organizational communication and acts 

are open and transparent. This study’s finding that closed and secretive employee 

communication practices are detrimental to employees’ trust in their organization and their 

perceptions about ethical organizational climate types suggests that the danger of secrecy to 

organizations’ transparency efforts is quite serious. Accordingly, when employee communication 

is open and transparent, employees can build high trust in their organization and perceive the 

organization as being transparent, rather than egoistic or promoting self-interests regardless of 

others. This study’s finding that closed and secretive employee communication practices are 

detrimental to employees’ trust in their organization and their perceptions about ethical 

organizational climate types suggests that the danger of secrecy to organizations’ transparency 

efforts is serious. Accordingly, when employee communication is open and transparent, 

employees can build high trust in their organization and are more likely to perceive the 

organization as being transparent, rather than egoistic or promoting self-interests regardless of 

others.  

While this study found no significant relationship between accountability and a caring 

climate directly, there was a significant positive relationship between accountability and trust, as 

well as between trust and a caring climate. This means that when employees perceive that 

employee communication is accountable, they do not necessarily believe that it indicates that 
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their organization has a caring climate. However, the accountability of employee communication 

characteristics can increase employees’ trust in their organization, and employees’ high levels of 

trust can lead them to believe that the organization has a caring climate. Accountability is tied to 

how transparent and responsible an organization is (Rawlins, 2009), and a caring climate is 

related to how well an organization values and is concerned about employees, public, and society 

(Victor & Cullen, 1988). Therefore, even though both concepts can encourage employees’ 

positive work attitudes, such as trust, they are different in that accountability is about an 

organization’s upfront actions, while a caring climate is about an organization’s affective value 

to the public. This finding clearly shows how accountability of employee communication is 

related to a caring climate through employees’ trust although there was no direct relationship 

between two concepts.  

This study found that employees’ perceptions of participation and a caring climate had a 

positive relationship directly, and also indirectly through employees’ trust. As previous studies 

(Ni, 2007; Reina & Reina, 1999) have suggested, when management is willing to listen to 

employees’ opinions and respect its employees, employees believe that they are valued by their 

organization. This study’s results were consistent with those of previous studies. In addition, 

employees’ perceptions that an organization is active in listening to employees’ opinions and 

reflecting them in decision-making can lead to employees’ having high trust in their organization, 

and employees’ trust can cause employees to believe that their organization has a caring climate.  

 This study also found that providing substantial information to employees has a positive 

relationship with employees’ perceptions of the two principled-ethical organizational climate 

types, law and code and rules climates. Both principled climates emphasize external standards 

for ethical decision-making; the former stresses law and professional codes, while the latter 
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emphasizes internal organizational rules. Substantial information is critical in reducing 

uncertainty and ambiguity among employees in an organization (Scott et al., 1999; Spiker & 

Daniels, 1981; Weick, 1979). Accordingly, this study found that providing substantial 

information to employees gives the impression that an organization emphasizes external 

standards, including law and professional codes and internal organizational rules. Since there 

was no significant relationship between employees’ perceptions of substantial information and 

employees’ trust, employees’ trust cannot be the mediator between employees’ perceptions of 

substantial information and both climate types.  

Employee Communication and Ethical Organizational Climates Controlling for 
Demographic Variables 

To find the most explanatory employee communication dimensions to account for the 

five ethical organizational climate types, a series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses was 

performed controlling for demographic and employment information variables. SEM analysis 

does not control for employees’ demographic and employee information variables in linking the 

relationship between employees’ perceptions about employee communication and ethical 

organizational climates. Findings from hierarchical multiple regression analysis showed similar 

results with the results from SEM analysis in general. Just as the previous SEM analysis did not 

identify an independence climate, this analysis also failed to find any significant relationships 

with employee communication constructs and an independence climate.  

 Of the four employee communication constructs, participation, secrecy, and substantial 

information showed significant relationships with employees’ perceptions about a caring climate. 

The more that employee communication values employees’ participation, the less it has secrecy 

problems, and the more it provides substantial information to employees, the likelier employees 

are to perceive that their organization has embraced a caring climate. When comparing the 
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magnitude of effects of employee communication constructs on a caring climate, participation 

and secrecy constructs showed more significant relationships than did substantial information. 

Particularly, the participation construct of employee communication had the strongest 

relationship with a caring climate. This supports the same finding from the previous SEM 

analysis.  

Employees’ perceptions about secrecy and participation showed significant relationships 

with their perceptions about an instrumental climate. The more an organization gives the 

impression that the employee communication practices are closed and secretive and that the 

organization is not active in encouraging employees’ participation, the more likely employees 

are to perceive that their organization has an instrumental climate. When comparing the 

magnitude of variances of secrecy and participation, the former had a more significant 

relationship with an instrumental climate than did the latter. Accordingly, this result reflects the 

previous result of this study’s SEM model that the secrecy construct of employee communication 

can represent that the organization has an egoistic and profit-driven ethical organizational 

climate.  

In addition, this study found that the substantial information construct of employee 

communication is positively related to employees’ perceptions about the law and code and rules 

climates. When employees perceive that their organization is doing well at providing necessary 

and appropriate amounts of information to them, they believe that their organization has a clear 

ethical criterion to follow not only law and professional codes, but also organizational rules. This 

result is consistent with previous findings from the SEM analysis in this study. In addition, the 

study found that the participation construct also had a positive relationship with employees’ 

perceptions regarding the rules climate, although the variance was small.  
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Unexpectedly, one employee communication construct, accountability, did not show any 

significant relationships to account for employees’ perceptions about the five ethical 

organizational climate types. As was previously discussed, accountability is tied to how much 

the organization is transparent and responsible (Rawlins, 2009), and this does not necessarily 

directly relate to how employees perceive ethical organizational climate types.  

Ad Hoc Analysis of Demographic and Employee Information Variables 

Of the three demographic variables—age, gender, and education—age showed significant 

relationship with a rules climate, gender showed a significant relationship with an instrumental 

climate, and education had a significant relationship with caring and rules climates. Of the three 

employee information variables—organization type, length of full-time work experience, and 

tenure—both organization type and tenure showed significant relationships with an 

independence climate, although the variances were small. These two organizational variables 

were the only variables having a significant relationship with employees’ perceptions of an 

independence climate in this study.  

Older employees were more likely to perceive that their organization has a rules climate. 

Older employees, more so than younger employees, believed that their organization has clear 

rules. Regarding education, the higher educational background employees had, the less likely 

they were to perceive that their organization has caring and rules climates. This could be 

interpreted to mean that employees with higher education were more critical than employees 

with lower education in assessing how much their organization values public and society, and 

also has the clear rules. These results are similar to Malloy and Agarwal’s (2003) finding that the 

higher an employee’s educational background is, the more likely the employee is to provide an 

egoistic evaluation for ethical organizational climates. Their finding shows that employees with 

higher education perceive more easily that their organization has an instrumental climate than do 
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employees with lower education. Therefore, these results show that employees with higher 

education are more critical in evaluating ethical organizational climates positively than are ones 

with lower education. This study found that gender had a significant relationship with an 

instrumental climate, although the variances were small. The results showed that male employees 

are more likely to perceive their organization as having an instrumental climate.  

The results of this study indicate that employees from for-profit companies are more 

likely to perceive their organization as having an independence climate, where personal moral 

beliefs are the only criterion of ethical decision-making, than are those from non-profit 

organizations. A few previous studies demonstrated different ethical organizational climate types 

between non-profits and for-profits. For example, Brower and Shrader (2000) found that for-

profit companies had more egoistic ethical climates than did non-profit organizations. Agarwal 

and Malloy (1999) also revealed that non-profit sectors have a caring climate trend. Accordingly, 

previous studies have shown that non-profits are likely to have a caring climate, and for-profits 

are likely to have an instrumental climate. However, this study found that employees from for-

profit companies are more likely than employees from non-profits to perceive that personal 

moral beliefs are significant criteria for their ethical decision making. This finding is hard to 

interpret, since no previous studies have resulted in similar findings regarding independence 

climates between non-profit and for-profit sectors. Therefore, this result should be considered in 

light of this study’s sample-specific issues, such as small organizational sizes. Since an 

independence climate has been shown to have a weak relationship with other outcomes in 

numerous previous studies, this study’s finding is not easy to interpret. In addition, this study 

found that the longer employees work in a current organization, the less likely they are to 

perceive it as having an independence climate. This is an unexpected result in that the longer 



 

146 

employees work in their organization, the more they believe that personal moral beliefs are the 

only criterion of ethical decision-making in the organization. Regarding tenure, Victor and 

Cullen (1988) found that tenure has a positive relationship with perceptions about a caring 

climate. Accordingly, some findings from this study about the significant relationships of 

employee information variables with ethical organizational climate types contrast with the results 

of previous studies.  

It should be noted that one employee information variable, tenure, violated the 

assumption of normality in assumption checks to conduct hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis. Therefore, it would be challenging to make a conclusion from this study about how 

employees’ tenure affects ethical organizational climate types. Nevertheless, it should also be 

acknowledged that there have been contradictory results among numerous previous studies about 

how individual factors affect ethical beliefs. When Ford and Richardson (1994) reviewed 

empirical studies about moral reasoning, their conclusion about how education and employment 

variables affect employees’ ethical decision making was as follows: “In some instances, type and 

years of education and type and years of employment are related to an individual's ethical beliefs 

and decision making behavior. However, in other situations, ethical beliefs and decision making 

are independent of education and employment” (p. 211). Therefore, they concluded that the 

effects of individual demographic and employment variables on ethical beliefs are hard to 

generalize or argue one consistent result. Finally, this study’s findings about the relationships 

between employees’ demographic and information variables and their perceptions about ethical 

organizational climate types should also correspond with Ford and Richardson’s conclusion. 

Implications for Public Relations Research and Practice 

This study attempted to show how employee communication practices are related to 

employees’ trust and ethical organizational climate types. This study focused on public relations 
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practice targeting internal publics, which reflects employee communication. Grunig (1992b) 

emphasizes that employees are a strategic public and argues that employee communication 

should be an important component of an organization’s public relations practices. This study 

explored how employee communication can contribute to organization and employee 

relationships by adopting one dimension of organization-public relationship (OPR) outcomes 

(Hon & Grunig, 1999; Ki, 2006), which is employees’ trust. Of the four constructs of employee 

communication, this study found that secrecy, accountability, and participation of employee 

communication practices significantly affect employees’ trust in their organizations. This finding 

is consistent with Ferguson’s (1984) argument about the significance of the relationship-building 

role of public relations. While there have been numerous OPR studies (e.g., Broom et al., 1997; 

Grunig & Huang, 2000; Ledingham, 2003; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998), few OPR studies have 

addressed employee communication practices. Ledingham (2003) has called for studies of 

organization-employee relationships for future research opportunities because of the scarcity of 

research in that area. In addition, less than 10% of the public relations literature up to 2000 has 

explored employee communication or organizational communication topic studies (Sallot et al., 

2003). Therefore, this study can contribute by helping to fill the void of public relations 

academia by exploring employee-organization relationships in OPR studies.  

This study empirically presented how public relations practices are tied to organizational 

climate. Previous studies have argued that contextual variables significantly affect the practices 

of public relations (Kirat, 2005; Sharpe & Pritchard, 2004; Sriramesh & Verčič, 2003). This 

study found that the four constructs of employee communication—accountability, participation, 

secrecy, and substantial information—have significant relationships with four ethical 

organizational climate types—caring, instrumental, law and code, and rules climates—both 
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directly and indirectly through employees’ trust. Grunig (1992a) begins the first chapter of 

Excellence in Public Relations and Communication Management with the following three 

questions: “1. When and why are the efforts of communication practitioners effective? 2. How 

do organizations benefit from effective public relations? 3. Why do organizations practice public 

relations in different ways?” (p. 1). He points out that public relations scholars should make 

efforts to answer these important questions, which have seldom been asked and answered with 

theoretical background. Investigating the effectiveness of public relations, Hon (1997) concluded 

that effective public relations can help organizations to build relationships with publics and 

contribute to organizations’ survival and success. This study can help to answer Grunig’s three 

questions. For the first question, this study shows that when employee communication is open, 

accountable, and participatory, it can help organizations to be effective by enhancing employees’ 

trust in their organization. Regarding the second question, when public relations is effective, 

employees’ trust is developed and employees can develop positive perceptions about an 

organizational climate, such as having a caring, law and code, or rules climate. On the contrary, 

when public relations is not effective, as when it communicates with employees in a secretive 

way, employees are more likely to believe that their organization is oriented to treat employees 

as a means to the end of making a profit. For the third question, employee communication is the 

product of organizational climate, and organizational climate is also determined by employee 

communication. In considering the significant interaction between public relations practice and 

organizational context, every organization practices public relations in different ways.  

This study can also contribute to the field by providing practical directions for public 

relations practitioners from various types of organizations (e.g., for-profits, non-profits). This 

study can guide how organizational management can change organizational work climates by 
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modifying their employee communication style. For example, if organizational management 

realizes that its employees perceive it as having a very profit-driven organizational climate and 

hopes to alter the organizational climate to be warmer to employees and to put more emphasis on 

publics and society, it can encourage employees’ participation, such as developing a hotline for 

asking employees’ opinions and feedback when making important decisions. This will help 

employees see and understand organizational management’s efforts to learn about employees’ 

opinions and to reflect them in organizational decisions and to perceive that their organization 

has a caring climate. In addition, the organization should check to see if it has secretive and 

closed employee communication practices. If its employee communication practices are 

secretive, it should make efforts to change employee communication to be more transparent and 

open. This is critical for altering an instrumental climate to a caring climate.  

This study significantly showed how employee communication practices influence 

employees’ trust and their perceptions of ethical organizational climates. This finding can apply 

to organizational relationships with other publics, including community, consumers, and 

investors. The findings from this study demonstrate that secretive public relations practices are 

detrimental to publics’ trust in an organization, and participatory public relations practices are 

effective in building publics’ trust. When attempting to build trusting relationships with publics, 

organizations should make efforts to be open, transparent, and participatory. Finally, this 

approach can provide suggestions to public relations practitioners who make practical decisions 

about organizational management.  

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Although this study is original and theoretical, it has a number of possible limitations. 

First, the sample of this study was collected from seven particular organizations in different 

industries. While the sampling design allowed this study to collect the data from employees in 
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different industries, including for-profits and non-profits of differing sizes, the results from this 

study cannot represent all full-time employees’ perceptions or assure external validity. In 

addition, as was previously discussed, the small sizes of the organizations in this study’s sample 

may bias the results. Of the seven organizations that participated in this study, the largest one had 

171 employees and the smallest one had 19 employees. The mean organizational size of the 

seven organizations was about 72 employees per organization. Since this study conducted 

surveys with employees from smaller-sized organizations with fewer than 200 employees, this 

could have affected employees’ perceptions about employee communication, ethical 

organizational climate, and employees’ trust. In addition, the majority of respondents were 

female, and this may have biased their perceptions about employee communication, trust, and 

their perceptions about ethical organizational climate types. If future research explores 

employees’ perceptions using a random sampling method, the results could have more external 

validity.  

SEM generally requires a large sample size compared to other multivariate statistical 

analysis methods. This study utilized a sample size of 305, including complete and incomplete 

responses, in performing the SEM. Although this sample size is larger than the minimum-

required sample size for SEM analysis with 58 variables (58 x 5 = 290), a larger sample size than 

305 could produce results that are more valid than those from this study. For example, the 

relationship between participation and trust could show stronger results. 

Ethical organizational climate theory suggests that there is some group-level agreement 

on organizational climate; however, this study focused on individual psychological climate, 

which is individual perceptions about ethical organizational climates. Although this study 

collected data at the group level of seven organizations, it analyzed data at the individual level, 
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not testing whether group level effects exist. Accordingly, future studies should examine whether 

there are any group-level differences in exploring employee communication practices, 

employees’ trust, and ethical organizational climates.  

This study used path analysis assuming causal inference in SEM. Critically, the criteria 

for causality are “(1) the variables must be correlated, (2) the cause takes place before the effect, 

and (3) the variables are nonspurious” (Babbie, 2007, p. 90). This study’s method did not satisfy 

two of the three conditions, since time order was not considered and possible other variables 

could explain the relationships. In this study, only covariation between constructs was present in 

the path model. Therefore, future studies that assume causal inference using path analysis should 

make efforts to meet the criteria for causality. For example, to have time order, a panel study can 

be conducted and employees can be asked about employee communication practices in the first 

study, and then they can be asked about trust and perceptions of ethical organizational climates 

in the second study.  

This research examined employees’ perceptions of employee communication practices, 

ethical organizational climates, and trust, and main variables included only perceptual outcomes. 

If a future study adds any behavioral intention variables (e.g., organization citizenship behavior, 

productivity, absenteeism, job referral to friends) to the current study, it may guide 

organizational management to see more tangible outcomes than this current study’s findings. It 

would help management to realize the importance of employee communication practices, trust, 

and ethical organizational climate for organizational success.  

The response rates for this study were between 50.0% and 84.2% and were considered to 

be high. Typical response rates are from 1% to 4% for mail surveys, from 10% to 75% for 

telephone surveys, and from 1% to 30% for Internet surveys (Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). One 
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potential explanation for the high response rate for this study is that the survey distributor was 

organizational management, not a researcher. Although finding organizations that would allow 

the researcher to conduct the survey with its employees was challenging, high response rates 

were achieved through this method. Future research may replicate this method to achieve high 

response rates when investigating topics similar to those of this study.  

Conclusion 

This study began from curiosity about how public relations practices are related to 

contextual factors through publics’ perceptions. Specifically, this study limited public relations 

practice to employee communication, contextual factors to ethical organizational climates, and 

publics to employees. To investigate these relationships, this study empirically examined 

employee-organizational relationships by conducting a survey with full-time employees from 

seven organizations. This study found that employees’ perceptions about four different 

constructs of employee communication are distinctly tied to employees’ trust and their 

perceptions about four different ethical organizational climate types.  

Of the four constructs of employee communication, accountability and participation 

showed positive relationships with employees’ trust, while secrecy had a negative relationship 

with trust. The more that organizations act accountable, value employees’ participation, and do 

not have secretive employee communication practices, the more employees have trust in their 

organization. Employees’ trust had positive relationships with caring and rules climates and a 

negative relationship with instrumental climate. Employees are likely to have high trust in their 

organization if they perceive it as having a caring or rules climate, but not if they perceive it as 

having an instrumental climate.  

Finally, accountability had an indirect relationship with a caring climate through 

employees’ developed trust. This means that when employees perceive that employee 
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communication is accountable, they do not necessarily believe that it indicates that their 

organization has a caring climate. However, the accountability of employee communication 

characteristics can increase employees’ trust in their organization, and employees’ high levels of 

trust can lead them to believe that the organization has a caring climate. Secrecy had direct and 

indirect relationships with an instrumental climate. When employees believe that their 

organization is closed and secretive towards them, they are more likely to believe that their 

organization has an instrumental climate. In addition, when employees believe that their 

organization has a secrecy problem regarding employee communication, employees’ trust 

decreases, and employees are more likely to believe that their organization has an instrumental 

climate. Participation also had direct and indirect relationships with a caring climate. When 

management is willing to listen to employees’ opinions and respect its employees, employees 

believe that they are valued by their organization. In addition, employees’ perceptions that an 

organization is active in listening to employees’ opinions and reflecting them in decision-making 

can lead to employees’ high trust in their organization, and employees’ trust can cause 

employees to believe that their organization has a caring climate. Substantial information had 

only direct relationships with both rules and law and code climates. Providing substantial 

information to employees gives the impression that an organization emphasizes external 

standards, including law and professional codes and internal organizational rules. This empirical 

study is meaningful in that it brings attention to how public relations practice can contribute to 

employee-organizational relationships. It also clearly shows how public relations practices are 

tied to organizational contexts.  
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APPENDIX A 
STATEMENT OF INFORMED CONSENT 

Dear XXX employees: 
 
On behalf of XXX, I am currently conducting a study to examine your perceptions of 
XXX. This study will explore what XXX does to maintain its relationships with employees 
and how employee communication efforts affect employees' perceptions about the 
organization.  
 
This survey will take about 15 minutes. Your response is extremely important and 
valuable to this research. Your answers will be used for statistical purposes only and will 
remain strictly anonymous to the extent by law. All responses are confidential and no 
individual data will be reported. You have the right to withdraw from the study at anytime 
without consequence. If you have any questions about the project, please feel free to 
email me at sykim@jou.ufl.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
participant, please call the University of Florida Institutional Review Board at (352) 392-
0433. 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation. 
 
  
Soo-Yeon Kim 
Ph.D. Candidate 
College of Journalism and Communications 
University of Florida 
 
  
Note: XXX is the name of the organization name. 
 

mailto:sykim@jou.ufl.edu�
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Section 1 
In this section, we ask you about your relationship with XXX. Seven statements are listed below. 
Please identify your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement.  

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

My organization treats employees fairly 
and justly. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

Whenever my organization makes an 
important decision, I know it will consider 
the decision’s impact on employees.  

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization can be relied on to keep 
its promises to employees. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization takes the opinions of 
employees into account when making 
decisions. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

I feel very confident about my 
organization’s abilities to accomplish 
what it says it will do. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

Sound principles guide my organization’s 
behavior.  

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization misleads employees.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 2 
In this section, we ask you about XXX’s culture. Twenty-six statements are listed below. Please 
identify your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement based on how it really is 
in your organization, not how you would prefer it to be. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

What is best for everyone in my 
organization is the major consideration 
here.  

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

The most important concern is the good 
of all the people in my organization as a 
whole. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

Our major concern is always what is best 
for the other person. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 
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In my organization, people look out for 
each other’s good. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

In my organization, it is expected that you 
will always do what is right for the 
customers and public. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

The most efficient way is always the right 
way in my organization. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

In my organization, each person is 
expected above all to work efficiently. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In my organization, people protect their 
own interests above all else. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

In my organization, people are mostly out 
for themselves. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

There is no room for one’s own personal 
morals or ethics in my organization. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

People are expected to do anything to 
further my organization’s interests, 
regardless of the consequences. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

People here are concerned with my 
organization’s interests to the exclusion 
of all else. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

Work is considered substandard only 
when it hurts my organization’s interests. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

The major responsibility of people in my 
organization is to control costs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

People are expected to comply with the 
law and professional standards over and 
above other considerations. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

In my organization, the law or ethical 
code of their profession is the major 
consideration. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

In my organization, people are expected 
to strictly follow legal or professional 
standards. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

In my organization, the first consideration 
is whether a decision violates any law. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

It is very important to follow my 
organization’s rules and procedures here. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

Everyone is expected to stick by my 
organization’s rules and procedures. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 
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Successful people in my organization go 
by the book. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

People in my organization strictly obey 
the organization’s policies. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

In my organization, people are expected 
to follow their own personal and moral 
beliefs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Each person in my organization decides 
for themselves what is right or wrong. 
 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

The most important concern in my 
organization is each person’s own sense 
of right and wrong. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In my organization, people are guided by 
their own personal ethics. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 3 
In this section, we ask you about XXX’s employee communication practices. Twenty-five 
statements are listed below. Please identify your level of agreement or disagreement with each 
statement based on how it really is in your organization, not how you would prefer it to be. 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

My organization presents more than one 
side of controversial issues. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization is forthcoming with 
information that might be damaging to the 
organization. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization is open to criticism by 
people like me. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization freely admits when it has 
made mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
can be compared to industry standards. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization often leaves out 
important details in the information it 
provides to people like me. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
is full of jargon and technical language 
that is confusing to people like me. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 
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My organization blames outside factors 
that may have contributed to the outcome 
when reporting bad news. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
is intentionally written in a way to make it 
difficult to understand. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization is slow to provide 
information to people like me.  

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization only discloses 
information when it is required. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization asks for feedback from 
people like me about the quality of its 
information. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization involves people like me 
to help identify the information I need.  

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides detailed 
information to people like me. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization makes it easy to find the 
information people like me need.  

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization asks the opinions of 
people like me before making decisions. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization takes the time with 
people like me to understand who we are 
and what we need. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
is relevant to people like me.  

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
could be verified by an outside source, 
such as an auditor. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
can be compared to previous 
organization’s performance. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
is complete. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
is easy for people like me to understand. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides accurate 
information to people like me. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

My organization provides information that 
is reliable. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 



 

159 

My organization presents information to 
people like me in language that is clear. 

1 2 3 4 
 

5 6 7 

Section 4  
Demographic information 

1. How many years of full-time work experiences do you have? ___________________ 
 
2. How many years have you worked in your organization? _______________________ 
 
3. What is your age? ___________ years old 
 
4. Which title best describes your present full-time position? ____________ 
 
5. Which is the highest degree you earned?  

  •   Some High School____       •   High School Graduate____  
  •   Some College____              •   College Graduate____  
  •   Master’s Degree____          •   Doctorate Degree____  
•  Other (Please, specify) ____   
  

6. What is your gender?  Male______        Female______  
  
7. What role do you believe employee communication plays in your attitudes, beliefs, and 
perceptions about your organization? 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

8. If you have additional comments or thoughts on employee communication characteristics 
and ethical organizational values in your organization, please include them below.  

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you so much for your time and consideration! 
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