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ABSTRACT

This study examined the'relationship of managers'
relational messéqu‘with employeesf communication satisfac-
tion, as well as cdmpliance-gaining requests and partici-
pants gender in superior-subordinate COmmuniéationQ Immedi-
acy, similarity, composure and:receptiyity relational més-
‘sages emerged as'the best predicfors_of‘subordinate communi- -
cation satisfaction. In addition, middle managers pOsitionv
was found to be'an-important moderator of the managers
’message dimension-subordinate communication satisfaction

relationship.
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CHAP'?I‘»ER ONE L

INTRODUCTlON
| This chapter prov1des a dlscu551on of the subject oft
‘ thls the51s and relevant research to the problem, and in-
cludes ratlonale and research questlons.
| The study of employee satlsfactlon w1th 1mmed1ate
superv1sors is a long—standlng and contlnulng theme in the
‘llterature of organlzatlonal communlcatlon. Hlstorlcally,
'scholarsfhaveiexamined‘satisfaction as‘abfunction of em;
ployee perceptions‘of supervisory’behaVior definedvin terms
of communlcatlon varlables such as supportlveness and upward
’ilnfluence (Jablln, 1979), trust (O'Rellly & Anderson, 1980),
'and recept1v1ty to upwardbcommunlcatlon (Wheeless,,Wheeless,v
‘& Howard, 1984). ‘Generally,’such 1nvest1gatlons report
direct relationshlps in whlchfthe communioatiVe variables of
‘interest account for‘small.to moderate amounts of variance‘ |
in employee satlsfactlon w1th superv1sors.»,

More recently, researchers have turned thelr attentlon
away‘from subordinate perceptlons of superv1sory behav1or-to
5fexplanatlons of subordlnate satlsfactlon grounded in organl—
zatlonal and relatlonal communlcatlon processes Wthh extend
beyond supervxsory behavlor, e.g., ass1m11atlon‘(Jablln,
k1984), turnoyert(Glenn rRhea,'& Wheeless, 1997) and communi-
cation rules coordlnatlon (Elsenberg, Monge, & Farace, 1984}
Lamude, Daniels, &,Graham, 1988)‘ These studies presume

situational relationships‘operate,to account for employee



,satlsfactlon and the organlzatlonal or relatlonal communlca-

tlon factors whlch they examlne. In partlcular, 1n a s1tua—

_tlonal perspectlve of superv1sory communlcatlon, the percep-

'»v tlons of subordlnates are thought to be affected not only by'

‘the partlcular characterlstlcs of the superv1sor, but also
by the relatlon of the superv1sor s communlcatlon to other
relevant organlzatlonal or 1nterpersonalvfactors._ Anvexamr

ple of thls type of perspectlve is found 1n Lamude, Daniels,,_j

“and Graham S research on communlcatlon rules coorlentatlon, .

1n‘wh1ch superv1sor sex and subordlnate'sex appear‘to medl—'
ate the relationshipvbetweenicoorientation and:satisfaction
in what was‘characterized‘as "a'paradoxicalhmanner"‘(p;l32).

| The‘present'investigation‘is*intendedftohaddbto the
body of literature Whlchbtakes absituational‘perspecthe‘toy'v
the study of superv1sory‘communlcatlon.n Thevyariable of"v
interest is employee satlsfactlon w1th superv1sory communl-
‘catlon, but the study attempts to 1dent1fy the 51tuatlonal
contrlbutlons of Burgoon and Hale = (1987) conceptuallzatlon
~of relatlonal message d1mens1ons as these dlmen51ons 1nter—‘
act with the superv1sor s pos1tlont the magnltude of‘the
'superv1sor = requests and the sexes in the superyisor/emé
ployee relatlonshlp;‘b.‘ | | o |
Background

Research on the‘influence of‘perceptualdcondruence_and‘

rules coorientation on processes~andfoutcomes in’supervisor-pu'

employee relationships extends baCk:nearly two‘decades.



‘Although these studles p01nted to relatlonshlps between

'coordlnatlon and varlables such as trust attractlon, andV‘

o jOb satlsfactlon (Byrne, 1971 Hatfleld & Huseman, 1982,.

Wesley & Pulakos, 1983),7Elsenberg, et al. noted that the
entlre line of research generally was not 1ntegrated under
‘fany comprehens1ve theoretlcal framework.‘ They extended thlsh,
11ne of work by applylng Newcomb's (1953) model of coordlna-
‘rtlon 1n order to assess relatlonshlps of accuracy, agree-a,
’“ment and percelved agreement on communlcatlon rules to
»‘superv1sor S evaluatlons of employees and to employee sat1s~ef“
Afactlon w1th superv1sors;f: LA |

Among other results,»Elsenberg, etfal‘ found:a‘small‘
*ﬁass001atlon between employee satlsfactlon w1th superv151on o
'}and the employee s percelved agreement w1th the superv1sor
:~on communlcatlon rules. Accuracy and actual agreement
-,ffalled to contrlbute to an account of satlsfactlon. Lamude,j
lket al.~recon51dered the relatlonshlp between coorlentatlon
'gtand the employee s communlcatlon satlsfactlon w1th the ahi

_»superv1sor as medlated by sex.y In:thls 1nvest1gatlon, t

fcoorlentatlon along accuracy, agreement and percelved

'H;agreement d1mens1ons generally was hlgher 1n dlfferent—sex

' relatlonshlps than in same-sex relatlonshlps,iwhlch communl-r

catlon satlsfactlon was greater 1n same sex relatlonshlps,t~

‘than in dlfferent—sex relatlonshlps.“ | ”
Lamude et al. suggested that communlcatlon rules .co-

. orlentatlon mlght be greater in dlfferent-sex than in same-



sex subervisor-employee relationships beceuse»sex differf':
ences in today'svorganizational relationships take on a
‘special salience that leads members ofvdifferentésex‘
relatidnships "to'be‘moreieware of the dynemics of their
interaction" {p. 133) . .They seemed,vhewevef; to leave |
accounts for the ihfluence of superQisbr-end eﬁployee sex on
commuﬁication satisfaetioﬁ to the domain of common-sense
speculation. Findings in studies by Burgoon and Hale
(1987) and Burgoon, etvai. (1987) suggesf that seme account
for the sex=-linked Veriation in employee coﬁmUnication ;
satisfaction with supervisors may be found?inyemployee
perceptions of their supervisors"reletiohal'message cues.

Extending on an earlier theoretical ahalysis of the
fundamental topoi in relational communication (Burgoon &
Hale, 1984), Burgoon and Hale (1987) executed three studies
in theidevelopment of a measuring instfﬁment’that resulted
in 26 items distribﬁted acfoss seﬁeﬁ dimensions of rela-
tional messages: immediacy/affectioh, receptivity/trust,
similaritY/depth, deminance, equality, compoSure, and for-
mality. From\this pointiinbthe paper, we will refer to the
dichotomous diﬁensions‘by the,first‘coﬁcept‘label in the
~ pair, i.e., immediacy, receptivity, and similarity.

Burgoon and Hele feported estimates of internal consis-
teﬁcy for the seven dimensions ranged from .52 to .81 in the
final verSion ofithe insﬁrument. ’An eighth dimension, task

orientation, was eliminated at an early stage of instrument
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’development,‘but Burgoon and Hale argued that for measure-
‘ment purposes, if this facet of relational'communication is
considered'pertinent task items should be added. During the
: course of instrument validation, Burgoon and Hale found that
eye COntact 'reWardilevel and gender were associated with
variations 1n perceptlons of relational messages.’ In par-
ticular, males and females were perceived to differ on
eformallty, domlnance, and 1mmed1acy-and there was a gender
by gaze interaction on receptivity.

Burgoon et al. (1987) extended this work further in a
study of patlent satisfaction ‘and compliance with phy51-
cians. In particular, this study examined patient percep-
tions of physicians' relational messages-along,varlous
dimensions were associated with‘cognitiVe; affective, behav- !
ioral, and>overallvsatisfaction. Receptivity, immediacy,
"composure,vand formality provided the best eXplanatory‘model
for cognitive satisfaction (R’ % .54). eReceptiVity, immedi-
acy, dominance, and s1milar1ty prov1ded the best account for
affective satisfaction (R =='.68) Recept1v1ty, composure,g
‘and dominance prov1ded the best model for overall satisfac-
= tion (R° = .55). - The occurrence of dominance was negatively
associated with affective, behaVioral and overall satisfac-
tion. All other relatlonal message dimen51ons were p051—
tively-assoc1ated w1th satisfactlon. As 1nd1cated in the R

values, the models had very high predlctive power.



Batlonale
Elsenberg et al. found COorientation onvcommunication C

‘:frules to be p051t1vely ass001ated w1th satlsfactlon 1nb

o ﬂsuperv1sor employee relatlonshlps. ‘Lamude'et al.‘found'that~

bthls assoc1ated was medlated paradox1cally by ‘an 1nteract10nh_
'between superv1sor sex-andvsubordlnate sex. Spec1flcally,
: coorlentatlon generally was greater 1n dlfferent-sex rela-
:}tlonshlps than 1n same-sex relatlonshlps,.whlle communlca—
vtlon satlsfactlon was greater in same—sex relatlonshlps than
"‘1n dlfferent -sex relatlonshlps.f Although they prov1ded some’
Tiaccount for the flndlngs on coorlentatlon, they_falledoto~.
{:aocount for condltlons.whlcholead‘to lower.satlsfaCtioniing:”
'hdifferent-sexhsuperyisor—employee:relationships; ~W0rk by
: Burgoon et al. p01nts to a very powerful model for predlct-
‘1ng satlsfactlon on the ba51s of dlmens1ons of relatlonal
”messages‘ 'Moreover, research by Burgoon and Hale (1987)
Qflndlcates that males and females are percelved dlfferently
‘yalong some relatlonal message dlmen51ons.

Whether the Burgoon and Hale conceptuallzation of

- relatlonal message dlmen51ons .can. be generallzed 1n work ..“'fw

‘settlngs is open to questlon at thls p01nt. The Burgoon et”“
_bal. study was restrlcted to phys101an-pat1ent 1nteract10nsvv
‘.where the objectlve was patlent compllance w1th phys101anv_
‘1nstruct10ns. Many studles‘under~the rubrlczof communlca—‘vf
v;tlon cllmate and communlcatlon style have reported that : B

vafactors’suchiasxopenness, supportlveness, and trust are



related to empioyee satisfaction with supervisbrs, but such
»Variables‘are not grouhded s?ecifidaily onvrelational @es-
sage cues and dimensions as conceptuélized‘and operatioﬁ-
alized by Burgoon and Hale, nor in the specific compliance-
gaining context surrounding the physician-patient relation-
ship. Even sé, the variables donsidered in climate and
style studiésvbeér suffiéient similarity to Burgoon énd
Hale's.relational message dimensions to warrant specific
linkages and predictioné about the manner in which employ-
ees' perceptions of'relational'message,cues.might be linked
to satisfaction with superVisoré.

Positive relationships between émployee.satisfactioh»
and employee trﬁst of the suﬁervisor (O'Reilly & Anderson,
1980) as well as the supervisor's wiilingness tp‘listen and
to talk (Redding, 1979) suggest that the receptivity dimen-
sion of relational messages should predict employee's commu-
nication satisfaction with,supervisors.' Similarity,‘ddmi—
nance, and equality dimensioﬁs of;relational messages appear
to correspond to elements in Gibb'ék(l961) model of defen-
éive and sUpportive interpersonal climates‘which have been
shown to correlaté.with communication]satisfaction (Daniels
&.Logén, 1983). Speéifically, eqﬁaiity corresponds to the
same characteristic‘iﬁ Gibb's“contfdllcharacteristic in
defensive climéte.'lSimilarity“appears‘to'cérrespond to
Gibb's empathy characteristic in supportiﬁe;climate or, at

least, is the opposite of the neutrality characteristic in
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defensiVehclimate. :

»Jablinls~reyiew of'studies indicating that employees
‘prefer superv1sors who are warm and accepting suggests that
1mmed1acy also should be pos1t1vely assoc1ated with communl—
cat1on satlsfactlon;. While there may also be somevwarrant
for predictingHchmuniCation‘satiSfaCtion‘from thevcompo-
sure, formallty,.and task orientation'dimensions'of rela-
tional messages; it does not appear to be as strong as the
warrant for'immec;acy, 51m;lar1ty,“recept1v1ty, domlnance,
‘and equality; . | |
‘Hence;~we adVance our first hypothesis4

:‘Hlﬁ The best model for predlctlng employees' communl-'
‘catlon satlsfactlon w1th superv1sors from employee'
perceptlons of superv1sors' relatlonal message‘
cues will include pos;t;ve‘relat;onsh1ps_w1th
immediacy,vsimilarity, receptiyity; and equality
_dimemsions of'relational‘messages and a negative

*:relationship with the dominahce dimension.

If the Burgoon-Hale’model of relational message dimen-
sions can'provide a‘model for employeels'communication
'satlsfactlon w1th superv1sors that matches the predictive
power of models in research on phys101an—pat1ent interac-
’tioh,;it’may also prOvide‘a basis for explaining communica;
tion satisfaction differences betweenHSame-sex and |
dlfferent—sex superv1sor employee relatlonshlps, at least in

the case of employee satlsfact1on w1th the supervisor.



Those dimenSions_bf the supervisor's relafional messages
which provide the best prediction ofvcommunication'sétisféc-
tion should, themselves, be perceiVed by employees to vary
as a function ofbsupervisor’and eﬁpIOyee sex, but warrants
for specific predictions‘hefe are more difficult to advance.

Previous studies_df employee perceptibns of supervi-
sors'! styles of commuﬁication indicate that male supervisors
are perceived to be more dominant and directive than female
supervisors, while female supervisors are perceived to be
more attentive and to display more concern (Baird &‘Bradley,f
1979) . Such findings should extend to the immediacy, simi-
larity,‘receptiQity, dominance, and equality dimensions of
relational messages. | |

Baird and Bradley also found that attentiveness and
concern were positively related to employee perceptions of
the equality of communication in the relationship, while
dominance and directiveness wére negatively related to
satisfaction. One would expect that employees generally
would be more satisfiéd with female supervisors and that
this would be reflected in the perceptions'of’félational
cues, but previous research suggest that all of:these rela-
tiohéhips may bé mediated by sex of the emplbfee. In addi-
tion to findings of lower satisfaction within different sex
relationships, prior research also indicates that percep-
tions of rélative superiprity‘for female‘sﬁpervisors on

communicative behaviors associated with satisfaction may be

9



restricted largely to female employeee‘(Lemude et el,).’

Collectively, previous reseafch suggests that female
‘employees may be more satisfied withsfemale superviSors
because they perceive female supervisors exhibit more imme-
diacy,'similarity, and receptivity and less satisfied with
male supervisors, whe are perceived to exhibit ﬁore domi-
nance and less equality. Moreover, male empleyees may net
perceive female supervisors to differ froﬁ male supervisors
on those dimensioﬁs of relational ﬁessages which are linked
generally to communication satisfaction, but the evidence
for this conclusion is weak. In the absence of a compelling
warrant for predicting a specific‘interaction between super-
visor sex and employee sex oh‘perceptions of supervisors'
relational messages, we advance the following research
question:

RQ1l: Will employee sex and supervisor sex interact on

employee perceptions of supervisors' relational

messages.
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CHAP‘T_ER TWO
METHODS

‘This chapter contalns spec1flc 1nformat10n about the
methods and procedures employed in the study.
articip. is-‘ | ‘

| 'This’study employedrnetwork sampling in order‘tovgener-

ate a sufficientvnumber.of participants to produce a power -
estimate ofi.80+ (Cohen, 1969) for the principle'analysis‘of
- interest, i.e.,'the‘interaction;effect in RQZ._ Recruiting
began with 46 graduate.students enrolled:in‘organizational
chmmunication courses at a largevsouthwestern uniVersity.
Each student was 1nstructed to recrult four worklng partici-
'pants for the study w1th ‘the restrlctlon that each partlcl-
pant must have an immediate supervlsor in the workplace.
‘This procedure produced 160 participants, but‘Only 134
returned the study guestionnaire.s Although the system of
: questlonnalre return preserved partlclpant anonymlty inas-
_much.as namesvwere not ass001ated'w1th questlonnalres,‘ |
randomfchecks of names reportedaby students as recruits were
‘made as a sareguard‘agalnst the'possihility'that the stu-
dents themselves mightvsinply have completed‘and returned -
the questlonnalre.}:v | B

The 134 part1c1pants who completed the questlonnalre?
ranged from clerlcal and’ secretarlal to administrator level.
The average age of the partlclpants was 33 years, and 516‘

"was male.

1



Other demoqraphidlinformation wasﬁnotxayailéble;i‘
InStruments g

Relatlonal Messages

Partlcipants' perceptions'of their 1mmed1ate superv1—
'sofsr relational'messages_were measurede1thvaymod1f1ed
VerSionvof~thehRelationaliMessaqes»Scale (Burgoon &‘Hale,
.19é7). Thls scale 1ncludes elght dimens1ons of relatlonal;
messages. 1mmed1acy, 51m11ar1ty, recept1v1ty, composure,'
formality, domlnance,‘equality,‘and_task orlentation; The
scale was modified’to[inciude four,itemS‘grounded in thei
organizational'context for each of the eight dimensions.
The 32 1tems were presented in four groups of e1ght 1tems
each. Each group 1nc1uded one 1tem from each d1mens1on.

" ‘This procedure was employed as a safeguard agalnst the
poss1b111ty of systematic dlstortlon.-‘t |

' Ev1dence of construct valldlty for the original version
of - the scale is reported by Burgoon and Hale (1987) and by |
Burgoon et al., (1987). Estimates of 1nterna1 con51stency
(coefficient alpha) in this administration were: immediacy,
.89; receptivity, ;78;HCOmposure, .76;vsimilarity, Q83;;
formality, .87; dominance, .81;>equa1ity,i.77; and task
orientation, .86. | | |

”Communication‘SatisfaCtion

Communication.satisfaction mas measured,with a modified
version (Wheeless,‘Wheeless, &yHoWard,‘1984)'of,HeCht's

Communication Satisfaction scale. Evidence of criterion-

12



‘telated‘validityxfotithié scale‘is feported by Lamude,
fﬁaniels,v&_Craham5(1988), Alpha teliabiiity was .78.
o nggoceduzgs“‘VF - | |
.Questionnaire;packets‘were diStributed to study partic-
ipants ny.the:studentywho recruited.theml(See Appendix F).
Theiquestionnairesuwere completed anonYmoﬁsly and returned
by mail. The questionnairefinstfnotions difected‘particié,i
"pants to reflect onia_recent,eVent invnhiCh their‘immediate
'supervisors had attempted to seoure.tneir compliance with a
request. Participants Werejasked:to repoft their percep- |
’.tions of tneir‘immediate:superﬁisofs' relational messages
and their communication satisfaction with-the supervisors
' basedbon;this‘event. In‘adaition; partioipants were asked
to‘indicate the siée of the request, i.e., whether the
‘imnediate superVisorfs‘request imposed a "smail," "moder-
ate," or "1arge"‘demand upon the participant. Finally,
participants were asked‘to report the supervisor's positioni
(lower management, middle management, or upper management),
‘the supervisor's sex, andvtheir>own sex. ’Position and
request size-werefintendedbin this study‘for‘use in analysis
to test rival hypotneses,fOr‘anyleffeot identified for RQ.
Statistical Analisis " B T |
Hi was addressed with stepwise multiple regression
analysis. 'The eight relational message‘dimensions were
regressed on communication satisfaction. The probability to

- enter- -and remove variables at eachvstepvwas set at .05.

13



leen the results of the analy51s for H1 RQl was f

addressed w1th multlvarlate analy51s of varlance for the

: _;nteractlon between‘superylsor sexrand,employee,(l.eg,.studyv
 participant) sex.on immediacy, recept1v1ty,'and‘composurei"
;dlmens1ons of the Relatlonal Message Scale.‘ A specificv”
"planned comparlson was executed for thlS 1nteractlon on y
communlcatlon satlsfactlon to determlne whether the condl-'
'tlon of 1nterest i. e., the dlfferencevln.communlcatlon'
,'satlsfactlon between ‘same sex and dlfferent sex superlor—
subordlnate dyads, actually was present in. the data for this
studyQ | | | |

An01llary Analyses

Given the: results of the analys1s for RQll two ancilf
lary analyses were conducted,‘ The first cons1dered whether
theVSiZe of the(supervisor‘s.request in the compliande¥
'galnlng attempt would ‘provide: any explanatlon for varlatlon
‘1n employees' ratlngs of relatlonal communlcatlon, espe—"
‘ c1ally through 1nteractlon ‘with superv1sor and employee sex.
‘This analysis was’conductedywlth‘multlvarlate‘analy51s_of
varianCe for the'interaction ofbreQuestbslze,”supervisor"
sex,‘and employee sok on immediacy; receptiVlty, composure,
and‘communlCationesatisfaction. The ‘second analy51s was
lzldentlcal to the flrst except that the superv1sor s pos1t10n’
- was substltuted for request s1ze in the model Slmple
elnteractlons and post hoc analys1s w1th Newman-Keuls (Wlner,

‘1962) procedure were employed for further analy51s of 51g-»
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nificant effects;- A'fouf?factpr mbdei wi£ﬁ;siﬁﬁit§néous
'inclﬁSion of position}'fequest_siZe,’éuperVisioh sex,lahd
employee»Séx wbuld‘ﬁavebbeén mofé'deSirable,than fwb'éépa-
rate three-factor.modeis;fbutithéfhumbér of study'partiéi--,
pahts waé not adequate for a f6ﬁr—factor énaiyéis.v :
Analysis of pqéifipn and request size Was’intehded as a
control measure. In‘this‘caée, it‘bécame.the objebt of |
direct é?ploratofyvintéreét beééu§e-tééts failed to reveal
interactidns for'supervisof sex andTémpioyee sex on rela-

tional message dimensions.
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f:, éﬁAPTﬁ§ﬁiﬁRéE{fj ff
o o S JﬁESﬁLTs, |
'HXQCtnésis Ohe, ,  2 |
- Stépwise muitiplé%fégréééibn anaIYSis for the rélatién%_
, sﬁip»of:rélational mes§age diménsions to ccmﬁuni¢ation
Satiéfactidn resulted at StéplfiVe,in’éh>equation including:f
immediécy, COﬁpoéufé,*énd'reCépti?ity.és_the béstﬂpredictors
. of cdmmuhication éétisfaction; Bz?éf,342; E (3, 109) =
18.91; p'< .01. Immédiacy was entered at step ¢ne, Bf”=
.240, F (i,vlll) = 35;04,J9‘< ,Ql. Similarity’waS'entered':
at étep two, R’ Change = .039, F Chanée == 5.§6; p < .05.
Cdmposure‘was‘entéred at‘étep three,'B2>Change .025, F
éhangé'= 4.03, p < .05.  Recepfivitinas entered at step
four, R Change =:.Q40,.£ Change = 6.62, p < .05. At step

R® Change

five, similarity was redeed frdm the équation(
= -.002, F Change = .436, p < .05. >A,suﬁmary;of this an§ly—'
sis is'included ih‘Tablevl. | |
Research Question.ohe
The mﬁitivariate test for the intéraction of supervisor

 §ndveﬁp1oyee sex on immediacy, composure, receptivity, énd
‘commﬁnication,satisfaction waS'not‘significént;. Hence, all
"univériate tests were ignored exéept”fér the specific
planned compariéon on coﬁmﬁnicatibn'satisfaction. This
.:comparison indicated that communicétioh'satischtidn in
different‘sex‘cohditions was lower than satisfaction'in same

séx‘cbnditiéns, t (130) =v-~2.09) p < .05. Multivariate

16



tests for main effects of supervis0r sex and'employee sex
‘also were not siQnificant. A summary of the analysis is
iincluded.in Table 2. | |
Ancillary Analysis

Position

The multivariate test for the interaction of supervisor
position, supervisor_sex, and:employeehsex on immediacy,_
composure, receptivity, and communication satisfaction‘was
not s1gn1flcant Tests for the interaction of position with
superv1sor sex and the 1nteract10n of p051t10n with employee
sex: also were not s1gn1flcant but a s1gn1flcant test was
1ndlcated on the maln effect for superv1sor pos1tlon [Wllk'
'lamda - .20, FE (8 228) = 36. 47, p < .01]  This test was.
'accompanled by 51gn1f1cant unlvarlate tests for all depend-
ent varlables in the model 1mmed1acy, _\(2,»117) = 61.40, p

< .01, composure, F (2; 117) =»4,79,;p <>.01, receptivity, F

(2, 117) = 85.08, p < .01, and communication satisfaction, F

(2, 117f '4505‘ p < .05. A summary of the analysis is
presented 1n Table 3.->

Newman-Keuls tests for post hoc analys1s of the posi-
‘tlon effect revealed that the means were hlgher for employ;
ees w1th superv1sors in mlddle management than for employees
| w1th superv1sors in upper management -on 1mmed1acy (M = 17.08
vVs. 6.33), composure (M = 8 67»vs. 6 61), recepthltyv(M =
16 15 vs.'13 22),-and satlsfactlon (M = 41 65 vs;,36‘22)

, Means also were hlgher for employees w1th mlddle management
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fsuperv1sors than‘for those‘mlth lower.management supervrsorsf
on 1mmed1acy (M 17 08 vs. 13. 64) and recept1v1ty (M 16.15
vs; 7 25), but composure was hlgher for lower management (M
= 10. 74) than for mlddle management (M = 8. 67) Comparlsons‘.
of employees w1th-1ower management supervisors to those with |
upper management superv1sors also revealed some anomalous
_results.' Immedlacy was hlgher for 1ower management than for
upper management (M = 13 64 vs.'6 33), as was composure (M =
10.74 vs. 6‘61), but recept1v1ty was hlgher for upper man-
agement than for 1ower management (M ( 13. 22 Vs, 7.25). A
summary of th1s analy51s is presented 1n Table 4.
'S1Ze of Compllance—Ga1n1ng‘Request
,Thefmultivariate test‘for the interaction of size of
kreguest superv1sor sex, and employee sex on 1mmed1acy,
recepth1ty, composure, and communlcatlon satlsfactlon was
’ s1gn1flcant [Wllk'S lamda =*§85, FE (8? 228)‘= 2.40, p <
>;05] Examlnatlon of accompanylng unlvarlate tests revealed
a 51gn1flcant effect for the 1nteract10n on: communlcatlon
‘satlsfact;on,,f'(zf 117) = 4.36, p < .05. .rNo other uni-
variate testsvwereysignificant;_"" g
fMultivariate"tests for the‘interaCtion”of request size
’w1th superv1sor sex and request 51ze w1th employee seX also
‘vxwere‘not 51gn1flcant but a 51gn1f1cant test was 1ndlcated
onvthe maln effect for 51ze of request [Wllk's lamda =‘.66;
' ML (2; 228) =‘6.57, jo) <::01j. This test;was accompanied by

significant univariate_effects for composure,
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F (2, 117) ;13,94,‘p < ;01,-and:c0mmuniCation.satisfaCtion,jv»

F~(2” 117) 7. 68"p < .01. A summary,ofathis analysis ish(
freported in Table 5. o B |
Analys1s of s1mple two-way 1nteract10ns,-1 e.;'superv1-:'
sor‘sex by employee sex w1th1n each of the three levels of -
request s1ze, was performed to explaln the three-way 1ntere
ractlon on communlcatlon satlsfactlon. Tests revealed only
one 51gn1f1cant s1mple 1nteract10n.5’Thls 1nteract10n oc-'F

'( curred for requests of moderate 51ze, E (1 54) 10 46, p <v:

.01.“ Newman-Keuls tests in: thls condltlon 1nd1cated that

‘communlcatlon satlsfactlon was lower for male employees w1th'-~

female superv1sors (M =v30 33) than for male employees w1th ‘
~male superv1sors (M = 43 04) and for female employees w1th
;female superv1sors (M 39 91) |

No post: hoc analys1s of the maln effect for request

- size on satlsfactlon was conducted because thls effect was

confounded by the three-way 1nteract10n. Newman-Keuls tests

_for the effect of request size on composure revealed that _

._employees percelved superv1sor composure to be greater 1n a

*-,large request condltlon (M =.12 53) than in moderate (M =

‘7 54) and small (M = 7 11) condltlons. o
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'CHAPTER FdUR
VDISCUSSIQN

Tovsomevextent, the results of the investigation sup-
port a situational perspective of satisfaction with
'vsupervisory-employee communication. Some of the findings
are consistent with theoretical expectations, others are
not; and some actually are.surprising.

Hypothesis One ,

Hypothesisboné predicted that tﬁé best model for pre-
dicting employees' communication satisfaction with supervi-
sors from employee perceptions of supervisors' relational
messages in a cémpliance—gaining situation would include
immediacy, similarity, receptivity, dominance, and equaiity.
The intent of this‘analysis was to determine whether the
Burgoon-Hale conceptualization of relational messages could
be generalized to supervisor-employee relationships} ‘In
fact, the results of the regression analysis for Hi are more
consistent with findingé in the’Burgéon, et al. study of
physician-patient interaction than with the hypothésized
model in this study.

Burgoon et al. (1987) repbrted very powerful models
predicting patient satisfaction in interaction with physi-
cians on the basis of patient perceptions of physicians'
relational messages. In particular, the best prediction for
éeneral satisfaction included immediacy, receptivity, compo-

sure, and dominance dimensions of relational messages.
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Dominance was negatively related‘to'satisfaction, while the
‘ remaining variables were positively-related. In the preSent
‘study, the best nodel‘for,predicting‘employee satisfaction
‘based on perceptions of supervisorS' relational messages
included all of these variables but dominance. Immediacy,
receptivity, and composure accounted f°§,34% of the variance_
‘in'employee‘satisfactionvwith supervisors. .Although the
model laoked the preoictive power ofvthose reported by
Burgoon et al., the fact that the nodel in this_study_in-v

: cluded three of the four variablesvreported.by Burgoon et
al. as predictors of:general satisfactionvin physician-
patient interaction supports generalizability of the rela-
‘tional message conceptualization to supervisor-employee
relationships.‘

Why similarity, dominanoey_and eﬁuality failed‘to
oontribute_to the prediction of communioation satisfaction
is a matter of sone interesth It is possible that cues
’expressing thesevthree dimensions of relational messages are
just nothsalientvtO‘employee perceptions of the relation—i
~ship. Similarityy dominance, and equalityICUes may not be
iapparent because employees understandithat_the superior-
‘snbordinate role relationship isfpredicted on dissimilarity
and control; Henoe; employees expectpthemselves to be
dissimilar from superyisors and.for supervisors to exercise

! degree of dominance in the relationship.
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Research Questlon One

Research quest1on one. asked whether employee sex and
supervisor sex would 1nteract on employee perceptlons of
superv1sors' relatlonalamessages and on employeefcommunlca4»,.
'tionvsatisfactionvwith‘the,supervisor. ‘GiVen the emergence
of'immediacy; receptiyity, and composure asvthe_best rela-'
tional message predictorS'oflemployees!'communicationySatis—_
faction with;snpervisors, analysis of»the interaction‘em,i
ployed these three relational messagevdimensions‘along_with
satisfaction. | | |

ThevreSult of thehplanned-compariSOn'for‘communication
satlsfactlon was cons1stent w1th prev1ous flndlngs reported
- by Lamude et al. Employees! communlcatlon satlsfactlon with
supervisors was lower in different¥sex than-in same—sex
relationships.'”Webhadyhopedathat.thlsfcondition‘COuld be
explained'by variation between‘differentfsex‘and same-sex
relationships on employee perceptions of supervisors‘ rela-
tional messages, but tests for the 1nteractlon of superv1sor
sex and employee sex on relatlonal message dlmen51ons were
not s1gn1f1cant.» Consequently, the analy51s for RQ1 re-
}vealed no’informatlon whlch‘would.help to explaln lower
levels of»communication satisfactionvin’different-sex rela-
tionships;

The interaction hetween”supervisor and employee'sex‘on
communication‘satisfaction‘may‘be»explalnedbto some extent

by the mediating influence of size of compliance—gaining.
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requesﬁ; Lower leveisﬂof communication.satisfaction fof
mele'employees‘with female supervisors occurred priﬁarily‘
~when the size of the request in the supervisor's complianee-
gaining attempt'was moderate. There iS'ne ready explanation
for this enomalyt
The7fai1ure to find a sex interaction on perceptions of

relational message cues may indicate that.men and wemen do
not differ in their styles of‘supervisory communication.
Stereotypical sex role expectations fervthe behavior of
women may not apply to women in supervisory roles. Indeed,
the oﬁly factor in this study that appears to aecount for
variations in perceptions of supervisors' relational message
cues while at the same time accounting for communication
satisfaction is the supervisor's position in the management
hierarchy. Specifically, middle managers‘were perceived to
exhibit more immediacy, receptivity, and compesure than
upper level managers were perceived to exhibit and employees
reported greater communication satiéfadtion.with middle
managersvthan with upper level managers.
Conclueions

>In summary, the findings_of thie Study indicate that
the Burgoon-Hale conceptuaiizetion of relatioﬁal message
dimensiens can be'geﬁeralized to the‘COntext of superior-
employee‘communication.' Although the predictive model for
communicatieh satisfaction in this study was not as strong

as models found by Burgooh et,al;,‘the factors which_they
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identified in physician-patient communication are also, for
the ﬁost‘part, rélevant to communication satiSfaction‘in.
supervisor-emploYee relatithhips. |

The findings also suggestia gfééter need for attention
to situational as well as relational factors in accounts of
emplbyee satisfaction‘with’sﬁpervisors;"Although the sex of
the supervisor and employee méyino iongér‘be as impoftant in
accounting foffcommunication~éatisfaCtion,.the types of
compliance-gaining requests made by super?isors and the
position.in the management hierarchy inflﬁence both perCep-v

tions of relational cues and communication satisfaction.
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APPENDIX A: TABLES
 Tablel

- Regression of Relational Message Dimensions
~ on Communication Satisfaction

Step ‘Variables In ~ RSQ F F Change
1 " Immediacy 240 35.04%%  35.04%*
2 Immediacy 279 21.20% 5.06%*
' Similarity R )
 Immediacy 304 1593 4.03*%
 Similarity R ' -
Composure
‘Immediacy 344 1422%  Ge62*
Similarity ' - o
Composure
Receptivity
5 Immediacy 342 1891 44
Varikable’s Out ’
~at Step 5: - Similarity
. Formality
Dominance
Equality

Task Orientation

*p<.05,** p< 01
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Table2

* Multivariate Analy51s of Vanance for Superv1sor Sex
- and Employee Sex on Relational Message Dimensions .
' and Commumcatlon Satlsfactlon

LA Mul_tlF HypothMS 1

26

Source ‘ Err‘or MS UnivF
SSex x ESex 962 ' 1.20
- Immediacy 02 2997 .00
- Receptivity 794 2208 .36
~ Composure 169 16.75 10
ComSatis 164.99 - 49.21 . 3 35
Planned comparison 11 -1-1 t=-2.09*%
SSex 939 198
Immediacy 1.89 29.97 .06
~ Receptivity - 5375 22.08 243
Composure 3030 16.75 1.81
ComSatis 124.86 49.21 2.54
ESex 975 718
Immediacy 249 2997 08
Receptivity 11.34 22.08 51
Composure 47.69 16.75 1 2.85
ComSatis 4.07 49.21 .08
* p< .05



Table 3

Multivariate Analysis of Variance for ’Supei’visbr Position,
Supervisor Sex, and Employee Sex on Relational Message -
Dimensions and Communication Satisfaction

'Source_ N Mulr_tvF . HypothMS ErrorMS UnivF

Pos x Ssex x ESex 973 389

Immediacy - _ 16l - 1140 - 14

Receptivity . 428 7.94 .54
Composure 580 1467 .39
ComSatis | S 4479 4554 98
Pos x SSex 952 699
Immediacy 165 11.40 67
Receptivity 621 7.94. 79
- Composure ‘ 2400 14.67 1.64
ComSatis ' 27 o 4554 .00
Pos x ESex 940 885
 Immediacy 95 1140 08
- Receptivity - 9.41 794 1.19
Composure . 938 1467 64
ComSatis ' 75.38 4454 -~ 1.66
Sssex x ESex 967 962
Immediacy C1135 . 1140 .99
- Receptivity o .00 7.94 .00
Composure _ _ 124 14.67 - .08
ComSatis 14337 4454 315
Pos 190 36.47%*
. Immediacy 70025 1140 61.40%*
- Receptivity | 67584 794 85.08%*
Composure ‘ S 7028 0 1467 479%*

ComSatis 18461 4454  4.05%
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- Table 3 (Cont) o

A MultF

B ’HypothM'S

UnivF

Source ErrorMS_
Ssex 946 1.60
Immediacy  .5'9 ‘ 11.40 05 |
Receptivity 22 7.94 .03
Composure 15.76 1467 1.07
ComSatis 14229 - 4554 - 3.12
ESex 971 847
Immediacy 1285 1140 113
~ Receptivity 1.49 7.94 19
Composure 34.68 - 14.67 236
ComSatis .04 45.54 .00
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. _v_'.:vHReceptmty S 725 '

| ::". ; 'vComposure .‘f: . 10 74 i

Means in Levels of Superv1sor Posmon for Relatlonal Message
D1mens1ons and Commumcatlon Satlsfactlon PREE

 Vanable  Lower Mgt 7

| Mld Mgt | Upper Mgt

o Immedlacy | ': 1364 -

(SQRT) MSerror/n)q2z =145
(SQRT) MSerror/n)q3 =174 .

A (SQRT MSerror/n)q2 =121
. (SQRT MSerror/n)q3 = 1.45

17 08 |

633<1364* L
633<17.08%
13, 64<1708*"“ .

725<1322* |

. 725<16.15% -

o Ms»efror/nm “158 i

_..‘_Comm Satlsfacuon 39 74

(SQRT MSerror/n)q2 2. 90 :

(SQRT MSerror/n) q3 =3.48

| .-f 41 65

S B2<I615*

661
661<867* |

661<1o74*”-_.]',
867<1074* P

36 22

36 22<39 74 ns

3622<41.65%

3974<41 65ns




Table 5

Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Request Size, Supervisor |
Sex, and Employee Sex on Relational Message Dlmensmns and
‘ Commumcatlon Satlsfactlon ' -

Source A MuliF  HypothMS ErrorMS  UnivF
vSizex Ssex x Esex .850 2.40%. |
Immediacy 2448 2042 83
Receptivity N S - 4329 2209 1.96
- Composure =~~~ 1115 12.69 . - .88
ComSatis T 1189.67 4367  435%
Size x Ssex . 939 902
‘Immediacy | 821 2942 28
Receptivity S 5099 . 2209 231
- Composure . 19 12.69 - .06
~ ComSatis o 6519 4367 149
SizexBsex 923 115
© Immediacy 1677 2942 .57
-Receptivity 3854 2209 174
- Composure : S 654 12.69 52
ComSas 5012 4367 LIS
Ssex x Esex 968 930
- Immediacy SRR . 791 2042 27
Receptivity _ ‘ 39.04 22.09 1.77
Composure o 02 12.69 .00
ComSatis S 3829 - 43.67 .88
Size 660 657*
Immediacy 6042 2942 205
- Receptivity ' - .38.59 - 22.09 175
Composure -~ - 17694 . 12.69 13.94%*
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Table 5 (Cont.)

Sourcv:ev : N MultiF T HypothMS  ErrorMS =~ UnivF
ComSatis - 30003 4367  7.08**
Ssex 934 198
* Immediacy o | 58 29.42 02
Receptivity ' : 4443 22.09 2.06
- Composure ‘ 4235 12,69 334
ComSatis | 75.26 43.67 1.72
Esex 912 816
Immediacy | 167 2042 06
Receptivity , - 46.08 S 22,09 2.09
Composure S 1858 - 1269 146

ComSatis e o595 43.67 14

*p<.05 **p< .0l
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~ APPENDIX B

" The Questionnaire

This portion of the questionnaire is composed of statements concerning your supervisor’s .

communication when he/she attempts to persuade you to do something. For example,
he/she may ask you to change your break schedule or to consider changing a work

practice and/or policy. Please indicate the number that most accurately reflects your
response to the statement in the blank to the left of the statement.

1 =ALWAYS 2=USUALLY 3= SOMETIM_ES '4=SELDOM 5=NEVER
1.__ My supervisor mispronounces a lot of words.

2.___The words my supervisor use say one thing while his/her face and tone of voice say
’ something different.

3.___ My supervisor speaks clearly and distinctly.
4. - My supervisor can be persuasive when he/she wants to be.
5. My supervisor’s ideas are clearly and concisely presented.

6.___ My supervisor thoroughly expresses and fully defends his/her position on issues.

7. My superv1sor is not able to tell whether or not I have understood what he/she
said.

8. Iknow when my supervisor is telling a fact and when he/she is giving his/her
- personal opinion.

9.__ When my supervisor makes suggestions on how I can improve something, 1
understand the suggestions.

10. 1 understand information that is given orally by my supervisor.

1. When my supervisor tells somethmg he/she heard at work, his/her version leaves
out some important pomts

12._ When I speak to my supervisor about myself, he/she is able to fully and concisely
describe my interests.
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13._

14,

15

16,
17

18,

19.

20

21
22.
23,
24
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

32.

When I speak with superv1sor I have to ask a ques’uon several tlmes in several
ways, to get the 1nformat10n I wanted.

I have to answer a question several times before my supervisor seems satlsﬁed

with my answer.

I fmd it difficult to express my satisfaction or dissatisfaction about a job task with
my supervisor.

When my supervisor explains something to me, it tends to be disorganized.
When my supervisorl gives information to me, the information is accurate.

When my supervisor tries to describe someone else’s point of view to me, he/she
has trouble getting it right.

My supervisor is able to give a balanced explanation of differing opinions to me.

My supervisor acted bored by our conversation.

My supervisor acted like we were good friends.
My supervisor was sincere.

My supervisor felt very tense talking with me.

My sﬁpervisor made the intéraction very formal.

____ My supervisor didn’t attempt to influence me.

My supervisor wanted to stick to main purpose of the conversation..
My ‘supervisor seemed to find the conversation stimulating.

My supei’visor made me feel he/she was similar to me.

%My supervisor was willing to listen to me.

My ’supervisdr was calm and poised with me.

My superyisor wanted the discussion to be casual.

My supervisor attempted to persuade me. |
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33. My supervisor considered us equa'l‘s.v N

34. My supervisor was very ervk-oriertte‘d.‘. -
§5 o My supervisor comlnunieeted coldness rather than warlrlth. e
E 36. L My supervisor tried to take the conversation tb a deeper level
37, _ My supervisor was open. to rrly ideas.

-38.___ My supervisor felt very relaxed talking with me.

©39. s My supervisor wanted rhe discussion informal.
40.'. __ My supervisor tried to COrrtrol the rnterection. | -‘
4]. ___ My supervisor wanted ’t,o cooperate.
42. _ My sspervisor was more interested. m soeiél conversatiorr thari task at hand.
43, __My supervisor creared a sense of disran,ce between us |
44, My supervisor seemed to desire further cenver_sation with me.
45, My supervisor was henest in commﬁnicating‘with me.
46. My supervisor‘v"s’/as nervous in rny presence
47. . My supervisor did not wanr the interaction casual .
48. My supervisor tried te gain my approv-al. .
49. My supervisor d1d not treat me as an equ_al.’
50. My supervisor ans more interested in working“on task at hand than having social
conversation. _ ‘ v ‘
51. ___ My supervisor did not make me ‘feelvhis/her equal.
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In some persuasive situations the request _can'be quite large or small. For example, a -
request to borrow someone’s car usually is a larger request than to borrow a piece of
paper. Circle the number below that most accurately reflects the size of your supervisor’s

request. E Lo e : o ‘ '
1 2 3 4 | 5 6
SMALL ' - AVERAGE . LARGE

I_ Baékground Informati _oh:
Circle the managemént level below which describes your supervisor’s position in the
company. | | SR | :
Lower ‘Middle " Upper
Your Sex: M or 'F

Your Supervisor’ssex: M or F-
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