
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rcrr20

Communication Research Reports

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/rcrr20

Cross-cultural measurement validation: an
analysis of dissent, workplace freedom of speech,
and perceived immediacy

Stephen M. Croucher, Stephanie Kelly, Doug Ashwell, Shawn Condon & Beth
Tootell

To cite this article: Stephen M. Croucher, Stephanie Kelly, Doug Ashwell, Shawn Condon &
Beth Tootell (2024) Cross-cultural measurement validation: an analysis of dissent, workplace
freedom of speech, and perceived immediacy, Communication Research Reports, 41:2, 71-81,
DOI: 10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545

© 2024 The Author(s). Published with
license by Taylor & Francis Group, LLC.

Published online: 12 Mar 2024.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 330

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rcrr20
https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/rcrr20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rcrr20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rcrr20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545&domain=pdf&date_stamp=12 Mar 2024
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545&domain=pdf&date_stamp=12 Mar 2024


Cross-cultural measurement validation: an analysis of 
dissent, workplace freedom of speech, and perceived 
immediacy
Stephen M. Croucher , Stephanie Kelly , Doug Ashwell , Shawn Condon, 
and Beth Tootell

ABSTRACT
Croucher and Kelly (2019) laid out guidelines to develop mea
sures that can be used across cultures. The present study pro
vides support for their guidelines, indicating that pancultural 
measurements cannot be behavioral and should not include 
unnecessary contexts; however, they should be worded as sim
plistically as possible. This study utilizes measures of dissent, 
perceived immediacy, and workplace freedom of speech in 
Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States. Only 
the perceived immediacy measure, which follows Croucher 
and Kelly’s (2019) guidelines, maintained internal consistency.
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Research into communication behaviors, traits, and attitudes is increasingly 
being conducted outside of the United States. Therefore, it is common for 
researchers to adapt measures developed in the U.S. for testing in non- 
U.S. settings (Croucher & Kelly, 2019). With such modification comes ques
tions of translation, measurement invariance, equivalence, reliability, etc. 
(Croucher et al., 2019, 2020; Gudykunst, 2003). Croucher and Kelly (2019) 
identified various validity and reliability issues with adapting measures cross- 
culturally and with researchers attempting to develop measures to function 
pan-culturally. Additionally, Croucher and Kelly (2019) proposed steps to 
manage validity issues in adapting measures: avoid using behavioral proxies 
to measure psychological states, avoid unnecessary contextual cues within 
measures, and use simplistic, concise wording when possible. The purpose 
of this study was to test these recommendations.

Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidelines are designed to develop measures 
that have high generalizability of validity. Generalizability of validity is the 
extent to which a measure can maintain evidence of validity used in 
a population for which it was not designed (e.g., a different culture; 
American Educational Research Association (AERA), American 
Psychological Association (APA), & National Council on Measurement in 
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Education (NCME), 2014). A critical component of testing for validity is 
evidence of content validity, wherein the researchers verify that the hypothe
sized factor structure of a measure has been maintained within the new sample 
(Kelly & Westerman, 2020). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is used to 
determine whether a factor structure has been maintained when used in a new 
sample, where the better the data fit the hypothesized factor structure, the 
stronger the evidence is that the measure has content validity. Evidence of 
generalizability of validity is provided when a measure maintains factor 
structure across multiple or diverse samples, representing populations unlike 
the sample in which it was validated (AERA, 2014).

In their guidance on developing measures to maintain generalizability of 
validity pan-culturally, Croucher and Kelly also explain that behavioral mea
sures are unlikely to work well pan-culturally because different cultures assign 
different meanings to behaviors. Therefore, unique behavioral measures 
should be developed for unique cultures. The current study cross-culturally 
assessed the validity and reliability of three U.S. designed measures, often used 
to measure workplace communication constructs: The Organizational Dissent 
Scale (ODS) (Kassing, 2000), Workplace Freedom of Speech Scale (WFSS) 
(Gorden & Infante, 1991), and the Perceived Immediacy Measure (Kelly et al.,  
2015).

Dissent, workplace freedom of speech, and perceived immediacy

Organizational dissent is “expressing disagreement or contradictory opinions 
about organizational practices, policies, and operations” (Kassing, 1998, 
p. 183). Researchers exploring organizational dissent originally used 
Kassing’s (1998) 24-item measure of dissent, which assessed dissent within 
(articulated and latent) and outside (displaced) of an organization. In recent 
years researchers have focused more on dissent within organizations (i.e., 
Croucher et al., 2019; Kassing, 2006; Zaini et al., 2016). Thus, researchers 
have used Kassing’s (2000) 18-item measure which assesses only articulated 
and latent dissent. Articulated dissent is expressed to management and latent 
dissent is shared with colleagues of a similar level. Increasingly, organizational 
dissent research has been conducted cross-culturally and in non-U.S. settings 
(Croucher et al., 2021; Kassing & Avtgis, 1999; Zeng et al., 2020). Both latent 
and articulated dissent are types of employee voices and are typically positively 
correlated because they are predicted by a variety of personality traits (Zeng,  
2018). Yet, supervisor communicative behaviors also predict whether employ
ees will engage in articulated dissent (Croucher et al., 2021; Kelly et al., 2023).

Research conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic found perceived 
immediacy mediated the relationship between a supervisor’s communica
tive behaviors and subordinate’s articulated dissent (Kelly et al., 2023). 
Perceived immediacy is the perception of psychological closeness between 
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communicators (Kelly et al., 2015). Perceived immediacy with one’s 
supervisor has been studied cross-culturally with articulated dissent, but 
again during COVID-19 (Croucher et al., 2021). While there is evidence 
that at the height of the pandemic, subordinates’ perceived immediacy 
with their supervisor weakly to moderately correlated with their willing
ness to engage in articulated dissent, it is not known whether this pattern 
maintains now that the world has returned to “more” normal working 
conditions.

Workplace freedom of speech is the extent to which individuals perceive 
their organization fosters a sense of open communication (Gorden & 
Infante, 1991). Members in organizations with higher levels of workplace 
freedom of speech tend to report higher levels of identification, commit
ment, and articulated and latent dissent (Croucher et al., 2014; Kassing,  
2000, 2006).

This study examines these workplace variables cross-culturally through the 
lens of Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance. These measures were chosen for 
two reasons. First, regarding the development of this set of measures, one 
follows Croucher and Kelly’s guidance (perceived immediacy), one does not 
(dissent), and one follows their guidance with only half of its items (workplace 
freedom of speech). As such, there is a variety of consistency and inconsistency 
of fit with the guidance represented across these three measures. Second, 
dissent behaviors, perceived immediacy with one’s supervisor, and workplace 
freedom of speech all relate to the theme of open communication with the 
people that participants interact with most in the workplace (i.e., immediate 
supervisor and close colleagues). While any set of measures could be chosen 
for such an investigation, the researchers sought to find measures that fell 
under a theme, to reduce the participants’ need to mentally pivot across 
referents while completing the questionnaire. The less mental pivoting that 
is required when taking an assessment, the less likely participants are to 
experience mental fatigue, which is a direct threat to the validity of 
a measure (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). As such, this 
cluster of measures were chosen to remove validity threats that were not 
inherent to measure design.

Because Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance is specifically for maintain
ing validity cross-culturally, cross-cultural samples were chosen. Australia, 
Canada, New Zealand, and the U.S. are all English-speaking countries. 
Therefore, samples from these countries were targeted because this allows 
measures to be examined cross-culturally without validity threats through 
translation errors. As such, the following is proposed: 

RQ: Do the organizational dissent, workplace freedom of speech, and per
ceived immediacy measures produce evidence of generalizability of validity 
across Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the U.S.?

COMMUNICATION RESEARCH REPORTS 73



Method

Participants and procedure

Data for this study were collected through Qualtrics. The researchers paid 
Qualtrics approximately $5US for each completed response in the online 
questionnaire. The survey panel included participants from Australia, 
Canada, New Zealand, and the U.S. who were native English speakers, at 
least 18 years of age, and had full-time employment in which they had 
a direct supervisor. An overview of participant demographics is in Table 1.

Instrumentation

Articulated and latent dissents were measured through Kassing’s (2000) 
instrument. The measure was composed of 18 Likert-type items with 5-point 
response scales, with nine items devoted to assessing articulated and latent 
dissent, respectively. The measure is for behavioral constructs and all items 
reference behaviors. The reliability score for the latent measure in this sample 
was ω = .76, α = .76. The reliability score for the articulated measure was α  
= .48 (no omega is available due to a few negative relationships in the inter- 
item correlation matrix).

Perceived immediacy was assessed with Kelly et al. (2015) measure. It was 
composed of nine semantic differential items with 7-point response ranges. 
The measure is of a perception and items do not reference behaviors. The 
reliability score was ω = .96, α = .96.

Workplace freedom of speech was measured with Gorden and Infante’s 
(1991) instrument. The measure assesses a psychological construct but has 
four items assessing behaviors and six referencing perception. It was com
posed of 10 Likert-type items with 5-point response ranges. The reliability 
score was ω = .89, α = .90.

Table 1. Participants.
Australia Canada New Zealand U.S.

n 195 440 383 639

Gender Male 97 186 176 292
Female 98 253 207 341

Ethnicity White 163 254 205 439
Asian 18 20 54 40
Black 14 47 - 87
Hispanic - 12 - 39
Mixed - 12 - 20
Native American - 4 - 12
Māori or Aboriginal - - 79 -
Arab - 28 4 2
Pacific Islander - - 29 -
Other - - 12 -
Indian - 63 - -

Average Age 34.24 (SD = 13.02) 33.18 (SD = 11.81) 40.23 (SD = 13.66) 35.38 (SD = 14.87)
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Results

Before the analysis, each measure was checked for normality. No signs of 
skewness, kurtosis, or multi-modality were seen. Table 2 displays the descrip
tive statistics for all measures. With no threats to normality, the data were 
appropriate for analysis.

To assess the measures, a CFA was performed (see Table 3) on each 
measure. CFA tests the content validity of measures by assessing whether 
the hypothesized factor structure of the measure is maintained within the 
sample (Kelly & Westerman, 2020). Bryne (2016) recommends the following 
heuristics for fit statistics to determine whether measures are fit for hypothesis 
testing: goodness-of-fit index (GFI) ≥ .9, comparative fit index (CFI) ≥ .9, 
standard root mean residual (SRMR) ≤ .08, and ideally, root mean square error 
approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .1 (Bryne, 2016). Because RMSEA is extremely 
sensitive, there is justification to use a measure in further analysis if RMSEA 
alone is poor (Chen et al., 2008). Fit statistics for these measures appear in 
Table 3. Fit statistics indicated that behavioral measures (articulated and latent 
dissent) did not maintain internal consistency when used across these cultures, 
nor did the workplace freedom of speech measure. However, perceived imme
diacy had good internal consistency.

Supplemental Analyses

The workplace freedom of speech measure was reexamined using only the six 
items free of behaviors. The fit was poor (GFI = .80, CFI = .75, RMSEA = .33, 
and SRMR = .10). However, the standard residual covariance matrix indicated 
that only the item, “In my work organization there is more concern for 
quantity than quality,” was problematic. This item is arguably double- 
barreled as it requires participants to assess both quantity and quality. After 
that item was removed, the fit of the remaining perceptual items was 

Table 2. Descriptives.
Range Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Articulated Dissent 1.00–5.00 2.77 0.71 0.19 −0.17
Latent Dissent 1.00–5.00 2.85 0.70 0.14 0.01
Perceived Immediacy 1.00–7.00 3.23 1.50 0.38 −0.42
Workplace Freedom of Speech 1.00–5.00 3.11 1.16 −0.33 −0.65
Workplace Freedom of Speech Reduced 1.00–5.00 3.05 1.17 −0.23 −0.78

Table 3. Fit statistics.
GFI CFI RMSEA SRMR

Articulated Dissent 0.78 0.48 0.19 0.14
Latent Dissent 0.92 0.81 0.12 0.07
Workplace Freedom Original 0.58 0.63 0.3 0.14
Workplace Freedom Reduced .93 .93 .19 .05
Perceived Immediacy 0.92 0.96 0.12 0.03
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acceptable (GFI = .93, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .19, and SRMR = .05). The relia
bility scores for this respecified measure were ω = .86, α = .86.

The correlation matrix for these measures broken down per country is 
shown in Table 4. The only statistically significant correlations were between 
articulated and latent dissent. (Note: the two versions of the workplace free
dom of speech measures were also correlated highly, but as this was a subset 
measure. For items correlated with the original measure items, a fit of near 
1.00 is expected.)

Discussion

CFA was used on the 4-nation sample to identify whether the measures 
maintain factor structure when the sample is culturally diverse. Only the 
perceived immediacy measure, which was the only measure in this study 
developed consistent with Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance for develop
ing a pan-cultural measure, maintained factor structure. Only the measure 
that was perceptual, rather than behavioral, did not mention unnecessary 
contexts in items, and was worded as simplistically as possible with its seman
tic differential structure yielding evidence of content validity with the cultu
rally diverse sample. As such, only the measure that followed the guidance of 
development for achieving pan-cultural validity shows evidence of general
izability of validity across these cultures.

The dissent measure did not yield evidence of generalizability of validity as 
internal consistency was not seen within this culturally diverse sample. As 
these are behavioral sub-measures, this finding is consistent with expectations 
laid out by Croucher and Kelly (2019) that behavioral assessments will not 

Table 4. Correlation matrices.
1 2 3 4

Australia 1. Articulated Dissent
2. Latent Dissent 0.09*
3. Workplace Freedom Original −0.03 −0.05
4. Workplace Freedom Reduced −0.02 −0.04 0.99**
5. Perceived Immediacy 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.05

Canada 1. Articulated Dissent
2. Latent Dissent 0.11*
3. Workplace Freedom Original −0.003 0.02
4. Workplace Freedom Reduced 0.002 0.01 0.99**
5. Perceived Immediacy 0.04 −0.02 0.04 0.04

New Zealand 1. Articulated Dissent
2. Latent Dissent −0.29**
3. Workplace Freedom Original 0.06 −0.05
4. Workplace Freedom Reduced 0.03 −0.07 0.94**
5. Perceived Immediacy 0.02 0.1 0.07 0.07

U.S. 1. Articulated Dissent
2. Latent Dissent 0.09*
3. Workplace Freedom Original −0.03 −0.05
4. Workplace Freedom Reduced −0.02 −0.04 0.99**
5. Perceived Immediacy 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.05

*p < .05, **p < .001.
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work on multi-national datasets given cultures assign different meanings to 
behaviors. To be clear, this guidance does not mean behaviors cannot be 
objectively counted across cultures. How often someone smiles during 
a speech, for example, is an objective behavioral measure that can be recorded 
by an observer. Following Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance, the act of 
smiling is considered an immediate behavior and may vary by culture; there
fore, the collection of behaviors that are immediate should be validated within 
each culture (c.f., Kelly et al., 2015).

Notably, this dataset did not yield a positive relationship between articu
lated dissent and perceived immediacy as found in prior studies (i.e., Croucher 
et al., 2021; Kelly et al., 2023). There are a few potential explanations for this. 
First, it could be that the positive relationship found between these two 
variables is unique to data collected during the pandemic. Second, it could 
be an issue of calibration. Both the Croucher et al. (2021) and Kelly et al. 
(2023) studies had to make a small respecification to the articulated dissent 
sub-measure for issues of minor misfit in the samples. While the misfit shown 
in the present study is far greater than what was found in those two prior 
studies, it is possible that part of the fit issues observed with these measures 
could be age-related. Over time, the validity of measures may decline as the 
meanings behind words change, and younger generations of participants may 
interpret an item’s wording differently than the generation for which the 
measure was developed (Autman & Kelly, 2017). The dissent measure was 
developed more than 20 years ago (Kassing, 2000). As such, its validity may be 
decreasing over time, indicating that it is time to develop new measures. 
Future research is needed to explain this finding.

While the workplace freedom of speech measure did not maintain factor 
structure in its original form, the five perceptual items (the measure less the 
four behavioral items and the double-barreled item) had acceptable fit. This 
indicates that the five items in this measure that were developed according to 
Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance of having a perceptual, rather than 
behavioral referent, no inclusion of unnecessary contexts, and simple wording, 
yielded evidence of generalizability of validity. Those items that did not follow 
this guidance did not yield such evidence. The analysis of this measure 
supports Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance for pan-cultural measurement 
development.

The findings of this study provide an example of measures consistent (i.e., 
perceived immediacy and some items in workplace freedom of speech) and 
inconsistent (i.e., organizational dissent and some items in workplace freedom 
of speech) with Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) recommendations for measure
ment development and demonstrate how these measures fit when utilized 
cross-culturally. As expected, the behavioral items did not show evidence of 
generalizability of validity, yet the perceptual items did. As Croucher and Kelly 
(2019) explain, while the meanings placed on behaviors vary by culture, 
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psychological processes are common to all humans; therefore, these are the 
items most likely to be unable to maintain factor structure across cultures and 
fail to meet standards of content validity.

However, Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance is also clear in that the type 
of item (i.e., behavioral versus perceptual) should match the construct. That 
behavioral measures are not likely to maintain generalizability of validity 
across cultures does not mean perceptual measures should be used as proxies 
of measurement for behavioral constructs in such studies. Instead, behavioral 
measures should be developed uniquely for each culture. Moreover, the mix
ing of perceptual versus behavioral referents leads to the conflation of con
structs. Measurement development initiatives should avoid this practice, 
regardless of whether the measure is designed to be used cross-culturally 
(Kelly et al., 2015). Behavioral variables should be composed of items that 
reference behaviors. Likewise, perceptual variable assessments should only be 
composed of items that reference perception. Workplace freedom of speech is 
defined as a perception. As such, it should be measured with items referencing 
perception rather than behaviors in any culture.

Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidance to word items concisely and simplis
tically is also good guidance for all measurement development work, despite 
being offered specifically for measures intended to be developed cross- 
culturally to help with translation. Simplistic, concise wording makes items 
more accessible to participants at a variety of literacy and education levels. 
Concise wording also helps measurement developers avoid adding extra 
referents into an item (e.g., double-barreled items), as was the issue in the 
workplace freedom of speech measure.

Lastly, the evidence from this study supports calls from other scholars about 
the reliability of measures. Goodboy and Martin (2020) called for commu
nication scholars to quit reporting alpha reliabilities and move to reporting 
omega reliabilities. This call was made because omega is more discerning when 
calculating reliability for measures composed of many items and can alert 
researchers to validity issues. An omega reliability score cannot be calculated 
when there are negative correlations between the items of a measure. If all 
items composing a measure are measuring the same construct, then they 
should all be positively correlated. This data supports Goodboy and Martin’s 
(2020) call, given that the measure of articulated dissent which yielded the 
worst fit and showed no evidence of content validity, could not derive an 
omega reliability score.

These results echo the caution of multiple scholars (e.g., Croucher & Kelly,  
2019; Croucher et al., 2019, 2020; Kelly & Westerman, 2020) who maintain 
evidence of reliability does not imply evidence of validity. The workplace 
freedom of speech measure had a high reliability score. Yet, the measure 
CFA identified content validity issues in the mismatch between behavioral 
and perceptual items and a double-barreled item. Checks of reliability do not 
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test whether the items are assessing the same construct and should not be used 
to make that assertion.

Conclusion

While the results of this study support Croucher and Kelly’s (2019) guidelines, 
this is only one selection of variables. Since Croucher and Kelly’s recommen
dations were published, no research has been conducted to test whether these 
recommendations, based on logic rather than data, can be supported in 
practice. Scholars who engage in cross-cultural research are encouraged to 
replicate the process demonstrated in this paper to determine whether their 
data align with Croucher and Kelly’s guidelines or suggest the guidelines need 
to be modified.
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