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Introduction

The primary aim of this paper is to explore the communication phenomenon of ‘decision
communication’ in the context of business organizations. The paper sets out to achieve this
aim by exploring the processes inherent to decision communication in organizations and
focusing on the roles of communication and information in decision making investigates
and the manner, by which decisions are communicated after process has ended. Although
decision making has long been recognized as an integral element of any business
organization’s operations and success, little research has been conducted into ‘decision
communication’ in the Finnish arena.
Secondary supportive aims are to explore the basic concept of decision, organizational
decision making processes, and how research views decisions from the point of view of
organizational communication. The key secondary aim of studying the cause and effect of
making organizational decisions defines the research problems of defining what a decision
is, how decisions are made and how they are communicated in the context that decisions
are communications as opposed to actions.
The paper introduces fundamental factors that affect decision making at individual, group
and organizational levels in order to show that informational aspects, collection,
processing and usage, are at the core of the decision making process. The paper collates
theories about decision communication with the intent of presenting the view that
organizations are built on the basis of decision communication and, as such, decision
communication is the primary force behind all organizational communication.
The study used qualitative and quantitative methods to gather data concerning decision
making and decision communication in November 2008 and March 2009 at the automation
engineering department of Metso Paper, Jyväskylä. Metso Paper is a global supplier of
wood and pulp products. Face-to-face interviews with four team leaders and head of the
department provided transcripts suitable for qualitative text analysis and a survey of

employee provided data for statistical analysis. This mixed method approach was the
most suitable way of studying this communication phenomenon.

Literature review

The foundation of this Master’s thesis is the theory of organization by German sociologist
Niklas Luhmann (1927–1998), which views organizations as not only social systems but
also communicative systems. Communicative systems operate as closed systems but they
are cognitively open and structurally coupled to each other. Communicative systems are
autopoietic, which means that although they have permanent structure and they have the
ability to reproduce both structure and elements. Organizations in this study are defined
as systems formed by decisions and decision making and that decision communication is
needed to maintain their autopoiesis.
In addition to Luhmann’s theory, this work collates theories from the disciplines of
organizational communication, management and sociology.

Theoretical Framework
Decision Theories
The theoretical framework of this study is divided into three sections – decision theories,
decision making theories and decision communication theories. Luhmann’s theory of
organizations forms the basis of the examination of the concept of a decision. Decisions are
seen as “choices between alternatives” and as a form of communication limiting
contingency. Andersen (2003b) presents the notion that a decision is the unity which
divides the world to open and fixed contingencies, i.e. before and after.
Andersen (2003b) also proposes that a decision is a form of communication that takes into
account the social expectations of members of organizations. These can be divided in three

groups: temporal expectations directed to the future, factual expectations directed at the
organization and social expectations directed at the partakers in the communication.
Decisions tell the groups what to expect from individual tasks and from future decisions.
In organizations decisions create social expectations of subsequent decisions.
This section presents decisions as communication and organizational processes, as a
process of information as well as social events. Seidl and Becker (2006, 26) view a decision
as an organizational process, which is created when one decision is connected to another,
which in turn causes the uncertainty of the first decision to disappear because the first
decision is no longer being evaluated. This process in organizations is central to the
socialization process (Falcione & Wilson, 1995, 162), which communicates the norms,
values and beliefs of the organization. This process also indicates the managerial attitudes
toward communication and might also influence individual attitudes and perceptions
towards the organization.
Decisions are also recognized as outcomes of a process of information; in that the
organization can be viewed as particles of information moving forward in the
organization and consequently, in the context of organizational communication,
organizations can be considered as ‘brains’ or ‘computers’ (Cheney, Christensen, Zorn, &
Ganesh 2004, 51). Decisions are essentially seen as functions which rely on the creation,
management, flow and use of information.
Decisions in organizations may also be viewed as coordinated social actions or events.
Habermas (1998) finds activities between people needs a certain amount of
communication, which must be fulfilled in order to coordinate actions effectively for the
purpose of satisfying the needs. In organizations the act of fulfilling these needs is an
effective problem solving process, in other words, decision making. Social action and
communicative practices are also inherent parts of decision making process.

Decision making
This section primarily discusses the fundamentals and importance of the decision making
process to organizations and how the process is particularly based on effective

communication. This section also touches on the process of individual and group decision
making.
The key theories examined concern administrative behavior (Simon, 1968), organization
theory (Luhmann, 2003) and information in organizations (Feldman & March, 1981) theory
about.
Simon (1968, 74) represents organizations as goal-oriented systems. Decision making in
these systems is largely concerned with finding effective patterns of activity directed
towards the goals. Simon views decision making as a process of thinking and problem
solving, which is directed toward the discovery and selection of courses of action. Any
decision involves a choice, which is selected from a number of alternatives. The final
choice is directed toward an organizational goal.
Luhmann (2003) argues that organizations are reproductive through the decision making
process, in which new and reproductive decisions are needed. Every decision opens up
possibilities and options for new ones, and decisions cannot be replications of previous
ones. The making of identical decisions is pointless exercise because organizations need
reproduction. Organizations as closed systems also take also their other decisions into
consideration, which means that organizations learn from their own actions.
Feldman and March (1981) theorize on how organizations use information in the decision
making process. Although information is an aid to making choices, it also creates stress for
the decision maker. Organizations make explicit and implicit decisions about seeking and
using information, which might improve estimates of future consequences and future
references. Decisions are based on estimates of the expected benefits and costs of
information but the value of information depends on its relevance to the decision to be
made. Information has value only if it can be expected to affect the choice.
This section examines decisions as everyday events and presents the idea that
organizational decision making is based on communication. Communication is the
decisional premise that guides decision making, (Simon cited in Cheney et al., 2004, 50)
and a prime example of a decisional premise is communication channels (Seidl & Becker
2006, 26) and the existence of communication is needed to measure the effectiveness of any
decision (Hitt, Miller & Colella 2006, 35).

Decision communication
This final section introduces how organizations make decisions and decision making
visible through organizational communication On the basis of interpretations of
Luhmann’s theory of organization by Andersen (2003a, 2003b,) and Nassehi (2005). The
theorizing of Seidl and Becker (2006) forms the basis of presenting the particularities of
decision communications.
Andersen assumes is organizations are formed around the process of decision
communication. Decisions are confirmed through the process and are transformed to form
new premises for further decisions. Decision communication uses information about the
world, but the information of decision communication usages is always different from that
used in subsequent decision communication. Andersen recognizes that organizations as
autopoietic
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communication. Andersen contends decisions are the “infinity machine” of organizational
communication, which keeps the organizational communication going (Andersen 2003b,
252).
Seidl and Becker (2006, 26) argue that a decision is itself decision communication. They
suggest the nature of decision communication is extremely fragile, even more fragile than
ordinary communication. Seidl and Becker also promote that the process of decision
communication has a notable feature in that the process also communicates the rejected
alternatives in either an explicit or implicit manner. The nature of decision communication
is therefore paradoxical. The more the chosen alternative is communicated as the justified
correct choice, the less the other options will appear as real alternatives and the decision
will be considered to be less than a real decision; or indeed vice versa. The managerial role
in decision communication has long been considered as important; Mintzberg (1975, 306308) acknowledged at the macro-level that managers act as the nerve centers and
informational databases of organizational units. Managers, at the micro-level, have access
to every member of their unit and know more about the operational details of their units
than anyone else and they can also provide and create possibilities towards effective
decision communication.

Research methodology
The aim of this study was to gain an understanding of decision making and
communication in the context of an engineer based organization.
Accordingly, the final research questions are as follows:
1. How is a decision defined in the automation engineering department?
2. How a decision is made in the communication point of view?
3. How is a decision communicated in the automation engineering department?
The first question tries to find out how the managers and employees of an automation
engineering department define or describe the concept of a decision. The question
examines the overall definition of a decision, what a decision is in their daily working life
context and to where the decisions are related.
The second research question tries to find out the decision making process in Metso
Paper’s

automation

engineering

department viewed through the processes of

communication. The main aim is to determine the types of responsibilities managers and
employees have and what factors affect the decision making process. This question also
explores how the members of the organization participate in the decision making process.
The third question tries to find out how decisions and their outcomes are communicated
in the department. The aim is to determine the main communication channels, what
information is communicated and how the information of decisions flows in the
organization.
Data collection consisted of two methods in two distinct sections. The first section
consisted of in-depth interviews of all five managers in the automation engineering
department. Interviews, as a qualitative research method, were chosen because they
provided the best information, based on the interviewees’ subjective points of view and
experiences, and were most suitable for the study’s theme. The interview method was also

the basis of the second, quantitative, section. The second section consisted of a survey
conducted via the Internet with the aim of discovering how employees feel about the
decision making and decision communication in Metso Paper and what limits exist to
their involvement. The study used mrInterview (SPSS) to design the survey. Overall 38 of
69 employees participated in the survey, which equates to a response rate of 55 percent.
The questionnaire was a mix of structured questions and open questions. The Likert scale
was
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Communication Development method (Hargie and Tourish 2009, 59-60) to formulate the
open questions. Content analysis was applied to the transcripts of the face-to-face
interviews, as well as to the open questions in the survey. The qualitative data was themed
by groups according to the questions. SPSS statistical analysis software enabled analysis if
the quantitative data using means, ranges, numbers of respondents and deviations. Cross
tabulations were used to determine how different background variables affect the
responses.

Results
This study shows that the processes of decision making and decision communication in
the context of an organization are complicated and complex phenomena. The processes in
an organization form organizational processes. While the afore-mentioned theories
indicate recognition by organization of the role of decisions in daily work, the study’s data
indicates that if the daily work routine is highly modeled, as in the automation
engineering department, only “major decisions” are considered as important.
Decision making can be seen as social event (Seidl & Becker, 2006; Falcione & Wilson 1995;
Habermas, 1998), which the results of this study support. Organizations can benefit from
group decision making if the premises, e.g. communication channels, are effective and the
correct medium is used. But the process needs to be transparent for employees, as they
need to have possibility to participate and decisions must have proven solid foundations.
The results indicate that organizations do not usually consider decision communication as
an independent part or a special form of communication. The results support the
arguments of theorists like Andersen (2003b) and Seidl and Becker (2006).
Decision communication may be viewed as part of normal organizational communication
but its fragile nature is not recognized (Seidl & Becker 2006). The basic models of decision
making are process oriented but do not sufficiently recognize decision communication’s
role in the process of decision making. However effective decision communication can be
considered as the backbone of organizational communication, which can benefit the entire
hierarchical structure of an organization.
The results indicate that when the daily work routine involves a great many decisions, the
boundaries between decisions disappear. This means that usually only major decisions are
deemed to be decisions. The team leaders and head of the department of the automation
engineering department found that decisions are usually changes in consensual policies.
They considered decisions to be “something bigger”, which always include a change, and
that decisions always seem to include a process of information.
Employees whose daily work routine consists mostly of designing processes, found the
key feature of decisions to be more technical implementation and “playing by the

guidelines” of the company. The employee’s decisions are typical lower level decisions or
“routines” (Greenberg & Baron, 2008), which are considered as repetitive programmed
organizational decisions and are made according to a pre-established set of alternatives.
The results show that in an engineer based organization decision making is based on
information and facts. The flow of information and messages forms the most important
decision premise in this organization. These results support the theories of Feldman and
March (1981) and Eisenhardt (1989) who argue that organizations have a strong belief in
information and that information is the basis of decision making.
The managers of the automation engineering department see their role more as
information gatherers than decision makers. They feel that they bring alternatives to the
decision making process and try to ease and guide the employees’ decision making
process. The managers can also be considered as conceptual and behavioral decision
makers (Greenberg & Baron 2008) who solve problems creatively, are humanistic, are
concerned about the welfare of their organization and are interested in helping others.
The results also show that responsibility of decision communication in this one
department of Metso Paper is widely given to employees. While the work, including
decision making, is highly modeled the process of decision communication is not. The
employees’ responsibility is to decide what they communicate to co-workers and their
superiors as well as what information is saved to databases and memorandums.
Decision making in this working community is indeed a social event and supports
Habermas’ theory (1998). This idea can be seen also in how the decisions are
communicated. The results show that both managers and employees found best ways to
communicate decisions were meetings, email or face-to-face conversation with amongst
themselves. Usually the channel was chosen by the urgency of the message.

Practical applications
The author concludes that this study’s methods and the pattern of results could be applied
to studies of organizations other than engineering based organizations. Since research in
the processes of decision making and communication of decisions is fairly new in Finland,
the outcomes of this study could benefit further studies and practical applications to
organizations.
The author believes that this work can create a foundation for improving the processes of
decision communication and decision making. Since the methods are adjustable to suit
any working situation, this kind of study can be applied to any kind of organization. The
methods can assess the best communication channels for decision communication and
what decision information is needed. This information could help organizations to
evaluate whether the decision making process is too lengthy and whether the outcomes of
the process reach the desired recipients. The quantity of information and its usages is
increasing in organizations, so concentrating on using more coherent information in
decision making could develop organizational performance. Furthermore, because
organizations tend to gather too much information or make mistakes in the use of
information, the methods of this study could help to improve misused or underused
information processes.
Future studies of the processes of decision making and decision communication could be
applied to several levels of a working organization - organizational, group and individual.
The role of organizational decisions is crucial because programmed and non-programmed
decisions guide the daily work routines in every organization. The use of information and
communication needs further research that could show how these phenomena apply to
contemporary organizations. Studies about new information systems and channels, e.g.
the use of social media in decision making and communication, could also be based on
this study.
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