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"Keep your channels: of communication @pén,“ {8 a common prescripticn
» N .

for the execut}ve.

This advice, according to Willits (1972), is grounded

in "the implicit hypothesis that open communication will contribute t@

-

organizational performance" “(p. 91).

~

Unfortunately, the teachers,"’

mnnngers, and theorists of organjizational communicatdion have been unable

- to explain HOW open communication contributes to organizational success.

~

Three observations are in order.. First, researchers from Bavelas
o H . :
(1950) and Leavitt (1951) ,through O'Reilly and Roberts (1977)'and Klauss
- \ °
(1977) have found licks between open communication and organizatfonal

Second,

success. these links are neither consistent nor’s;atistically

. strong. ' Third, oper communication ccn have negctive consequences suchi

as overload and conflict (Rosengren, 1965).
S ‘ R
/ ]

One must still acknowledge thaf/the considerable numbgr. of
studies, when taken all tégether do. add up." The con- ~
sistency of the findings from a wide variety of studies'

is itself persuasive. And' this consistency seems to make

two concliusions inescapable: that openness of communicatiqn

is (a) a crucial dimension of organizational communicatiom, ° -
and (b) an essential ingredient in any overall managerial
climate associated with organizational effectiven;ss '

(p- 386): < . ,

An exnmination of our explanactpns ‘of the opgn communication >

Redding (1972) argued:

~

Considering these.factors, \

, organizational success link 1e\appr9priace.
- . ’ 'R

Initially the assumptions

" were made that this was a simple and direct relationship.

Opqn communi- .

cation feads to satisfaction,

¢

Restricted communication leads to pro-:

{

ductivity

‘But Guetzkow and Simon (1955) challenged the assumption

t the

/

telationship 1f simple. Instead, Guetzkow (1965) argued that the r#latioh-

£
/
/

/- ship is complex and dependent on the nature of the task as a conditional/—

variable.

This has 1ed°to a contingency theory explanatioq in the £,

- . v .
/// then" form. If the task is complex, if the environment is—dynemic, if
N .. . ¢ «

- \
3 . .




'suc%s, (c) statistically significant zero order correlation between open

. . - . - .
a4 .
’ L .2,

.

: ’ oa w
the enviromment, is.uncertaing, then open communicdtion leads to both pro- -

dnctﬁrity and satisfaction. If the task is simple, if the enviromment is

- gtable, if the envirompent is predictable, then restricted communication

leads to botheproductivit,y atid:satis:faction. This ‘,el:pl&ins the ‘incomsistent
results but oot the .weak links.” |

' -To date thé're has been no serious ct'm‘llenge of.,the agsumption that the
relationship- is direct, Yet,.the Guetzkow and Simon (l955); ‘Indik,

Georgopoulos, and Seashore (1961), snd Willits (1967) studies allowed for

intervening variables. If intervening variables exist then we might argue

-

that open communication leads to x and x leads to organizational success.

Tvo possible .candidateg for such an x a{e innovativeness from Rogers md

’

’ Agarwala-Rogers (1976) and trust from Willits (1967) .

This paper presents an exploratory study intended to determine if an

indirect relationship between open‘ comunication and organfRational success

-

is possible. To simpli@ the an;lysis only one intervening wvariable was
‘employed. If the relationship is indirect we would expect to ‘gind “(a)
statistically significant zero order and first order correlati‘ns between

open coumunication and innovativeness, (b) sr}efstically significgnt gzero

¢
»

order and first order correlations betweed innovativeness anl orgmizational

communication dnd orghnizationsl slccess, and (d) statistically non- ~

si-gdificant first order correlatiom between open comunicatioii and organir| .‘

- 0
- -

zational success. . ‘ / o . v

. .
) ’ ' A8
-
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METHODOLOGY

The general design of ‘this study was an intercorrelational analysis

of ’éhe responses of ninety-four people .to:three éerteptual measures.
. ' . ) ) J
PEOPLE. The people who participated in this etudy were ningty-four

r:eui;ers of six organizational groups. Group one (n = 8) was an academ“i;c

depart:nen’t in & medium sised college. Group two (n = 9) was aiso an
academic‘ department in a medium sized college. Group three (n = 12);’was
an acafemic deparément in a large university. Grmip four (n = 9) was an
administrat‘ive department in a‘.'large university. 'erﬁ‘ five (n = 31) was:

-+

an administrative department in a medium sized Jorporatiorn. Gr“oup six

(n = 25)’ was a service depai:'t:nient in a state government agency.. Of. the

ninety- four people, fcrty -eight were male and forty-six were. female_l They

ranged m age from nineteen to aixtysfour, in organizftional\tenur'e from

" one month to fifteen years, and in educational attainment from tenth grade.
) .\ . .. L4 '

to Ph.D. T / - ‘

MEASURES. Perceived Open Communication was operationalized as the

A

summed response to a thirty-five item questionnaire'derived from Rogers

/(1

“to the question, 'How much do you agree or disagree with the statement - |

976) Perceived Innovation was. operationalized as a scyied response

NEW IDEAS ARE* CONSTANTLY BEING TRIED -- as it applies to your department?
ot Perceived Success was operationalized as a scaled responfa to the question,
"How much do you agree or disagree with the statement, "ON “THE WHOLE, THIS

ORGANIZATION IS SUCCESSFUL" - as it applied to your deparment?" In order

*

{
. to~test the consistency of the perceptions of the dephrtments, interrator.

{ A

' reliability coefficients were computed. for each meabure. As r‘eported in

Table 1 the reliability of each of the t:hree mea’sures is statistically
-J




L
s

significant at the 001 leveI of confidence -In order to test the validity

of observed differences among departments, cpréelation ratios were computed
!

" for each me#sure. As reported in Table 1, the discriminant _power of each of

-

the three mLaaures is statistically significant at the . 001 level of con- »)
R
fidence. In add&tion' as a test of instrument reliability, the Kuder-

Richardson coefficient of’equivalence was computed for the Open Counﬂnica-

tion Measure. The ,r of .79 was stat{stically significant at the .00l Ievel

. , /
Table 1 about here :

Aof confidence.

ANALYSIS. Andlysis of data was performed on a CDC 6400 computer using
[

library programs for correlation with transgeneration and paftial correlation

4

at the State University of New York at Buffalo Academic Computing Center.

-
4 ~ .

"
.

RESULTS

2

The zero order correlatipn matrix for the three measures is presented

.

in fable 2. As expected, all three.correlation coefficients are statistically

by
Table 2 about here- |

N . ccccmemmaaa ‘---;--1--2-,---

-

‘significantq This finding justifies ou questioning of the true natufe of

/

the observed/relationships The partial (first order) correlation matrfx

-is presented in Tpnle 3. Note ‘that with the effects of Innovation removed

»




- cedure.

5,
S /o
the correlation bétween Open Communication and Perceived Sgccess is no
‘a ’ . .
longer statistically\fignificant.
‘ """ : N . L e

: ' .. DISCUSSION B :

¢

Obviously the simple.desiﬁn of this study has important methodological '’

limitations which should be noted. Fir:t, only one intervening variable was
included The fact that the partial correlati&ﬁ bereen opeh‘cammunication
and organizational success did not reduce to zero suggests .that there may be

othergintervéning variables (e.g., trust). Second, the method assumes a .

direct relationship between open comqgnication and innovativeness and

betwe n innovativeness and organizatiomal success ,Th%se may both be in-

direct relationsh&ps with additional intervening variables. This problem

= 4 .
may be compounded by the simplistic, transparent measures of innovativeness

and success.'{rhird, the mé!hodology did not specify conditional variables

¢

nor casual links, ?ourth, the use of subjective measures rather than hard

indices assumes that people accurately perceive and report organizational

. & .
reality, Fifth, the aggregation of the six groups is a questionable pro-

|-~
B ’

A

" WithYLhese limitations in mind, some tentative eonclusions can be
drswn Most importantly, all of the expectations of an indiredt relation-
ship were realized. The statisticelly significant correlation between -
open comnunication and oséaniznthonal success disappeared vhen the effects.

of innovativeness were removed. Jhis chalienges tEi assumption of a dipect

relationship. Thus our explanations'of HOW open compunication (independent

‘ ! 4 ’ “~

variabye) contributes to organizaticnal success (dependent variable) may

e ¢

come to rely on both conditionaa variables (task, environment, etc.) and

on nsdiating‘variables (innovativeness). This sort of explanation suggests

!

»
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s N 6.

, “ R ) .

that we aﬁalyze earlier research EO‘determine whether conditional variables
\ “

were different (challenging the assumption of a simple’ relationship) and

whet the design allowed mediating variables to emerge (challenging the
ption of a direct rélationship). Tiis will also help us to design

research to find additional intervening variaﬁles. ) 4

-
.

The introduction o?/intérvening variables comblicatés our explanation
of the contribution of open communication to organizational squess%' Figure
* 1

1 shows the sort of model we may have to employ to'exptiin/that open communi-

v
cation leads to imfovation which can help us to discover the best solution to

a complex problem, but which can cause us to consider umnnecgesaiy solutions to ..

Lo - ’ ‘
simple problems. Obviouslz the model presented is incomplete. No probabili-
ties are attached to the rélationships. No preferences are indicated. Other

dependent yariables (performance, satisfaction, etc.) conditional variahies

- r

R

(environmental upcertainty, environmental dynamism, etc.), and intervening -

variables (trust, stability, influence, etc.) are excluded.

« 1In-ghort, we already lknew that the\tg?tribution of open communication
to organizational success iP not simple, but complex. This study has
suggested that the contribution may not be dfrect; but mediated.

.8 i ) '
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