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Abstract: Informal communication displays itself with the network of relationships between individuals
affecting the decisions-making within an mstitution. Formal networks of an organization are affected by the
nature of informal networks. Organizational citizenship behaviors are informal behaviors expected by
organizations from employees. Informal commumcation and the informal structures of organizational citizenship
behavior, strengthen the relation between them. This creates a mutual relation between informal communication
and organizational citizenship behavior. This relation was tested with the data gathered from 362 teachers
among 665 working in 15 secondary schools in Sivas, Turkey. 155 of the teachers are women and 207 are men.
T test, Anova and multiple regression analysis techniques were used for research data analysis. As aresult of
the research, informal communication levels were rated highly by the teachers in terms of general and sub
dimensions. Similarly, organizational citizenship behaviors were also rated highly by the teachers. In terms of
the relation between mformal communication and ergamzational citizenship behaviors; nformal commumcation
and the sub-dimensions of informal communication, friendship, fun, influence and information dimensions are

together are defined as the priorities of orgamizational citizenship.
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INTRODUCTION

A human being, as a social entity, has to share its
emotions and thoughts. Fine human relations are based
on fine communication elements. Continuation of the
existence of orgamizations can be possible with the
healthy operation of communication cycle. Quality of the
communication process affect an orgamzation in different
dimensions and also affect the quality of relations of
organization members with their organizations. An
efficient and effective organization, first of all, must
remove communication barriers and have a management
understanding, which creates an effective communication
cycle, as the organization’s way of life. Fine coding of
thoughts and
mformation, mcreases the quality of commumcation

meanings, while sharing emotions,
results. A healthy commumcation process results with
mndividuals, who establish good relationships and
understand each other; the connection of individuals with

their orgamzations are also positively affected by this.

The quality of organizational communication process
structure  and
organizations. Communication 1s useful for empowering

increases the operation level of
shared goals with effective communication, eliminating
misunderstandings and increasing the quality of decision-
making behaviors [1].

management  of

Communication affects the
organizational  behavior  area.

Orgamzational citizenship  behaviors within  an
organizational behavior area are created by the voluntary
behaviors of organization members. The question
“Does the communication quality of the organization,
especially the informal communication levels of
organization members in their organizations affect their
organizational citizenship behaviors?” emphasizes the
importance for orgamzations of these two concepts and
their relationship. For orgamzations, some behavior types
and admimstrative applications are as the causes and
results of each other. Some concepts at organizations,
related to communication, infermal communication and

organizational citizenship concepts are; Work satisfaction
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[2], motivation [3], loyalty [4-7] leadership and leadership
behavior [8, 9], trust [6, 10], orgamizational justice [4, 6, 11]
communication [5]. As we see, communication and
organizational citizenship affect and get affected by many
concepts within  orgamizational behavior area.
Orgamzational efforts related to communication as well as
organizational citizenship strengthen the operation of
administrative processes of organizations. Is informal
antecedent  for

dimension of communication a

organizational  citizenship? How  does Informal

affect
Revealing the relation level between two concepts will

communication organizational — citizenship?
contribute to organization managements in terms of
knowing what affects orgamzations’ human nature
[employees] and what this nature affects Especially, if we
lock at schools, what do teachers do other than their
formal duties? How are teachers’ organizational
citizenship behaviors relation according to their mformal
communication levels and informal commumecation
dimensions? Do informal communication and
organizational citizenship behaviors differ according to
some variables? This study looks for answers for such
questions.

Importance of Communication and Informal
Communication Concepts and Other Related Concepts:
Communication 1s the process of sharmg common
meanings and transferring  thoughts, orders and
mformation. Kayaalp [12] defines commumnication as
“sharing of emotions and thoughts between individuals-
in its narrow context-or masses-in its wider context”.
Similar characteristics of different definitions emphasize
the information production, transfer,
sharing,

communication [13-15]. In this context, existence of

interpretation,

explanation, interaction, etc. content of
organizations must be defined by their communication
systems. Therefore, communication is accepted and

studied as an element of management processes. As an

Table 1:Characteristics of Formal and Informal Communication

element of Management processes, commumnication

actually increases the operation quality of other
management processes.

Communication 1s accepted as a dimension within an
orgamizational structure [16-20]. Communication plays an
important role m organizational performance and the
quality of work life [21]. To produce and realize their social
functions within their organizations, individuals need to
be in communication with other individuals and groups.
This communication can be formal or informal. Especially,
when we look around inside an organization, we see that
informal communication is displayed as a dominant
behavior. If we think about the nature of informal
communication, we can see that it has a structure that
[22].
commurcation 1s defined as the constitution of being

develops automatically Undisputedly,
human [23] and informal communication 1s one of its
different dimensions. Informal communication provides
sharing of information when made face to face and in
small groups [24]. Both communication types have their
own characteristics. Kraunt, et al. [22] define these
characteristics as follows.

Informal communication is related to out-of-the-rule
organization within an institution and displays itself with
the networl of relationships between individuals [25].
Formal networks of an orgamzation are affected by the
nature of mformal networks [26]. If orgamzation
management 1s unaware of organization’s informal nature,
this can decrease orgamization’s performance [27].
Managers can learn about events more easily through
informal networks. Information gathered this way can help
solve many problems as well as increase organizational
to Groat [28],
organization is not affected by neither formal structure nor

performance.  According nformal
organizational culture. Informal organization changes
quickly according to conditions. However, organizational
culture changes

organization plays an important role i the transfer and

slowlier. Fast changing informal

Formal communication

Informal communication

Programmed

Arrangement and participation
Designated role

One-way influence
Designated content.

Formal language

Non-programmed
Participant by chance
Indefinite roles

Mutual interaction
Indefinite and rich content

Informal language
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handling of information within the organization. Informal
communication can affect said characteristics and other
applications that have different importance for the
organization.

Informal communication can be utilized for different
purposes. For example, informal communication can
sometimes be at the center of human relations for
gathering information, building friendships, having fun
and sometimes for influencing others. In this study,
informal communication is handled in the dimensions of
mformation, friendship, fun and influence as defined by
the researcher.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior Concept: Besides
legal orders and rules, the willingness to do a job in an
organization can be accepted as an important factor in
terms of the dynamism and health of organizations.
Today, most of the efforts spent by orgamzation
managements to create an effective and efficient
organization are based on the human factor. Humans are
the mam instruments of the existence of organizations.
Organizations legally or as a rule, state their expectations
from employees 1n the orgamzation and try to fulfill their
goals. However, in order to fulfill their goals, beyond the
legality and organization’s rules, organizations care more
about employees that would voluntarily provide the
desired contribution to the organization to fulfill purposes
of the organization.

Efforts by employees for their organizations are
their duties plus
organizational behavior [29]. If an employee orgamzation
willingly performs his duty due to hissher position and

defined as role behavior and

performs this duty by thinking of the purposes of the
organization, this hefshe  displays
organmizational citizenship behavior. Organizational
citizenship requires volunteering, dedication and working
with high motivation beyond organizational processes.

means that

They will not have additional expectations while domg
these duties. This work is done as a necessary of the
duty. This situation can be defined as the height of
psychological contract level between the organization and
the employee. According to Organ [30] gamizational
citizenship concept means employees perform duties
voluntarily without being formally imposed by the
organization. This means that orgamization’s employees
are not motivated to do a job based on a penalty or
reward. Award and penalty effect 13 not present in
displaying organizational citizenship behaviors [31].
According to George [32], organizational citizenship
behaviors are behaviors that are not covered by roles and

organization’s formal reward system. Individuals decide
themselves which orgamzational behaviors they will
display or not within the organization. According to
Organ and Ryan [33], it 15 a behavior type that work as
based on a kind of volunteering principle.

According to Organ [30], three characteristics come
forward in orgamzational citizenship behavior definitions

[6].

+ Displaying an organizational citizenship behavior is
in the discretion of the mdividual and there are no
rewards or penalties when shown.

»  Organizational citizenship behavior is not mcluded in
employee’s work defimitions.

» Employees are not

trained for displaying

organizational citizenship behavior.

According to Formal role behavior, when employees
do not fulfill the duties they are supposed to do, they
cannot receive rewards to be given by the organization,
they can even lose their jobs [34]. However, mformal
behaviors may not provide additional contribution for
employees. However, organizations expect such mformal
behaviors from employees. Informal behaviors expected
by organizations from employees are defined with names
such as organizational citizenship behavior, good soldier
behavior, extra role behavior, etc. [8, 35, 36]. According to
Krackhardt and Hanson [37], for an orgamzation formality
is the skeleton while informality is the central nerve
system of an orgamzation, managing its actions and
processes. Information 1s an 1important asset for
organizations. Information changes by passing through
an informal process [38]. At this pomt, quality of
organization’s informal communication and organizational
citizenship behavior relation as the feature of displaying
voluntary behaviors set can be accepted as two concepts
affecting each other. Schools are organizations with loose
structured  systems  [39, 40],
communication is experienced intensely. Loose-structure

where  informal
characteristics of schools can create opportumties for
teachers to display organizational citizenship behaviors.
A teacher giving a lesson in hus/her class, can fulfill
the routines of the lesson. He/she may begmn and end the
lesson on time. He/she may work on the subject of the
lesson. However, some teachers may use different
methods and techniques to increase the effects their
students 1n the lesson, direct them to different sources,
establish close relationships with families and provide
information about the student. They do some of these
duties voluntarily. The behaviors, shown by teachers
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although not requested or expected by school
administration or parents, can be defined as organizational
citizenship behavior. Behaviors named by Organ [30]
as “good soldier behavior” mclude volunteering to help.
As well as meaning to do more than asked, organizational
citizenship also includes fulfilling the requirements of
organizational duties in a proper manner. Teachers
undertake their formal duties as well as informal duties
voluntarily.

Organ [30] defines organizational citizenship behavior
as five elements. Similarly, Moormar, [41] and Niehoft and
Moorman [2] have accepted this definition. Organ’s [30]
organizational citizenship dimensions are listed as follows:
Courtesy, Helping Each Other, Conscience, Gentleness
and Civil Virtue,

Helping Each Other is defined as behaviors shown to
help other employees of the organization in actions and
transactions related to their organizations [30, 42].

Courtesy 18 defined as behaviors of employees mn
the orgamization that prioritize informing each other of
their works and decisions. Consulting a friend and
asking his/ her opinion while doing a job can be an
example [30, 43].

Conscience of behaviors
punctuality, orderliness, fulfilling responsibilities, obeying
rules, etc. [30, 44].

Gentleness 13 defined as not exaggerating the

consists such as

problems faced while performing the duties m the
organization and avoiding negative behaviors that might
create tension within the organization [6, 30].

Civil Virtue 13 defined as behaviors of employees as
responsible  and m the
organization, caring about what is going on inside the

constructive  individuals

organization, improving personally, assisting the
umprovement organization with ideas, etc. [6, 30].

Informal Communication and Organizational Citizenship
Relations: Quality of human relations within a working
environment can sometimes be the determinant for the
relations employees with their orgamzations. According
to Celik [45], when we look at organizations as a whole;
relations of employees with each other in the organization
contribute to the quality of orgamzational citizenship
behaviors.

In relations inside the organization; leadership
behaviors, high moral levels of employees, appreciation
for employees influence orgamzational -citizenship
behaviors [45]. The effect of the nature of mmformal
relations on the quality of human relations as revealed by

the researches of Hawthorn and Harwood [15, 46] also

influences organizational citizenship behaviors  of
employees within an organization. Again, siumilarly,
supportive leaders’ attitude and behaviors that encourage
two-way communications, quality of subordinate-superior
relations between employees, perception of equality
among employees [45] and similar factors also strengthen
the occurrence of orgamizational citizenship behaviors.
Paine and Organ [47] emphasize the influence of the
informal structure in an organization on the dedication

of the

express that

and citizenshup behaviors of employees
Organ and TLingl [48]
interpersonal satisfaction affect organizational citizenship

organization.

behaviors. According to Rousseau [49], height of
psychological contract level of an orgamzation also
influence organizational citizenship behaviors. In their
studies, which they
organizational organizational
citizenship; Demirel, Segkin and Ozginar [50] revealed that
there 1s a relation between the sub dimensions of

researched the relations of

communication and

organizational communication and sub dimensions of
organizational citizenship. Borman [51] stresses the
relation between the informal side of a work and its
voluntary behaviors. When we look at it as a whole,
quality of relations employees in an organization with
their status,
satisfaction and  commumcation

their work
affect

each other, satisfaction
levels
organizational citizenship behaviors.

Schools are organizations where informal relations are
experienced intensely. Every teacher must be in an
informal mteraction with another teacher colleague or with
the managers, officers and other employees of the school.
Especially the chats in teachers room, small talks at school
yard, school meals, drinking tea with each other, etc. are
informal situations which teachers face at school within
their living areas. The human relations teachers experience
in their working areas can be the determinant of their
relations with the school. Especially, the quality of
informal commumcation cycle can cause teachers to
display a more desirable and voluntary behavior for their
jobs, colleagues and schools. This research discusses the
relation of the quality of informal communication levels
and the orgamzational citizenship behaviors of teachers
at schools. Especially, as the sub dimensions of mformal
communication, explanation of the organizational
citizenship behavior as a whole by information, friendship,
influence and fun sub dimensions was researched. For
this purpose, the answers to the following questions have
been sought:
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¢ On what level are teachers’ opinions on informal
communication levels and organizational citizenship
behavior?.

* Do teachers’ opimmons on mnformal communication
levels and organizational citizenship behavior differ
according to certain variables (gender, seniority)?.

¢+ Is there a predicting relation between teachers’
mformal communication levels mcluding their alt
dimensions and organizational citizenship behavior?.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Scanning model is used for the research. Scanning
models aim to describe a situation that existed in the past
or that currently exists as 1t 1s. Subject of the research may
be an event, individual or an object [52, 53]. The research
aims to describe the informal communication levels and
organizational citizenship behaviors of primary school
teachers and reveal the relation between these.

Participants: Research universe is 665 secondary school
teachers, who worked at general academic high-schools
mn 2011-2012 educational year. According to Yazicioglu
and Erdogan [52], at an & = 0,05 sigmficance level and
with a d=+0,05 sampling error; it will be deemed sufficient
to reach 254 teachers in a population with mass of 750.
Scales are distributed to all 665 secondary school
teachers, 222 women and 443 men, working at 15
secondary schools within Sivas central county borders.

However, especially, teachers were requested to fill in
the scales only if they were gomg to do it voluntarily.
Data analysis was performed over 362 scales;, which were
returned by the teachers, who filled in the scales
voluntarily and which were suitable for processing. Tt is
clear that this number represents the universe. Among the
teachers in the sampling, 57% (207) were men and 43%
(155) were women. Distribution of participants according
to seniority status: 27.9% (101) of teachers with 1-5 years
of experience, 46.7% (169) of teachers with 6-11 years of
experience and 25.4% (92) of teachers with an experience
of 12 years and over.

Data Gathering Tools: In order to reveal teacher’s
opinions  on informal communication levels, the
researcher used “Informal Commumnication Scale”, for
which validity and reliability studies had been performed.
Sub-dimensions of the scale, which was developed in four
dimensions, “friendship”, ‘fun”,
“influence” and “information”. Article load values of the

were named as

scale vary between 0.55 and 0.73. Cronbach’s Alpha value
of the scale was calculated as .89. Informal communication
scale sub-dimensions Cronbach Alpha values are
calculated as; Friendship, .81; Fun, .82; Influence, .71 and
Information, .87. Explained total variance of the scale is
54.47. Explained variances of the sub-dimensions are;
Friendship, 1678, Fun, 15.42; Influence, 13.87;
Information, 8.09. According to the results of the
Verifying Factor Analysis performed for the Informal
Communication Scale; X*<5 (2.39); RMSEA=0.07,
GF1=0.83; CFI= 0.93; NFI= 0.90, NNFI=0,95; AGFI=0.80;
these values are within acceptable range and the model is
verified. In this form, the Informal Communication Scale
can be accepted as a valid and reliable scale.
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors Scale consists
of 12 Likert type articles. The Scale 13 accepted as a single
dimension scale. The original form of the Scale has one
dimension. Total Cronbach’s Alpha value of the scale was
calculated as 0.86. The Scale was adapted to Turkish by
Tagdan and Yilmaz [54]. Original value of the scale 1s 5.48.
Factor load values of the articles included in the scale
vary between 0.31 and 0.82. The variance explained by the
Scale singlehandedly 1s 45.66%. As a result of multiple
reliability analysis, Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient was calculated as & = .87 [54].

reliability

Data Analysis: SPSS statistical software package was
used to analyze the data gathered m the study. In the
Research, arithmetic average and standard deviation
values were used to determine the opinions of teachers on
informal communication levels and orgamzational
citizenship behaviors. In the interpretation of arithmetic
averages, ranges were defined as; 1.00-1.79 “very low”,
1.80-2.59 “low”, 2.60-3.39 “medium”, 3.40-4.19 “high”,
4.20-5.00 “very high”.

First, the normality hypothesis was used to make any
processes on the data. For this, skewness and flatness
coefficients were examined and it was seen that the
distribution 1s normal. Also, Kolmogrov Smimov test was
made and because normality hypothesis was provided,
t parametric test and one-way variance analysis were
performed. Since the ANOVA test had a significant result;
in order to determine the source of difference between the
groups, the data were examined according to a post hoc
test, the Bonferromi test, in the dimensions where the
variances are homogenous.

Correlation analysis was made for all varables. A
correlation defines the direction and force of the relation
between two variables. Whether the coefficients of a
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correlation are “+” or “-” defines the direction and force
of the relation between two variables. While evaluating
correlation coefficients, values are accepted as “high” if
between 0.70 and 1.00, “medum”™ if between 0.69 and 0.30
and “low” if equal to or lower than 0.29. Tt is accepted that
there is no relation as values come closer to 0.00. In the
research model, multiple regression analysis was made to
explain the effect of teachers’ mformal commumcation
levels to organizational citizenship behaviors [55].

RESULT

In this section; the average, the standard deviation
values and the correlation relations are described
regarding the informal communication levels and
organizational citizenship behaviors of secondary school
teachers. Then, the differences between teacher opinions
are examined according to gender and seniority variables.
Finally, multiple regression analysis are shown to explamn
the effect of teachers’ informal communication levels to
organizational citizenship behaviors.

Table 1 gives data regarding informal communication
and 1its

citizenship levels. The average point of the opimons of

sub-dimensions as well as orgamzational

teachers on informal communication levels are described
as a “high” level corresponding to (Oy= 3.75) “T agree”
answer. Informal commumcation sub-diunensions also

similarly are defined as: friendship dimension Oy= 3.90;
fun dimension Oy= 3.86; influence dimension y= 3.41;
information dimension = 3.77. Opinions on orgamzational
citizenship behavior have an average of (Oy= 3.63).

The Research shows that there is a high relation
(over r=0.70) between the total point of informal
communication and its sub-dimensions, friendship, fun,
influence and mformation. We see that the sub-
dimensions have medium level relations among them
(0.30 to 0.69). Informal communication and organizational
citizenship; there appears to be a medium level relation
between
“friendship” and organizational citizenship behavior.

Table 2 shows the t test results for participants’
opiions on mformal communication and organizational

informal communication sub-dimension

citizenship behaviors according to gender variable. As we
see on Table 2, participants” opinions on informal
communication and organizational citizenship behaviors
do not create a significant difference according to gender
variable (p> ,05).

Table 3 shows the one way ANOVA results for
participants’ opinions on informal communication and
organizational citizenship behaviors according to
seniority variable. As we see on Table 3, participants’
opinions on informal communication and organizational
citizenship behaviors do not create a significant difference

according to gender variable, except for the influence

Table 1: Results regarding the averages, standard deviation and correlation values of informal communication and organizational citizenship behaviors

Ox SD 1 2 3 4 5
Informal communication 3.75 A
Friendship 3.90 .59 797
Fun 3.86 .62 Rt iha 378
Influence 341 .56 L603%* (325w 5T76HE
Information 3.77 .61 T84k * 468H# 338 L302%%
Organizational citizenship 3.63 A6 104 147% 025 080 032

#*P<.01 * P<.05

Table 2: Comparison of opinions on informal communication and organizational citizenship behaviors according to gender variable

Gender N = 8D t P

Informal Communication Male 207 375 42 -.051 .959
Female 155 3.75 A7

Friendship Male 207 3.90 56 019 985
Female 155 3.90 .62

Fun Male 207 3.90 .61 1.113 .266
Female 155 3.82 .62

Influence Male 207 3.39 56 1.042 .208
Female 155 345 .56

Information Male 207 377 .59 -107 915
Female 155 3.77 .64

Organizational Citizenship Male 207 363 A7 239 811
Female 155 3.62 44

1130



Middle-East J. Sci. Res., 12 (8): 1125-11353, 2012

Table 3: Comparison of opinions on informal communication and organizational citizenship behaviors according to seniority variable

Variables Seniority n Mean SD F P Benforonni
Informal Communication 5 years and less 101 3.79 42 3.128 054
6-11 years 169 3.79 46
12 years + 92 3.65 45
Tatal 362 3.75 A4
Friendship 5 years and less 101 3.96 57 1.923 148
6-11 years 169 3.01 .60
12 years + 9 3.80 57
Total 362 3.90 59
Fun 5 years and less 101 3.93 .56 2.601 .076
6-11 years 169 3.89 .64
12 years + 92 3.74 63
Total 362 3.86 62
Influence 5 years and less (1) 101 347 52 4.562 011 1=3
6-11 years (2) 160 3.46 54 23
12years + (3) ) 3.26 62
Total 362 341 56
Information 5 years and less 101 3.74 .66 .990 373
6-11 years 169 3.82 60
12 years + 92 372 57
Tatal 362 3.77 62
Organizational citizenship 5 years and less 101 3.70 37 1.714 182
6-11 years 169 3.69 A8
12 years + 92 3.69 49
Total 362 3.63 A6
Table 4: Multiple regression analysis results for informal communication and organizational citizenship behaviors
Moadel Predicted Variable: Organizational citizenship
Predicting Variable B 3hB B T p Dual r Partial r
Constant 3.232 0.203 15.886 .000
Friendship 135 0.048 0.174 -2.829 {005 147 148
Fun -.052 0.049 0.071 -1.070 285 025 -.057
Influence 071 0.054 0.087 1.319 188 .080 070
Information -.044 0.046 -0.059 =955 340 .032 -.051
R=0.170 R?=0.029
F(4.356=2.645  p=.033

dimension [F = 4.562, p<.05] of informal communication.
According to the result of the Benforonni test that was
made to determine the direction of the meamngful
difference in the influence dimension of informal
communication, we see that opinions of teachers with
5 vyears and less seniority, as well as 6-11 years,
significantly differ from the opmnions of teachers with
12 years and more seniority.

Table 4 gives the analysis results regarding the
prediction of organizational citizenship by informal
communication’s friendship,
influence and information. When we examine the dual and
partial correlations between the predicting variables and

sub-dimensions; fun

]

the dependent (predicted) variable, we see that friendship
dimension and organizational citizenship have a positive
and low (r= .147) relation but when other variables are

checked, correlation between the two variables are
calculated as = .148. When we examine the dual and
partial correlations between fun and orgamzational
citizenship, influence and organizational citizenship;
information and organizational citizenship behaviors, we
see that there 1s no significant relation.

Informal
friendship, fun, influence and information together give a
very low level of significant relation to organizational
citizenship of teachers (R=0,170, R* = 0,029, p< .05). Four
variables together explain the 3% of the variance in the
change of organizational citizenship behavior.

According to the standardized regression coefficient

communication’s sub-dimensions;

(B), relative importance rank of predicting variables over
organmizational citizenship behavior 15 as; friendship,
influence, fun and information. When we examine the
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t-test results regarding the significance of regression
coefficients, we see that friendship sub-dimension 1s a
significant predictor over the orgamizational citizenship
variable.

DISCUSSION

This study aims to reveal the effect of informal
communication levels of teachers on their organizational
citizenship behaviors.
communication levels of teachers had a low effect for
predicting their organizational citizenship behaviors.
Teachers stated high level (greater than = 3.41) opinions

It was seen that informal

i terms of both mformal commumcation levels and
organizational citizenship behaviors. We see that informal
commurication and organizational citizenship are related
m the relationship of mnformal commumcation levels
predicting organizational citizenship behaviors. In similar
researches of the literature, parallel findings are seen to
reveal that organizational communication and
organizational citizenship are related. Quality of
communication levels increase loyalty and satisfaction
while lack of them influence situations such as stress and
quitting [16, 56]. In this context, the height of informal
communication levels influence organizational citizenship
behaviors.

In the Research, the low level relation between
mformal communication and orgamzational citizenship

behavior can also be seen Dbetween mformal

friendship  and
behavior. Informal
communication’s  friendship  dimension  affects
organmizational citizenship behaviors. Organizational
citizenship behaviors containing voluntary behaviors
towards organization are affected by the quality of
friendship relations within an organization. Di Paola and
Hoy [57] especially see it necessary to encourage informal

sub-dimension
citizenship

commurmnication
organizational

groups within orgamzations to for the occurrence of
organizational citizenship behaviors. A research by
Celik [58] in business administration sector reached
findings stating that orgamzation culture explains
organizational citizenship at a high level

It was seen that
organizational citizenship behaviors do not have a differ
significantly according to gender variable. Among these
results, especially the results, regarding the perception of
organizational citizenship behavior at a high level, show
similarities with researches in the literature [16, 59].

It was seen that
organizational citizenship behaviors do not have differ
significantly according to seniority variable, except for the

mnformal communication and

informal commumnication and

influence dimension of informal communication. Tn the
influence dimension of mformal communication, it was
seen that the sigmificant difference varied m favor of
teachers with 5 years and lower seniority as well as 6-11
years of semority, against 12 years and over semority. In
different researches [42, 60, 61], semority has been
determined as a variable that mfluences organizational
citizenship. However, in this study, seniority did not
create a significant difference in terms of organizational

citizenship behavior.

After the examination of the multiple regression
analysis results for whether teachers’ informal
communication levels predict their orgamzational

citizenship behaviors;, it was determined that the
Jfriendship dimension of informal commumnication has a
significant relation with organizational citizenship
behavior and informal commumcation fun, influence and
information dimensions do not have a sigmficant relation
for predicting orgamzational citizenshuip. When we
examination informal communication dimensions as a
whole; friendship, fun, influence and information
dimensions together explain 3% of organizational
citizenship. Friendship sub-dimension is a significant
predictor over organizational citizenship behavior. This
reveals the relation between the quality of informal
commumication levels and orgamizational citizenship
behavior. Teachers” informal relations with each other can
sometimes determine their voluntary behaviors towards
their schools. According to Gorse and Emmitt [24], the
social interaction within a group determines the social
structure of that group. Informal communication has an
important effect on increasing the quality of group
relations. Informal groups mteract face to face. According
to Krant, Fish, Roof and Cholfante [62], informal
communication helps employees understand each other
and learn in organizations. Social relations are instruments
of getting stronger. Without relations,
performance of many common works can get harder. In
this research, especially the result regarding the
prediction of organizational citizenship by the friendship
dimension of mformal communication, reveals the
importance of the relations between mndividuals m an
organization environment. Relations between individuals
influence voluntary behaviors of employees towards their
duties in the organization. For an organization to fulfill
purposes, organization members must inevitably have
formal or informal communications. The similarity between
the nerve system of a living organism and informal
networks in organizations, as shown by Krackhardt and

informal

Hanson [37], emphasize the importance of the nature of
informal commumication [27]. The dynamism of an
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organization can increase and decrease based on the
quality of mformal networks.
commurication in organizations impact the performance
of organmizations. The research by Kandlousi, Ali and
Abdollahi (2010) concluded that informal communication
15 the predictor of organizational citizenship and
satisfaction. Achieved results bear
similarities with this research.

Lack of mfermal

comimurncation

CONCLUSION

This research concludes that informal communication
levels together explain organizational citizenship behavior
at a low level (3%0). It can be expected that commumcation
would affect the orgamzational factors at work
enviromment, such as satisfaction and loyalty. Tlus
study also shows that, especially, nformal communication
predicts orgamzational citizenship behavior. We see
that particularly the literature does not necessarily
distinguish ~ formal
communication and that it mostly focuses on relations
between communication and various organizational
variables. In this context, this study contributes to and
enriches the literature.

In terms of schools, informal communication is

communication and informal

mnportant for the relationships of teachers with each
other. Teachers, who use informal communication, such
as friendship, fun, influence and mformation at different
levels in schools, will mcrease the qualiies of their
relations with the school. Among the results of this
research, especially the prediction relation between
informal communication’s sub-dimension friendship and
organizational citizenship behavior can be accepted as an
important result. Human relations and friendship relations
encouraged at schools will be able to strengthen the
organizational citizenship behaviors of teachers.
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