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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This dissertation sets out to discover what connections can be drawn between an
organization’s identity and its writing processes. Specifically, | @@ public labor
association, the Employees Association of the S{&&S), to discover its organizational
identity through the perceptions of its employees. | then examine the reviewwase proceés
of the writing group which produces the organization’s member-directed ninsléinally, |
make visible any connections and/or disconnections that exist between the agasizat
identity and its review process, focusing especially on the effects ots E&®s and on the
cooperative behaviors of its employees.

When | first entered the doctoral program, | was interested in stutdgingyroup or
organizational identity was established, sustained, and grown through electrorac fmedny
interest in workplace writing studies and collaborative writing grew, my apptoastudying
identity’s role in discourse began to change. While doing the required readimg for
comprehensive exams, | read a collection of essays edited by Rachel(5381Ra The

collection, Writing in the Workplace: New Research Perspecto@yains chapters by Geoffrey

Cross and Susan Kleimann; each writer looks at the process by which an organizati
collaboratively creates a document. Cross’s work examines the procebsdwestern
insurance corporation’s creation of an Executive Letter to accompanwyialaeport. Cross
identifies several factors that affected the corporate writing grquptsess, particularly in the
review and revision stages. Kleimann studies two divisions within the U.S. Ganeoanting

Office (now called the Government Accountability Office) to compare tloediwisions’

! Throughout this dissertation, pseudonyms are fmettie organization, the publication, and the vidlials being studied.

2 Lowry et al define reviewing as “[h]aving a paipiant or an editor read and annotate document seeaftons for content,
grammar, and style improvements (Galegher & Kra894)” (Lowry et al, 82). Revising is “[rlespondito review comments
by making changes in the draft that reflect théenexcomments (Galegher and Kraut, 1994)” (LowrpleB2).



cultures and their cultures’ effects on their review processes. Kleimarattéh&es each
division’s culture as having hierarchical characteristics or collaberahiaracteristics.

Later | read Cross’s (1994) book Collaboration and Conflict: A Contextual Exploraiti

Group Writing and Positive Emphasighich is based on his own dissertation. In his “Need for

Further Research” section, Cross wonders if the factors identified in his-stadiprs that
include hierarchy within the writing group, suppression of conflict, and senaminication
among reviewers — “have the same effects in other collaborations” (p. 144)ditiorg Cross
asserts that “researchers need to investigate further the influenceuod cutgroup writing,”
and asks “[tjo what extent does knowledge of an organization’s cultural expesi@¢termine
the success of writing groups?” (p. 144). This dissertation is an attempt to amess&s Call for
additional research into how different types of organizations, displayingeditfieinds of
cultures, allow their processes to be influenced by their identity (and perhap®rsa). When
| began to consider EAS'’s purpose(s) as an organiZatidtich seem quite different from an
insurance corporation’s purpose, | hypothesized there would in fact be differehees how
EAS employees engage in collaborative writing and how Cross’s insurance coenpgloyees
engaged in collaborative writing. After all, | thought, rhetorical purpose isiportant part of
writing, so it stands to reason that organizational writing could be affectibe lmyganization’s
purpose. Further, | hypothesized that a reason for these differences wowdhlieimthe

differences between the two organizations’ identities. Between’€sigdy and Kleimann’s

3 According to Article Il of EAS’s Bylaws, its purpes are, “1.1. to promote the best interests atfdneef current, retired and
future employees of the [state], 1.2. to providermation to the membership, 1.3. to provide afiofor the discussion of ideas
and problems, 1.4. to facilitate communication aghemployees of the [state]..., 1.5. to promote tledgssionalism of the
employees of the [state]...in order to provide effecaind efficient programs and services to theits of [the state]. In the
accomplishment of the above purposes, [EAS], withapproval of the Convention, shall be able tiia# with like-minded
organizations.”
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research indicating that workgroup culture affects the review procgssjmosity was piqued
regarding whether / how writing processes and organizational idergitglated.

Being a practical woman, | wondered how organizational identity actualg put in
workplace writing processes. Does organizational identity work its wayhatevieryday
processes of an organization? More specifically, how would traits or feafuraganizational
identity trickle down into collaborative writing processes? What might beféeson the
workgroup producing the document, or on the organization as a whole?

The organizations studied by Cross and Kleimann represent the for-profit corporate
sector (large insurance corporation) and the government sector (U.S.|@&cermting
Office). However, | found no examples of studies of this type that focus spégiba public
sector labor organizations, or on the connections between writing processes arzhtiogal
identity. This study is a contribution toward filling this gap in reseayoexamining the
Employees Association of the State, its identity, and its writing prodes&dgar Schein (1996)
notes, “[o]rganizations both in the public and private sector have discovered thatethey a
efficient enough, given the levels of global competition and shrinking resd(pc&s5).
Assuming Schein is correct, more research into public sector organizatioissmé&e done in
order to assist these organizations, and the workers they represent, to becoméaeoteaef]
more competitive. Such research may also help scholars better understahd hyme of
organization (for-profit, non-profit, government, labor, etc.) influences theng/processes
undertaken in the workplace.

In terms of organizational studies, this study is not unique. However, previous studies of
organizational identity have focused on the theoretical treatment of determdi@nigy. As

lamented by scholars like Philip Aust (2004), very few studies examine how orgararat

3



identity actually functions within the everyday processes of the orgamzdtlone situate
studies in a workplace that is a labor association. Schein (1996) argues that farorder
researchers to provide the necessary practical assistance to orgasizatielp them become
more efficient and competitive, research must be derived from “concreteatioszes of real
behavior in real organizations” (p. 231). As suggested by Cross (1994), studyingitingg wri
processes of various types of organizations may provide insights into subtlkendiéfein how
organizational identity functions within those different organizations.

One of the linchpins of organizational identity, as will be discussed at length in
subsequent chapters of this dissertation, is an organization’s history, or its iesoponaiity.
Before continuing with my study, allow me to provide some background information about the
history of EAS. During the 1940s, when EAS was created, labor unions had begun to increase in
popularity due partly to the enactment of the 1935 National Labor Relations Atite #ne,
most unions or labor associations were private sector rather than public $adibe. sector
unions, which represent public sector employees like police, firefighters, aod gtadf, are
regulated through municipal, county, state, or federal legislation. As of 2009, 7o mill
American public sector workers belong to a workplace union; this number repraget¥o of
all public sector workers (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010).

The Employees Association of the State was the nation’s largest indepdatient s
employees association, with 34 employees and more than 55,000 members, until its 2008
affiliation with the enormous Service Employees International Union. Tloeiaisn has
evidently arisen organically from the desire of state workers to gain saeagbinfluence over
their working situations. Around 1940, some highway and prison employees began to loosely

organize in order to voice their needs to the state’s legislative body, the Gessaalbly; by
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1945, an engineer was chosen as the first official leader of EAS. By 1946, EAS had
approximately 3,600 members and had expanded from highway and prison employees to other
state departments, including the Employment Security Commission and th&rSteterer’s
Office. The first EAS convention was held in January 1947 in the state’s cagiaheXkt
several decades saw EAS working to voice the needs and opinions of state emplthees t
General Assembly, which legislates state employees’ salauielsemefits.

According to EAS’s official website, the organization claims many viesairoughout
the rest of the century. In the 1950s, state employees saw a 26% increases) gaaaddition
of five state holidays, and an increase in annual leave days. The 1960s saw another 28%
increase in salaries and the advent of longevity pay. In the 1970s, salagaseddoy 50%.
Additionally, a state health plan was created, and there was a 30-yesneeti and formula
increase. EAS awarded its first scholarship and began its still-popular meisdmamt
program. In the 1980s, salaries were increased by 60%, longevity pay was enhanced, and the
EAS scholarship program was strengthened. The 1990s saw another 20% increagesn sal
and the newly-created Employees Political Action Committee’s (EMA®REE candidate
endorsement. In the late 90s, EAS had an important legal victory, when an EAS-badwet |
resulted in the overturning of a law that had allowed the taxation of stagesépension
benefits.

In the new millennium, EAS became more politically-minded. In addition toysala
increases and an increase in the cost-of-living-adjustment (COLA) faastiEAS sued the
state’s governor to regain more than $130 million of escrowed retirement fin@dsponse to a
huge state budget deficit in 2001, the governor diverted money from the retirememnt syst

employer contributions to help balance the budget. EAS filed a lawsuit to preveavéneay
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from using these retirement funds for any purpose other than retirement bamefits
administration costs; the lawsuit demanded full repayment of the funds, plus iniregears
later, in 2007, a judge ruled that the governor had violated state and federal constitéfihen
the General Assembly paid back the entire $130 million — but not the interest — EAS filed a
appeal to get back the lost interest.

Other EAS milestones in the 2000s include the creation of the Member Action Team
(MAT), the creation of the first Retiree Director, the rise of EMPAC, andaffii&tion with
SEIU. MAT started in 2005. The Member Action Department, which houses MAT, sends EAS
employees into districts to train EAS members in leadership skills, lobtsghgiques, and
recruiting. MAT also organizes state-wide “lobby days,” when EAS meswguethe General
Assembly building and meet with state legislators personally. The 8tseR Director position
was created in order to focus efforts specifically on retirees, whoEA& employees view as a
valuable constituency within EAS. EAS’s EMPAC increased its ranking fromatien’s 278
most-powerful political action committee in 2002 to th& tiost-powerful in 2008. Also in
2008, a huge majority — nearly 80% - of EAS delegates voted to affiliate with dlecaliad
powerful SEIU. Itis around this time, in Spring of 2008, that this study began.

The history of EAS provides a backdrop for the rest of this dissertation. The masn foc
of the research project is the processes used by the members of the EAS Qationsni
Department to review the organization’s newsletter. The newsletteeat®athe review and

revise group, The Informeis a 16-page, full-color semi-glossy published every other month.

The audience for the newsletter is the membership of EAS, though according to the
organization’s Communications Director the review and revise group considersrége re

members to be one of the most important segments of the newsletter’'s audiennewdlater
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contains several regular features, including a front-page piece on thefisseenoment, such
as collective bargaining rights, lawsuits filed by EAS, and electiatelissues. Other regular
features are columns written by the Executive Director, the legal counde¢heaourrent
President of EAS, who is a rank-and-file member of EAS elected by théensmp to serve a
two-year term. The newsletter contains articles written by the Efffogees and members, as
well as photos of district events, such as employee award ceremonies,eardyecues, and
fundraising events.

The subsequent chapters of this dissertation will examine how the organizalkeoidy i
of EAS has what Kleimann (1993) might call a “reciprocal relationshigi thie review and

revise process of the EAS newsletter, The Inforn@@&napter 2 provides an overview of both

organizational identity studies and collaborative workplace writing studieslén tar situate my
study in the ongoing conversations of those disciplines. In particularviee/ref scholarship
shows the evolution of the concept of identity from personal to organizational. Additjghall
review provides definitions of collaborative writing in the workplace and a diggusf the
roles social context, including workgroup culture, plays in workplace writing. €hapt
describes the methods utilized for data collection and analysis, as welhiéiagléte types of
data which were collected. Chapters 4 and 5 each present the actual datdcelestll as
discussions and interpretation of the data. Chapter 4 establishes the organizisintitylof
EAS by presenting the results from an online survey of EAS employees, gsisanéthe
previous year’s Informetiopics and their rhetorical purposes, official documents of EAS, and
structured interviews with three randomly-chosen EAS employees. Chaptenihexthe
review processes for the newsletter, including my field observationsharatcterizes the

culture of the review and revise group. Chapter 6 analyzes the resultsquesdbihapters 4
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and 5 to make visible the connections between EAS’s organizational identity aadi¢veand
revise processes undertaken in the production of its newsletter. In partleilenapter looks at
the implications of these connections in terms of the organization’s ethos and thaite®pe
behaviors of its employees. A sort of postscript concludes the study by proposingsawé
future research in the rich and fertile area of inquiry surrounding issuegasfizational identity

and writing processes.



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF SCHOLARSHIP
Introduction

Organizational identity and collaborative writing encompass fields assdias business
communication, composition studies, management studies, social psychology, agaalizat
behavior, discourse studies, and more. This dissertation draws from many ofeildssa forder
to examine the relationship between an organization’s collaborative writingsand i
organizational identity. Engagement with scholarship and research fromtg wéfields
illustrates the complex natures of both organizational identity and collabonairkplace
writing processes. In particular, this project builds on the scholarship of Slesarakn (1993),
whose work “The Reciprocal Relationship of Workplace Culture and Review” ae¢mpt
“situate” workplace review in “a particular setting” (p. 57) and on the foundatdbart and
Whetten (1985) article, “Organizational Identity.” The primary purposkisfréview of
scholarship is to provide an overview of issues in both workplace collaborative vanting
organizational identity in order to contextualize this dissertation’s unigemagitto identify the
interconnections between organizational identity, culture, and collaboratiuegwri

Organizational Identity
Stuart Albert and David A. Whetten’s foundational 1985 article, “Organizational

Identity,” was originally published in Research in OrganizationabBein Reprinted several

times since, the article is one of the earliest efforts at definimgitgén the context of an
organization. The authors attempt to produce both a concept to be used for self-refjeitteon b
organization, and a “scientifically tractable” (p. 263) theory of organizationatitdgathered
from a nebula of previous scholarly work in, among others, the disciplines of socoldgy

social psychology.



Albert and Whetton (1985) characterize an organization’s identity asf“eefiettive
guestion” (p. 264) asked and answered by its members. They point out that organizations
usually assume, rather than articulate, their identities until somef@aeeerger, a budget
shortfall, a major policy shift, etc. — pushes them to answer “the question ofyilgnt264).
The authors assert that in order to answer the question of identity, an organizatidrusbaul
tripartite set of classification criteria. The answer to “Who ar@sven organization?” must
fulfill all criteria:

1. The answer points to features that are somehow seen as the essence of the

organizationthe criterion of claimed central character

2. The answer points to features that distinguish the organization from others wath whi

it may be comparedhe criterion of claimed distinctiveness

3. The answer points to features that exhibit some degree of sameness or continuity ove

time: the criterion of claimed temporal continuitjpp. 264-265, italics in original)
Subsequent scholars shortened the definition to CED — central, enduring, and distikittere
and Whetten’s definition is used in most theoretical treatments of organizatengty, and
serves as the definition of organizational identity used in this dissertatibnpndg slight
modification centered on the criterion of claimed temporal continuity; thisfroaton is
discussed later in this section.

More than a decade before Albert and Whetten’s landmark article appearat, soci
psychologists were examining different levels of identity to explore irduggrelations, or
relations between an individual’s identity and his or her group identities. The Igeziezh
among social psychologists at the time was that by studying the psyclblagyndividual,

they could also understand the group(s) to which the individual belonged. However, in 1979
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Henri Tajfel and John Turner (2004) introduce a new theory of social identific&id)) (
proposing that group identity is social and asserting that in addition to personal or ifldividua
identity, a separate and distinct collective psychology exists for membergroup. Tajfel and
Turner (2004) see the definition of a group, in part, as “a collection of individuals whaovperce
themselves to be members of the same social category,” (p. 40) which can indjmiesre
affiliation, level of education, gender, and socioeconomic status.

In their article “Social Identity Theory and the Organization,” Blekéshforth and Fred
Mael (1989) introduce the application of Tajfel and Turner’s social catgiom — a collection
of individuals who see themselves as belonging to the same social categdrg sttaly of
organizational identity, marking an early link between individual levels of asalysl
organizational levels of analysis. Ashforth and Mael argue that Tajfel ameris concept of
group membership requires the individual to have a frame of reference, namédgctiveobr
organizational identity that exists outside of the individual, yet has chastictedesirable for
that individual. Their definition of organizational identity is founded on this “psychzdbgi
reality [which exists] beyond its membership” (p. 26). Ashforth and Mael’s corsceppported
by Albert and Whetten’s (1985) notion that an organization can endure throughout time as an
independent entity, rather than a temporally-restricted organization of partradividuals.
Individual members may come and go, but the organization remains, if not stable, then at lea
continuous.

Subsequent scholars continue to examine the complex connections between individual or
personal identity and group, including organizational, identity. Social psychslddgsilyn B.
Brewer and Wendi Gardner (1996), in their article “Who is this ‘We'? Levelobé€live

Identity and Self Representations,” further refine the distinction betwegretkenal and the
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social by introducing three levels of self: Personal, Relational, and @atleAtcording to the
writers,
At the individual level, th@ersonal selfs the differentiated, individuated self-concept
most characteristic of studies of the self in Western psychology... At grpémnsonal
level, therelational selfis the self-concept derived from connections and role
relationships with significant others.... Finally, at the group level istiective self
which corresponds to the concept of social identity as represented in soci&) identi
theory.” (p. 85, italics in original)
The collective self-view can be further refined. Serena Chen, Karen Chdrndsay Shaw
(2004) refer to @ollective self-vievas personal qualities that are associated with group
membership, like conservative Republican or, | would argue, dedicated state esndimyvard
P. Lemay, Jr. and Richard D. Ashmore (2004) refgréap identitiesas characteristics of a
group that may or may not be applied to an individual member of that group. For instance, an
American could acknowledge that one characteristic of being an Amerizaam ¢g voting, but
that she herself never votes, or an EAS employee might acknowledge that acéecistic of
being a part of the EAS organization is training members to lobby legislatotkabbe himself
does not like to talk to politicians. While Tajfel and Turner (2004) and Ashforth and Mael
(1989) assert that the group must exist as an entity outside of and separate frommith&alndi
other scholars (Brewer and Gardner, 1996; Chen, Chen, and Shaw, 2004; Lemay and Ashmore,
2004) see a complex meshing of the identities of the individual and the organization, in which
personal qualities of an individual are associated with organizational iderdityice versa,
even when some of the group characteristics are not applied to the individual (ors&e W@

other words, the connections between personal and organizational identities are dyrmhyet
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somehow stable. These dynamic complexities may help explain why BAfaisizational
identity is not seen as a stable, non-moving entity by its employees. |A2whown in
subsequent chapters of this dissertation, individual employees bring their @gptjmers and
identities to the workplace; these individual traits influence workplace pescedike
collaborative writing — and influence employees’ perceptions of EAS’s orgemabidentity.

The complex (dynamic, multilayered) nature of organizational identitigldighted by
“Organizational Identity, Image, and Adaptive Instability,” in which DemniSioia, Majken
Schultz, and Kevin G. Corley (2000) state that Albert and Whetten's (1985) CHitidefof
organizational identity has a weakness centered on the criterion of clamedrél continuity.
Instead, the trio argues, organizational identity is always changing arsdable. They offer the
idea ofadaptive identitieswhich allow an organization’s identity to evolve with time. Gioia,
Schultz, and Corley point to the example of a technology company: What it means tclbe a te
company will change over the next decades, so the company’s identity mistoaiti@se
changes in meaning if the company is to survive. Similarly, EAS’s ordgemahidentity —
though still centered on enhancing the welfare of state employees — has adaptieel years in
response to changes in, among other things, the meanings of “enhancing” and "aetfare
even “state employees,” focusing more on retirement issues and on gaining ldnthwie
political influence.

The concept of organizational image referred to in the title of Gioia etdicte is
utilized by Mats Alvesson (1990) in his article, “Organization: From Substanktnage?,” in
which he introduces the idea of organizational image to the field of organizatiomigtlide
studies. Alvesson defines organizational image as an “impression held by aadeiternal]

group towards a corporation [or organization], partly as a result of informatiorspioge
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(sense-making) carried out by the group’s members...[and] the fabricatedogalqut picture
of [the organization] itself” (p. 376). Organizational image, he writes, isr@attand mediated,
“through mass media, public appearances, from second-hand sources etc., not through our own
direct, lasting experiences and perceptions” (p. 376); on the other hand, organizatrditglisde
internal and is characterized by the perceptions of organizational memberse BleEsson’s
article, it was generally assumed that by maintaining a strongnaktgganizational identity
(e.g., Tajfel and Turner, 2004 and Ashforth and Mael, 1989), the identities and idanohBoof
individual organizational members would naturally follow; in other words, irmadadentity
were unwittingly conflated by scholars. Alvesson argues that this unwagsigmption is
problematic; to counteract the problem, he proposes a distinction between organimiitiigl
(internally-perceived) and organizational image (externally-pegdgj facilitating the study of
the relationship between the two. For instance, the now-visible distinction atiotir fstudy
of how an organization’s external image can cause the organization to alter atsaaefjpdns or
processes, actions which in part help define the organization’s intereatlgiped identity. The
resulting organizational identity would be what Gioia et al. call an adaptingtide

Jane E. Dutton and Janet M. Dukerich (1991), in their influential article “Keeypiritye
on the Mirror: Image and Identity in Organizational Adaptation,” use astadg of the New
York and New Jersey Port Authority as a platform from which to explore organizatiage
and its effects on organizational identity by looking at “the processes bl etmweronments and
organizations are related over time” (p. 517). The article is credited(datcSchultz, 2004)
as offering the first empirical evidence of how organizational identityadlgtworks in a natural
context. Dutton and Dukerich find that the negative image of the Port Authority held by the

public — for instance, that the bus terminals were always filled with sleepingjésspeople —
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affected not only how the Authority acted, but how its internal stakeholders, likeyeagp|o
perceived its identity as an organization. Once the Authority took actions to clean up its
organizational image, in part by literally cleaning up its terminaésemployees’ perceptions of
the Authority’s organizational identity began to change for the better. famplyr Dutton and
Dukerich claim that “[p]atterns of actions in response to issues over tinte pegterns of
organizational action that in turn modify an organization’s environment” (p. 518). Foraastan
the organizational identity of EAS depends heavily on its membership, who in tutia esxemg
influence over the processes and actions taken by EAS in order to “enhance tre? wkifs
membership / state employees. One of these influenced actions and prectsse
collaborative review process of the writing group responsible for producin{s B&@sletter.

These very complicated (and complicating) concepts of identity — individoal gand
organizational — can be used to understand how the identity(ies) of small workgrowge inter
with, influence, and are influenced by the organization as a whole. Now that issilestiof
have been clarified a bit, we will try to understand more about collaborativegintthe
workplace. As in organizational identity, social context and interpersonaldtberalay
important roles in the process of collaborative writing in the workplace.

Collaborative Writing

What is meant by the term “collaborative writing”? Collaborative wri{l@@/) is not
limited to more than one person drafting text. CW encompasses a number of stéges or s
which can include planning, revising, editing, and reviewing, in addition to draftingpbut
necessarily in that order and not necessarily neatly. For instance, tndyy§the EAS review
and revise group, | did not examine the drafting of articles; instead, kefdcusthe messy and

recursive review process of the organization’s newsletter. Becausglkearalive writing is used
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in so many different disciplines, and consequently must be studied by disciplimésutitize
various research methodologies, some composition scholars have suggested that a “common
taxonomy” (Forman, 2004) should be created so that scholars from all disciplinatk Gardt

write about collaborative writing more clearly.

In her introduction to a 2004 special edition of the Journal of Business Communication

focused on collaborative writing scholarship, Janis Forman asserts thatreicdaxonomy is
crucial for advancing multi/interdisciplinary research on collaboratiteng. In the same
edition of JBC Paul Lowry, Aaron Curtis, and Michelle Lowry’s (2004) article “Builglia
Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Collaborative Writing to Improve InterdiscigliRasearch
and Practice” “engages in a dynamically negotiated process witlseepaéves of the other
disciplines interested in collaborative writing” (gtd. in Forman, p. 34). L@wa}.’s purpose is
to establish a taxonomy so that these strands of thought can speak the same.laRgenatken
the current situation in CW research to cancer researchers from ditfeseptines (like
medicine, biology, dietetics, etc.) trying to use different terms — the fesulld certainly
impair the interdisciplinary cancer research community’s abilitytialcoratively discuss and
treat cancer problems” (p. 68). So, they write, “Much can be gained by building dretigtls
of each area, through a common discourse, to create interdisciplinary solutiogsstogp€CW
issues” (p. 69). Because this dissertation could be considered a multidisgiglugy, and in
light of the many possible definitions of collaborative writing, | will provide amoe of
some of these possible definitions, paying particular attention to the typetabbcalive
writing relevant to this study.

For the purposes of this particular research situation, Lowry et al.’s ame Jadédegher

and Robert E. Kraut’s (1994) definitions are used. These scholars offer salitlatefifor the
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main activities undertaken by the review and revise group at EAS: reviewing\asidg.

Lowry et al. define reviewing as “[h]aving a participant or an editor read andaa@miacument
draft sections for content, grammar, and style improvements (Galegheaug, K994)” (qtd. in
Lowry et al., p. 82). Revising is “[r]lesponding to review comments by making chante
draft that reflect the review comments (Galegher and Kraut, 1994). RgMsised over editing
to distinguish this activity more clearly from copyediting and from the editprocess of
reviewing” (gtd. in Lowry et al., p. 82). Both of these activities — reviewaimdj revising — are
performed by the EAS review and revise group during the study.

Allen, Atkinson, Morgan, Moore, and Snow’s (1987) article, “What Experienced
Collaborators Say About Collaborative Writing,” is one of the earliest and nfasgntial
survey studies in collaborative writing. The group undertook their study oboddliive writers
as a response to what they perceived as the lack of research specificeigdfon collaborative
writing in the workplace; previous studies, they say — studies which include Eesgey and
Thomas Miller’'s (1982) survey of professionals who write and Lee Odell and Gboswami’s

(1985) oft-cited collection Writing in Nonacademic Settirgsnly resulted in “fragmentary and

unfocused” (p. 70) information about collaborative writing.

Allen et al.’s (1987) study finds that forms of collaboration vary by group: ariheps
they studied reported that planning was done collaboratively, as were revisiontargd ddie
majority of groups — 10 out of 14 — reported that drafting was always done individ{sthyne
respondents reported that attempts at group drafting produced only frustration). ('he most
common approach to drafting, Allen et al. find, was for groups to split up drafting tasks
according to areas of expertise or familiarity. Another common approach involved miaey

draft writer whose draft was produced as a result of group planning; the draftenagviewed
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by the other individuals in the group, then revised and edited collaboratively. HadceAdE
studied the review and revise group at EAS, they would have found a similar cailedora
process: group planning, individual drafting, individual and group copyediting, individual
review, and group revision and review, with various duties divided by expertise aafdawil

Many other scholars examine the various stages and incarnations of CW. Foejnstanc
Odell (1985) studies the “collaborative planning of a document that is drafted asetirbyian
individual” (p. 250); Stephen Doheny-Farina (1986) looks at “individual planning and drafting of
a document that is revised collaboratively” (p. 159); James Paradis, DatwithPand Roger
Miller (1985) study “a supervisor’'s assignment of a document that is resédaand drafted by a
staff member, but carefully edited by the supervisor” (p. 282). Rodney Rice and Jalaylug
Jr. (1994) define collaboration as “any writing performed collectively by nhare dne person
that is used to produce a single text; anatiting as any activity that leads to a completed
document, including brainstorming or idea generating, gathering researchnglandi
organizing, drafting, revision, and editing” (p. 163). Rather than approaching coliadorat
writing holistically, each of these studies considers different staghe @fhole process —
collaborations in invention, planning, drafting, revision, and editing — any of which can be used
as a locus for study. Using a word like “stage” does not imply, however, that catlabor
writing is a step-by-step process; it is recursive, and each stags bieeothers at different
times.

Not all collaborative writing is performed in writing, however. Lisa Ede and Andrea

Lunsford’s landmark Singular Texts/Plural Auth¢t990)provides further evidence that group

writing could — and does — take place in different writing stages (likesboaming, planning,

and editing). The pair define group writing as “any writing done in collaboration with one or
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more persons”; by “writing” they meamfy of the activities that lead to a completed written
documenf{including] written and spoken brainstorming, outlining, note-taking, organizational
planning, drafting, revising, and editing” (p. 14, italics mine). These additions of rib@&Aw
text as part of CW are important, because studies have consistently shown that muc
collaboration is done orally (Dobrin, 1985; Kleimann, 1993; Selzer, 1983; Spilka, 1990). This
was the case with the EAS review and revise group. In fact, orality playgeaand pivotal role
in most collaborative writing, as will be discussed further in a few paragrap

Some definitions of collaborative writing emphasize a role the group takesanpe
For instance, Deborah Bosley (1989) defines collaborative writing as “twoi@ people
working together to produce one written document in a situation in which a tgices
responsibilityfor having produced the document” (p. 6, italics mine). Allen et al. (1987)
describe collaborative writing as “collaborators producing a shared documeringnga
substantive interactioabout that document, and shardegision-making power and
responsibilityfor it” (p. 70, italics mine). Galegher and Kraut (1994) characterize colkamora
writing by “negotiation,” “consensus,” “division of labor,” “coordination,” and Gkegion of
guestions” (p. 113). These definitions take into consideration not only the actual writing
processes, but the human interactions as well. Collaboration is not just that twe qeoae
write or produce a document; true collaboration includes an interweaving of indsvidaeked
by interaction and shared responsibility.

When a group works together over a period of time, particularly when the group
members must interact with each other often and share responsibility éok @aneduct (like a
text), a distinct workgroup culture develops. Edgar Schein (1996) defines orgarakatilture

as “the set of shared, taken-for-granted implicit assumptions that a group rtbltisia
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determines how it perceives, thinks about, and reacts to its various environments” (p. 236).
Social scientists Terrence E. Deal and Allan A. Kennedy (1983) define caditireternalized
values, attitudes, knowledge, and ways of acting that are shared” (p. 499)dé¢le£1985)
defines culture as “widely shared attitudes, knowledge, and ways of operatiBg0jp.As will
be shown later in this dissertation, these shared assumptions, attitudes, knowledggsasfd w
operating help tie together processes and identity. The processes of the gsouays of
operating or acting — reflect its culture; in turn, workgroup culture reflbet organization’s
values, attitudes, knowledge, and ways of acting/operating. Schein (2004) uajue group’s
culture actually defines that group, and “once we achieve a sense ofdgatityj [culture] is
our major stabilizing force” (p. 14). Therefore, it seems, a sense of organikatignaup
identity is first established, and the workgroup culture which then develops b#eysoup a
way of securing that organizational identity.

Such is not always the case, however. Kleimann's (1993) “The Reciprocal Réligtions
of Workplace Culture and Review” focuses on the review process in two departmiats of
United States General Accounting Office (GAO). Though located in the saiceliflding in
Washington, D.C., each department displayed a distinctly different culthie) Wleimann
concludes affected each department’s review process. While Kleimann dogsmpt &t
connect departmental review processes with the GAO’s organizationayideiseems
counterintuitive to think that two departments with completely different culturelsl both
reflect organizational identity. However, the GAO is an enormous goverfmesgucracy
which most likely displays a complex identity; perhaps both workgroup culturefleld this
complex identity. Bart Victor and John Cullen (1988) point out that, “[t]o the extant t

different subgroups within organizations have identifiably different climates, dimates likely
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indicate the existence of organizational subcultures” (p. 104). An organizationeaandrg
complex as the GAO is likely to support the existence of many subcultubes ivi EAS is
considerably smaller — fewer than 30 employees actually work together initdeebefiiding —
and so probably cannot support a great number of subcdltures
At any rate, Kleimann’s (1993) study does offer evidence that the cultungarkgroup
affects the processes and the products of the group. Kleimann identifies threspeats of
the review process that are influenced by a review group’s culturére‘different cultures of
individual divisions [in an organization] affect every aspect of the review @oltem the
structure of the process to the way reviewers frame their written comtaghésnumber of
written comments” (57). Three broad features characterize what Kleio#dls a collaborative
culture. According to her case study of two divisions at the GAO, collaborativessult
e Structure their review process using concurrent review, a flattened higraidely
available written guidance, and stipulated deadlines;
e Conduct face-to-face meetings to consolidate and/or reconcile comnrehts; a
e Use statements and questions in comments nearly half the time, emphasizing the
negotiative aspects of revision / review (pp. 62-67).
As will become clearer in later chapters of this dissertation, these wagkfgatures can in fact
be linked to organizational identity.
Social context has long been acknowledged by composition scholars as being aifluenti
for writing situations, particularly in collaborative workplace writ({@@ross, 1994; Ede and
Lunsford, 1990; Faigley, 1985; Kleimann, 1993; Odell, 1985; Paradis, Dobrin, Miller, 1985,

among others). Geoffrey Cross’s (1994) work Conflict and Collaboration: A Coatext

* That being said, later in this dissertation arrviewee named Tyler makes comments about thereliftes
between the climates of the different departmeiitisisvEAS.
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Exploration of Group Writing and Positive Emphasssbased on his study of the collaborative

writing processes of a Midwestern insurance corporation, to whictvés tiie name Auldouest.
Cross’s study focuses on the review and revise process — emphasizingaheosdext of the
process — for an executive letter to accompany the corporation’s annuél tdpdinds the CW
process to be flawed, resulting in a rhetorically flawed document, due in ktge fhe strict
hierarchical power structure of Auldouest and the silencing of voices from sonprgembers.
Cross identifies several factors, including many social factors, whichlmaeteither positively
or negatively to the review and revise process of the corporation’s executyve let

Like Kleimann (1993) found at the GAO, Cross (1994) finds that social contestsaffe
the review and revise process of the Auldouest insurance corporation. Maeyfattors which
make up the social context of the CW process seem to be related to the organizatibtyabfde
the corporation. For instance, Auldouest utilized a strict hierarchioalste in the corporation
as a whole, as well as in the smaller writing group. This hierarchgwidsnt even in the
physical layout of the building which housed the corporation; the three lowest ram&mgers
of the writing group, including the sole professional writer, were housed on theldbiraf the
building, while the five highest ranking members, including the CEO, were on thyetkinict
(the top) floor. The physical separation of the members of the group did not contribute
positively to the collaborative writing process. In fact, the hierarchinzcture and the
separation of the group members made it difficult for the group to engage in tesarga®cial
interactions which help construct writing.

The idea that writing is socially constructed is not new. Gregory Clark (1890), i

Dialoque, Dialectic, and Conversation: A Social Perspective on the FunctiontmioyV

characterizes the collaboration between readers and writers astit@ppats in the perpetual
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process of constructing the common knowledge that will support their colleéit/pli 10).
Communication itself is a collaboration that makes meaning which canlbetively held; in
fact, Clark asserts, “writers and readers use their ongoing exchamg¢satdllaboratively to
construct their collectivity” (pp. 10-11). He believes that “embedded in the astadhhg and
writing are fundamental human interactions, interactions that determide¢hgon of our
common experience” (p. 6). Charles Bazerman and James Paradis (1991 nhtiothetion to

their book Textual Dynamics of the Professions: Historical and ContemporaresStaidiriting

in Professional Communitiego even further than Clark. Writing is not only a socially

constructed action, but is actually a socially constructive one; “[tlextsaasalkcdynamic
entities” (p. 7), implying that texts help “cause” social context. “TéXdyaamics” refers to
the idea that written discourse is produced by a complex of social, cognitiveamated
rhetorical activities. In other words, interactions between group membeéisetween group
members and the text (that is, collaboration) help produce social knowledge. Cabaluehis
create a collective life.

By definition, collaborative writing requires that group members interabteeith other,
often in a variety of ways. For instance, while the members of the EAS ranckvevise group
did interact through written text, like margin comments, the bulk of their prosessspoken
text, or what | refer to as “oral exchanges.” Many scholars have foundtiyaiction among
writers comes in different forms. Jack Selzer (1983) uses the term “commainatdmming”
(p. 178) to name the “formal and informal conversations” which take place during abpifas
collaborative writing, but especially during planning. Faigley and Mill@r@82) survey
research indicates that “some sort of human interaction may be important to theipnoofuz

written text” (qtd. in Odell, 1985, p. 250). Clark (1990) characterizes the processooirsdis
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exchange” with the terms “dialogue,” “dialectic,” and “conversation.” digervation of EAS’s
review and revise group indicates that in their case at least, near-corstaation between the
core group members, usually in the form of oral exchanges, was crucialif@rtdoess. These
interactions make up a large and important part of this study.

Rachel Spilka, with a nod to Walter Ong, names these oral exchanges with a general
term, “orality.” In her article “Orality and Literacy in the Workp&g” Spilka (1990) defines
orality as conversation and spoken messages, as well as written forms wliobleespeech
(like emails or comments made in the margins of documents); literacy teferitten materials
(like drafts). She found that in the most rhetorically successfully situatiensbserved, orality
played at least four significant roles in the collaborative composing pr@2esgy was the
central means of analyzing multiple audiences, adapting discourse to mult@aces,
fulfilling rhetorical and social goals, and building and sustaining corporatgaeul Overall,
Spilka comments that not orally soliciting and listening to others’ viewpoinde macuments
weak in terms of purpose, audience, and cultural contexts. The EAS review andevise
used orality, or oral exchanges, to negotiate with each other to resolve revisicstisngge
Additionally, their oral exchanges seemed to provide a mechanism for flatteaihgerarchy
between group members. Many of their exchanges were based on solabiioegfeom other
group members and from written guidance like dictionaries or style guidesiill4e discussed
in a later chapter, their oral exchanges provide insights into how the group’s csiltur
manifested in group actions.

Chapter Conclusion
Three important, and useful, insights arise from the review of scholarship me#sech

collaborative writing and organizational identity. First, collaborativéingiin the workplace is
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a fact of life and happens at different types of workplaces, including acadgwernmental,
and corporate. Second, collaborative workplace writing occurs within a soetakg this
context influences both writing and writer. The third important insightrieghfrom reviewing
the existent literature is the realization that while connections haverbade between
workgroup culture and writing group processes, connections between collabo@tpdace
writing and organizational identity have not previously been made. In my stsiuywlhow
organizational identity trickles down into collaborative writing processes anttihaffects of
this trickle-down are, in terms of the document being produced, the workgroup producing the
document, and the organization as a whole.

In the next chapter, | describe my methods of collecting and analyzing evicdaied to
organizational identity and collaborative workplace writing processes. Taevdee collected

to discover how these elements were at work in EAS and the EAS review andjreuise
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Introduction
As noted in the previous chapter, the goal of this study is to gain insight into the
connections or relationships between organizational identity and collaborative agerkpiting
processes. In particular, the study examines the relationships or connedi@entieAS
employees’ perceptions of EAS’s organizational identity and the EAS randwevise group’s
review process and its culture. Because of the many disciplines encethpgdhis study —
composition studies, rhetoric, organizational behavior, and social psychology to reame h f
borrowed methods from several areas. The primary purpose of this Methods chepter i
explain what data were collected and why, as well as to explain how and whyaleedat
analyzed to provide evidence related to EAS’s organizational identity acall#gborative
workplace writing processes. Materials associated with theafipBoval of this study are
included in Appendix A.
Specifically, the data described in this chapter were gathered to ansviaiothiang
focused research questions:
e What is EAS’s organizational identity? What traits or features chamecteAS’s
identity?
e What values does EAS communicate through its official documents?
e Do EAS employees perceive those communicated values as charactsaisties of
EAS’s organizational identity?
e In what ways do EAS’s communicated values relate to the review and revise group’s

review processes?



¢ In what ways do the review and revise group, and its processes, contribute 0 EAS’
identity?
Description of Study Participants

The participants for this study were employees of the Employeestiatsa of the
State (EAS). An important distinction exists between the members of EAS and its employees.
For this study, | was not concerned with the 55,000 members of the associatiohdyuwitit
the paid staff and management who were employed by EAS, most of whom were located in one
office building in the state capital. A total of 34 people, including both staff andgeaeat,
were employed by EAS at the time of this study. Within the larger grougndésd as
employees, | focused on the smaller group of six employees who were invohexiewing and

revising the organization’s newsletter, The Inforpfer this study, the smaller group is referred

to as the review and revise group. | focused on the review of the newslettethathsay, a
memo or a letter, because it was not a one-day process; rather, the revessgedor The
Informerwere complicated enough to allow for interesting data to be gathered. Also, the
newsletter is a dynamic official document which is continuously written anditten, as
compared to a more stable official document like the mission statement arsBylaus,
studying the review processes for the newsletter allowed me to seéetite ef EAS’s
organizational identity on the document and on the workgroup producing the document.
The main focus of my field research at EAS was the study of the review\ase geoup
and its processes. Observation of review and revise sessions, including the stedgwbkions
themselves, form the basis of the case study presented in this disserthBaeviéw and revise

group was comprised of four core members who did the bulk of the work and two other

® Pseudonyms are used for the names of the orgamizis newsletter, and its employees.
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members. The core members of the review and revise group consisted of two peoplphdios
as editor-in-chief and managing editor made them directly respoifailitee newsletter, and

two associate editors who supported the two other core members with tasks ye@itoaog and
fact-checking. The other two group members were the organization’s legallcathtse
reviewed and approved article content from a legal perspective “so we dostiege’ and

EAS’s executive director, who had little direct input in revising or revigwiot whose opinion,
as the editor-in-chief stated, “always matters.” The role of each merhthe review and revise
group will be explored in more detail in Chapter 5: Presentation of DataiaagisBion of the
Review and Revise Group’s Culture.

The members of the review and revise group did not self-identify as such; tia¢ghe
boundaries of the review and revise group membership were created by mseedneher. The
editor-in-chief and managing editor were obvious choices for particigatgere the two
associate editors. The other two members — the executive director and ltceuegal — were
not as obvious. Only after some preliminary observations did the value of their aootsbu
become apparent. The major contribution of the executive director's came thevéebinning
of the production cycle of the newsletter. During a meeting in his offieegxbcutive director
met with the editor-in-chief and the managing editor to discuss the ctiatéat the upcoming
edition of The Informer (Details regarding the content list and its creation are included in the
next section.) Though the content list was created by the managing ethtarput from the
editor-in-chief, the list had to be approved by the executive director, thewdbggrhis
influence strongly felt before reviewing and revising even began. In additipptoveng the
content list, the executive director also contributes a column, “From the Desk ofeitiatite

Director,” to each edition of the newsletter. EAS’s legal counsel alsalmates a column,
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“Counselor's Comments,” to each edition of the newsletter. The counselodsaeuajribution

to the review of The Informeaegarded legal issues in terms of article content and word choices;
for instance, the counselor was consulted regarding whether “senior” or ‘dediligible” was

a better term for older or retired state employees.

The core members of the review and revise group, who also make up the
Communications Department, have a variety of professional and education backgrbemmigls
the Editor-in-Chief of the newsletter, has an undergraduate degree in Foffaiigs ffom the
University of Virginia and a Masters degree in Government from Johns Hopkinsr&ityive
Before coming to work for EAS five years prior to this study, she spent yeamg in military
and government service. The Managing Editor of the newsletter, Elaire baslergraduate
degree from a Midwestern university, and had experience in journalism and contiaosica
before joining EAS seven years prior to this study. Melissa, the news&tthrértising
Manager, and Cassie, its Associate Editor, both have undergraduate degrdesdrom
universities. Melissa served as an intern for EAS before she was hireghpetiy, just a
couple of years before this study. Cassie had experience in communications, arfidwfcboee
members of the review and revise group, had been employed by EAS the longest -nabout ni
and a half years.

Data Collection and Rationale

Several types of data were gathered. Below is a list of what was colletiedet! by

more detailed descriptions of the data, the data collection process, and theer&iooallecting

the data.
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e All hard copy and electronic margin comments made by the members of the
review and revise group (text-only content and designed proofs) to The Informer
articles;

e one year’s worth of The Informarticle topics;

e “peripheral’ documents, including past and current content lists, the publication
schedule for The Informea review cover sheet used in the review process, a
publication review guideline sheet, and EAS'’s mission statement, Bylams
official history as provided on its website;

e survey data regarding EAS employees’ perceptions of EAS’s organizational
identity, using an online survey program;

e observations of review and revise sessions, including digital audio recordings and
my handwritten field notes;

 observation of content listeview meeting, including digital audio recording and
my handwritten field notes;

e structured interviewsto follow-up the online survey, including digital audio
recordings and my handwritten field notes; and

e informal interviews, in person and on the telephone, with members of the review
and revise group, including digital audio recordings and my handwritten field

notes.

® Copies of the review cover sheet and the pubticatview guideline sheet are included in AppersiBeand C,
respectively.

" An example of a content list is included in Appirid.

8 The interview protocol is included in Appendix E.
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Hard Copy and Electronic Margin Comments

Documents in various stages of reviewing and revision were collectedwofat the
study of the types of revisions made to the newsletter articles. Thetsnafarticles for the
newsletter were written individually by the members of the review ansergvoup; the
members were guided by a content list, which is described in detail lates chépter. The
remaining articles were written by other members of EAS accordifgitointerests and
expertise. For example, one article about the state health plan was writthenEPAS member
who is the state health plan network operations manager. The first set of dodinbents
reviewed and revised were drafts of text-only article content for TThener, in both hard copy
and electronic format. All four core members of the review and revise grougeditbein-
chief, the managing editor, and both associate editors — reviewed the content ane\iaene
suggestions on the drafts; throughout this dissertation, | refer to these coramén#sgin
comments.” Each of the core members individually revised the text of alltitiesaduring the
first round of review and revision. The reviewers brought their edited copiesgedbied round
of reviewing, which was done face-to-face, with group members consulting eachegédreling
revisions. Two rounds were completed using only text. After the second round, the editor-in-
chief and the managing editor got together to reconcile all edits, resultinghgleadocument
ready to be sent to the designer in order to create a designed proof.

The managing editor sent the document containing the reconciled revisions to the
designer, whose services were outsourced. The initial designed proof took a féar tiagy's
designer to create, after which it was returned via email to the mareatiitng The managing
editor then printed out the proof and distributed the hard copies to the other core members of the

review and revise group and to the legal counsel. All members of the group, rextepti
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executive director, made more margin comments on the proof, often after icgnaith one or
more of the other group members. Two more face-to-face group review anolrseissions
took place after that, during which all four core members of the group worked colledigrati
revision and review; the legal counsel participated in one of these faceetetéew and
revision sessions. Three designed proofs were revised and reviewed., liveotalinds of
review and revise sessions were held.
The InformerArticle Topics and Rhetorical Purposes

| coded and analyzed the topics of previously published editions of The Informer
describing the types of stories published over the previous year. Looking eatletgpics and
the rhetorical purposes of the news items indicated what issues are immEAS® and helped
give me a sense of what | might be looking for in later observations. The poitd egsore
whether the rhetorical purposes of the news items put forth in The Infaynmeeof EAS’s
official documents, would reveal the values of EAS in practice, not only in employee
perceptions. The insights gained helped me craft survey questions to ascertiagr what
EAS as an organization seemed to value — as indicated by the types of prtitished in its
official newsletter — is similar to what employees perceived ambtd — as indicated by the

survey results. For instance, if The Infornsentained many articles that indicated its

responsiveness to the needs of the EAS membership, then one should be able to assume that the
EAS membership is valuable to the organization. EAS’s values as communicateghtan

official document, such as its newsletter, can be used to help determirgaitgational

identity. | categorized the article topics into five general categyageording to the rhetorical

purposes of each article. A more detailed discussion is provided in the next chapter.
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Peripheral Documents

One of the first steps in the process of publishing The Infowasrcreating the content
list, which is a guide for the editors regarding the articles and adveetisefor the upcoming
edition of the newsletter. The content list was drawn up by the managingaéditos
Informer, with limited input from the newsletter’s editor-in-chief. After tlomient list met their
approval, the managing editor and editor-in-chief brought the list to the exeduéewr for a
discussion of each potential article. While the creation and approval of the catteratylinot
be a strictly collaborative process, the creation — indeed, the very existenite-cohtent list
affects the rest of the process and so had to be considered. All of the contenniwsletter,
from articles to advertisements to scholarship announcements, is decided orthducogtent
list meeting. The meeting at which the content list was discussed and @desetite executive
director for approval was digitally audio recorded; the recording ates transcribed for
analysis.

Other peripheral documents were collected, including the publication schedulesfor
Informer, a review cover sheet, the publication review guideline sheet, and online documents
containing EAS’s mission statement, bylaws, and history. The publication sciedsilally
about 4-5 weeks from beginning to end; for instance, work on the May 2008 issue began March
24 and ended April 23. The short turn-around indicates the time-sensitive nature oflg® art
in the newsletter. Examining the review cover sheet, which is simply a sloeet affixed to the
draft being reviewed and revised, and the publication review guideline sheetfanstructions
detailing how the review process works, gave insights into some of the probessestr
during the review and revise sessions, though | did not use these documents direcyuidym

The publication review guidelines were not used by the review and revise group dwring thi
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study, because the group seemed to have followed the same procedures for so loeyg that t
simply knew what to do. Only one person in the review and revise group used the review cove
sheet — the legal counsel, Tim, who affixed the cover sheet to the final eetsadnis he made

to a proof of the newsletter. Even though the group did not need to refer to these publication
review documents during this study, the fact that written guidance isldeaieall review and

revise group members is a characteristic common among collaborativey\wgribups; this
knowledge — that the group may have collaborative characteristics — providedsum« for

my later inquiries into the culture of the EAS review and revise group.

The content of EAS’s mission statement, bylaws, and self-published history proate
only insight into EAS’s organizational identity, but also helped me shape questidine émline
survey. As with the analysis of newsletter topics and rhetorical purposes, theg®at
explore whether what was put forth in some of EAS’s official documents would shednigfn
values of EAS. The insights gained helped me craft survey questions to asgbdtier what
EAS as an organization seemed to value — as indicated by its mission stabgthaers, and
history — is similar to what employees perceived as valuable — as indigatezisurvey results.
For instance, if its bylaws state that communication between EAS staffidhEmbership is
one of EAS’s purposes, then one should be able to assume that communication is important and
valuable to EAS employees. In turn, the knowledge of what EAS employees vale esed
to help determine EAS’s organizational identity.

Online Survey

To ascertain how its employees perceive EAS’s organizational idemtionlme survey

program called Survey Monkey was used to create a password-protecterhelatrvey. After

a pilot test of the survey was performed, the final survey was administeatB4 EAS
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employees; 19 surveys were completed. Scholarly recommendations regastjnged
number of participants for survey research varies. Researcher MiRatamh (1990) goes so far
as to state that in qualitative inquiry, “there are no rules for sampfg8izZE84), though most
researchers say that a fifty percent response rate is accdpablee, 2001). The response rate
for this survey was 56%. With the permission of the communications director, who tha
editor-in-chief of The Informer obtained the email addresses of employees from the EAS
website. The communications director sent an email to employees tellinglbioermthe
research study and asking employees to participate in the online survey. Tvatelaysent a
follow-up email to employees stating who | am and why | was emailing @drthat the
survey was completely confidential; the email included a link to the survey ansveopa$o
access it. The survey remained open for three weeks; over the course of thedksckesent a
total of three emails to the EAS employees to encourage them to particifsesurvey and to
thank them for their participation.

The survey questions were constructed to elicit responses regarding thesssploy
perceptions of EAS’s organizational identity. As discussed in Chapter 2: Revi&shalbrship,
Albert and Whetten (1985) center their definition on the perceptions, or “claims,” of
organizational members. The writers assert that “an adequate stabémganizational
identity” will satisfy three main criteria: “claimed centralachcter,” “claimed distinctiveness,”
and “claimed temporal continuity” (p. 90); subsequent scholars refer to thedrsieoa as CED
— Central, Enduring, and Distinctive characteristics or attributes of aegaomal identity. The
entire survey instrument can be found in Appendix F.

The survey was organized into four general categories: demographic information,

guestions based on EAS’s bylaws, questions based on article topics from previous editi
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The Informer and questions which directly addressed the concepts of central, enduring, and
distinctive attributes of EAS.

The process of crafting the non-demographic survey questions began with the above
definition of organizational identity. Using Albert and Whetten’s (1985) CED asaefof
reference, | examined EAS’s mission statement and bylaws to find out tivimttas EAS
assigned to itself; | also analyzed the previous year’s Infotonfand out the rhetorical purposes
of articles EAS published. Details of these analyses are included in Chaptesdntation of
Data and Discussion of the Organizational Identity of EAS. The informatioargdtfrom
these three sources enabled the formulation of questions which would test whethewlaatd to
degree, the employee perceived EAS actually demonstrates the stdtateatt For example,
Question 4 of the survey asked, “[EAS’s] bylaws make statements about theeswpfiSAS].

In your opinion, how well does [EAS] accomplish these purposes?” Each statemeir tinede
bylaws regarding EAS’s purposes was listed, and the respondent wasogskiege tEAS’s
performance on a 5-point scale ranging from “Very Poorly” to “Very Wel “Don’t Know”

option was offered, as was a space for optional comments from the respondenbnQ&e8ti
were based on the analysis of The Infor@uicle topics. For example, Question 6 of the survey
asked, “As an organization, how consistently does [EAS] encourage [EAS] mesth#rs

and/or management to feel like owners of [EAS]?” Each of these categoeiedém staff,
management) was listed, and the respondent was asked to judge EAS’s performabgmion a
scale ranging from “Never” to “Always.” A “Don’t Know” option was provided,\@as a space
for optional comments from the respondent.

The final question of the survey directly addressed the concept of CED a#rilbut

reads, “For the final question, I'd like to know your perception of different attsomt
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characteristics of [EAS] as an organization. As well as you can, pleasgepaovord or phrase
which, in your opinion, best answers the following:” These open-ended questions wiat iSW
the central characteristic which helps define [EAS]? (In other wordsuy ifoak away [blank],
[EAS] would not be [EAS].)”; “What characteristic of [EAS] has endured siB&&S[s]
beginning and will continue into the future?”; and, “What characteristic of [ESAdique? (In
other words, what distinguishes [EAS] from other organizations?)”. Each questiotegaravi
blank space for the respondent to enter the word or phrase of his or her choice.
Observation of Content List Review Meeting

| observed the sole content list review meeting; the observation includedsh aligiio
recording, recorded with the participants’ permission, and handwritten field Hotesntrast to
the review and revise sessions, the content list review meeting wasideatlarly. The
managing editor, the editor-in-chief, and the executive director were thatterglees of this
meeting, which took place in the office of the executive director. To help minimipeesgnce
at the meeting, so as not to impact the normal processes, | placed myself on@gatzealvall
of the executive director’s office, out of the direct line-of-sight of the @pants. The meeting
was held to discuss the content of the upcoming edition of The Infamdeto solicit the
approval of the executive director. The data collected from the meeting weereousbserve the
process of approving the content list and the interaction among the three group members
particular, | wanted to see if the opinions and expertise of the editors werelseconsidered
by the executive director. The observation was particularly important bexfaihrgelimited role

of the executive director in the review and revise sessions.
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Observations of Review and Revise Sessions

Five separate review and revise sessions were observed; the observatioesl inc
making digital audio recordings, recorded with the participants’ permission, adatiden
field notes. These sessions were, in a word, messy. At no time did the entiearedirevise
group meet in a single room for any period of time; rather, the offices of ththeditor-in-chief
or the managing editor served as the home base for the session, supplemented aflplosne c
emails to other group members, or by the other group members popping into the officenehere t
reviewing was taking place. For example, the first day of review andaev®ok place in the
office of the editor-in-chief and was broken into two separate sessions. Tlsesg®n
included the four core group members — the editor-in-chief, the managing editor, amd the
associate editors; the second session included the editor-in-chief and the madagmwith a
brief visit from one of the associate editors to clarify details of acleghe had written. Using
the field notes and transcribed recordings, | produced a text which | divided interdgsg Each
segment was analyzed in order to characterize the types of actiamstadik place during the
review and revise sessions. The segments were used to find evidence catagorized i
negotiation/discussion, advice-seeking, agreement/no discussion, and sharingabogaihiz
knowledge and experience. A more detailed discussion of these categorikslexdline a later
section of this chapter.
Interviews

Both structured and non-structured interviews were performed. Non-stdicture
interviews were done with the core members of the review and revise grastpoften during
the review and revise sessions. For example, if during a session one of the nseigdpested a

change for a reason which was not immediately clear to me, | simply &skezl/tewer for her
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reason(s) and noted her response. Occasionally after re-reading my obseaeldtiutds, |

would find | had questions about a procedure, a revision, or some other event which occurred
during the session. In those cases, | would telephone either the managing edéadmor-in-
chief to clarify.

Structured interviews were performed at EAS headquarters with three igrsbbdected
employees. After arranging with their supervisors for their time, limgtidually with each
employee in a conference room. The interviews were digitally audio recardedeae
supplemented by handwritten notes. The questions were designed to probe ahigterfto
the data collected from the survey. For example, one question designed to expéorauzimg”
element of EAS was, “Has (or how has) [EAS] changed over the time you have b&2n her
What has not changed? How do you feel about that? Is that consistent with other thirggs you s
at [EAS]? Could you elaborate on that?” A full list of interview questions iaded in
Appendix E.

Data Analysis

The following sections explain how the collected data were analyzed. Thasecdtizde
information gathered from an online survey, designed to measure EAS employeegtiperof
EAS’s organizational identity; the modes, frequencies, and content of mamgments written
during review and revision sessions; the topics from the previous yearmbifand transcripts
of oral exchanges between group members during face-to-face meetings.

Survey

The electronic survey program provided options for filtering survey responsesiincrde

find patterns in the data. Survey responses were provided as both percentagegiancidiss

for instance, 44.4% of respondents (8 people) expressed that EAS does “Well'neggaedi

39



endorsement and election of politicians who are supportive of state employeeserdpd
guestions which allowed respondents to provide their own word or phrase in response to a
guestion were analyzed using both percentages and frequencies; for instance, 72% of
respondents (13 people) used the word “members” or the phrase “state employeeasilie des
the central characteristics of EAS. The program also provided options for dowgloaslilts
into different formats; for this project, an Excel spreadsheet was used tazertfendata. The
program also provided options for expressing data results in graph form. These grajsesia
to present data in Chapter 4.
Margin Comments

To analyze the reviewing and revision comments written on the articlelzedithe
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), a widely-asisticstl software package.
SPSS helped create a cross-index of measures. Each comment was identified by

e Round Number: Informearticles underwent five separate rounds of review; the
number of the review round indicated which round the particular article fell
under;

e Reviewer: a code number indicated the name of the review and revise group
member responsible for the comments on the particular draft; these numbers were
based on the member’s hierarchical position within the review and revise group;

e Draft Number: each article was assigned a unique identifying code number;

e Writer: the writer of each article was assigned an identifying codeber, based
when appropriate on the writer’s hierarchical position within the review and

revise group; and,

40



¢ Comment Modes: each margin comment written on the draft was noted; comment
modes were Statement, Question, Direct Change, and Non-Word Symbol.

For this project, “comment” is defined as any mark written on the draft byewewi
My categorization of modes was verified by a third-party rater to providerattarreliability.
The modes are based on the work of Susan Kleimann (1993) in her study “The Reciprocal
Relationship of Workplace Culture and Review.” Using SPSS, | was able to pitechs such
as which reviewer made the most comments, how many edits were direct chadggbea
guestions. Such information, according to Kleimann, provides an indication of the influence of
social context, including organizational identity, on the process of review.
Oral Exchanges

To analyze the content of oral exchanges made during the review and revess proc
created categories to organize the transcribed data from my observationsooitéime lcst
review meeting and the five review and revise sessions. Some categaaesuggested by my
initial analysis of the topics from the previous year’s InformEne data collected from the
review and revise sessions were used to find evidence of negotiation / discussi@a, advic
seeking, agreement / no discussion, and sharing organizational knowledge anthexp&se
Kleimann (1993) suggests, these categories represent charastefisticollaborative review
process (pp. 65-68). Negotiation and discussion are an outgrowth of frequent meetinggs amon
group members (Kleimann, 1993); advice-seeking is a form of respectmagteleno discussion
illustrates where the group members mutually understand what changes shoaldehsharing
organizational knowledge and experience is termed by Kleimann as “contributoriisexpe
which she defines as “the individual’s knowledge of some aspect of the assignmént...[or

previous experiences” (p. 68).
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To analyze the transcripts of the oral exchanges, | divided the text into wehat |

“segments.” The parameters of a segment are determined by a topicaisiag discussed, then

resolved in some way. For instance, a segment may begin with one group menmggfoaski

another’s opinion on a word choice. The person responds with his or her opinion, the asker

accepts the answer, and the speakers move on to another topic. A third-party rated was use

help provide inter-rater reliability. The purpose of each segment was detdramd categorized

into one of the following:

Negotiation / Discussion: discussion among members of the review and revise
group in which different options were expressed, the pros and cons were
discussed, and a best solution was chosen by the group members;
Advice-Seeking: advice was sought by a member of the review and revise group;
often, the advice was sought on the basis of specialized expertise, like an
understanding of legal issues or a knowledge of grammar; sometimes the asker
simply needed a second opinion on a minor issue (“Does this look right?”);
Agreement / No Discussion: group members agreed with no discussion or
negotiation, or an option was chosen (usually by the higher-ranking member) with
no discussion of different options; and,

Sharing Organizational Knowledge or Experience: group members used their
knowledge of the organization (EAS) or past experience with the organization to
solve a problem, or a group member specifically asked to learn something about

the organization.
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Chapter Conclusion

As noted in the introduction to this chapter, the data collection and analysis were
designed to provide insight into what | might call, borrowing from Kleimann (19883), t
“reciprocal relationship” between organizational identity and workpladengmprocesses. To
further explore these relationships, in Chapter 4 | establish the chistacfeatures of EAS’s
identity and the values that EAS communicates through its official documerés. elxalore
EAS employees’ perceptions of those communicated values as charadtatsties of EAS’s
identity. In Chapter 5 I look at the ways in which EAS’s communicated valuessand it
organizational identity relate to the review and revise group’s review pex;eand | examine

the ways in which the review and revise group and its culture contribute to EASIity/ident
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CHAPTER 4: PRESENTATION OF DATA AND DISCUSSION OF EAS’S
ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY
Introduction
This chapter discusses the organizational identity of the Employee<iaso of the
State (EAS). The driving question of this chapter is, “What is EAS’s orgamaatdentity, and
how can it be characterized?” A two-pronged approach was used to understand the
organizational identity of EAS: employees’ perceived organizational idemdycommunicated
values in the form of official documents. An examination of two official EAS documetis
organization’s bylaws and mission statement — was conducted, as was ais ahakgs/ious
editions of the newsletter The Informein online survey was administered to the
organization’s employees to ascertain their perceptions of various aspbet®aganization; in
addition, structured interviews with three EAS employees were conductedblidfshg EAS’s
organizational identity is the first step in making visible the connections bettve
organization’s identity and the ways in which EAS’s organizational identityeinces or
otherwise relates to the processes of the collaborative review of istettewy The Informer
An Important Distinction — Members and Employees
In the study of organizational identity, organizational members are theahte
stakeholders of identity; in this study of EAS, its organizational memberts amployees. To
avoid confusion between the terms “organizational member” and “a person who iameém
EAS,” | make a distinction between threembershipf EAS and itemployeesr organizational
members More than 55,000 members belong to EAS, making it the largest independent public
employees’ association in the nation. As a labor association, EAS rdieitylon the unpaid,

voluntary work its membership performs on behalf of the organization, work which includes



everything from serving hot dogs at an employee appreciation picnic to meétirgjate
legislators on the opening day of the General Assembly.

This study is not directly concerned with thembershipf EAS but rather with the staff
who areemployedoy EAS; the study of EAS’s organizational identity focuses on the pesnsepti
of those paid employees of EAS. When | refer to the “membership” of EASrdfarring to
the dues-paying state employees who have joined the association; the tiogatizeembers of
EAS are referred to as “employees.”

What is “Organizational Identity”?

As noted in Chapter 2, the definition of organizational identity | am using is the
foundational one offered by Stuart Albert and David A. Whetten (1985). Their definition is
based on the idea of claimed features of central character, distinctivertessnaoral
continuity. The concept is usually referred to as CED: central, enduring, &ndtolie features
of organizational identity. The answer to “Who are we as an organization?” niilistifuhree
criteria (pp. 264-265). In the discussion that follows, | use Albert and Whettensptsd
CED to identify and examine the characteristics of EAS’s organizatimewtity as manifested
in its official documents (mission statement, bylaws, newsletter) anuetheptions of EAS
employees.

EAS History, Mission Statement, and Bylaws

To begin answering the question, “Who is EAS as an organization?,” | first looked at i
history, its mission statement, and it bylaws. The history of an organizatgolaviously,
provide insight into what characteristics have endured over time. A set aishytavides an
organization with rules to govern its internal affairs; bylaws refleetunique values of an

organization. An organization’s mission statement is also unique. A mission statame
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provide information about an organization, information which provides insights into central,
enduring, and distinctive characteristics of the organization. A missiomstatean “reflect an
organization’s purpose, function, and primary reason for existing...build and communicate
company values over periods of time...[and] distinguish an organization from others of éhe sam
type” (Alred, Brusaw, Oliu, 2003, p. 332). The following sections further examine these
elements — EAS’s history, bylaws, and mission statement — offering smtextcfor the survey
guestions.

Highlights’ from EAS History

EAS'’s current executive director has served in his position for nearly tes) gedrhas
focused much of his effort on making EAS more politically effective. Foamast, according to
the EAS website, in 2005 EAS began its Member Action Team (MAT) in “an éf@rhpower
members for lobbying, leadership and recruitment. MAT activities include ldénppnd
grassroots lobbying efforts such as phone calls and letters to legisldto2006 the
Association’s longtime focus on retired state employees yieldedsit$eetiree Director. In
2008 the Association’s political action committee — called EMPAC for Empdolyestical
Action Committee — became the™tost-powerful PAC in the nation.

The history of EAS points to several important enduring traits at the hehet of t
organization. For instance, the development of the MAT suggests that both politicahactivi
and member involvement are essential to the values of the organization. The sineggthe
EMPAC also indicates that political influence, an important reason for the founding of
organization, has become even more important to EAS over time. The organization’s focus on

its membership has remained steady since its inception, but a concentrated attend to

° For a more thorough treatment of EAS history, gdesefer back to Chapter 1.
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retirees’ needs and interests is reflected in the fact that EA®d=@@iosition for a Retiree
Director.
Mission Statement and Bylaws

EAS’s mission statement reads as follows: “[EAS] is committed to pinogeand
enhancing the rights and benefits of current, retired and future state esggplos with any
organizational mission statement, EAS’s purpose, function, and primary reasristiogeare
expressed. EAS’s stated reason to exist is to work for not just EAS memberkstaté al
employees. The statement succinctly expresses that EAS valuengbétgees.

The concepts in its mission statement are central to the organizationdy idEBAS.
Though when asked, none of the employees surveyed or interviewed had tha stasiment
memorized, many of the participants’ comments seem to capture the flakersthtement. It
seems they captured this flavor by reflecting on what seemed pervasive thrahgirout
experience with EAS, rather than having specific knowledge of the mission esthtefs |
observed during my time at the EAS headquarters, the idea that the EAS nigmbers
important is something that is actually talked about in the EAS officeggétniginely a part of
the work culture at EAS.

Article Il of EAS’s Bylaws reads as follows:

Article II: Purpose. The purposes of [EAS] are: 1.1 to promote the best inemdsts

welfare of current, retired and future employees of the State of [xx], 1.2 taerovi

information to the membership, 1.3 to provide a forum for the discussion of ideas and
problems, 1.4 to facilitate communication among employees of the State of [xx, 1.5t
promote the professionalism of the employees of the State of [xx] in order to provide

effective and efficient programs and services to the citizens of [xx]. In the
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accomplishment of the above purposes, [EAS], with the approval of the Convention, shall
be able to affiliate with like-minded organizations.
This Atrticle is only part of the EAS bylaws, chosen because it specifaddlisesses the
purposes of EAS. Its own official rules require EAS to work for all state engdppet only
EAS membership, including promoting their best interests and promoting poofssn, and
require EAS to communicate with state employees and its membership, includirdargrovi
information and providing a forum for discussion. The responses of EAS employees to the
survey questions based on the EAS mission statement and bylaws help show whether the
organization has successfully, in the eyes of its employees, met the gbplsjaoses laid out in
these two official documents. As will become clear in Chapter 6: Analyssmportant for the
strength of the organization that employees buy-in to the organization’swooated values as
put forth in these official documents.
Focus of InformeiTopics
Another official publication of EAS is its membership-directed newsles with any
news publication, the topics of the EAS newsletter offer insight into what the zagani
values. An analysis of the previous year’s publications revealed that theaongidsetorical
purposes of news items in The Infornceuld be broken into different categories, which | coded
as ELECT, INNER, NEEDS, OWNER, and PUB POL.
e ELECT: Trying to get employee-friendly political candidates etktbethe state
General Assembly and to the federal Congress (Bipartisan)
Example: The article “EMPAC Endorsements Announced: Vote in Five [EAS]
Members on Nov. 7” announces the candidacies of five EAS members for state

congressional offices and endorses all five candidates.
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INNER: Informing members about the inner workings of EAS (i.e., what
leaders/employees are doing, what types of events EAS leader&adangit

contact information for EAS leaders/staff)

Example: The article “Staff Aligned for Member Action, Stronger [EAS]
Operations” says that in response to EO™,Gfe EAS Executive Director
rearranged some EAS staff and created the Member Action Department (a
combination of what were formerly called the Membership Services Department
and the Political Department).

NEEDS: lllustrating EAS’s responsiveness to the needs of state emmplayd

EAS members (i.e., information about healthcare, retirement, members discounts,
state employee pay)

Example: In his article “Temporary’ Solution Needed,” EAS’s legal counsel
discusses aspects of a case in which temporary state employees arghetiy
have gotten the same benefits as permanent state employees begawsekin:

for the state longer than a year; EAS’s legal counsel supports the employees,
saying that temp workers who work long-term should get the same benefits as
permanent employees.

OWNER: Encouraging a sense of member ownership and loyalty (i.e.,

transparency in EAS decisions and leadership, soliciting ideas and feedback from

19 Executive Order 105 was issued in response tacedeSenate bill. The bill read in part, “All Statstitutions,
departments, bureaus, agencies, or commissiorlpshait representatives of a domiciled employeessociation
that has at least 40,000 members, the majorityhaimivare current State employees, reasonable dccigss
facilities and employees for the purposes of mesitipirecruitment, member consultation, and to afiember
benefits, including insurance products.” The bikped both houses overwhelmingly (House: 84 ay2abs;
Senate: 46 ayes / 1 no), but the governor vetoétkitater issued Executive Order 105, which redube required
number of members to 2,000 with at least 500 gatployees. This decision strengthened EAS’s clsattce
engage in collective bargaining with the state,ibateased EAS’s competition among public sectoora
organizations.
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members, highlighting members’ and districts’ accomplishments and iastivit
showing appreciation for members)
Example: The item “[EAS] Salutes Awards for Excellence Employers/iges
photos and brief bios of state employees who received the Award for Excellence.
e PUB POL: lllustrating EAS'’s effectiveness in influencing public poliog atate
laws
Example: The article “Executive Order 105: Collective Bargainingst Step”
explains why EAS supports EO 105, specifying that “Paragraph three of the order
contains ‘meet and confer’ language allowing state employee assosiatith
2,000 members, 500 of whom are state employees, the right to ‘meet annually
with representatives of the Governor regarding issues of mutual concern prior to
the annual convening of the General Assembly.” EAS had fought for years to
secure the right of state employee associations to meet and confer teith sta
officials.
Items which were analyzed included articles, photos with cutlines, and membee-se
announcements (member discounts for theme park tickets or insurance, scholarship
opportunities, district fundraisers, contact information for EAS and state seatie);
advertisements were not analyzed. Because some rhetorical overlapacsoime items were
coded with two categories. See Table 1: Frequency of Topics in The Inf@®0ér2007,

below, for details on the breakdown of topics.
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Table 1: Frequency of Topics_in The Inforn2606-2007

Topic Category # of ltems
ELECT 11
INNER 62
NEEDS 53
OWNER 126

PUB POL 49

The analysis was based on five editions of The Infopaélished during the 2006-2007
schedule, corresponding to the state’s General Assembly schedule. Tee t#otions of each
individual edition varied depending on the time of year. As can be seen below in Table 2:
Number of Articles per Section, aside from the unlabeled front page sections, which lgbvious
appear in every edition, only 3 sections appear in every single edition: Columrsnjognt
articles), Member Action (containing 30% articles and 70% photos with cutlares)

Retirement (containing articles). The fact that these sections appeistaahsseems to

indicate that member action (political activism, participation of membex$,amd retirees are
important values to EAS. The columns are written by the management (thiéexdaector

and legal counsel) and leadership (the President of EAS, who is a rank-and-fbemedsoted

by the EAS membership) of EAS, highlighting the importance of informing nearstetiders
about the inner workings and decision processes of the EAS organization. Other sppgans a
during appropriate times of the year; for instance, the legislatisen@ssection appears just
before an election in order to inform readers of important issues. The annual convesiimn s
appears just before and just after the EAS convention in order to let members kndhewhat
agenda is for the upcoming convention, and to publish details of what was accomplished at the
convention. The appearance of these sections seems to indicate that memhsatjmartsia

central value to the organization.
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Table 2: Number of Articles per Section

Section (In # of Editions) Total # of Articles
Front Page (5) 10

Member Action (5) 89

Public Policy (3) 19
Retirement (5) 26

Health Care (3) 9

Columns (5) 37
Legislative Resource (1) 3

Annual Convention (2) 14

General Assembly Session (1) 3

The fact that articles focused on OWNER, or encouraging member ownership and
loyalty, appeared twice as often as articles in the second most fregteggury (INNER)
illustrates how the organization tries to make the participation of membengralc
characteristic. Articles focused on INNER, or informing members about thewonleings of
EAS, and articles focused on NEEDS, or illustrating EAS’s responsivenesseetie of
members, also indicate the central importance of the EAS membership. Qimily $éwer
articles focused on PUB POL (illustrating EAS’s effectiveness lnenting public policy)
which seems to indicate that political influence is also central to EASititigde The smaller
number of articles focused on ELECT (trying to get employee-friendly caedidiected) could
indicate a lower interest in political action, but these types of articleallycappear in fewer
editions of the newsletter because of its publication cycle, which in turn is dependée
cyclical nature of elections. (In other words, ELECT articles appear dréy an election is
eminent.)

Survey Results
The analysis of EAS’s mission statement, bylaws, and Infotopécs provided some

insight into EAS’s communicated values. To find out the perceptions of EAS employees
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regarding the organizational identity of EAS, an electronic survey drasastered and focused
interviews were conducted with three EAS employees. Many survey questiendeveloped
using the bylaws and mission statement of EAS. More questions were developelydgpgna
the topics of stories published in the previous year (see Table 1: Frequency ofiff dpies
Informer, 2006-2007 above). The final question of the survey was based on Albert and
Whetten’s (1985) tripartite definition of organizational identity (CED). Thiewohg figures
provide the survey questions administered to EAS employees and their respongss to t
guestions.

Responses to Multi-Choice Questions

Question Set 1 was based on EAS’s bylaws, as shown below in Figure 1: Employee
Perception of EAS Purposes. An organization crafts a set of bylaws to proesi¢orgbvern
its internal affairs. | posed these bylaws-based questions to find out how EAS/eespliewed
the organization’s ability to put its communicated values into action. Becauseslarka
essential to an organization, the responses to Question Set 1 provide insights into s&8is of E
central characteristics, as perceived by its employees.

An interesting finding is that 100% of respondents believe that EAS does “welleor “
well” at promoting the best interests and welfare of both current and rstatedemployees,
indicating that EAS employees see state employees as a centratatistia of the organization.
Findings are mixed in regard to how well EAS communicates with its mempetisbiugh the
majority of respondents believe EAS performs “well” or “very well” when praxgdnformation
(63%) and providing a forum for discussion (58%). However, there seems to be some
disagreement as to how well EAS facilitates communication among stpteyees, with a

majority of respondents (58%) indicating EAS does only “okay” or even “poorly” angl “ve
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poorly” on this issue. These mixed results seem to indicate that although EASatneseghe
interests of state employees to the state’'s General Assembly -i@padttivity — EAS does not
do as well communicating with and among membership, which could imply a lack of focus on
hearing the voices of its membership. This may also indicate that EAS emplguld like to

see better communication between the organization and its membership.
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Figure 1: Employee Perception of EAS Purposes

[EAS's] bylaws make statements about the purposes of [EAS]. In your
opinion, how well does [EAS] accomplish these purposes?
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Question Sets 2-5 were based on the analysis of topics from the previous year’s
edition of The Informer The analysis of Informdppics suggested that EAS wants to respond to
the needs of its membership and of state employees, or at least wants to agspanthto
those needs. | posed these topics-based questions (Question Sets 2-5) torsegadftae
correlation between what EAS appeared to value, indicated by what EAS publigkes i
newsletter, and what EAS employees perceived regarding how EAS actuadliespel he
responses to the following four question sets provide insights into how EAS empleyeeise
EAS’s central and distinctive characteristics.

As shown below in Figure2: Employee Perception of EAS Responsiveness, thiymajor
of respondents believe that EAS is “always” or at least “often” respwisithe needs of state
employees (current, retired, and future); however, there seems to be ightn@istonnect
between the perceptions of how state employees are treated compared to ho® the EA
membership and EAS employees are treated. To be fair, the majoritpafidests (more than
75%) do believe that EAS is responsive to membership and employees, but a faifibasity
percentage of respondents (about 20%) see that EAS is either “often not” or onltirfszshe
responsive to the needs of EAS staff including management. These resultsngbykthat
while state employees are certainly central and distinctive toE#&@anizational identity, less
attention is paid to membership and employee needs than some respondents believe should be

paid.
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Figure 2: Employee Perception of EAS Responsiveness (“NEEDS”)

[EAS] is responsive to the needs of...
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As shown below in Figure 3: Employee Perception of Member Ownership, Question Set
3 asked respondents for their perceptions of EAS’s efforts to encourage its nidondoedsits
employees to “own” EAS. EAS has, throughout its history, claimed to be a memiussr-dr
organization; the responses to this question set indicate EAS employee pasceggarding
how consistently EAS achieves this claim. The fact that a huge majoritypohents (more
than 80%) believe that the EAS membership is consistently encouraged tkefegiers of
EAS indicates the importance of members and their participation in the orgamizidtbwever,
there seems to be another disjunction regarding how consistently the EASas¢affiade to feel
like owners of EAS, illustrated by the large percentage of respondents (50%jingltbat EAS
“never,” “often [does] not,” or only “sometimes” does this. In contrast, only abisst of
respondents believe EAS never, often, or sometimes makes EAS managemiet dealérs.
One interpretation is that while members are a central charactefi&&S’s organizational
identity, its staff feel that perhaps they are not seen as being as ¢$3&iG as they should or
would like to be seen. There also seems to be the perception that management igeshtmura

feel like owners more often than staff are, implying that a power diffatentists.

1 At EAS, “management” includes administrators, lilepartment heads; “staff” includes workers like
receptionists, support personnel, and recruitensng others.
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Figure 3: Employee Perception of Member Ownership (“OWNER?”)

As an organization, how consistently does EAS encourage EAS members,
staff, and/or management to feel like owners of EAS?
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As shown below in Figure 4: Employee Perception of EAS Transparency, Questibn Set
asked respondents for their perceptions of EAS’s efforts to provide information nggigsdi
“inner workings” to its membership and employees and to both current and retieed stat
employees. Not only do the topics_of Infornagticles suggest EAS’s concern with providing
such information, but so do EAS’s bylaws. The responses to this question set indicate EAS
employee perceptions regarding how consistently EAS actually provides atimnnon its inner
workings.

Because EAS works for the best interest of state employees, one mighedkat
transparency — an act which enables people to make better informed decidiarigch
indicates a level of respect for information recipients, EAS membernssstently provided
by the organization to its members and employees. The large majority afrgplByees who
responded to this question set say that they believe EAS “often” or “alwaystgsovi
transparency to current (69%) and retired (79%) state employees, to thedaiisership (78%),
and to EAS employees (both staff (95%) and management(89%)). However, atimgteres
disjunction is evident when comparing the perceptions of transparency provided to the EAS
membership. Though the majority believes EAS provides information about itsnuariengs
to the membershj22% of respondents seem to think that EAS is not doing as well as it should,
perhaps, in being a transparent organization. The doubt expressed by some EASesmploye
could indicate a perception that the membership is not as well-respectedoagdtiese and that

members should be better informed about how EAS is operated.
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Figure 4: Employee Perception of EAS Transparency (“INNER”)

EAS provides information about its inner workings (i.e., what leadership is
doing and why, how EAS operates, where budget money goes, etc.) to...
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As shown below in Figure 5: Employee Perception of Political Influence, Qnéxtt 5
asked respondents for their perceptions of EAS’s efforts to gain and wield patiiicahce.
Since its beginning, EAS has claimed it provides a voice for state employpesiady
regarding pay and benefits. Because the state legislature must appeengiayee pay and
benefits, EAS must cultivate relationships with elected officials. Thmnses to this question
set indicate EAS employee perceptions regarding how well EAS is adutéutally influence
public policy and elect state employee-friendly politicians.

Generally speaking, EAS employees believe that EAS does “well” oy ivelt” at
influencing public policy and electing politicians who are supportive of stateogegd, and in
working with other politically-minded organizations (like the SEIU). Howevee]atively large
percentage of respondents (about 35%) believe that EAS does only “okay” or “paorly” a
influencing state politics, possibly indicating that EAS employees think thainagi@n could or
should do more to effectively influence public policy or electing friendly paitis. This result
could also indicate that EAS employees simply do not feel heard by politiciahaf @atior

issues are not important to the state’s publics.
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Figure 5: Employee Perception of Political Influence (“ELECT” and “FR{")

Regarding EAS's political aims, how well does EAS...
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As shown below in Figure 6: Employee Perception of Employee and Member Treatment
Question Set 6 was designed to find out how EAS employees perceive their trdatiment
organization. EAS claims to exist for state employees and the EAS memberstopk for
their benefit, but how well does the organization treat its own employees? The esdpaihés
guestion set provide insight into whether EAS’s claims about supporting state warekers
consistent with its treatment of its own workers.

The majority of respondents think that EAS does “well” or “very well” at showing
appreciation for the staff (53%) and the membership (66%) of EAS. However,fecamgni
percentage thinks that EAS only does “okay” or even “poorly” or “very poorly” at isigowe
appreciation. This possible disjunction could indicate that EAS employees arkeast &tel,
underappreciated. This perception seems ironic for an organization whose putpgsensote
the best interests and welfare of state employees. More disturbingasthigat 50% of EAS
employees think EAS is only “okay” at including staff in organizational d@tss a result which
again indicates that employees feel underappreciated or ignored. Similer caa be found
regarding the soliciting of opinion from EAS staff and membership — 39% think EASodbe
“okay” at this. This result also could be interpreted as staff and membershipdrened by
the organization.

The fact that about 32% of those surveyed felt that EAS performed only “okay,”
“poorly,” or even “very poorly” in regard to including the EAS membership in orgéoizal
decisions seems to point to a possible disjunction between the enduring and distinctive
characteristics of member ownership of and involvement in EAS. Employeescstenk the

membership is not, perhaps, as centrally involved in the organization’s decisiorsoasditoe.
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Figure 6: Employee Perception of Employee and Member Treatment

In your opinion, how well does EAS...
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Responses to Open-Ended Questions

The final set of questions from the survey required respondents to provide their own
comments rather than choosing from multiple options. The instructions for this queation r
“For the final question, I'd like to know your perception of different attributedaracteristics
of EAS as an organization. As well as you can, please provide a word or phrase whoah, in y
opinion, best answers the following:” The sub-questions are listed below.

When asked, “What is the central characteristic which helps define EAS? (in othe
words, if you took away [blank], EAS would not be EAS.),” 72% of respondents indicated that
its membership or state employees were the central defining @dratcof EAS. The
remaining 28% of respondents used other phrases to describe EAS’s centciénbaca
including “aggressiveness,” “personal agendas,” “unity,” “staff,” an@fidships between staff
and membership.”

When asked, “What characteristic of EAS has endured since EAS’s beginnindland wi
continue into the future?,” 72% of respondents indicated that members or stateeanmeye
the enduring characteristic of EAS. 31% of those respondents specificalipmEAS’s work
regarding benefits or equality for state employees. The remaining 2&%pondents used
more subjective concepts to describe EAS’s enduring characteristicslimgcthe phrases
“endurance to continue fighting,” “feeling of being an extended famitir@ feeling of being a
family,” “strength,” and “pride and respect.”

Several respondents to this subquestion indicated that EAS’s political lold#forig on
behalf of members are included as part of EAS’s enduring characteriséispori®lent

comments included “looking out for State Employees trying to get better lsgh&dtivists
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working together, advocates for members,” “it’s [sic] attempt to increasefits of its
members,” and “working for active state employee’s [sic] and retired merfibe

When asked, “What characteristic of EAS is unique? (In other words, what distiegjuis
EAS from other organizations?),” 56% of respondents indicated that members and state
employees were the distinctive characteristic of EAS. Of those resparig@ditspecifically
mention the large number of EAS members as being the distinctive charaadeiAS. 33%
of respondents used other phrases to describe EAS’s distinctive charastendticling
“decisions are made by members [of] the Executive Committee and Board offiG®}enot
the staff,” “Progressive,” “a family that fights to improve the futufd,fepresents both
management and labor,” “effective,” and “strength in numbers.” 11% of responuidintded
“not sure” or “nothing” made EAS unique.

Three respondents to this subquestion made comments regarding relationships. One
respondent indicated that the “rank and file staff interaction with membelre® characteristic
which makes EAS unique. Another indicated “the loyality [sic] from staff anmdbees” makes
EAS unique, while another mentioned “member participation.”

Taken as a whole, the responses to these open-ended questions indicate that the EAS
membership or state employees are the central, the enduring, and the distiattineedeEAS.
Other responses indicate that EAS employees feel a sense of perstnaktefzs between
employees and members; many respondents used words like “family” or pik@asastivists
working together” and “rank and file staff interaction with members.” This s&rs@ving
personal relationships seems to be a characteristic of EAS which is unique iacthaistAn
emphasis on personal relationships could indicate that EAS employees see tlasmuire

than just a job — they feel it is important for the organization to interact withatigeesnployees
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the organization was created to serve and that EAS does this better than other simil
organizations.
Interviews

Structured interviews were performed at EAS headquarters with three rgreldadted
employees; by “randomly-selected,” | mean that | ran my fingeindm¥ist of EAS employees
to select potential interviewees. The questiongre designed to probe a little further into the
data collected from the survey; the interviews gave me an opportunity to fgllaw any
qguestions | had regarding the results from the online survey. The three EAS @amploye
interviewed all worked in departments other than the Communications Departmiraughl
the employees were randomly chosen to be interviewed, | purposely eliminatetL@ications
Department employees from the interview pool because of my extensivetiotesamcluding
interviews, with those employees. | also eliminated from consideration theniiployees
based in locations far away from the EAS headquarters, as well as ersplayehom | had
personal acquaintances. The three interview participants were Rita,afygldfay.

Rita, a 16-year veteran of EAS, had worked for the state General Assemblyl 880w
In the early 1990s, she met a secretary for one of the state represgndiivéold Rita that
EAS was looking for a receptionist. Rita noted that compared to the Genenalbhssad
another state agency she had worked for previously, EAS possessed sevuactl/dist
characteristics. For one thing, EAS was “more family-oriented.” At qtlaees, she said, “you
did your job and went home.” Comparing EAS with other employees’ associatitams, Ri
confessed she didn’t know much about other organizations, but she felt that EAS “helps

members more than other [organizations] do,” because EAS is “member-driven.” ohlsea, w

12 A copy of the entire interview protocol is inclutim Appendix E.
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she felt that her work was appreciated; her perception was that other drgasidal not
appreciate workers: “[The employees] can say something [to emplofyether organizations]
but it won’t matter.” Rita felt strongly that EAS put a lot of effort into prawginformation for
its membership, particularly by researching an issue; this effort nraSeliferent from other
similar organizations. She also felt strongly that EAS “stands behind emplogteed and
active. [EAS] offers more to retirees than other [employees’ associdtions

When asked about how EAS had changed over her years as an employee, Rita noted she
had worked for several executive directors and had seen many staff changesianiost
retirement or moving out of state. She also mentioned that EAS has recently movedés,a n
larger, more modern building. She said that in the older building, “people were on top of each
other;” now, people had more room, but she missed the “closeness” of the old building. She
went on to say that the friendliness of employees was still there: “Thgeshare good.” When
asked what a new EAS employee might find, Rita again emphasized the friendfifesS
employees: “Everyone would make an effort to speak to [the new employee], makelstee
comfortable.” She said that after a while, though, “the personalities @ohfieecause EAS]
employees speak their minds.”

Tyler had been with EAS for a year and a half. He had previously worked at a nearby
state university and had heard about EAS “through casual conversations with gdople w
political interests,” so when he found a job listing in the newsletter, he thought BA8 be a
good place to work. Comparing EAS with the university and other places he had worked — a rea
estate agency, Starbucks, retail shops — Tyler said that they all hadc¢hyg [a] typical power
structure.” But, he said, EAS encouraged him “to think more” and that a day at BA&ve

routine. Comparing EAS to other employees’ associations, Tyler said he didn’t kmyw ma
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other associations very well, though they seem “mostly the same.” Tatied shat EAS was
more “member-driven” than other associations, even if what the members vagnhbitnbe well
thought out.” Tyler emphasized that EAS was the only employees’ associatiorktavith
both active and retired members: “Other [associations] don’'t seem as vocaledivees” He
also emphasized that EAS was an association, not a union.

While most of Tyler's comments regarding EAS’s distinctive charatiesiwere
positive, he did have some criticisms of the organization. He felt he and other EA§e®saplo
were treated well, though the pay they received was not as much as they desgereshidthe
organization was “fractured, but not broken,” due in some part to the “multiple persohalities
within the organization. Many employees, he said, saw themselves and thes jblbsnost
important in the organization, resulting in what he called “junior high” behavior wierfecus
was on personal issues rather than solving a problem.

When asked how EAS had changed over the time he had worked there, Tyler stated the
organization had mostly stayed the same: “dysfunctional.” His first moBASt he said, was
“a nice honeymoon” which soon ended. Tyler felt that each department within EAS had its ow
“agenda” that sometimes interfered with problem solving. Conflicts weralways worked out
in a mature manner; instead, “whoever throws the loudest tantrum” won. Whenvaglasked
what a new employee might find at EAS, he said “the atmosphere varies dependimagf on w
department or part of the building you work inDepartment managers vary. Some are laidback
and some [employees in other departments] are not allowed to have fun.”

Kay had only been with EAS for about five and a half months. Kay, who found the EAS
job listing through CraigsList, had previously worked for a construction company, afibnpr

children’s charity, and a New York City school district administration afficgerestingly, Kay
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said that until her job interview, she thought EAS focused only on retirees, becduse of t
emphasis on retiree issues. She found EAS to be distinct from her other emplogeesah s
ways, particularly in the way employees were treated. Kay indicaaéthéchildren’s charity
did not treat employees as would be expected: “[The charity] wants to tieatdil, but they
didn’t treat [their] staff well. [The workload and responsibility] wasn’t \Wwdhe money.” EAS,
she said, was “totally opposite.” She said she felt “cherished” by EAS, wigtits“for staff”
when necessary. When asked to compare EAS with other employees’ associaty@sadishe
was not familiar with other associations, but that she had been a union member with the NYC
school system. She compared EAS favorably with the union, stating that EAS usoedly “g
beyond” for state employees to keep a person from unfairly losing his or herjelalsg noted
that although unions are stronger in New York than in EAS'’s state, the emplogeeelves
were not necessarily better in New York. Kay stated that EAS was “vernnaftive, not
secret” about issues like job losses or pay raises; comparatively, other atigasizshe had
worked for kept these types of issues “quiet.”

When asked about how EAS had changed during her short time there, Kay said that no
physical changes had occurred, but that one big event happened: EAS affdeltediti the
Service Employees International Union, one of the largest unions in the world. Kgittsbe
and EAS would probably see a lot of changes, but she was not nervous about potential changes
because of the management’s “openness;” staff meetings were held nokidy staff
informed during the process of affiliation with SEIU. When asked what a new yaeEd EAS
might find, Kay responded that respect from management could be expected. She saikl the wo
atmosphere was “very friendly” and “family-oriented,” and that co-workdenaisk about each

other’s family members.
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The information gathered from these interviews highlights the importanbe &AS
membership, the relationships between EAS employees and members, andtagtired s
employees. It also highlights some of the disjunctions apparent in the resultswivine For
instance, while the idea that EAS is a family-oriented organization is toesder®@ supported
by each of the three interviewees, Tyler is not completely onboard with ssaison,
suggesting that for some employees, integrating personal and profebgemisl not always
desirable. Also intriguing is Tyler’'s use of the phrase “fractured but not brokeritraritple
personalities” to describe EAS. This idea of a fractured but not broken organization wil
reappear later in this dissertation. One particularly interesting fesul these interviews is the
fact that only Kay, the newest employee | interviewed, mentioned EAS8iatedfh with SEIU.
In fact, nowhere in the survey responses was the affiliation even mentionedppéhend lack
of concern or interest of EAS employees about the affiliation with SEIUssedd) though the
affiliation automatically increased EAS’s political power, EAS emipés do not yet consider
this new power when discussing EAS’s organizational identity.

What is EAS’s Organizational Identity?

Using Albert and Whetten’s (1985) CED theory of organizational identity asrefwork, a
clear picture of EAS’s organizational identity can be seen through gegpferceptions as
revealed through the responses to the survey questions and to the structured stendew
through the values communicated through item topics and sections of The InteASer
mission statements, and Article Il of the bylaws. Remember, accoadAgert and Whetten,
the answer to “Who are we as an organization?” must fulfill all threeecdriteria for
determining organizational identity: claimed features of centrahcher, distinctiveness, and

temporal continuity. Four features appear to be important to EAS’s organaatentity:
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e Relationships among EAS employees are a distinctive feature

e Gaining and wielding political influence is an enduring and central feature

e Focus on retirees and retirement issues is a distinctive and central feature

e Commitment to benefiting the EAS’s membership is the central, enduring, simittilre

feature
While each of these features is valuable to EAS, only one fulfills all tir&ébert and
Whetten’s criteria; only EAS’s membership are perceived by EASayaes as the central, the
enduring, and the distinctive feature of the EAS organization. The following seexiamsne
each of these important features in some detail.
EAS Employees
According to their own perceptions, EAS employees in general seem to haveipeoduc

working relationships; in fact, these relationships are often identified [Sydfdployees as both
a distinctive and a central characteristic of the organization. An importaf gAS’s
purposes, according to its Bylaws, is to facilitate communication among isipli@yees and to
promote professionalism of state employees. A disconnect in this area be&srstated
purposes (to make workers better informed and more professional) and whay &etojpdns in
the EAS workplace is, at the least, ironic. After all, one would expect an orgamizéiich
exists to promote the best interests of workers would itself promote thateessis of its own
workers. Most EAS employees agree that the organization — that is, the peoplakehomthe
staff, management, and leadership of EAS — does promote the interests of EAgeen)pl
however, some intriguing areas of disconnect do exist. These areas of discolhbecbuefly
introduced in the following paragraphs; a more detailed discussion will benfg@<ehapter 6:
Analysis.
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In their interviews, EAS employees Rita and Kay said that one of the digincti
characteristics of EAS is its friendliness and “family” orientation. Ksgd the word
“cherished” when asked how she felt as an EAS employee, and said she feltrare$spén the
organization’s information-sharing processes (for example, monthlyns¢gfings) that was not
displayed at other organizations where she had worked. However, it would appear from looking
at the survey results from EAS employees that while many of them dgraenaed with what
Kay and Rita said, many others did not. When asked how well EAS showed appreciation for
staff, 56% of respondents felt that EAS did so “well” or “very well,” though a third of
respondents felt EAS was only “okay” at showing appreciation and 11% felt theypoer 6r
“very poor” in this area.

Interviewee Tyler felt EAS employees were friendly, but he, like some ethployees,
had generally negative perceptions of how management treated staff. Foranktdf of the
survey respondents felt EAS did only an “okay” job at including staff in organizhtiona
decisions, and 22% felt EAS did a “poor” or “very poor” job; only 28% felt EAS did this “well”
or “very well.” Many survey respondents (39%) felt EAS did an “okay” job atisolj expert
opinion from among its staff, while a third felt EAS did “well” or “very well.” 17B6ught
EAS did a “poor” or “very poor” job soliciting opinions. Overall, however, EAS empkbyee
seem to feel the organization is responsive to their needs: 79% of survey respowiieattli
that EAS was “often” or “always” responsive to the needs of EAS staff. 2986nded that
EAS was “often not” or “sometimes” responsive to their needs, but no one indicated EAS wa

“never” responsive.
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Political Influence

EAS was originally founded in 1946 for the purpose of voicing the needs of state
employees to the state’s General Assembly, making it both an enduring anichh ce
characteristic of EAS’s organizational identity. The desire for politndhlence can be seen
even in the publication schedule of EAS’s newsletter The Inforwigch is published to
coincide with the schedule of the General Assembly. By aligning the putsiczttheir
newsletter with the General Assembly’s schedule, EAS is able to targetutieznce with
specific information the audience will need to participate in the political psodeor instance,
an edition of the newsletter is published in May, providing the membership witlalcritic
information in time to lobby the General Assembly and the Governor’s Officeebitfe
beginning of the fiscal year on July 1 when the governor must sign into lawtiie atanual
budget. The August edition of the newsletter highlights the budget items thabvB#A&dl for,
endorsed, or otherwise supported to have included in the budget; these highlights Sleove t
its membership and other readers (including state politicians) how strong péli'cal
influence is.

EAS employees generally perceived the organization’s political mfeieo be effective.
When asked how well EAS influenced public policy in the state, a large majority (61%)
responded “well” or “very well.” A third felt EAS did an “okay” job at influencing pabli
policy, while only 6% felt they did a “poor” job. When asked how well EAS did at endorsing
and electing politicians who are supportive of state employees, a veryrlajgety (72%)
responded that EAS did “well” or “very well.” 17% thought EAS did “okay” and 11% thought
EAS did “poorly” at endorsing or electing employee-friendly politicianghdulgh no

respondent explicitly used the word “political” to describe EAS, several respisralkided to
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EAS’s political aims. For instance, one comment said that EAS’s cenfirahdecharacteristic
was that it “protects the rights of state employees,” an inherentlycpbltndeavor. When asked
about EAS’s enduring characteristic, several respondents pointed to EASt=apwoiirk:
“looking out for State Employees trying to get better benefits,” “at8wivorking together,
advocates for members,” “it's [sic] attempt to increase benefiteailears,” and “endurance to
continue fighting” were among the comments from the survey.
Retired EAS Members

Although EAS originally focused solely on active state employees, ratheretirees,
the organization evolved to include retirees. In fact, the year before thisetkdylace, EAS
created a new position within the organization, the Retirement Director, to hetpEAS's
efforts to address the needs of retired state employees, especiaty E&XIS members. While
the EAS membership in general is seen as the most important featur& ch&discussed in the
next section, the focus on retired members is seen as a central and distincoV&p&'s
organizational identity. In their interviews, Rita, Tyler and Kay noted EAStmdtive focus on
retirees. Tyler emphasized that EAS was the only employees’ assotiatknew of that was
“vocal” about retirees; Kay said that the focus on retirees was so shanntihber job
interview, she was under the impression that EAS worked solely on retiree isgadelt R
strongly that EAS “stands behind employees, retired and active” and that EA® ‘ioibre to
retirees” than any other employees’ association she knew of.

The survey responses from other EAS employees support what the three ietesview
reported. When asked how well EAS promoted the best interests and welfaneedfstetie
employees, every single respondent indicated EAS did this either “well” (68%g¢ry well”

(37%). When asked how responsive EAS was to the needs of retired state empfhoyees, a

76



overwhelming majority (90%) indicated EAS did this “always” or “often.’vexy large
majority of respondents (78%) also believed that EAS “often” or “always” providetmation
about EAS to retired state employees.
EAS’s Membership

Although several features are important to the identity of EAS, clearipdlséimportant
feature is the EAS membership, including both active and retired state empltyisd¢ke one
feature which is perceived as meeting all three of Albert and WhettéeisacrEAS members
are the seen as the essence of the organization (Central), the membersshdEAGuirom
other similar organizations (Distinctive), and the membership of stat@geaslin EAS has
remained the same since the organization’s inception (Enduring).

When asked directly to provide a word or phrase describing EAS’s centrahdefini
characteristic, a large majority (72%) of survey respondents indicatextdteaemployees
and/or the EAS membership were central to EAS’s identity. When asked wtaattehatic of
EAS had endured since the beginning and would continue into the future, another largg majorit
(72%) indicated that state employees and/or EAS members were the entarageristic of
EAS. A smaller majority (59%) of survey respondents indicated that the EABenship
and/or state employees were the distinctive characteristic whiclASeafiart from other similar
organizations. Of those respondents, a third specifically mention the large number (66,000)
EAS members as an important component of EAS identity.

Elsewhere in the survey, EAS employees were asked about their perceptionsEAS
members are treated or regarded by the organization as a whole. When ask&dsif EA
responsive to the needs of the EAS membership, a large majority (79%) of respondestisdndi

“always” or “often.” A very large majority of respondents (83%) felt thaSEoften” or
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“always” encouraged EAS membership to feel like owners of the organizatitargeéAmajority
(78%) felt EAS provided transparency regarding the inner workings of EAS EARe
membership. A majority (67%) felt that EAS did “well” or “very well” in shag appreciate
for EAS members, while a similar majority (68%) felt EAS did “well™wery well” including
EAS members in organizational decision-making.
Chapter Conclusion

In this chapter, | discussed the results of my inquiries into the organizadientgty of
EAS, especially as that identity is perceived by EAS employees. The otgarakzalentity
(CED) of EAS was characterized as focusing particularly on the EASiership, but also on
EAS employees, political influence, and retired state employees. In €bapf@esent the
results of my study of the EAS review and revise group and review processés fofdrmer
this part of the study was undertaken in order to discover the ways in which EAS’s
organizational identity influences or otherwise relates to the group’s revie@gses, and to
discover the ways in which the review group and its processes contribute to EASty.ida
Chapter 6: Analysis, | tie together some of the threads presented in this eingjptiee next, in
order to make visible the connections between EAS’s organizational identity gno¢keeses
of the review and revise group. Chapter 6 also includes a discussion of the intriguing
disjunctions or disconnections which were uncovered by the survey and interview regfponses
EAS employees, as well as some which were uncovered by the study of theaedieevise

group and the processes undertaken to create The Informer
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CHAPTER 5: PRESENTATION OF DATA AND DISCUSSION OF THE REEW AND
REVISE GROUP’S CULTURE
Introduction
This chapter explores the culture of the EAS review and revise group. The driving

guestion of this chapter is, “How can the culture of the review and revise group be
characterized?” To understand the group’s culture, observations of the groigvsard revise
processes were conducted, including review and revision sessions and famer@éiings; in
addition, modes and frequencies of margin comments made by reviewers vigzedyras was
the content of the comments. Using Susan Kleimann’s (1993) framework from hef8tady
Reciprocal Relationship of Workplace Culture and Review,” a set of chaséiceewhich help
define the culture of the review and revise group can be seen. Kleimann ideéhtére main
aspects of the review process that are influenced by a review groupigctlf]he different
cultures of individual divisions [in an organization] affect every aspect okthew process,
from the structure of the process to the way reviewers frame thegmeitimments to the
number of written comments” (p. 57). Kleimann’s framework has been adapted sighthyk
with the EAS review and revise group; for instance, the EAS review and revige aften used
orally-delivered review comments in addition to written, so oral commentsalggrexamined
for this study. Three broad features characterize what Kleimanragaltaborative culture.
According to her case study of two divisions at the U.S. General Accounting (I3#¢@),
collaborative cultures

e Structure their review process using concurrent review, a flattened higraidely

available written guidance, and stipulated deadlines;

e Conduct face-to-face meetings to consolidate and/or reconcile comments; and



e Use statements and questions in comments nearly half the time, emphasizing the

negotiative aspects of revision / review (pp. 62-67).

Once the review and revise group’s culture is established, we will see naotg atey
threads or connections which can be made between the organization’s identity and the ways
EAS’s organizational identity influences (or does not influence) the procéss cbllaborative
revision and review done for The Informddentifying and studying these connections can
show how the group’s review processes influence or otherwise relate to thiy iodEBAS. It
can also show how the culture of the writing workgroup affects the group’s mecess the
final written product, and also affects and is affected by organizationaitydeffter this
chapter, an analysis follows, which links the writing processes discussesl ahaipter and the
organizational identity of EAS as discussed in the previous chapter.

Description of Review and Revise Group Participants

The review and revise group was comprised of four core members who did the bulk of
the work and two other members. The core members of the review and revise groupdofsis
two people whose jobs as editor-in-chief and managing editor made therty desgonsible for
the newsletter, and two associate editors who supported the two other cdrermeith tasks
like copyediting and fact-checking. In addition to making up the review and graigp, these
four core members also comprise the Communications Department. The othevupo gr
members were the organization’s legal counsel, who reviewed and approvedanietd from
a legal perspective “so we don't get sued,” and EAS’s executive direttohad little direct
input in revision or reviewing, but whose opinion, as the editor-in-chief stated,yalwatters,”

especially since the executive director has final approval over the pudsiicati
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Table 3: Review and Revise Group Positions and Responsibilities, below, lists the
pseudonyms of each group member, along with a number signifying his or hectoala
position within the review and revise group, though not necessarily within EAS aseg aimbl
his or her job title at the time of the field study. Pseudonyms are used for adl imatiis study,
including those in the table. The table also provides information about the major redifieasi
of each group member and about each member’s main focus during the review and revise
process.

Table 3: Review and Revise Group Positions and Responsibilities

Position in Hierarchy/

Pseudonym of Reviewer Job Title / Responsibilities

(1) Dan Executive Director
Approves final Content List
Writes a column
Approves final proof of newsletter

(2) Tim Chief of Staff / General Counsel
Writes a column
Reviews text of articles
Review Focus = Legal perspective

(3) Terri Director of Communications / Editor-in-Chief
May contribute to Content List; Approves Content List
Writes articles; alternates writing front page with Elaine
Review Focus = Rhetorical Content

(4) Elaine Assistant Director of Communications / Managing Editor
Draws up initial Content List
Writes articles; alternates writing front page with Terri
Review Focus = Grammar

(5) Cassie Associate Editor
May contribute to Content List
Writes articles and photo cutlines (captions)
Review Focus = Fact checking

(6) Melissa Advertising Manager
Coordinates advertising for newsletter
Writes articles
Review Focus = Punctuation
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As mentioned in Chapter 3: Methods, the core members of the review and revise group
have a variety of professional and education backgrounds. Terri has an undesgitadces in
Foreign Affairs from the University of Virginia and a Masters degnggovernment from Johns
Hopkins University. Before coming to work for EAS five years prior to thisystsite spent
many years in military and government service. Elaine has an undergradyraefdem a
Midwestern university, and had experience in journalism and communications beforg joinin
EAS seven years prior to this study. Melissa and Cassie both have undergradeete fdagr
local universities. Melissa served as an intern for EAS before she wdgkmmanently, just a
couple of year before this study. Cassie had experience in communications, andwf tloeef
members of the review and revise group, had been employed by EAS the longest -nabout ni
and a half years.

Production Cycle of The Informer

The 16-page full-color newsletter is published four times a year in coocstiveith the
schedule of the state’s legislative body, the General Assembly, consiséirtdouse of
Representatives and a Senate. As shown below in Table 4: The InR@TeR008 Publication
Schedule, the production of The Infornstarts about five weeks before the newsletter arrives in
the mailboxes of the EAS membership. EAS membership and employees are invitedito s
articles for the newsletter on any topic they are interested in, thouglsdieron rare occasion
she will solicit an article from an expert. However, the organization’smete is that anyone
who writes an article be an EAS member, so the writer is asked to join the otiganikarri
will “rarely” waive this requirement. (See Appendix G for a list of mersiiereligibility
criteria.) The majority of articles is written by the four core membéthe review and revise

group. When an article is submitted by an EAS employee outside of the Comnamsicati
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Department (i.e., Insurance Department, Retiree Department, etcdef@atment’s director
indicates approval of the article by “signing off” (EAS’s term) befaublication.

Table 4: The InformeP007-2008 Publication Schedules

Edition  External Director Moveto Proofs Publication To [CES To In
Copy Sign-off  design T, R, to [Printer] Capital] USPS Members’
Deadline (3] studio M (T9a.m.) (F9 (W)  Mailboxes

(M) for (M a.m.) (3]

layout Legal
(M 12 Review

p.m.) Q)
Nov  Septl7 Sept21 Sept24 Oct2, Oct9 Oct12 Oct Oct?26
2007 4,8 17
March Jan22 Jan25 Jan28 Feb5, Feb12 Feb15 Feb Feb 28
2008 (T) 7,11 20
May March  March March  April April 15 April  April  May 2
2008 24 25 31 8, 10, 18 23
14
Aug June 23 June 27 July 7 July  July 22 July25  July Aug8
2008 15, 30
17,21

lllustrated below in Figure 7: The InformBroduction Cycle, the cycle begins with the
creation of the content IiSt a guide for the reviewers regarding the articles, photos, and
advertisements for the upcoming edition of the newsletter. The contestidaged in large part
on the topics of the articles and/or photos submitted by EAS membership or emplayees a
articles written by members of the review and revise group; the astidkssn by membership
or other non-employees are referred to by the Communications Departmexteasdlecopy.”
Elaine draws up the initial content list, with Cassie contributing informatgerdeng the
advertisements for the edition; the content list is then approved by Teorsaidhshe
occasionally adds or subtracts information if necessary, though during this Is¢udig $10t.

After the content list meets their approval, Terri and Elaine bring th®e iSAS’s executive

13 An example of an EAS content list is included ipp&ndix D.
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director, Dan, for a discussion of the article content, the photographs, and the adeatiseAt
the end of the meeting, Dan indicates his approval.

When | asked Terri if Dan had ever refused to approve the topics for The Infelraer
said he had not because any problems were negotiated and worked through. Because of his
position as executive director, Terri said, Dan ultimately has the finalnsagything regarding
the newsletter, but that he “rarely if ever” uses his authority becausesteTerri and Elaine’s
judgment and expertise as communicators. The content list review meetirgugsddin more
detail in the next section of this chapter.

Figure 7:_The InformeProduction Cycle
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The day the external copy is due, a face-to-face meeting of the four eorieans of the
review and revise group is held in Terri’s office to discuss word count for thkegytan
important step in the process because of the limited amount of space availabledot inn the
newsletter. Then each group member returns to her own office to begin indiviewvalgg the
text of the articles, focusing on her area of expertise. For instance, @Watsseall the
“cutlines” or captions for the photographs, and she fact-checks article contdéinsdtée
expertise is in punctuation and spelling. Elaine and Terri focus on more glebbtbncerns,
particularly rhetorical content or “messaging” in Terri’s word, thouglh aimen also perform
copyediting; Elaine focuses especially on grammar (sentence strstthyect/verb agreement,
etc.). However, it should be noted that each core group member performs all the diffezent
of editing, not only those in her area of expertise. The types of edits made éyi¢heand
revise group during this study are discussed in a later section.

After the first two rounds of collaborative reviewing, during which the agi¢éxt is
revised, copyedited, and fact-checked by the core members of the reviewisadyreup (Terri,
Elaine, Cassie, and Melissa), the content is sent via email to the designer sijhengef the
newsletter is outsourced to a local company; the designer is not an employe®, eftiteh is
why she is not included in this study as a part of the review and revise growgalitiona she
does not participate in reviewing the newsletter; rather, her task is/gmnplake the design
changes as requested by the review and revise group. Within a week ohgetteavtontent,
the designer sends the first set of designed proofs — which includes text andsgrapdck to
Elaine via email. Over the course of three separate days spanning a weekyseare made to
the proofs, including a legal review by Tim, EAS’s legal counsel. (As noted, ad®taiéed

discussion of the edits will follow in a subsequent section.) The final version ohfbinmeéris
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sent to the printing company the next day. Three days after that, it t® secdmpany which
prepares the newsletters for mailing. Five days afterward, the redmb/hailed Informes
arrive at the post office, and EAS members receive their copies of thiettemis their
mailboxes within the week.

Content List Review Meeting

A meeting to discuss the content of the upcoming edition of The Infamaeheld just
after the external copy deadline. The meeting took place in the executistds office and
included Dan, the executive director; Terri, the editor-in-chief of theleiess and Elaine, the
managing editor of the newsletter. The content list was drawn up by Bldioeshowed it to
Terri for her approval before the two editors met with Dan to discuss the list anldigai
approval. My main purpose for observing the content list review meeting wastv®bse
interactions between the three group members. In particular, | wantselifdlse opinions and
expertise of the editors were seriously considered by the executiviedirébe evidence
collected during the meeting indicates that Dan does indeed take under sericilerabosiany
suggestions or comments made by Terri and Elaine, though ultimately he mushentikal t
decision regarding approval of topics and/or content for the newslettersaatinteother items,
like photographs.

The digital audio recording of the content list review meeting was tibedcand
divided into segments; a total of 18 segments were identified. Of these 1&nsggmo
segments involved relatively inconsequential matters (names of interns anstivbais they
were from); these two segments are not considered. As shown below in Tablesri3eci
Made During Content List Review Meeting, of the remaining 16 segmentsamd Elaine’s

opinions prevailed in 63% of them, while Dan made the decision in 19% of the segments. Two
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decisions (12%) were postponed until EAS’s legal counsel could be consulted, and one decision
(7%) was postponed until a particular archived photo could be located. The fact thahder
Elaine’s opinions prevailed more than three times as often as Dan’s is one signraany that

the EAS review and revise group utilizes a flattened — though not entirely flagrchieduring

its review process. This flattened hierarchy and its effect on the revieesgrs discussed in a

later section of this chapter.

Table 5: Decisions Made During Content List Review Meeting

Action Occurrences Percentage
Terri and Elaine prevalil 10 63%
Dan prevails 3 19%

Decision postponed 3 19%

Example of Terri and Elaine’s Opinions Prevailing

In one segment, the group discussed how to present information about a retirement-
related issue. Dan asks about different options, but after Terri and Elaine ¢élpiathoughts
on the matter, Dan defers to their expertise. The group’s comments illusérarganization’s
concern for EAS’s retired members and the value placed on communicatiniyelyestth the
membership, while also highlighting the tight production schedule of the ntanslet

Dan: Okay, [moving on to the] retirement [section]. What are we going to do next?

Elaine: We’re going to quote [the EAS insurance specialist] in thebearti

Dan: Is there going to be a picture with that one?

Elaine: We don’'t have one; we don’t have time. [Terri nods in agreement.]

Terri: We thought we’d just use some art.

Dan: We could just do a history. We could do an historic outline of events. Or is that

too much?
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Terri: If you're going to do the timeline of the treasurer [in the front @agele], you

are going to be timeline-killing people if you do this one too. Also, | think it would be

better to save the timeline for next time when they [the insurance departaeath

decision.

Dan: Okay, you're the expert.
Example of Dan’s Opinion Prevailing

In another segment, the group discusses options for a photo to accompany the front-page
article' about a lawsuit filed by EAS against the state Treasurer’s officei offems some
options for the photo; Dan flatly rejects one option but agrees with another. &hed car
consideration of the photo illustrates EAS’s desire to communicate effgatnthlits
membership, particularly about EAS’s political influence.

Dan: What is the photo going to be?

Terri: In our heads, it was either going to be us dropping off the lawsuit aithbause

or someone in this office, desk spread out with paper. And have someone kind of looking

over them.

Dan: | don't like that one. The courthouse idea | like okay.

Description of the Review and Revise Sessions

For the first round of collaborative reviewing, which occurred the same day the
department directors reviewed and signed off on the articles, | stationed imyselcentral hub
of work that day, Terri’s office. Review and revision took place throughout thre éiaty. At

some point during the day, every member of the review and revise group either lpevssitex

*1n 2007, Forbesagazine insinuated that a payola scandal intttie $reasurer’s office was negatively affecting
the state employees’ pension fund. To ascertaiitrtith of the accusations, EAS began requestibiqorecords
from the Treasurer’s office. After a year of regfiseresulted in only incomplete records being ptedj EAS filed a
lawsuit to obtain the requested public records.
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Terri’s office or Terri spoke to him or her on the telephone. In addition to face¢oahd
telephonic communication, a situation which | call “hallway chatter” tookepiaicly often.

Here is an example of what | mean by hallway chatter: Melissa, whatiag & her office
reviewing an article written by Elaine, called out to Elaine who wasgitti her office, to
guestion a particular edit Elaine had made and explained why she disagreed, viitaout
getting up from her office chair, simply called back that Melissa’s eqfilan was fine with her,
giving Melissa permission to change the edit as she saw fit. | caixtinge hallway chatter
because instead of using a conduit like the phone or email, the two reviewers usdéyetbal
transmit their ideas. A more detailed discussion of other oral exchanges qutesa
following section.

For the second round of collaborative reviewing, which took place on the morning of the
day the content would be moved to the design studio for layout, | stationed myselhaiElai
office to observe several hours of review and revision. Similar to the achirityg the previous
session, every core member of the review and revise group either visiteelEddfice or Elaine
spoke to her on the phone or in hallway chatter. At one point, Elaine joined Terri in Terri’s
office to do some heavy revision on an article written by an intern. Neitmen@alim took
part in this day’s review.

The third round of collaborative reviewing took place the day EAS received the first
proof from the design studio. The hub for the day’s reviewing was Elaine’s offamh dére
member individually reviewed the proof, focusing on her area of expertisee Chssked the
ads; Elaine compared the content list to the proof until she was satisfied thatahtent was
there. Elaine gathered the copies of the revised and reviewed proofs wjth amemments,

then consolidated all of the individually-made comments onto a clean copy of the [paof.
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conflicting revision advice came up, Elaine said she either makes themedegision herself,
discusses the different revision suggestions with Terri, or discusses #enreviggestion with
the person who suggested the edit or the person who originally wrote the item. Mertoca
Elaine’s office later in the day to jointly review the margin commentg@widion suggestions.
As with previous sessions, this revision session included hallway chattes\amdl Dffice visits.
During this round of review and revision, EAS’s legal counsel, Tim, reviewed the proaiyfor a
potential legal issues.

The fourth round of collaborative review and revision hit a slight snag early inyhe da
the designer was late in returning the second proof, the one which incorporated the previous
round of revisions, to Elaine. When she finally received the proof, Elaine compareddhd s
proof to the first one to ensure that all corrections were done properly; affeshidalid another
read-through of the proof. The other three core members of the review andyrevis@lso
read through the proof. Cassie and Elaine discussed on several occasions some factua
corrections to the proof, both in Elaine’s office and through hallway chatter.slrotmd,

Elaine did much of the local-level editing, including tasks such as consulting$beiédted

Press Styleboofor advice on whether the phrase “P.O. Box” requires periods (it does), looking

up on the Web the correct name for the Centers for Disease Control, and venigyprgper use
of the word “principles” with a dictionary.

The fifth and final round of collaborative review and revision resulted in only minor
changes to the third proof. Terri and Elaine normally do this last round togethév-face;
without the other two core members. During this study, however, Terri was out of tothe, s
two women reviewed the proof over the telephone. Elaine made all final changes to the proof

and returned it to the design studio first thing the next morning.
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Margin Comments

For this project, “margin comment” is defined as any mark written on thelgraft
reviewer. A “substantive margin comment” is a margin comment which has aaaketor
meaning, as contrasted with, say, a spelling correction or the deletion of awsakatspace.
The modes, or categories, used for analysis are based on Kleimann’s (19%3)dpasé the
review processes at the GAO. Analysis of the modes allowed for the deteicpatterns, such
as which reviewer made the most comments, how many comments were direcs caaddg®w
often statements and questions were used. Such information, according to Kleimann, provides
an indication of the influence of social context, which includes organizationaityjemt the
process of review. As shown below in Table 6: Modes and Frequency of Margin Comments,
margin comments were classified into four modes: Statement, Questioct, Ci@nge, and
Non-Word Symbol.

Table 6: Modes and Frequency of Margin Comments

Name of Reviewer Statement Question Symbol DC Total

Dan 0 0 0 0 0

Tim 4 0 4 6 14

Terri 47 13 41 96 197
Elaine 34 10 7 174 225
Cassie 17 22 74 25 138
Melissa 8 16 13 142 179

Subtotals 110 61 139 443 753

In addition to classifying margin comments by their modes, | also eeahtihe
substance of the reviewers’ comments in order to establish the presence of coarmsttieen
the review and revise group’s revision suggestions and EAS’s organizationdlidadti
communicated values. As can be seen below in Table 7: Communicated Values Reflected i

Substantive Margin Comments, substantive margin comments were clasgdistkicategories:
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EAS Membership, Providing Accurate Information, Political Influence, Camaation with
Membership, Retirees, and EAS Employees. Data analysis shows thaetw\caith the

most occurrences is EAS Membership at 30%, meaning that 30% of all substamgjire ma
comments made by the review group were made specifically with the merplarshind.

However, if one were to consider three other categories — Providing Achfcateation,
Communicating with Membership, and Retirees — as indicating the reviewgfoaps on and
concern with the EAS membership, then about 70% of all substantive margin comments were
made with the EAS membership in mind. These large percentages indicate thgiethe

group’s revision suggestions are connected to EAS’s communicated values anchboyehiz
identity, particular in the group’s focus on the EAS membership.

Table 7: Communicated Values Reflected in Substantive Margin Comments

Communicated Value Occurrences Percentage
EAS Membership 23 30%
Providing Accurate Information 18 23%
Political Influence 17 22%
Communication with Membership 7 9%
Retirees 6 8%
EAS Employees 5 7%

Where appropriate, | incorporate into the presentation of the examples of the modes some
specific examples to illustrate how the group’s margin comments afeetion of EAS’s most
important organizational identity traits or characteristics. As a remititese characteristics of
EAS’s organizational identity are EAS’s membership, retired membegsticyar, and, to a
lesser extent, political influence and EAS employees. Naturally, arsfaesimade to an
organization’s official documents can be interpreted as being for the benaftadcument’s
intended audience. Because the primary intended audience for The InfotheeEAS
membership, one could assume that all revision suggestions regarding theteewsldd be
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made with the EAS membership in mind. However, in this section | will point out ispecif
instances where the comments are directly related to the organizatia@sorabf EAS
membership. Some examples are provided and briefly discussed in this sectioe;detailed
discussion appears in a later section of this chapter.

Examples of Statements

On a page with three brief articles with photos, Melissa made a stat@emeesting
uniformity among the articles. Her statement said, “all 3 either neagbyr contact info or
both.” Each of the three articles was written by an EAS employee and theftepich article
was an EAS member (one of whom was also an employee). Melissa’s call twmuityif
reflects not only a desire for a professionally-presented document, but her mioasneshows
the organization’s emphasis on providing ways for the membership to communicate ®ith EA
employees.

During his review of the front-page article, legal counsel Tim added anstati¢o the
draft noting some rhetorical issues to be addressed by later revisions. giina sgntence read,
“...we requested very detailed and specific records or ‘convincing evidencfthihatate
treasurer’s] office acted responsibly and reasonably as requitée pwblic records law...”
Tim circled part of the sentence and wrote, “sounds like a new request — soundsridceived
specific documents — neither is true, totally.” Tim also suggested addingteé&hegord
“reiterated” or “repeated” to indicate the records had been requestedhaorenice but the
request received no response from the government agency. Tim’s margin centiostrdate
not only his desire to present accurate information, but also the organization’s deggadne
influencing public policy in the state and its desire to wield its political infledéocthe benefit

of all state employees, including the EAS membership.
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Examples of Questions

On a column written by EAS President Lydia Soutfei@assie questioned the plural of
the word BlackBerry, the mobile device. Southern had pluralized it “BlackberrieCdsste
wrote on her draft, “Blackberry’s?” (After consulting the BlackBergbgite, Elaine discovered
the preferred plural is BlackBerrys.)

On an article of “external copy” written by an EAS member, Teke@gor help from
the other reviewers clarifying an important point. The article was abewrtnual enrollment for
the state’s health plan. Terri wrote, “Article confuses me — must peoptelisar will they be
automatically switched to 80/20 or another plan if they do nothing?” Terri’'s queSgiarmlireg
the clarity of the article’s information illustrates EAS’s responsivet@she needs of its
membership, as well as the organization’s attention to the benefits and wéEtate
employees. In this case, Terri wanted to ensure that the audience undesattlydidnat they
must do in order to benefit from the state’s health plan.
Examples of Direct Changes

In an article she had written about an EAS member’s bid for a General Asssabhly
Terri inserted additional material to provide more information about the incumbleatoriinal
sentence read, in part: “The [state] Center for Public Policy Reseamobd Rep. [Smith] 116
out of 120 [in terms of effectiveness].” Terri’s direct change made the senéaictis way:
“...ranked Rep. [Smith] 116 out of 120 in 2005 and 119 out of 120 in 2003.” Terri’'s margin
comment shows that the incumbent representative was not an effective ledgldepi@vious

several years. In the context of the article, her comment illus&&i®%s attempt to wield

15 pseudonym
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political influence, in part by getting state employee-friendly palittandidates — in this case
Rep. Smith’s opponent — elected to the General Assembly.

On the column by the EAS President, Melissa made a direct change to the ppmofuat
a sentence. The original sentence read: “The association is at aantessre just have to make
our minds up what we really want for our employees we represent...” Melissatedrthe
comma splice to make the new passage read: “The association is at a dsos#fegust have to
make our minds up...”

Examples of Non-Word Symbols

Cassie’s area of focus during revision sessions is fact-checkingn @tice
announcing the candidacy of an EAS member/employee, Cassie fact-checkrl items: a
state representative’s name and title, his political affiliation and the p&the county he
represented, and the date of his party’s primary. Over each of these itegis paed a
checkmark to indicate these facts were verified. In addition to illustréténgeview and revise
group’s scrupulous attention to factual accuracy, Cassie’s margin contmerst EAS’s
attention to electing state employee-friendly representatives, inypprotwiding accurate
election-related information to the EAS membership.

On one of the designed proofs, Elaine noticed a discrepancy in the kerningrofthe f
page article. She drew an upward arrom) ©n the proof to indicate the spacing needed to be
pushed up a bit.

Oral Exchanges in Review and Revise Sessions

For this dissertation, the term “oral exchanges” includes only spoken discourde. Whi

Rachel Spilka (1990) defines oral discourse to include “writing resemblingrszest as

comments written in margins” (p. 45), the project at hand distinguishes betweteihcatha
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margin comments and those comments made face-to-face or on the telephoaa tvedns
more members of the review and revise group. These oral exchanges indeplaohi
conversations, hallway chatter, a meeting, group review and revise sessionsaahdah “the
office pop-in,” which is similar to hallway chatter, but occurs when one persomes office
and a person in the hallway simply “pops” her or his head into the office to make a quick
statement or ask a question. To make analysis easier, digital audio recoelagsanscribed,
supplemented by handwritten field notes, to produce a written document. Upon reviewing t
information, | found that Kleimann’s (1993) suggestions regarding characen$th
collaborative process could be found, to varying degrees, in the oral excharuescofdw and
revise group. These characteristics helped form the basis of the msej@nalysis, as shown
below in Table 8: Frequency of Oral Exchanges Categories in Review and ResggmnS. The
categories are

e Advice-seeking,

e Negotiation / Discussion,

e Agreement/ No Discussion, and

e Sharing Organizational Knowledge or Experience.

“Advice-seeking” occurred when advice was sought by a member of the review and
revise group; often the advice was sought on the basis of a member’'s spe@apertise, like
legal training or knowledge of language mechanics. Sometimes the asplgrrss@ded another
set of eyes (“Does this look right?” “Should | use this word or that one?”). AdvEsauaght
from within the review and revise group, from other EAS employees, and frosrikexa

dictionary, a style guide, or a website.
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“Negotiation / Discussion” occurred during discussions among members of tee revi
and revise group. Different options for solving a problem were expressed by oassor m
members, followed by a discussion regarding the pros and cons of the option(s). Thesmembe
taking part in the discussion negotiated until a solution or a best option was chosen.
“Agreement / No Discussion” occurred when the group members agreed taalparti
change to the text without discussion or negotiation, or an option was chosen with no discussion
of different options.
“Sharing Organizational Knowledge or Experience” occurred when the grompene
used their knowledge of EAS or their experience within the organization to spteblam. At
other times, a newer member asked to be taught something about how the organization works,
allowing her to “expand [her] knowledge of the organization” (Kleimann 65).

Table 8: Frequency of Oral Exchanges Categories in Review and RevismnSessi

Category Occurrences Percentage
Advice-seeking 29 39%
Negotiation / Discussion 22 29%
No Discussion / Agreement 15 20%
Sharing Organizational Knowledge or Experience 9 12%

Examples of Oral Exchanges

Following are specific examples of how the four categories of orabeges occurred
during face-to-face collaborative review and revise sessions. A briefuotoyg paragraph will
provide some context for each of the exchanges, including information about the skesion, t
participants, and which category is exemplified. | also point out, where appeopoa the
examples of oral exchanges reflect the four important characteab#@sS’s organizational

identity.
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Example 1: Advice-seeking

This example of advice-seeking took place during the third review and resserse
After written margin comments were made to the articles and to the dégigrads, Terri and
Elaine met in Elaine’s office to consolidate the margin comments made indiyidydhe
review and revise core group members. Elaine made changes to an electramooiene
document on her computer, while Terri sifted through the four or five versions of the hasl copi
containing the handwritten margin comments. At various times during the selssiother
members of the review and revise group stopped by or telephoned Elaine’s offitlg,tasask
a question or provide an answer to a question Terri or Elaine had asked earliersdgrtiest,
Elaine and Terri discussed a portion of text, but found they could not make a decibimut wit
seeking Tim’s advice related to his legal expertise:

Elaine: You told me Tim need to add something about court?

Terri: Yes, he mentioned that.

Elaine: I'll touch base with him about that.

Terri: | think [this phrase is] confusing. What do you think?

Elaine: He didn’t mention it to me. He just told me [voices overlap].

Terri: | mean, we talk about this whole lawsuit, and then we say, “and we filethe of

the court.”

Elaine: Does that mean...l don’'t know what that means.

Terri: It's just like we're saying we support this effort, which weestaithout stating.

Then we filed a friend of the court. | don’t know.
Later, Tim came to Elaine’s office to offer his advice regarding thecblegal wording of the

phrase. The phrase was changed to reflect Tim’s expert opinion.
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Example 2: Negotiation/Discussion

This example of Negotiation/Discussion took place during the fourth review and revise
session held in Elaine’s office. Terri and Elaine negotiated the wordingastiele which was
reprinted from another source. Both women noticed an error in the text, but theyluaente
to change the text from a previously-published article. Elaine offered an optidmafuging the
text; Terri countered with a reason for sticking with the original. Elaiokdaboff, presumably
in acknowledgment of Terri’s higher position in the hierarchy, but Terri recordidgaine’s
suggestion and accepted it. This segment illustrates the centraliey A membership in two
ways: Firstly, the large number of members is important to the reviewersegndant that
number to be accurately stated; secondly, out of respect for the articleds, amnt EAS member,
the reviewers are reluctant to change his article without an excelleon feaslioing so.

Elaine: Okay, good. Right here where he says 54,000 members. | didn’'t know if we

could put in brackets, “more than”? Or is that actually all right? We have more than

54,000 members.

Terri: It's 55,000 members.

Elaine: Or we could change it to 55, but this is directly from his.

Terri: If he's saying 54, and this is his flyer he sent out...

Elaine: Okay, that's fine.

Terri: If you want to put in brackets, “more than.”

Elaine: That would be my suggestion.

Terri: Okay.

99



Example 3: Agreement/No Discussion

This example of Agreement/No Discussion occurred during the fourth review and revise
session held in Elaine’s office. Terri and Elaine discussed where to place an anmeninfor a
district-sponsored golf tournament / fundraiser. The Inforrnatains similar announcements in
every edition, so the women were accustomed to the routine of placing them in the most
appropriate section. Their oral exchange was brief, supplemented with points anchdaks, a
two arrived quickly at an agreement about where to place the announcement. Wrersevie
illustrate their concern for retired members by placing the announceméet gélf tournament
— an activity popular with retirees — in the retirement section of the paper.

Terri: | mean, maybe the golf...

Elaine: [could go] Here on the retirement page.

Terri: Only because that works.

Elaine: Perfect.

Terri: Yeah.
Example 4: Sharing Organizational Knowledge or Experience

This example of Sharing Organizational Knowledge or Experienceredcduring the
third review and revise session, which took place in Elaine’s office. Cassie poppdflame’s
office with a question about a woman who wrote a special article for The BEIfoEAS’s
policy is that anyone who writes an article for the newsletter must benbenef EAS. Cassie
could not locate the woman’s name in the member database. Using their orgaalizati
knowledge of EAS, Elaine and Terri were able to offer some hints on finding the svnigene
in the database. This segment illustrates the centrality of the EAS membpanghthe

importance of communication with the membership, to the review and revise group. eBecaus
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membership is valued, the reviewers only want employees or members totialiés &or its
member-directed publication.
Cassie: [when the writer spoke to you, Terri,] Did she talk to you as a member?
Terri: She, when | told Leslie Fostethat we didn’t accept things from people who are
not members, she was upset about that. And then photocopied her membership card and
gave it to [an EAS employee].
Cassie: She did?
Elaine: Yes. Maybe she had a different last name.
Cassie: | wondered if she had a different last name. There’s no Foster itatheesda
Terri: Is that why | didn't see it.
Cassie: Maybe she’s been married and she never changed her name.
Elaine: If you looked it up by number maybe it would be there. Maybe it was Foster-
something.
Terri: Yeah because once | did that, | was like, oh no [I can’t find it].intBistrict 40, |
do remember that.
After her discussion with Elaine and Terri, Cassie went back to her officertt ska member
database again. Owing to Elaine and Terri's knowledge of the EAS membeisdaaadehow
to manipulate it to get information, Cassie was able to find Leslie Fosteris. The writer was
confirmed to be an EAS member, and was therefore eligible to have her articéhgdioh_The

Informer.
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What Are the Characteristics of the Review and Revise Group’s Culture?
Using Kleimann’s framework (1993), a set of characteristics which hélpedbae

culture of the review and revise group can be seen. As previously mentioned,nkfeima
framework has been adapted slightly to work with the EAS review and rewvige. gAs shown
below in Table 9: Collaborative vs. Hierarchical Cultures, three feathezaaterize what
Kleimann calls a collaborative culture: the structure of the review gpsptige nature and
frequency of meetings, and the modes and frequency of margin comments. Theadpllowi
sections examine in some detail each of the characteristic featuresgeskhy the EAS review
and revise group.

Table 9: Collaborative vs. Hierarchical Cultures (Based on Kleimann'swank)

Process Feature Collaborative Culture Hierarchical Culture
e Concurrent review e Sequential review
e Flattened hierarchy e Vertical hierarchy
Structure of Review e Written guidance available e Reliance on unwritten
Process to all group members guidance
e Stipulated due dates e Due dates can be

stipulated or not

e Formal meetings between Formal meetings between

Nature and Frequency

of Meetings edito_rs / reviewers are editors / reviewers are not
required mandatory
e Made fewer margin e Made nearly twice the
comments number of margin
Modes and Frequency o Nearl'y half (48%) of EAS comments
of Commenting margin comments were . Ap(_)u_t 75% of GAO
statements and questions Division 2 comments were

direct changes; about 20%
statements and questions

Structure of the Review Process
The EAS review and revise group utilized a concurrent review structure, asstedtr
with a serial or sequential review structure. In a sequential structures\oeeer sees the draft

at a time. The reviewer makes changes and written margin comments on theethafends
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the draft to the next reviewer, who incorporates the comments as s/he sealsefit his or her
own changes or comments, then sends the draft to the next reviewer. While aaequent
structure does not necessarily set up an ineffective process, it does tend to goaatiome in
fact, editors or reviewers may never know whether their changes eceted or rejected or
why. A collaborative culture will more often than not utilize concurrent re{@@aimann,

1993, p. 64). In a concurrent structure, a draft is sent to all reviewers at once. Banh per
makes changes to and adds comments on their draft, then the comments are reconciled to
produce a revised draft, which may or may not then be returned to the revieweosdor
comments and changes. All four of the EAS review and revise group core meméeedrdte
first draft of text at one time, and each person made changes and comments. Altbbugh ea
person individually revised text, the group members also spent a great de& t&ikimgy to

each other, engaging in what Jack Selzer (1983) calls “communal braimgo(mi180). After
individual revisions were done, either all four core group members or Terri and &Etaiick
consolidate and/or reconcile the margin comments. Each round of revision folloingtha s
pattern: individual revision supplemented with oral exchanges or communal braingtormi
followed by a consolidation of comments. (These oral exchanges will be didcuske next
section.) This type of concurrent structure, according to Kleimann (1993eriahe
hierarchy, because it suggests that reviewers have different but equyudlyan information”

(p. 64). This flattened hierarchy within the review and revise group seems to ecgéhe |
organizational value of communicating with and providing information to the EAS medmhers
in that a flattened hierarchy emphasizes the importance of multiple perepend the

distribution of information.
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Two other features of a collaborative culture evident in the EAS review isd re
group’s review process which help flatten the hierarchy are wideilableawritten guidance
and stipulated deadlines. The EAS review and revise group uses the AP Styelitsok
standard; any stylistic questions can be answered by referring to igrdupealso has a widely-
available policies and procedures guide overviewing their review processe fipes of written
guidance can settle many editorial disputes before they even begin, as elissalghanged
commas in a text. When asked by Terri to explain why she changed the comnssa Mel
referred to the AP StylebookThe availability of written guidance helps to equally distribute
information, and consequently power, amongst the review and revise group members,
encouraging a flattened hierarchy. In addition, the equal distribution of informraflects the
larger organizational value of communicating with and providing information for its
membership.

Stipulated deadlines also encourage a flattened hierarchy, allowing grougerdm
know exactly when they are expected to have their review comments readje EAS review
and revise group in particular, deadlines are very important, as evidencedigittpeoduction
schedule and publication cycle of The Inform@&he newsletter is published in sync with the
state’s General Assembly schedule — highlighting EAS’s desire to infubegolitics of the
state — and content is based, in large part, on that schedule. For instance, befot®ai k&
Informer will contain articles endorsing candidates, and before a major legislatesésvot
scheduled the newsletter will contain information about the issue at hand and about how EAS
members can lobby the Assembly. Additionally, the review and revise group nsembe

acknowledge that the stipulated deadlines — stipulated up to a year in advande; mefpdhe
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group maintain its focus and cohesion. As Terri noted, “Everyone knows everyone else’s
deadlines, everyone knows they need the others [reviewers], so no one gets let down.”
Oral Exchanges to Consolidate and/or Reconcile Comments

Orality played an important role in the group’s review and revise sessions. As note
above, the entire review and revise process hinges on the group memberdoatidityss
revision options or choices, negotiate through any differences in opinion, and seekradvice f
any reliable source (including experts or texts). Throughout the firgt taveew and revise
sessions, all the core group members — Terri, Elaine, Cassie, and Mepssa toseach other
quite often; the other two members, Dan and Tim, were consulted as necessanurfhihe f
session saw Terri and Elaine do much of the revision, with some input from Cassielemsd.M
For the final review and revise session, Elaine took the lead, but consulted wiihsTshe
“neatened up” (Elaine’s phrase) the final proof. Every session, whetlieuatlore group
members participated or only Elaine and Terri participated, relied heavidyabexchanges
between the group members.

These scheduled face-to-face sessions are an important charadetisi€AS review
and revise group’s process. According to Kleimann (1993), these types of méatags
ownership of the [document....and] encourage collaboration” (p. 66). In the five review and
revise sessions and meetings, the participants used Advice-seeking (39%patiatise /
Discussion (29%) to solve the largest majority of revision problems. Theyiswaetimply
agreed with each other (20%) or had similar ideas about how to solve problems, and they
occasionally used or shared their organizational knowledge (12%) to solve problems. The
emphasis on advice-seeking and negotiation/discussion indicates that group nmegasts

each other’s opinions and expertise, a crucial ingredient in a collaborativegvgrtiup’s
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culture. This respect for a variety of perspectives and expertise éflewgsoup to more
effectively contribute to The Informetonsequently, the group is better able to communicate
with the EAS membership in more effective ways.

Modes and Frequencies of Margin Comments

A large number of statements and questions often indicates a level of respeeinbet
group members regardless of his or her position in the hierarchy. It can alsteititita
individual expertise and knowledge of the group members are valued. Direct changesg“in som
cases...set up a hierarchical relationship of ‘I know and you don’t’...[amongsgahe tin
other instances, the direct changes are part of the collaborative efforeate arbest product.
The [GAOQ] division’s culture seems to determine which interpretation doesihé€leimann,
1993, p. 66).

In the core group, the two higher-ranking members of the team wrote nmeraestés
and questions compared to the two lower-ranking members: Terri wrote 60 naargrents
which were either statements or questions; Elaine wrote 44 which weraaitds or questions.
The lower-ranking members wrote statements and questions, too, although ¢v ddgsse
than the higher-ranking members: Cassie wrote 39 margin commenteasesta or questions,
and Melissa wrote 24 as statements or questions. The total percentagaudrgaand
guestions was 22.7% of all the written comments.

Direct changes (DC), on the other hand, leave little to no room for negotiation or
discussion. In this case, however, most of the direct changes are in spelling oatamobr
deletions and word changes to decrease space; rather than purposefully shuttisgussion,
many of these DCs may simply be a matter of practicality. As noteddiy&hn (1993), the

culture of the review and revise group could help determine which interpretatios mimber
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of DCs is most likely. Some examples of these direct changes includedtierdef a
descriptor phrase to decrease space (“House BiH-79,-an-agenecy-bill-draRetrbynent
Systems-staffvas introduced by...”); a spelling correction (“principles” rather than
“principals”); and a correction in punctuation (“Annual cost of [state] Mediaaidllees;
obesity: $864 per person.” A note indicated the semicolon should be changed to an apostrophe).
The EAS review and revise group actually displayed a proportion of statements amahguest
direct changes similar to the GAO division which Kleimann identified as bleca. However,
because many of the EAS group’s direct changes were related to praesds-solved matters
(like saving space or changing punctuation to align with the AP Styl¢baal#k because, as
Kleimann notes, the culture of the workgroup helps “determine which interpretationatesii
(p. 66), one could — and, in fact, | do — interpret the large number of DCs as anand¢at
“collaborative effort...to create a best product” (p. 66).

As shown in Table 6 on page 91, the margin comments of the reviewed documents (text-
only and proofs) contain more than twice as many direct changes as staterdentsstions.
The seemingly high percentage of direct changes (58.8%) could be ingthedtEAS relies
heavily on a hierarchical structure; however, as noted, an organizationiednftuences how
the percent of direct changes is interpreted. As previously discussed, thatsgof the
review and revise sessions indicate that a great level of respesttetiseen all hierarchical
levels of the group. The margin comments written by individual group memieenstede
understood to be a starting point for discussion, not an ending. These margin comments,
particularly those expressed in statements or questions, get ironed out andatetiobagh

during the oral exchanges, whether they are in meetings, in telephone dallsalbway chatter.
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The highest-ranking member of the hierarchy, the executive director Dan, dichket
any margin comments at all. His role in the review and revise processnitad ko approving
the content list, occasionally being consulted by other members of the gndyppaiding final
approval of the publication. The second highest-ranking member, the legal counsel Tim, only
contributed 14 comments, mostly related to his area of expertise. The next thensmenthe
hierarchy, the editor-in-chief and the managing editor, each contributealydhg same
number of comments as each other: Terri (#3 on the hierarchy) made 197 comments, while
Elaine (#4) made 225 comments. Of those comments, Elaine’s comments wereett% dir
changes, while Terri’'s margin comments were 49% direct changeswa t@xer-ranking
members of the hierarchy, the associate editor and the advertising maiifégred hugely in
their proportions of direct changes: Cassie’s margin comments were 1&¥ctmages, while
Melissa’'s were 79% direct changes.

The proportions of direct changes could be related to each member’'s arpartgex
Most of Melissa’s direct changes can be attributed to her area ofisgparéchanics. In order
to make these changes, she simply corrected mechanical errors or typ@sringred EAS’s
style guide, the AP Stylebook-or example, when Terri questioned Melissa’s deletion of some
commas, Melissa simply referred to the AP StyleboBlssie, whose focus is on fact checking,
made most of her direct changes to correct factual errors. For exampderentsing the text of
an article, Cassie changed a member’s title from “Mrs.” to “Dr.” tiecethe woman’s correct
title; another of Cassie’s DCs corrected an EAS district number. dfegn made direct changes
related to punctuation or grammar, but her focus is on rhetorical content. For instamee
direct change to an article about a rival union, Terri inserted a descriptive witduselditional

information to help the audience understand what the union meant to EAS: “...a union
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competing against [EAS] to represent state employees....” Elaine attomamy DCs
regarding punctuation and content, but her main focus during revisions is grammar. For
example, she directly changed the tenses in part of an article to maintasteswys The
original sentence read, in part, “...they believe our request is fulfille&laine’s DC changed
the sentence to read, “...they believed our request was fulfilled.”

The members of the EAS review and revise group seem to focus on their oo kbexti
individual ownerships of the document they are creating. There is a sense of abtlakbor
which the members engage in substantive interaction, they take responfsibthiy document,
and they negotiate, coordinate, and resolve questions (Allen et al., 1987; Bosley, 16§BeGal
& Kraut, 1994). In other words, the human interactions which make up the writing process — the
“collaboration” — are as important as the written text(s) the group prod¥¢ils.one exception,
the EAS review and revise group exhibits all the characteristics Kleiml@88) assigns to a
writing group with a collaborative culture. The EAS group utilizes concurrergwetlattens its
hierarchy, makes written guidance available to all group members, spiitadue dates well in
advance, and requires formal meetings between reviewers. The only cistiadtat is
different is that the EAS review and revise group uses roughly the same jmropbdirect
changes to statements and questions in its margin comments as a group thiataexhibi
hierarchical culture. One explanation for this anomaly is that Kleimann’s &iadsed on the
review process after copyediting had already been completed. Consgduemnstudy
participants may have been more concerned with global-level or rhetssigas, rather than on

punctuation or spelling requiring direct changes.
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Substance of Margin Comments

Although I am deviating slightly from Kleimann’s (1993) framework, an exatoinaf
the substantive margin comments is useful. Kleimann did not examine in detaihteptof
the margin comments written by the GAO writing groups, and so did not include spenient
changes in her characteristics of a collaborative writing group culturee\do, for the EAS
review and revise group, the content of their comments reveals not only a ailaboulture,
but also a strong identification with EAS’s communicated values and, consequently, EAS
organizational identity. This identification will be examined at length imé chapter.

The substance of the review and revise group’s margin comments indicateslhait ea
these values is considered during the review processes for The Infdrareexample, the
largest proportion (30%) of substantive changes made to the text of the newhimited a
concern for the EAS membership, while 23% of substantive changes were made to thnprove
delivery of accurate information to the EAS membership and 22% were made to enhance or
showcase EAS'’s influence over state politics. These values-related swbstaatiges indicate
a sort of “buy-in” amongst the review and revise group members in regard to EAS’s
organizational identity. As noted, a further exploration of the identification afrthe
members to EAS as an organization will be provided in the next chapter.

Chapter Conclusion

As with any organization, EAS communicates its values through its officiahuknats,
like its newsletter, mission statements, and bylaws. An analysis of thesealds showed that
some of the most important communicated values of EAS are the centralgyraritbership,
the providing of information to and communication with its membership, political inflummce

behalf of its membership, the centrality of retired state employees aadrieAbers, and the
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importance of EAS employees. In this chapter, | explored the processes kerdbstahe EAS

review and revise group in the production of the EAS newsletter, The Infantediscussed

the results of my inquiries into the culture of the workgroup. Ultimately, | chamezriehe
culture of the review and revise group as a collaborative one. As previously thet@ext
chapter focuses on making visible any significant connections between E4&szational
identity and the processes of the review and revise group. Additionally, Chapter @&offers
discussion of some disjunctions or disconnections between the organization’s idehthg a

processes of the workgroup.
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CHAPTER 6: ANALYSIS

Introduction
My research into EAS’s organizational identity and collaborative writinggeses

proved a fertile soil rich with questions. As with most interesting reseaesluestions raised
outnumber answers provided. In this dissertation, | have examined the organizatiorglatient
the Employees Association of the State and explored the culture and pra¢éssdsAS
review and revise group. In this chapter, | will make visible the connedbetmveen these two
elements — organizational identity and the review and revision proceskestht organization
—in order to discover the implications of those connections. | will also make visible a
disconnections between EAS’s identity and its writing processes. Bejoranly further, let me
directly ask the obvious questions: Why should these connections be examined? viaygha
does an organization benefit if its actions (for instance, as in this cagsy pracesses) are
reflective of the organization’s identity? Two answers became evident duyistudy. Firstly,
an alignment of the review and revise group’s processes (as a representatjamiabtional
actions) and EAS’s organizational identity means a stronger, more credible, aradelytinmore
effective ethos for The Informend, consequently, for the organization. Secondly, the
organization benefits from an alignment in terms of collaboration, cooperation, andtownt
to the organization on the part of its employees. If employees identify withgheization, if
they buy in to the organization’s ethos and its values, they are more likely to be meducti
organizational members.

The Voices of EAS

Although somewhat controversial (see Peter Elbow’s 2007 article in Callegesh, |

argue for the existence of an organizational voice which expresses the drga'sizharacter,

its organizational ethos, as part of both its image and its identity. Fophlaoekwriting studies,



the idea of organizational image relies on the assumption that organizatiomsttah at least
to some extent, what external constituencies perceive about the organizationayOne w
organizations can control their image is through a consistency of messagiagt{(A2609).
That is to say, the organization must “speak” with a consistent voice in ordeft itsaraage.
One of the most effective ways for an organization to speak is by communitsiting i
organizational values via its official documents, like its newsletter. Thegzesef EAS'’s
review and revise group help the organization to speak consistently with its ownbaxgause
the goal of any review process is to produce a document that “messages” wihtatianal
voice. Kleimann (1993) writes that, “In any organization, the review praseesigned to
create an institutional product. As such, it deals not only with context but also with
organizational values” (p. 67). The voice of the institutional document needs to coheethds
of the organization.
As | mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, my study raised many imgrest

guestions. In this section, | will ask and answer several of the most salient.

e What do the communicated values “say” about EAS’s organizational identity?

e What does the employees’ perceived organizational identity “say” about EAS’s

organizational identity?
¢ What does the review and revise process “say” about EAS’s organizational

identity?

EAS’s Communicated Values
What do its communicated values “say” about EAS’s organizational identity? Aust
(2004) writes that “communicated values are intrinsic to an organization’stydépti522).

Communicated values, like those expressed in EAS’s mission statement or shbendpycs
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of its newsletter or expressed in its bylaws, are supposed to refletiassecentral — that is,
intrinsic — characteristics of the organization. These communicated aatiasually
constructed by organizational leaders, and Aust notes that “[i]t's importathiofee responsible
for constructing and transmitting external messages, that they forneetigel voice by which
the organization is known” (p. 530). These externally-directed messages cahas@e
“harmonious chorus” if the messages are consistent or congruent, or theas&ssagroject as
a “multiple-headed monster” (p. 530). In the case of EAS, the examined meshaies w
communicate organizational values do seem congruent and consistent.

In this study, | examined three official documents from EAS: its missatarsent, the
purpose article in its Bylaws, and its newsletter. Each of these officiairdts communicates
in its own way what EAS values. EAS’s mission statement is a succinct elatewsof its
purpose and values: “[EAS] is committed to protecting and enhancing the nghtemefits of
current, retired and future state employees.” The mission statementoarates that EAS
values state employees. “Article II: Purpose” in EAS’s bylaws statt EAS’s purpose is to
work for all state employees (not only its membership), including promoting #sirierests
and promoting professionalism. Article Il also requires EAS to communigtiestate
employees and EAS membership, including providing information, providing a forum for
discussion, and facilitating communication. Article Il communicates that\Bi\fes state
employees, and especially values communication with and among state essog EAS
membership. My analysis of the types of articles published in The Infondieated that
member participation is a central value of the organization. Other values comediticaugh
the newsletter included providing transparency to the EAS membership abotitehow

organization is run, and responding to the needs of its membership. The commonality between

113



these three official documents is their emphasis on the value of state eespdoyl the EAS
membership.
Organizational Members’ (EAS Employees’) Perceived Organizational Identity

What does the employees’ perceived organizational identity “say” about EAS’s
organizational identity? The central aspect of EAS’s organizational id&otitythe employees’
perception is that the membership is the most important thing. The EAS membeadtup is
considered one of its enduring characteristics. The distinctive chastct@entioned most
often is the membership, especially the large number of members. In parE&Saemployees
believe that the organization does an excellent job at promoting the best interest$faredol
both current and retired state employees; in fact, this was the only areain1®8P6 of survey
respondents indicated agreement, showing a very strong perception that E&sSardritis
stated mission. While the perceived organizational identity of EAS does foclis BAS
membership, which is consistent with EAS’s communicated values, some incomssstenc
exist.

Although the general perception of EAS employees regarding EAS’s aagjaned
identity is that the EAS membership is the central, enduring, and distinctivetehsta of the
organization, results were mixed in regard to how well EAS communicates suitieihbership.
These mixed results seem to indicate a disjunction between what EAS séysst-va
communication with and among members — and how some EAS employees perceiMag¢hat va
actually manifested. Another area of mixed results was in the emeyesption of EAS’s
responsiveness to the needs of its membership and its employees. EAS em[doybakahat
EAS membership is consistently encouraged to participate in the orgamjzatt another

disjunction can be detected regarding how consistently the EAS staff areaieelike
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owners of EAS. Other mixed results indicate a disjunction between EAS’s wesifieience
public policy and its success at actually being influential. Despite thghedikjunctions, EAS
employees generally seem to believe that it is the EAS membershipig/thehcentral,
enduring, and distinctive characteristic of the organization. Together,pbesptions say that
overall EAS employees buy in to the communicated values of EAS, especiallytwberes to
valuing the membership of EAS.
Culture and Processes of EAS’s Review and Revise Group

What does the review and revise process “say” about EAS’s organizationdlyizieAte
the perceived organizational identity and the communicated values manifestetewidiveand
revise process, or are some other values manifested in the process? Thenevesxisa group
appears to exhibit the features of a collaborative culture. By utilizingaent review
structure, the group says that “reviewers have different but equally impioftzimation”
(Kleimann, 1993, p. 64). The concurrent review structure helps to flatten the hyesgtidh
the group. By providing widely-available written guidance (such asegtytle) and stipulated
deadlines, the group acknowledges that non-subjective standards are importanglsgrthai
members share in the same knowledge of what is expected. Regularly scheckHedfice
meetings between group members say that the group wants to “createhipvoietise
[document...and] encourage collaboration” (Kleimann, 1993, p. 66). The only area of
inconsistency was in the number of direct changes made by the reviewers, witiategdi
more hierarchical culture than a collaborative one; however, | believe this capl@ieex by
my conflation of the revision process — which included proofreading — and the reviewsproce

Overall, the processes of the review and revise group, with its collabaattres than

hierarchical culture, indicate that the group values each other’'s expediskith As the
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creators of one of EAS'’s official documents, the group seems to manifest émezatpnal
value of the central importance of the EAS membership, especially whenas¢o
communicating with them. As noted in the previous chapter, the review and revise gkaup ma
substantive margin comments which appear to be the manifestation of EAS’s drgaaiza
values. For example, ensuring that contact information for EAS leadership amderdaticle
writers is provided to readers is evidence that the review and revise group watunesrgcation
between the membership and the organization. The group’s scrupulous attention to factual
accuracy, particularly when it comes to matters such as district nuarieraembers’ correct
names, shows the group is concerned with keeping the newsletter’s realtienfowned and
with showing appreciation and respect for EAS members. Some substantial mangiands —
for example, verifying the date of a party’s primary or asking therifice between a bill and
an act — focus on clarifying information with the goal of encouraging readergitopgaae in
state elections and gaining political knowledge. One of the reasons the wigtigsgems to
function well is that they actually do identify with the organization and its commamgcivalues.
Because they buy into EAS’s communicated values, the group members decide tatecoyer
to work well together; they decide to have a collaborative culture. The sobstbthe group
members’ margin comments is one strong indicator that the members buy in’s0 EAS
communicated values. As a result of this buy-in, the review and revise groujvelyec
contributes to the success of EAS and, as Kleimann might suggest, to the orgahizatnitya
of EAS.
Ethos and Credibility
An organization’s ethos is an important part of its organizational identity. RbgeryC

(1988) characterizes ethos as providing a “[perspective] on self-represeimtatritten
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discourse” (p. 253). In this dissertation, the “self” is an organizational one. A, inetinis case
EAS, constructs an ethos to represent him/her/itself to an audience. Chewsy‘Wtitesrefers
to the need for rhetors to portray themselves in their speeches as having a gboctarnacter,
‘practical wisdom,” and a concern for the audience in order to achieve credihilitthereby
secure persuasion” (p. 253, italics in original). In order to persuade its agliboth internal
and external, an organization needs credibility.

Credibility is particularly important for EAS, because it relies heavilytopowers of
persuasion. For instance, if its membership does not buy in to EAS’s ethos, then wwlunteer
might not be willing to donate time or money or passionate leadership. Ifegjesiatiors do not
buy in to EAS’s ethos, then the legislators may not feel the need to respond tcaE&R|sts to
secure better pay or benefits or working conditions for state employedés. niledia do not buy
in to EAS'’s ethos, then the organization may be portrayed negatively in the gresscould
be particularly damaging in a state unfriendly to labor unions. When an organizationfdgowe
persuade is what keeps it afloat, credibility can be like a form of currdfmya non-profit
organization which relies on its identity as a type of social capital, losedibdity can be
especially harmful. EAS’s success is not based on financial return; ratheasarement of
success for the organization is its ability to persuade various actostafie, media, its own
membership) to act effectively on behalf of state employees. EAStyabipersuade is
inextricably tied to these actors’ perceptions of EAS’s credibility; ifuanger the organization’s
credibility, the stronger its persuasive power.

Organizational ethos, therefore, is a valuable asset to an organization. Midha@inHa
(1982) points out that ethos “says in effect, Believe me because | am themadayf whose

word you can believe” (p. 60). For any organization, its very life depends ohewlitst
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audience perceives the organization as the sort whose word the audience can baigwe
that it is even more important for an organization like EAS — a non-profit labmriassn — that
its audience and other actors (i.e., media, legislators) believe that EASwsotthy and
believable, because it is EAS’s reputation that allows it to continue to work forrtagt lzand
welfare of its members and other state employees. EAS “sells” itatigpuas an effective
representative or voice of state workers; if that reputation is tarnishéds(tifids ethos is
diminished) then EAS’s “product” is tarnished. Halloran goes on to say that a&spaadt
“create in his audience a strong and favorable impression of his own charactiyesHhis in
part bybringing to the rhetorical occasion a good reputatioh(p. 60, italics mine). In other
words, although the immediate communication at hand is important, in order to havea stron
ethos a speaker — in this case, EAS — must bring a good reputation to the rhetoaigiahocA
speaker who brings a tarnished reputation cannot persuade audiences as valilésvith a
sterling reputation.
Cooperative Behaviors

The communicated values of an organization are an important aspect of cregtith a
organizational reputation. As noted, a good reputation is crucial for persuadin@gkexte
audiences (EAS membership, state legislators, media) and for persudeingliaudiences like
organizational members (EAS employees). In addition to organizational rthge
“impression held by a particular [external] group towards a corporation [or peg@mi]”’
(Alvesson, 1990, p. 376) — and organizational identity, there exists a third way oig@lan
organization: organizational identification (Whetten and Godfrey, 1998). Idenaficaith an
organization or a group happens when an individual sees traits in the group that sghte want

claim for her/himself. For instance, if an employee sees that EA&usiky-{oriented place to
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work, and the employee himself values family, the employee may identifytive organization.
Stronger identification with an organization will lead to more cooperativevimhamong its
members (Dukerich, Golden, and Shortell, 2002). The more an EAS employee sebkdesira
personal traits being exhibited by the organization, the more likely it is th@wpeepill
cooperate with other employees in order to contribute positively to the organization.

It is through organizational processes, like the review and revise process, that
organizational members contribute to the organization. Cheney and Tompkins (1987hargue t
if organizational members can identify with the organization, that sense otydeitcts the
individual in terms of making contributions to the organization” (pp. 1-2). If individuals do not
feel in sync with the larger identity of the organization, and if that identity mlatesickle down
to individual processes like those of the review and revise group, then those individueds ar
able or less likely to make strong contributions to the organization as a wholees\dtathe
whole organization suffers. The members of the review and revise group ceriiliiAS with
their behavior and interactions with each other (margin comments, oral exchahigegroup’s
collaborative culture is another contribution made by the group members to the orgamiaet
its identity. Similarly, Dukerich, Golden, and Shortell (2002) argue that fiirghonal success
is partially determined by organizational members’ cooperative behavinrs08). The
stronger a member’s group identification, the more likely it is that the memlbengage in
cooperative rather than non-cooperative behaviors; these cooperative behaveasea the
likelihood of organizational success. That is to say, if organizational memkergAIS
employees in general or the members of the review and revise group spgriieadkive the
organizational identity of their organization (EAS) as attractive, then harpositive relation

to cooperative behaviors.
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Harmonious Chorus or Multiple-Headed Monster?

When we hear everything that is being said by and about EAS, what are weheéafeng
are hearing the voices of the review and revise group speaking througheite peecess; we are
hearing the voices of the EAS employees speaking through the survey; and wariaggthe
voices of the EAS organization speaking through its official documents. Do these peiaks s
in a “harmonious chorus” or as a “multiple-headed monster”? | believe that, foosteart,
EAS'’s review and revise processes are reflective of EAS’s ojaonal identity as expressed
through the perceptions of EAS employees and the values communicated by the coganizat
official documents.

EAS is definitely not a multiple-headed monster. However, it is also not g totall
harmonious chorus either. The disjunctions that exist are disjunctions between EAS’s
communicated values and the EAS employees’ perceptions of EAS’s organizdeniisy.

And although it is the processes of the review and revise group which help crgaiaenl

“note” in EAS’s communicated values, the processes themselves are inadiganm harmony

— with EAS'’s organizational identity. As a result of this alignment betweergses and

identity, the ethos of The Informeand consequently of the entire organization, is stronger and

more effectively persuasive. And because the review and revise group buys indo EAS

organizational ethos, the group contributes positively to the organization as a whole by

cooperating and collaborating effectively, behaving as productive organizatienders.
Chapter Conclusion

In this chapter | established the importance of organizational ethos and oiigaalzat
identification as they relate to effective organizational processes. edhmw alignment

between organizational actions or processes and organizational identity intheasthos or
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credibility of an organization. Such an alignment also increases the likelihoodp#Erative
behaviors by employees, which in turn increases the overall success of the toyaninaa
final Postscript, | offer suggestions for additional research, focusperelly on the interesting

but unanswered questions raised by this study.
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POSTSCRIPT: SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

As noted previously in this dissertation, few studies examine how organizationayident
actually functions in terms of workplace processes. | want to see moneheskthis type
performed, particularly to discover how organizational identity influenceshbmottive writing
processes within different types of organizations (i.e., community org@amizainternational
corporations, etc.). The question — Cross’s (1994) question — that originally madeaus cur
about the connections between identity and processes has not been totally and completely
answered by my research. Cross wondered how different types of organizasiplasyiray
different kinds of cultures, allow their collaborative writing processdse influenced by their
identity and vice versa. As a case study, my experiment is not reproducible. dtgtivev
information gathered from more case studies of different organizations,rodiéfezent
workplace writing processes, could shed light on the relationship between dtigaaizdentity
and workplace writing.

| suppose all researchers, at least the good ones, finish a study and imynie€gteto
ask, “What if?” | have several “what ifs.” | will present these questiotisa hope that a future
researcher may find a way to incorporate these into her or his own stutiydy &would be
most interested in reading.

e What if | had studied the process of drafting the articles which were publisfiée
Informer, what might have | discovered? If different stages of collaboration were
studied, would any differences emerge? What if only the final document (the

organizational newsletter, in this case) were studied, rather than thegwdteh

produced the document? If only the final document had been compared to organizational

identity, what results might have been found?



What if | studied specific subcultures within EAS? How many subcultures\ariwed

in a small organization like EAS? Kleimann’s (1993) study of the GAO and her
discovery that two divisions within the same organization had different cultureis bot
intriguing and puzzling to me. How can (or do) two distinct — almost opposite —
subcultures both reflect the identity of the GAO? Interviewee Tyler conechémat the
different departments within EAS had different approaches to their work. $iadiéd a
different department at EAS, how/would the results have differed?

Regarding the electronic survey, what if | connected demographic infomtatthe
answers given? | did not connect personal information to responses in an effort to offer
respondents the highest degree of anonymity possible. Had | made these @os\nlecti
could have broken down the responses into categories like male/femgth,dé
employment at EAS, or management/staff. Perhaps the perceptions of arten-yea
employee differ significantly from those of a ten-month employee. Igiy@uspect |
would have found significant differences between management’s perceptions’sf EAS
organizational identity and the perceptions of the rank-and-file staff.

What if | had considered the EAS membership as the internal stakeholdersemrgye

of EAS’s organizational identity? In other words, what if | had consideredABe E
membership, not the EAS employees, to be the organizational members? What might
have been the results if | had surveyed the membership for their perceptiodsgega
EAS’s organizational identity and compared those perceptions with the workplace
writing processes of EAS? Or perhaps compared those perceptions to other
membership-directed processes, like the annual convention, a district meeting
membership recruitment workshop?
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e What if there were any differences in the modes of margin commenen{stas,
guestions, direct changes, non-word symbols) written depending on who wrote the
article? If someone high up in the hierarchy wrote the text of an articldd waat have
influenced the type of margin comments written by a lower hierarchy peGonrite
versa?
The answers to these questions would help us, as scholars and practitioners, understand mor
thoroughly how identity and processes are interconnected. The deeper understantiing

most likely lead to more effective workplace processes or behaviors.
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APPENDIX B: EAS Publication Review Cover Sheet

Instructions: Complete and attach to publication/copy/art to be reviewed. Appropriate
supervisor(s) must approve copy before being sent to [EAS] Communications/Public
Relations Department. Include artwork, photos, and proposed layout, if any.

Department:
Contact person:

Review to be returned to department by (date):

Project title:
Description of publication:
Specific audience:

Printing deadline:

Printer:

USPS contacted:  YES NO (Circle or bold)
This is a: New Publication Revised publication (Circle or bold)
Text approved by:

Department Director: Date:

CoS/General Counsel: Date:

Executive Director: Date:

Communications/Public Relations Review

Text approved by Communications/Public Relations Department:

(date and signature)

Comments:

Design reviewed by Communications/Public Relations Department:

(date and signature)

Comments:

Final Approval: | certify that the required changes have been made and the publication is
ready for printing.
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Signed:
Date:

[Terri D.], Dir. Of Communications/Designee

Date:

[Tim H.], CoS/General Counsel
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APPENDIX C:EAS Publication Review Guidelines

What has to be reviewed?
All of the following, whether produced in-house or by an outside vendor:
= Any external brochure, pamphlet, newsletter, booklet, poster, sign, invitation or
similar publication, logos, ads, public service announcements and any promotional
item (mugs, T-shirts, etc.) that is to be produced, printed or reprinted.
= Presentations/TV radio presentations for use outside of [EAS] building.
= All existing or revised materials when reprinted.

What does not have to be reviewed?
= |ntra-communications such as e-mails, memos, instructions, manuals, letters
=  Web content.
=  \When in doubt contact the Communications/Public Relations Director. As a rule, if
the publication uses the [EAS] logo and is for distribution outside of [EAS] please
review.

The Review and Approval Process:

Department directors must ensure that publications originating within their departments are
factual, accurate and conform to [EAS] policies. The following multilevel review process
will be followed:

1. Review by department director for technical and factual accuracy.

2. Review by Chief of Staff/General Counsel who will determine if publication requires
review by Executive Director. If not, Chief of Staff/General Counsel will initial and
date in Executive Director’s signature line.

3. Review by the Communications/Public Relations Office for overall AP style,
readability, correct usage, design and compliance with logo policy.

*Exception-Member discount ads and fliers will be reviewed by department director and
communications/pr staff member only.

Preferred Vendors:

The Communications/Public Relations Department has selected preferred vendors with
design, printing and addressing service vendors, which are to be used for all professional
publications. The Communications/Public Relations Department reserves the right to
change vendors based on their affordability, service and product quality.

Departments continue to be the primary liaison to vendors. If your job is estimated at less
than $1,000, pick one of the three vendors. If printing jobs are more than $1,000, please
remember to obtain a quote from each of the three preferred vendors.

**Please meet with communications/pr staff prior to and during projects to ensure maximum
communication and efficiency during projects.**

United States Postal Service:
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Contact the [EAS] USPS account manager before beginning a project te #auhat your
publication is designed and mailed in a cost-efficient manner. [contact] carcheded
[contact]@usps.gower [phone].
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APPENDIX D:Content List for The Informer

Front Page — [Terri]
= Treasurer’'s Office records request filled or lawsuit
= Photo
= Timeline of records request

Retirement (burgundy banner)
= Retirement Lawsuit Reaches Ct. of Appeals — [Elaine]
= Contributory Death Benefit Open Enrollment Feb.-May w/ pic of Sen. [Allen] —
[retirement director]

Public Policy (green banner) — [Elaine]
= Quotes to Note
= [EAS] affiliation/collective bargaining article (reprint)
= Photo/cutline of Collective Bargaining Committee

Health Care (purple banner)
= [state] Alliance Health grant article — [intern]
=  SHP Open Enrollment w/ [Leslie Foster] thumbnail pic (provided by SHP)
= Box for “what to do” to change to PPO plan — [Melissa] (not SHP board mtg)
= SHP PPO session dates

Center Spread — [Cassie][EAS] Members Give Back” (Member Action red banner)
= District 5, 6, 7 Christmas parade (photo and cutline)

District 59 Christmas stockings (photo and cutline)

District 59 Alzheimer Walk?? (photo and cutline)

District 19 donation

District 43 Angel Tree (photo and cutline)

District 43/[EAS] Christmas party (article, photo and cutline)

District 60 fire victim donation (photo and cutline)

District 60 Relay for Life booth (photo and cutline)

District 66 Scholarship Raffle (photo and cutline)

District 37 DOT Christmas event (photo and cutline)

District 65 Christmas Tree project (photo and cutline)
= District 65 Child Sponsor project (photo and cutline)

Move items below to §' page of Member Action if needed
= District 3 Save the Date Golf Tournament (box with graphic)
= Scholarship apps due April 15 Ad (text from poster) — [Elaine]
= [EAS member] Runs for [state] House — [Terri]
= [EAS member] award w/ headshot — [Melissa]

Columns — [Terri]
*= President’'s Message
= Executive Director
=  Counselor's Comments
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Back Page
= See Strength, See Action, See Results ([EAS member] pic/quote from booklet)

= Feature Member Discount Vendor (Perks) — [EAS staff]
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Participant Code:

APPENDIX E: Interview Protocol

Tell me about how you came to be involved with [EAS].

Explorations might include: How did you first hear of [EAS]? When did that happen?
(Pay special attention to any words of phrases the participant usesribedgsaS].)
(addresses element of ‘enduring’)

What other types of organizations have you worked for? Have you ever worked for
another state employees’ organization? Explorations may include: Wieayowe
experiences there? How do they compare with [EAS]? (addresses element of
‘distinctive’)

Has (or how has) [EAS] changed over the time you have been here? (addreseest ele
of ‘enduring’) Explorations may include: What has not changed? How do you feel about
that? Is that consistent with other things you see at [EAS]? Could yarakabn that?

Suppose | were new at [EAS]. Regardless of what department or positbokeldan,

what do you think | would find? (addresses element of ‘central’) If the getitasks

what | mean, | may ask about what expectations supervisors have about job performance
what does management emphasize on the job, what is the general working atmosphere
like? Explorations might include: Say | worked in the executive directditseofHow

would that be similar or different to what you have just described?

In what ways do you believe [EAS] is different from other state empl@s&sxciations,
public worker associations, or unions that you are familiar with? (addressssnelof
‘distinctive’)

Does [EAS] claim to be different from other similar organizations, liatestmployees
associations, public workers’ associations, or unions? (addresses elemestinatii’)
Exploration might include: How does [EAS] show this?

In concluding the interview, | may re-visit some of the words and phrases pinetogethe
beginning of the interview, as well as any items or responses | found imgrelsalso may ask
for any final thoughts, to make the participant feel listened to and mayh&toanything not
caught in the structured part of the interview.
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APPENDIX F: Online Survey Instrument

Organizational Identity M. Su rveyMonkey

1. What is your age and gender?

Respones Respones

Faiuenl Cuounml
18-29 Male 0.0% a
o-EEMae 13.0% 3
40-43 Male 0.0% a
SOorovesbale .7% 5
1528 Female || 4.3% 1
30-3% Female .7% 5
4023 Female o | 26.1% g
50 or over Female 13.0% 3
angwered quesation 3
sklpped quastion o

1ofd
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2. How long have you been a paid employee of [EAS]? [NOTE: If the
length of your employment falls between options, choose the lower
number. For instance, if you've been employed at [EAS] for 5 years and
11 months, please choose the 1-5 years option.]

Fespones Responss
Barcent Count

Less than 9 year 814% 2
1-5 years 53.1% 13

6-10 years Lo 13.6% 3
11-15years o.1% 2
16-20 years || 4.5% 1

flore fhan 20 years | 4.5% 1
angwered quesation bl

sklpped question 1

3. Is your employment with [EAS] part-time or full-time? [NOTE: If you've
worked both full- and part-time during your employment at [EAS], you may
choose both.]

Responss  Responas

Parcent Coumnt
Partime 0.0% i
Full-time . [ X< 2
Comment {Cptkanal) l
angwered question 2
skl ppad question 1

2ofd
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4. [EAS’s] bylaws make statements about the purposes of [EAS]. In your
opinion, how well does [EAS] accomplish these purposes?

Very Neutral ¢ very Dont  Rating Response
Poorly Wall
Boorly Oikay wiall Know  Average Coumnt
Promate the best Imterssts and 00% 0.0% 47 4% 0%
) ) 0.0% (1) ) 52.8% 4.53 13
weltare af gurren: state employess (0 (@) ] 19} {0
00% 0.0% Bl2% 36.8% 0%
o7 retired s3te employess ) ) 0.0% (1) ; 4.37 13
(0 {0} [12) (7 {0}
0.0% 0.0% 15.8% 0%
-.of Tulure state employess i 4L A21% 425 19
i i} 3 [} i8] 10
10.5% 10.5% 10.5% 158%  A7.4% 3%
Prowide Information to membershlp . - = 363 13
() {2} {2} 3 15 {1}
Provide a forum for discusslon of  10.5%  5.3% F11%  429%  158% 0 53% - .
Ideas and probiems (2] Il ) &) % (1) -
Facllfate communication among 10.5%  21.1% FE3%  15E8%  I1% 53% 347 "
siale employess () [£Y] (5 =) (4] 1 )
Promote professionallsm of state  0.0% 5.3% F11%  429%  I53% 0 53% -~ .
employess (D) 1) ) (&) s} {1 -
Comment §Optianal) 3
angwered question 13
2klpped question 4
Jofd
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5. [EAS] is responsive to the needs of...

current state employees

reflre-d state employess

future Gtate employees

EAZ members

EAS stal! lncluding management

Hevar

0.0%
{0

005
(0%

0L0%
(0%

0L0%

0L0%
(0%

Oftan
Mot

0.0%
i

0.0%
[

0.0%
(o

10.5%
21

15.68%
2

Nautral |
Sometimes

£.3% (1)

10.5% (2)

21.1% [4)

10.5% (2)

£.38 (1)

Oftan

57.59%
1)

47 4%
)

52.8%
(70

75.3%
(=l

57.9%
)

Alwaye

JE6.E%

47 1%
26.3%

S2E%
(o)

21.1%
{4y

Dan't  Ratimg
Enow  Averagse
0.0% -

0 )
0.0%

. 432
0.0% s

(0 -t
0.0%

. 4.21
0.0% -

(0 -

Comment {Optional)
angwered quesation

sklpped quastion

Razpanes
Coumnt
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6. As an organization, how consistently does EAS encourage EAS
members, staff, and/or management to feel like owners of EAS?

N Oilen
Evar
Hot
EAS members oo ™
0 (2]
5 RS 23
EASstam o ¢
1 (4}
EAS 1 nanagemenl 1.-21:“
[

Heulral
Fometimes

5 8% (1)

22.2% j4)

0.0% (0]

Often

I2.32%
4
a5 3%

]

33.3%
&)

Always

o198

i1

1R 7%
&

33.9%
(5l

Dol Raling

Know  Average
0.0%
) 4.33
i
N ne%
3.3
0
T
': % gy
i3

Comment | Optharsal)

anawered guestion

wklpped quastion

Flozpu s
Count
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7. EAS provides information about its inner workings (i.e., what
leadership is doimg and why, how EAS operates, where budget money

goes, etc.) to...

cument state employess

refired state employess

EAZ members

EAS staff

EAS managsment

0.0%
11

Hot Sometimes

11.1%
2
5.0%
(1

0.0%
[l

Mewtral

&% (1)

0.0% i)

&% (1)

0.0% (0}

0.0% (0}

Qftan

£1.1%
)

£1.1%
)

38.9%
(7

30.5%
(70

I7.8%
(%)

16. 7%

=

38.9%
]

R

81.1%
i1

Don't  Rating

Enow  Averagse
i

"_ED" 3.47
i}

o 1ET
(0 -
0.0% —

£0)
0.0% s
{0} -
11.1%
) 483
i)

Commant (Optianal)

angwered quesation

sklpped quastion

Raspones
Coumnt

13
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8. Regarding EAS's political aims, how well does EAS...

Influ=nce pubilc podcy in [his
state]?

endorse and edect paliiclans who
are supporilve of state employees?

work with other organizations?

Very
Poorly

0.0%
)]

0.0%
)]

00%
)]

e
¥ okay

SE% 313%
{1}

1A% 1E7%
2 3

11.1% T3%
2 1€)

Wall

38.9%
[y

44.4%
(=}

Z7.6%

Very
Wiall

Z2.2%
4]

Dont  Rating
Know  Average

0% 173
(o) )
0%
o B4
0L0% 372
(o) )

Comment { Cptional)
angwered quesation

sklpped quastion

Respones
Coumnt

i3
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9. In your opinion, how well does EAS...

very Meutral ! Vary Dant  Rafimg Rasponss
Poorly well
Poorly Okay Wall Know  Averags Coumnt
5.6% S.6% 35% 2T.E% 27.9% 0%
snow appreciation for sErT ) _ } 367 13
{1 {1) 18 [5) {E} o
show appreciation for EAS 5.6% 0.0% Z7.8% 50.0% 16.7% 0% 372 -
memibers? (1) (o) {5) =) (2 (0 )
Inciuds staff In crganizational 11.1% 11.1% S0.0% 1E.7% 11.1% 0% 306 -
Rl
decisions? (2} 2) [E]] =] (2 o
Include EAS memizers In 5.6% S.6% Z22% 44.4% 22.2% 0% 372 -
arganizational declslons? 1} {1) ] (&) (4] 10} i
sollclt expert opinion from amang 5.6% 11.1% ®B9% ITE%  5E% 11.1%
219 18
staff? {1 {2 M 5 (1) {2
solicit expert opinicn from among 5.6% 11.1% B9% 1E.7% 11.1% 16.7% i -
EAS members? (1) 12) n 3 () 13 )
Commens {Cptional) il
angwered queation 18
sklpped question 5
Eofd
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10. For the final question, I'd like to know your perception of different
attributes or characteristics of EAS as an organization. As well as you
can, please provide a word or phrase which, in your opinion, best
answers the following:

Respones  Raspones
Parcent Coumnt

Whnat Iz the cenkral charactaristic

which helps deflma EAST (In
other words, I you took away | 100.0% 18

[blank], EAS would mot ba EAS.)

‘What charactaristic of EAS has
amdursd sinca EAS's Imglnnlng

and wil contimua Info the | 100.08 18
furture?

What characteristlc of EA2 ls

unlgua? {In athar words, what
distingulzhes EAS from other | 100.0% 18

organizatione 7}

angwered quesation 18

sklpped quastion 5
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APPENDIX G: List of Membership Eligibility Criteria

Membership Type: Who is Eligible

Active: Current state employees

Retired: Retired state employees

Associate: State Employees’ Credit Union employees or [EAS] staff

Affiliate: Individuals or organizations who support the purposes of [EAS] and have been
approved by the Board of Governors for membership

146






