DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 273 995 CS 505 331
AUTHOR Rogers, Donald P.
TITLE The Development of a Measure of Perceived
) Communication Openness.
PUB DATE Aug 86
NOTE 15p.
PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143)
EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO01 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Communication (Thought Transfer); *Communication

Research; Higher Education; Models; *Test
Construction; Test Reliability; Test Validity

IDENTIFIERS Communication Behavior; *Communication Openness
Measure; *Communication Styles

ABSTRACT
A series of studies were conducted to develop a

communication openness measure (COM) based on the concept of openness
as spec:fzc message sending and receiving behaviors. A model of
communication behaviors was first developed, consisting of three
parts--who communicates to whom, how, and about what? Based on the
model, two forms of a 120-item questionnaire were constructed. The
first asked whether each of the 120 behaviors was characteristic of
open communication, the second asked if they were characteristic of
closed behavior. Both forms of the quest:onnazre were completed by
141 members of the Industrial Communication Council, and by 292
students in a freshman comrunication course. Analys:s resulted in the
identification of 48 open communication behaviors and 7 closed
behaviors. The subsequent COM contained 55 Likert type items, which
field testing then reduced to 19. This 19-item COM was then completed
by 495 nurses, and further analysis reduced th2 instrument to 13
items. The final COM was shown to have excellent relzabzlzty and
adequate validity. The process of developing this instrument
suggested the followzng conclusions: (1) communication openness is a
central variable in organizational communication; (2) open
communication behaviors involve asking for 1nformatzon, listening to
1n£ormatzon, and acting on information; (3)-given the nature of open
communication behaviors, subordinates are generally open to their
superzors' (4) open communication is a vehicle for handlzng
nonroutine and negative information; and (5) open communication is
not synonymous with disclosure, and is a receiver-oriented concept
rather than a sender-oriented one. (HTH)
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF A MEASURE OF
PERCEIVED CUMMUNICATION OPENNESS

ABSTRACT

Upen communication haa been shown to be relatea to job
satiafaction, organizational performance,.and rale clarity.
Most measures otf communication openneaa have been criticized
as simpliatic and impreciase. Thia paper deacribea the
development of a Communication Openness Measaure (C.0.M.>
based on a well defined construct, with excellent
reliability, and adequate validity.



The Development ot a Measure of
Perceived Communication Openness

One of the wmosat important variables in the organizational
communication literature is openness. Openness has been described as one
of the esaential characteristics of an effective organization (Haney,
1967: Likert, 1967; Redding, 1972; French and Bell, 1973). Research has
shown that opaen communication 1s positively correlated with
organizational performance {Indik, Georgoupolis, and Seashore, 1961;
willita, 1967: U’Keilly anda Roberta, 1977; Rogers, 1978), Jjob
aati1sfaction (Burke ana Wilcox, 1969; Baird, 1973; Rogers, 1973; Rings,
1976: Jablin, 1977: Trombetta, 1981; Klausas and Bass, 1982), role
clarity (Rings, 1977; Kiauss and Bass, 1982), and inforaation adequacy
(Rogers, 1973; Trombetta, 1981).

The concept of communication openness has been around asince the
1930’8. Serious attempta to define and study the concept began with tné
laboratory experimenta ot Bavelas and Barrett (1951). At various times
communication openness has been treated as synonymoua with liastening,
honesty, frankness, trust, supportiveness, and a variety ot similar
concepts. Redding (1972) attempted to clarify and systematically
deacribe the dimensions of communication opennesas. He argued that
openness included both measage sending and message receiving behaviors,
with the obaservation that superiors’ message receiving behavioras were
eapecially important. Redding’s model of the dimensiona of open

comsunication appears 1n Figure 1. Focusing on task

#IGUKE 1 about here.

related toplca, bBaird (1973) anag Stull (1974) supported the notion that
commaunication openness involves both message sending and measage
receiving behaviors. Baira (1973) also noted that similar behaviors
described openness in both superior-subordinate and peer-peer dyadsa.
While Baira found open communicition behaviors more related to task than

to non-task communication topicas, earlier studies by Argyria (1966) and



page 2

Willira (1987) nad identified non-task trpics suzh as personal opinions,
suggeations, and new ideas 8a characteristic ot open communication.
Thus wniie tnere 18 no commonly acceptea definition of
comaunication openness, the concept seems to incorporate the mesaage
sending and message receiving benaviors of superiors, subordinates, and

peers with regara to task, personal, and innovative toplcs.

MEASURING COMMUNICATION OPENNESS

The earliest studies of communication openness were the laboratory
studies of communication networks in which-openneass was defined as a
function of the number of communication channels available to a group.
In these studies the degree of openness was controlled ana its effects
were measured. These atudies demonatrated the importance of open
communication. But the laboratory peraits degreea of control that a
natural organization does not. The researcher interested in atudying
comrunication openness in an on-going orgsnization musat develop ways of
measuring opennessa. Moat early atuaies of opennesa (Inaik,
teorgoupolis, ans Seasnore, 19581; willits, 1967; Likert, 1967; Burxe and
Wilcox, 19Y69) and asome more recent studies (0’Reilly and Roberts, 1977;
Klauss sna BSass, 1982) treated openness as a simple geatalt varianle.
The logic of this 1s baaed on the assumption that open communication is
a unidimensional conatruct. Redding (1972) has pointed out that
measures o0i communication obenness used in these studieé tend to be over
si1maplified, situationsl, and lacking in precision or focusa. For
exaaple, Argyris (1966) observed but did not measure openness. Indik,
Georgoupolis, and Seashore (1961), Burke and Wilcox (1969), O’Reilly and
Roberts (1977), ana Klauass and Basa (1982) each used two queations tu
measure openness. Willita (1967) and Likert (1967) each used four
questiona. Reaaing (1972) argued that a more appropriate measure of
comnunication openness would be based on specific communicative
benaviors wnich could be aeacribed as open.

Wnilie each of these studies has contributed valuaple knowledge to
our understanding ot communication opennesa, none have aadressea the

total concept of openneas as deacribed above. The purpose of tnis paper

)
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1s to describe a series of studies which have attempted to develop a
perceptuaily basea Communication Upenness Measure (COM) basea on the

concept of openness as apeciflic measage sending ana receiving behaviora.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE C.0.M.

The tirst atep in this process was to develop a model ot
communication penaviors wnhich could be teatea for openness. The nodel
nas three parta: 1. WHO communicates wiih WHOM, 2. i1n what WAY, 3.
apout wnat TOPICS. The firat part of the modei was operationalized to
include three relationships - superior to subordinate, suborainate to
super1of.~aﬁd peer to peer. The second part was operationalized to
include tour types of behavior - meassage sending (telling and acting)
and message receiving (asking and listening). The third part was
operationalized to include ten topics - inatructions, cComsands,
compisinta, criticisms, personal opiniona, bad news, new ideas, rumors,
suggestiona, ana argumenta. These topics were derived from the
quesationa used 1n eariier studies of opennesa.

Basea on the model a questionnaire was constructeda. The three
parts of the model were ayatematically rotated to produce a 120 itea (3
X 4 x 10) questionnaire. Two forms ot the quesationnaire were created.
The first asked whether each of the 120 pehaviors was characteristic of
open communication. The secona aaked wnether each of the 120 behaviors
was characteristic of closea communication. The two forma of the
quesationnaire acted as checka on each other. Two groups of judges
reaponded to each fora of the questionnaire. The fi;st group included
141 members ot the Industrial Comamunication Council. Persons in thas
organization were selected because their professional interear. suggested
knowledge, experience, ana expertise particularly sensitive ‘o
Communication penaviors within organizationa. The secona group included
292 undergraduate stuadents enrolled in the Communication 101 coursze at
the State University of New York at Buffalo. Tnis population was
selectea pecause the course includea unita on “open and closed aysatenms"

ana ''organizationai communication' . Thus the atudents could be
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expected to have some familiarity with the concept of the survey. The
two groupa acted aa checka on 2ach other.

Separare procedurea were emaployed fc¢ adminiatering a mail aurvey
to the expert juagea and an in-claas aurvey to the atuaent juagea. The
expert judgea were randomly asaigned to one of two groupa. Seventy-one
were malleo the queationnalire ot open communication behaviora. Seventy
were mailieo the aurvey c¢f clused communication pehaviora. All mailinga
includeo a cover letter, anawer aheet, and return envelope. Ut the 141
aurveys mailed, tnirty-two were returned. Six of these were incomplete
and were excludea trom the analysis. Tne 20X rate of uaable returna wasa
not unusu&i conaidering that the questionnaire waa long, dull, and
otfereo NO 1mmedlate beneiit to the responaenta.

The atudent judges were alao randomly asaigned to one 2f two
groupa. One hundred and fi1fty atudenta receivea the aurvey of open
communication benaviora. One hundred and forty-two received the asurvey
ot cloaed communication behaviora. All received an anawer sheet. The
aurveya were diatributed 1N two Rasa lecture sectiona. The atudenta had
been tolo at an earlier date to expect the aurvey. 0f the 292
reaponsea, 32 were excluded from analyaia becauae they uere incomplete.
This reaulted i1n an &39X rate of usable reiurna.

Data were analyzed through a five atep algoritha which
diacriminatea open coamunication behaviora froa cloaed communication
behaviora for each of the two groups of judgea using multiple t-teata
for relatea measaures td aeteraine aignificance. This procedure resulted
in the identification of 48 hehaviora characterizing open coamunication
and 7 benaviora characterizing closea communication. An extended.
diacuaasion of tnhe analyais and reaults of thia asurvey can be found in
Rogers (1976). A Chi-aquare teat for goodnesa-otf-£fit on the
auperior-sunordinate-peer and message sending-receiving dimenaiona
revealed that the identifiea iteas were repreaentative of theae Kkey
dimensions of the communication openness constiuct (X2 = ,224, df = 2).

Since the Chi-aquare indicatea that the resulting items were
representative of the communication openneasa concept, the next atep wasa

to develop a paper and pencil inatrument for field teating. The
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resulting Communication Openness Measure (C.J.M.) contained fifty-five
Likert type items such as the following:

In this organization, supervisoras frequently asx

suborainates for suggesationa.

b. agres. ) f9Tee

g: ggzzggzeagree nor disagree

e. strongly disagree.
The questionnaire was tield tested 1n two atudiea. Ringa (1976) astudied
108 managers in a puolic utility to examine the relationship of
comaunication openness to jcb satisfaction ana role clarity. Using the
fuil range of communication openhess items he encountered severe
subscale reliability problems witl: reliabilities ranging from .32 to
.99. Rogers (1978) astudied 96 professionala in related service
departaents to examine the relationship of communication openneas to
innovation and organizational pertformance. He also encountered
reliability propiema. Using the SPSS reliability analyais routine the
COM data was reanalyzed. This analysis showed that the overall
reliability ot the COM would bDe increasea it many of the indiviaual
items were deleted (1.e. reliapility was higher without the item than
with 1t). Beged on this analyais the number of items in the COM wvas
reduced from S5 to 19. Among the items eliminated were all of the items
relatea to closed cormunication behavioras and &ll of the items referring
to benaviors which were expected to occur infrequently. Since few of
these items directly related to common open behaviora their loss was not
asignificant. When these items were deleted the reliability estimate of

the CON waa found to be .868.

ANALYSIS OF THE C.0.M.

In oraer to analyze the 19 item COM more fully Trombetta (1981)
adminiaterea tne instrunent to 495 nospital nurses in four Upastate New
York community hospitala. The reasponses of the 495 nurses were
subDAlttea to principle components factor analysis and varimax rotation.
The acree procedure was usea to determine the number of factorsa present.

An item was considered load=ea on a factor if it had a prime loading
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greater than or equal to .60 and no secondary loadings greater than the
variance accounted tor by the prime loading. Although we believed that
conaunication openness was 8 unidimensional conatruct, the original
factor analysis aia not call :tor a specitic number ot tactors to be
extracted. When the eigenvalues ontained i1n the analysis were plotted,
the scree proceadure clearly inaicated the presence ot a two tfactor
soiution. A second analysis requesting a twg factor solution was
optained. The results ot this analysis indicatea that the two factors
were artiricilalily created as a result of the wording of the items and
not their content. 7Thus, the single tfactor extracted from the unrotated
matrix was used. This factor explained 68.2% of the observed variance.
From thia analysis 13 items whoae loadinga on the firat factor were
greater than .60 were gselected for use as the COM. All 13 of these
itemsa aiscriminatea between the upper and lower 27 per cent of the
distribution (as measured oy t-teata). The corrected reliability for

the 13 item COM was .885. The 13 item COM 1a shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1. absut here

THE VALIDITY UF THE C.O.NM.

Determining the validity of any self report measure is difficult,
and the COM is no exception. But there is some evidence of validity.
Examination ot the itema in Table 1 is suggestive of face validity. The
COM incorporates the message sending and receiving behaviors of
superiors ana peers relestea to suggestiona, criticiam, complaints,
per:onai opiniona, new ideaa, and bad newa. A Chi-aquare test for
gooaness-0t-t1t 0f the distribution of the 13 items along the message
sending-receiving dimension snows no significant difference froam the
distripution predictea by tne communication openness conatruct (XZ =
.673, at = 1). This suggests that the COM has conatruct validity at

leaat along tne moast critical dimension of the concept.

Q
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As part of a larger study, Billups (1978) compared the 19 item CON
to other openneaa meaaurea. In order to minimize the etfects of common
method variance, he uaed apecificity and aensitivity measures rather
than correiationa. He zounda aigniticant overlapa 1n specificity ana
sensitivity between CUOM and the Indik, Georgopouloa, and Seasnore (.636,
.684), Burke ana wilcox (.79, .733), ana Likert (.759, ,789) scales.
wnile the Likert acalea vere moat reliaole, the COM waa moat apecific
ana aenaitive. Thia auggeata atrong concurrent validity.

The COM (in varioua forma) haa been conaiatent with other measures
0f communication opennefs in demonatrating relationshipa between
opennesa and jJob aatlafaction (Rogera, 1973: Ringa, 1976; Trombertta,
1981), organizational perforamance tkogers, 1978), and role clarity
(Rings, 1976). This suggeata atrong predictive validity. Taken aa a

whole the evidence aupporta the COM aa a valid mesaure of communication

openneas.
DISCUSSION

The resuits of our attempts to develop a measure of perceived
communication opennesaa hsgve peen positive. The Communication Opennesa
Measure (COM) 1a based on an empirically aupported model of the
communication openneaa conatruct. The 13 item COM naa excellent
reliability. The CONM haa demonstrate adequate validity. Ite potential
for research and application in organizational settings ia excellent.

The COM 1a eaay and inexpenaive to adminiater in teri#s of both time
and money. Thia maxKea it poassaible for a researcher to rapidly acore the
inatrument, analyze the data, and communicate the resulta to interested
peraona within a client organization. The demonatrated riliability and
validity of the COM make it uaetul to the researcher who 1s attempting
to explore relationshipa petween comaunication openness and other
organizaticnal and communication variablea. Further uaea of the
inatrument ahoulad refine ita properties and maie it even more uaeful to
those atudying COmMRUN1CAtiON 1n organizationa.

The development of the COM nas has led ua to aeveral apeculative

concluaiona about the nature o:r communication openness, First,
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communication openneas is a central variaple in organizational
communication. We have opaervea that aitferencea 1n the degree of
openneaa nmean real differences in the internal communication patterns of
organizations and real ditferences in levela of organizational
performance. Second, open communication pehaviora involve asking for
intermation, liatening to intoramation, and acting on information
received. Upenneasa means being receptive ana reaponaive to information
from othera. Thara, given the nature of open communication benaviors,
we have observed that aubcordinates are generally open to their
superiors. They aak for intormation, liaten to their aupervigsors, and
act on the information they receive. Increaaing communication openness
requirea that asuperiora be more open to their suborainates ana coworkera
be more open to their pesera. Fourth, open coemunication ia a vehicie
for handling non-routine and negative information. The content ot open
communication ia task oriented, put not taak confirming. It doea not
incluace routine oraera, inatructiona, or reporta. It aces include the
pad, the unuasual, the exceptional, ana the novel. Open communication
containa the iadentitication ot problems ana opportunitiea. Open
conmunication 1a a preliminary atep ir crganizational pronlem aolving.
Thia expiaina why open comaunication 18 related to organizational
performance. When comrunication ia open, organizationa are aple to
identify their problema early and asolve them before they get out of
hand. When communication ia closed, organizationa do not identify
problema unti! they become crisea. Finally, open communication 1s8 not
aynonymoua with discloaure. It ia not honeaty, frankneasa, nor amount of
information provided. OUpen communication 18 a receiver orientea concept
not a sender oriented one. Hopefully theae apeculationa will lead to

testable hypothesea about open communication.

11
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Figure 1.

THE DINMENSIONS OF COMMUNICATION OPENNESS
Adaptea from Redding (1972), p. 405

Measage Mesaage
Sending Receiving

| 1 1
| 1 |
Superiors’ { From Super:ior 1 To Superior !
Behavior i To Suborainate { From Suborainatel
: (downiward) | (upward) l
| ]
| - | 1
Suborainates’ | From Suporainate | To Subordinate |
Benavior I  To Superior | Froa Superior |
: (upward) | (downward) ]
i i
| 7 -~ l
Peers’ I From Peer | To Peer |
Behavior | To Peer | From Peer |
I  (horizontal) : (horizontal) :

|
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Taple 1.
FACTOR LOUADINGS OF THE C.0.M.: UNROTATED HATRIX

Factor

COM Factor Loading
Supervisors ask for suggestions B2
People complain to supervisors 274
Supervisors act on criticisa 548
People snare new iceas with coworkers 296
Supervisors listen to complaints 632+
People ask supervisors’ opiniona 27
Supervisors foliow up on peoples’ opinions «708*
People tollow up supervisors’ new iaeas «992
Supervisors suggest new ideaa .628»
People ask coworkeras for suggestions «775»
Supervigors liasten to bad news «708¢»
People give advice to supervisors «361
Supervisecras foliow up bad news . 527
People listen to new 1deas trom coworkers «6H56*
Supervisors ligte.: to new ideas «724+
People ask supervisors ror criticisa 495
Supervisors follow up on suggestions «756%
Supervisors ask for personal opinions «719»
People liaten to supervisora’ suggesations L .602%

# included in 13 item C.0.H.




