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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOTEL MANAGERS’ COMMUNICATION BYLES
AND SUBORDINATE EMPLOYEE ATTITUDES AND PERSONAL RELATIQSHIPS

Name: Tess Kittelberger
Department: Communication
College: Liberal Arts
Degree: Master of Science in Communication and Media Technologies
Term Degree Awarded: Winter 2009 (20082)

Abstract
Assertiveness and responsiveness are two qualities managers musttpass@ssin an
organizational work environment with employees. Using McCroskey and Richmond'’s
Assertiveness-Responsiveness test, subordinate employees’ perceptiomsyaribgers’
communication styles were assessed to determine if there was amnsslgtiwith employee
perceptions and personal relationships with managers. Subordinate employeétohtidyelnn
Rochester Airport and the RIT Inn and Conference Center served as a conveample The
results show that overall, employees like more responsive managers. Althatigiically
nonsignificant, assertiveness was positively related to having a gatidmship. The results,

overall, indicate that the assertiveness and responsiveness relate to baeiaribe fact that

they do not overall affect the manager-subordinate personal relationship.

Keywords: assertiveness, responsiveness, employee relations, commeiisityde,

subordinates, managers, supervisors, hotel industry
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The Relationship between Hotel Managers’ Communication Styles
and Subordinate Employee Attitudes and Personal Relationships

A manager specifically exercises leadership through communicationdsgating with
groups to overcome barriers (Mezzacapa, 2000). Organizations depend on communication
between managers and subordinates to achieve organizational success. Atc&udow and
Yanovitch (2003), “everything a person does is a potential communication tool and the more
personalized the better” (p. 68). A manager personalizes communication throughagklati
management. Creating personal relationships allows managers to balkes®ewm, unity, and
task management in a work setting. Recent research has called for mamagzeate
communication satisfaction between management and subordinates (Campliell &Vhi
Johnson, 2003).

In the hotel industry, several departments, such as housekeeping and food and beverage,
make up part of the hotel unit in which managers delegate responsibility to thedisatsor
employees. Managers appear to take on leading roles because of their statutevcompany.
A common assumption is that managers act as though their job title guarantess |1s a
manager (McNamara, 1997-2008). According to van Vuuren, de Jong and Seydel (2007),
“through communication, information is shared to provide a fundamental understanthieg of
tasks that are to be performed as well as the goals to which the organgatrornrig” (p. 116).
The reasoning does not guarantee good communication skills among all managers. At a
minimum, a manager must be able to organize work processes and performance delega
responsibility to employees and direct people from one task to another. To beeffecti
manager would possess these organizational qualities and establish a repatwthsimieir

subordinates.
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Two qualities managers must possess to maintain positive organizatitinglssate
assertiveness and responsiveness. They must be able to stand up for themselvedeb&eonsi
to others, and be able to listen. One way to measure the degree to which managerthpessess
gualities is the Assertiveness-Responsiveness test which determingen@mamunication
style (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990).

Assertiveness is defined as “the perceived effort a person makes to iafaresantrol
the actions and thoughts of others” (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990, p. 53). Assertiveness has
proved to be a significant predictor of leadership (Bacon & Severson, 1986). Consequently,
managers who are assertive in performing their duties are more likelgubma leadership roles.
Having a more assertive character allows managers to demonsseatevagehavior to their
subordinates.

Responsiveness refers to a person’s ability to express feelings andrsmokiough it is
a predictor of leadership, responsiveness is not as well recognizeeriserssss (Bacon &
Severson, 1986). However, interacting with subordinates will influence empl@atgesies of
their managers because employees will experience more responsae éssdback.

Noted communication scholars McCroskey and Richmond previously investigated
Management Communication Style (MCS) and reported that managers have hatiguad p&
communication that affects how others perceived them (McCroskey & Richmond, 1979;
McCroskey & Richmond,1982). These patterns limit managers from having \ersatil
communicative relationships. The socio-communicative orientation (SCO) and soci
communicative style (SCS) are instruments used to understand how individualgeptreiei
own communication behaviors and the behaviors of others (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990).

These are basic elements of communication competence. The SCS contaifitsvspitiles to



Manager-Subordinate 7

measure perceptions of assertiveness and responsiveness that can identignbhgersn
communicate to their subordinate employees. Richmond and McCroskey (1990) developed the
measurement to understand how subordinate employees perceived managers’ cormmunicat
styles.

A manager’s ability to be assertive and responsive to their subordinate eesptayebe
influenced by the manager-subordinate relationship. McCroskey (1996) concludeddbatss
who felt their teachers were assertive and responsive had more persomaltrose teachers.
Would the same relationship hold true with hotel employees and their manalgsrstudly
investigated how subordinate hotel employees perceive their managensinamation style and
how the communication affects the manager-subordinate personal relationship. In a
organization, a communication style must be enforced in order to be effective. Alna@ation
style would have to be consistent over time to take effect (McCroskey & Richtk@r)),

The assertiveness-responsiveness measure of the Socio-Communicé¢iweaSassed
to measure how subordinates perceive their managers’ communication stylapi8edix A).
McCroskey and Richmond’s (1989) Generalized Attitude measure teststiofexton various
subjects, and was used in this investigation to assess subordinate empltyesdss aegarding
their personal relationship with their manager (See Appendix A). The folloessgrch
guestion and hypothesis guide the investigation:

R1 What is the relationship between managements’ communication style and
subordinate employees’ attitudes about their manager?

H1 Managers’ responsiveness and the quality of personal relationship subordinates have

with them are significantly and positively related.
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Rationale

The study was designed to measure the relationship between subordinate eshployee
attitudes and their managers’ communication style. Though previous research has been
conducted that identifies socio-communicative style, this investigation bmeakground. A
common assumption is that managers believe they are natural leadenspogiten. However,
with evidence from subordinate employees, managers will not only understand their
communication style, but discover subordinates’ attitudes.

McCroskey and Richmond previously studied the relationship between assertaetess
responsiveness (1990, 2000). They determined the relationship between assertiveness and
responsiveness was unclear. McCroskey (2000) indicated that each variable wasdedeof
one another. The results were drastically different from one another and showe&ationghip.
The results vary because assertiveness and responsiveness perceptions depemnahnaigdne
subordinate situation. The manager and/or the subordinate could be highly aggressive which
would impact the perception. Meanwhile, the manager and/or subordinate could be calm in
another situation. Ultimately, perceptions will vary making it difficult tecdiver a relationship.
Testing for correlation between assertiveness and responsiveness willineié a relationship
exists between the two communication qualities.

Relationship-oriented behavior influences managers to improve their communication
style by consistently communicating their concerns to their subordinatesr§d®91). In order
to reach all subordinates, managers must be versatile with their approacheHMa&Croskey
(2000) reasoned that supervisors’ and subordinates’ communication styles tend to become
similar. Powers (1991) found that subordinate employees do their jobs better whenrmanage

express concern for and interest with them. The study found that employees negersiana
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communicate with them in order to improve job performance and satisfaction and cortidtides t
with management interest or interaction, job performance will benefit oegaomal goals.
Surveying subordinate employees’ attitudes about their managers’ corataman be
measured using the Generalized Attitude measure (McCroskey & Richmond, 2@0&aydvs
who have a versatile communication approach will benefit subordinate percepitioingoaove
the manager-subordinate relationship.

Another theory to consider is the population sample. There are a diverse number of
people typically working in the hotel industry with extensive or little to no educationa
background. Weerakit (2007) claimed that if hotel managers understood theityensatil
communication that must be demonstrated, managers would be more effective in the hotel
industry’s customer and employee competitiveness. Therefore, communicetipetence will
vary among each individual. Managers must then consider adjusting their comroanicati
approach to each individual. However, the point is to discover the communication styles in
relation to the personal relationship. This investigation will determine if geargubordinate

relationship is more positive or negative in relation to the managers’ comniamisahaviors.

Literature Review
When managers demonstrate effective communication behavior to their subordinate
employees, they apply a communicator style through verbal and nonverbal behaviass. This
known as rapport management in which “language is used to manage social relations”
(Campbell, White, & Johnson, 2003, p. 166). Campbell, White & Johnson’s (2003) research
suggests that manager-subordinate exchange involves greater levels oftiofoexehange

resulting in employees having a greater opportunity to participate in the ema@aigdecision
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process. Thus, the relationship improves. In this part of the communication processnat#ordi
employees are satisfied when managers have an open, friendly, calm aad delaveanor. For
example, managers are assertive when they openly communicate with theyesa@nd
responsive when they can communicate in a friendly manner. Their versatildé rappor
management allows them to vary the communication style to reach all eeglélg/ing an
assertive and responsive manager-subordinate relationship will improve thé overa
organizational setting.

Much of James McCroskey’s research centered on personal relationships.skégCro
(2000) investigated how managers relate to their subordinate employees andsac&Wen
managers use techniques like rapport management to relate to their empl@yedsyélop a
personal relationship to improve the organizational communication. As well as personal
relationships, assertiveness and responsiveness are two important qualtiasdgers to
possess because they create opportunities to improve communication and developva recepti
relationship. McCroskey developed a method for respondents to measure these behaviors

The Assertiveness-Responsiveness Measurement was the basis forkdyg@rab
Richmond’s (2000) study on subordinate employee perceptions of supervisors’ communication
style. Full-time employees were surveyed, and it was determinedif@i/sor assertiveness
was positively correlated to subordinate perceptions of their communicatienNdanager
responsiveness was also positively correlated to subordinate perceptions osetgervi
communication style. When managers are responsive to their subordinates airve adxrrt
job performance, employees have a positive attitude about their managers’ coatiomisityles
(McCroskey & Richmond, 2000). Employees who feel managers do not have these aralities

less inclined to report a positive outlook about their managers.
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Based on a study conducted in a Southwestern financial institution, survey resultd showe
that supervisors’ receptiveness would improve the work motivation of subordinate eegploy
(Penley & Hawkins, 1981). The survey asked respondents to rate the responsivdreess of t
supervisor to subordinate employees’ questions and concerns, the degree to whickossipervi
are receptive to the idea of listening to subordinates, and the degree of praissctgpgime
subordinates when they succeed. To achieve high levels of motivation, receptivemess mea
follow-up and communication. Not only must supervisors be receptive, they must address
guestions and concerns of their subordinates. Along with McCroskey & Richmond (2000),
Penley and Hawkins (1981) discovered that job performance excels with propeckeaadta
responsiveness.

Managers who provide the proper receptiveness can evaluate individual subordinate’s
perceptions about the feedback subordinates receive (Quaglieri, 1981). A lagge ieastrance
company was surveyed on the feedback subordinates receive from managers ajolt the
performance. Two questionnaires rated the frequency of receiving feedback andelctiveef
the feedback was. The results indicate that employees receive feedimatkdir co-workers
more frequently than managers. Therefore, McCroskey’s Assertiveespsiigiveness test will
be useful to determine if managers are indeed assertive and responsive witemtheyicate.
Quaglieri (1981) determined that supervisors should discuss specific imastedterms in order
to evaluate job performance. Managers who can be assertive and receptivestubtiréiinates
can further motivate subordinates to develop and ultimately improve the persatiahs@ip
that could affect subordinate attitudes about their managers’ communicgtes $hough

Penley and Hawkins (1981) and Quaglieri (1981) have limitations to their studysstieh a
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sample size, both tests held similar results which can be used as an exanhgle for
organizations.

Assertive and responsive managers can not only improve job performance, but improve
employee instrumentality. Penley and Hawkins (1981) say instrumensdlggnployees’
perceptions of the results of personal performance” (121). Employees teeldbeut their work
and the good work reflects back to the managers. Ultimately, this improvesatinsiip
between managers and subordinates. Employees who understand their managaugicaion
style improve employee attitudes about their managers’ communicatien sty

In order to determine personal attitudes about subjects such as manager catonuni
styles, McCroskey took another approach. McCroskey (2006) conducted several studies
searching for people’s attitudes towards ideas such as Brazil, the Ku KmaKdl capital
punishment using the Generalized Attitude Measure. He generated their attgualé.
McCroskey then made a transition and conducted a study to measure subordindés aiti
supervisors’ communication (Richmond & McCroskey, 2000). The reliability estswetre
strong and hypotheses were generally supported. Therefore, knowing patjilede about
different subjects, specifically employees’ relationships wittr tin@nagers, will support
whether or not the personal relationship is affected by managers’ comtramstgle.

On the other hand, the first validity test of the Generalized Attitude Mepsoved its
face value when nine doctoral students who were trained and experienced in measure
examined the test. McCroskey failed to indicate where the other tgsitsl(panishment, Ku
Kluz Klan) were administered. Therefore, McCroskey’s test may be validnbutvith highly
academic individuals. This could cause question on the validity of the GeneralizedeAiest

with hotel employees.
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Though McCroskey reasoned that manager and subordinate communication styles may
become similar over time, subordinate perceptions may not measure to be the sane in thi
investigation. As McCroskey found (2006), assertiveness and responsiveness elegatbtHlis
research found no true relationship. However, because he found no relationship does not limit the
outcome of this investigation. There is no intention of only proving a correlation between
assertiveness and responsiveness. Rather, the issue is to also discover § thanhgex more
assertive or responsive have significant and positive or negative persai@ahsbips with
subordinate employees. So the personal relationship depends on manager commurieation st
perceptions.

Managers use certain qualities to relate to their employees in ordertomlav
relationship. For example, Campbell and Martin (2001) used the Humor OrientationoScale t
measure participant’s perceptions of their immediate manager’s production af. Aurare was
a positive relationship between employee perceptions of manager humor and respss)divgne
no relation between employee perceptions of humor and manager assertiveness.sManager
attempted to use their humor to build a personal relationship. On the other hand, Wooten and
McCroskey (1996) found that student perceptions of their teachers’ assessiagike
responsiveness had a significant impact on whether students trusted then feaceptions of
greater assertiveness and responsiveness were related to highesflpeedeonal trust. This
suggests that managers who can relate to employees and are versatile ares tbaising
these qualities, develop a positive relationship with their subordinates. Consequently,
subordinates in a hotel setting who have a personal relationship with their managjertave
a more positive attitude of their managers’ communication style. Specifitegiake humor,

assertiveness and responsiveness can affect employees and influenmer¢bpitons on
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managers’ communication skills. The Assertive-Responsive measuremetdgteemine whether
managers are versatile when it comes to being assertive with theayeegl yet being able to
responsive or receptive (Bacon & Severson, 1986).

In the hotel industry, employees from all departments interact with onfeeanot
frequently. Managers from one department often take responsibility for sodeslin another
department. Subordinates, therefore, view communication behaviors from other masager
well. Based on Anderson et al's, (1997) study of the Assertiveness-Responsiveasssavhent
on the Chinese culture, they concluded that different cultures did not affect the oofdbme
study. Students, staff and faculty from a Beijing university answered eysilmat determined
that communication styles are relatively consistent across differéntesil This suggests that
the Assertiveness-Responsiveness measurement would apply in an environmepewmblere
are in constant communication with one another. With the variety of employeesii¢he
industry, it is assumed subordinates can identify whether managers haveatareasse
responsive communication style. However, their communicative competence mageiag
from a different culture or ethnicity may not affect the study; however, letungel of the topic or
idea may be limited. Hotels employ people of different academic and cultakagrbands.
Given the side range of backgrounds competence levels may impact the reseltsupiey.

There are three key components that ensure effective communication (Obuchowski,
2003). In order for subordinates to respect and follow the message being communicated,
managers must create a meaningful community that will foster trust.gdenaho serve in
these communities must be able to navigate through communication barriers andebffec
transition through any changes. Managers must be open to renewal. Encouraging s@nthent

feedback from their employees continues a renewal communication process (Olkiychows
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2003). With these three components, managers must be versatile in order to be percengd as g
communicators. Those who can transition in several communication styles in ordecctorever

organizational barriers will benefit relations with subordinate employees.

Method

Guaranteeing effective communication between management and subordiplaiees
involves commitment from both staff and managers to work with one another in order to meet
job objectives. In a hotel environment, shifts overlap and job responsibilities depend on
individual employees from each department to complete essential tasikddha department
and consequently the hotel successful. Directions from management that dineeagpsarantee
employees receive self-assured guidelines. Management that is respansprevide feedback
to employees and generate feedback from their subordinates.

Assertiveness and responsiveness are two qualities that ensure aveeffect
communication style when used productively. Richmond & McCroskey (1990) use the
Assertiveness-Responsiveness measurement with the Socio-communazdéyve Bhe
instrument is designed to measure the perceptions of communication behaviorph@he al
reliability estimates for the measures of assertiveness and respessiaea generally above
.80. The assertiveness-responsiveness measure was found to have succabgityl reli
(McCroskey & Richmond, 1990). Anderson and Martin (1995) report coefficient alphas of .87
for assertiveness and .89 for responsiveness. The 20-item measureedaste4 college
students. The reliability estimates were reported with assertiven@8saatd responsiveness at
.93. These two components make a significant contribution to social behavior patterns and

communication style. The variables (assertiveness and responsiven@s€yaniagled making
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it tedious to identify which numbers measure which communication factor. Howeser, it
beneficial for users because there will be no pattern to distract honegitipeice Tomas,
McCroskey and Richmond (1994) believed that “the scale should be orthogonal so that any
observed joint association between them and immediacy could not be explainedas a sim
function of colinearity stemming from measurement error” (pg. 111). Doing thiSrddkey &
Richmond (1990) found the variables to factor separately.

Employees from the Holiday Inn Rochester, NY Airport and RIT Inn and Conference
Center completed a survey that measures perceptions of managers’ comtiomusigle. The 20
guestions required respondents to answer from (1) strongly disagree to (Sysigregl The 10
assertive qualities include question 2- defending own beliefs, question 3- indepeuoestion
5- forceful, question 6- strong personality, question 9- assertive, question 11- dooustibn
14- willing to take a stand, question 18- act like a leader, question 19- aggressoqueeation
20- competitive. The ten responsive qualities include being question 1- helpfulpguesti
responsive to others, question 7- sympathetic, question 8- compassion, question 10- gensitive
the needs of others, question 12- sincere, question 13- gentle, question 15- warm, question 16-
tender and question 17- friendly. The survey is located in Appendix A.

Following these 20 questions, respondents were asked six questions to assess their
attitude about their personal relationship with their managers based on McCandkey
Richmond’s (1989) Generalized Attitude Measure. The questions followed a sexehteit
scale asking respondents to rate their attitudes. The scale was slitgry to include only a
good andpoor rating to generate an accurate idea of subordinate employee attit@es (se
Appendix A). The seven point scale ranged from “good” at “1” to “poor” at “7.” Conseguentl

the values are reversed.
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Early tests of reliability for the Generalized Attitude measure proved siygtor the
instrument. In the major tests that used this measurement, the validgkatons obtained were
.92 and .93 (McCroskey, 2006). When Richmond and McCroskey (2000) studied subordinates’
perceptions of their supervisor's communication style the reliabilitynastis were .95 for
attitude toward the supervisor and .96 for attitude towards the supervisor's comimnnicat
Though hypotheses have generally been supported, the measurement can only be used for a
single dimensional attitude. Two variables in one Generalized Attitude Measst®uweould
require two separate questions. Researchers also have to be careful with hovesemte
organized. If the question is not a one dimensional attitude then people can get contheed by
wording and what the question is really asking.

Data Collection

The two full service hotels served as a convenience sample for this investigation.
Employees completed a survey that measured their manager’'s asssstaetieesponsiveness.
The survey was personally distributed to each employee. Employees cahtipéeseirvey on
their own time whether at home or on break from work. A date was set by whechdmpleted
surveys were to be returned to the Human Resource department.

Instrument

Managers’ socio-communicative style was measured using the 20-geentikeness-
Responsiveness Measurement (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990). The survey included 10 items
discussing assertiveness as well as 10 items discussing responsiveness.

Following the 20 questions, six questions followed as a generalized attituderenteas
understand employees’ perceptions of the assertiveness- responsivemassication style

(McCroskey, 2006).
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Comparing the results of the Assertiveness-Responsiveness test and tige AtBasure
will determine whether a relationship exists between subordinate empbonygéstel managers.
The mean was determined for both responsiveness and assertiveness. This nambed \wa
Spearman’s Rho to determine if the relationship between managers and sulmislinate
significant and positive or negative. Spearman’s Rho also determined if treeeepwaitive or
negative correlation between assertiveness and responsiveness. Whether oz natstlaer
correlation between assertiveness and responsiveness, Spearman’s Riutzdanoether the
gualities were related in the manager-subordinate personal relationship. Thewsgntpie is
not enough evidence to create a generalized assumption, the test will seamexkample of the

type of the relationship that exists with employees in the hotel industry.

Results

Of the 125 surveys distributed to hotel employees at both the Holiday Inn Rochester, NY
Airport and the RIT Inn and Conference Center, a total of 69 completed surveyoilented
for a response rate of 55%. A two-tailed Spearman’s Rho test was used to defeamine
relationship existed between subordinate employees attitudes towarddhameris
communication style and the overall personal relationship (see Appendix C fatiaticstl tests
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).

Question 1 of the Generalized Attitude test asked subordinates to rate on-paate
Likert type scale ranging from “Strongly Agree” to “StronglysBgree” how well or poor their
relationship is with their manager. Assertiveness was significant antvelysielated to
subordinates’ personal relationship with their manager (r = .29, p = .01). Responsiveness was

also significant and positively related to subordinates’ personal relationghitheir manager
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(r = .58, p =.000). In this case, the more assertive and responsive a manager wasy the bet
personal relationship but the relationship appears much stronger for responsiveness

Question 2 asked subordinates how good or poor they feel the communication is with
their manager. Assertiveness was positively but not significantly delat@anager-subordinate
communication (r = .13, p = .29). Responsiveness was significantly and positivedy tela
outside work communication between subordinates and managers (r = .55, p=.000). Evidently,
assertiveness has no effect on the quality of communication concerning issigEsaiwmrk.
However, the more responsive the managers were perceived to be, the betieoritieates
rated communication with the managers regarding issues outside of work.

Question 3 asked respondents to rate how good or poor their friendship is with their
manager. Assertiveness was positively but not significantly related tageasubordinate
friendship (r = .08, p = .49). Responsiveness was significantly and positivelyl reldte
overall personal relationship between subordinates and managers (r = .55, p = .000). iVke posit
correlation indicates that the more responsive subordinates perceived thagensathe better
they reported the friendship to be.

Question 4 asked respondents to rate their personal relationship with their naanabager
provided examples of feeling comfortable talking and having a conversation outsidekof
Assertiveness was positively but not significantly related to the overatin@nelationship
between subordinate and managers (r = .12, p = .31). However, responsiveness ficasigigni
and positively related to the personal relationship (r = .62, p = .000). Overall, subordielates fe
comfortable talking with managers they perceived to be responsive whalg\assess was not

related to subordinates’ perceptions of being comfortable.
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Question 5 asked respondents to rate how well or poor their comfort level is with their
managers. Assertiveness was significant and positively related to tiertclevel between
managers and subordinates (r = .27, p = .03). The more assertive the manager was, the m
comfortable the subordinate employee. The same was true for responsesarggdthat the
relationship was much stronger (r = .55, p = .000). With that being said, subordinates appear to
be content with assertive and responsive managers.

Finally, assertiveness was positively but not significantly relatduetoverall
relationship between managers and subordinates (r = .20, p = .09). How assertive a wasage
perceived had no effect on the personal relationship with subordinate employees. @arthe ot
hand, responsiveness was positively and significantly related to the overaligleedationship
between managers and subordinates (r = .46, p =.000). The results show that oveogigemmpl
like more responsive managers. However, assertiveness did not appear to straatiaghshigl.
Although statistically nonsignificant, assertiveness was positivigdieceto having a good
relationship.

Overall, the results indicate responsiveness is strongly related to peetati@nships
between managers and subordinates. Assertiveness was previously defihegascéived
effort a person makes to influence or control the actions and thoughts of othensi¢Ret &
McCroskey, 1990, p. 53). Only in questions 1 and 5 did assertiveness have significant and
positive results. The rest of the questions produced nonsignificant results foveisess.

Though it was assumed that assertiveness would harm the manager-subordtiaatshipla
results indicate that subordinates are not significantly affected byiasdehavior. In fact,

assertiveness appears to be positively related at times.
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Spearman’s Rho was used to test for correlation between assertiveness and
responsiveness. The results indicate a significant and positive relatiarnshib( p = .000).
Below is a table showing the correlations. Though McCroskey (2006) indicated that
assertiveness and responsiveness are not related, this study shows tratrtheication
gualities are not that distinct. When it comes to the manager-subordinate relptioegher
guality negatively affects the personal relationship. These results shdvothajualities are
related to good personal relationships as well as each other. However, it muséindeeed
that the sample chosen may be quite different from those used in previous residaocigh/a
convenience sample, the respondents chosen were all individuals who work in the service or
hospitality industry. The emphasis on making people feel welcome may hamnggt how
managers and subordinates relate to each other as well as to guestanbrettiibe hospitality
industry, particularly in the hotel sector, is culturally diverse. Culturalréifiees could also
affect perceptions of assertiveness, especially with regard to peopletiansosf authority such

as managers.
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Table 1
Test for correlation among Assertiveness and Responsiveness

Generalized Attitude Measure Assertiveness
Responsiveness

1. .294(*) 576(*)

2. 129 .546(*)

3. .084 .545(*)

4. 124 .615(*)

5. .269(%) .551(*)

6. .200 A462(*)
Overall Correlation A45(%)

Note: Correlations marked with an asterisk (*) were significant at p < .05.
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Discussion

The first research question asked “what is the relationship between manajement
communication style and subordinate employees’ attitudes about their manager?”
Responsiveness refers to a person’s ability to express feelings andremolie results
conclude that subordinate employees have a positive relationship with managers who ar
responsive. This communication style is generally considered more appredaphabbordinate
employees. A manager who is considerate and more receptive to employeqxiqresde more
likely to generate a positive response from subordinates.

On the other hand, assertiveness does not appear to harm the manager-subordinate
relationship. The results were positive with this variable. Assertivenesstb@sssomeone who
seeks to be influential or have more control (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990). Managers who
seek to influence or control may not be as well liked as managers who are moreivespans
their behavior does not appear to affect the relationship with subordinates. Thougknmmanag
may be more direct with their communication approach, subordinates do not pdricease t
something harmful to the relationship. Assertiveness can actually helpatenship in that
subordinates know what the manager thinks and feels. Consequently, managers whctare dire
and influential in their leadership role are not jeopardizing relationships watirdinates. In
fact, they may even develop positive relationships with their subordinates.

These variables then are not that distinct. Assertiveness and responsivenelsseal in
the fact that they do not negatively affect a manager-subordinate relationsbgaSsertiveness
was positively related even if nonsignificant, subordinates do not necessaélipdmch

relationships with their managers. Someone who is assertive may not be \sepeesitiaely as
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a manager who is more responsive. However, an assertive manager may not be viewed
negatively either.

The first hypothesis stated that managers’ responsiveness and the qualispoélpe
relationship subordinates have with them are significantly and positivelgdeResponsiveness
showed a significant and positive relationship to the quality of the manager-sutsrdina
relationship. This could be the result of increased motivation employees redéiveagback.
Quangeliri (1981), Penly & Hawkins(1981), and Richmond & McCroskey (2000) reported
increases in the quality of job performance in their studies. Consequently, the sporesiee
managers are to their employees, the more positive the relationship anthped®outcome.

It is not surprising that responsiveness created a positive personal ralpti®eople
react better to someone who is neither controlling nor manipulative. This does nearnfces
mean that the manager’s communication style is any better. A managerilnbstasisertive.
McCroskey & Richmond (2000) found that if managers are responsive to their subordinates and
assertive about job performance, employees have a positive attitude about thgarsiana
communication style. Therefore, the qualities are related and can ithpanainager-
subordinate relationship.

In each question, subordinates rated their perceptions of their relationsghipamagers
in the work setting. Questions relating to the communication, comfort level, frigratsthi
overall personal relationship indicate how subordinates perceive the persatiahsbip. But
how does the personal relationship relate to manager’'s communication styiezpdssonal
relationship significant to organizational communication style? Assertiveeapdnsive
managers have a positive relationship with their subordinates, but does this camytbeth i

work setting and the personal relationship outside of work? Do subordinates understand the
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difference between the two relationships? Having a personal relationfinimanagers can
cause confusion for the work relationship. Subordinates can have a positive relatiotiship w
manager who is assertive and responsive, but the relationship might not be positiveobutside
work. ldentifying the difference between the two relationships, at work and oafsidek,

could have impacted the results.

Subordinate employees in this situation may not consider responsiveness and
assertiveness two characteristics that would affect a personednstap. In the work
environment, a manager who is both assertive and responsive can generate peditackfand
improve the organizational structure. However, in terms of a personal relatiorssi@iv@ness
and responsiveness may not be that important.

Because the variables are related, in this situation, employees maydiHicella time
deciphering the difference between the two. A manager who develops a positiveskipt
with an assertive and responsive communication style may develop habitualipaitdes to
keep the positive relationship with their employees. Because employees do naghificars
issues with their communication style, managers do not have to change. Thenefdogees
see both variables as positive making the ability to critique managers’conatnumistyles more
challenging.

These results, however, are subordinate employee perceptions. Subordinetgsiqre
are opinions or attitudes of their manager’'s communication style. How theypdioar
manager’s style does not guarantee accuracy. A number of factors couldhaffect
communication style. Managers might not have administration communicationesxeerT heir
management history may be different from another manager. One manadsz maye

responsive with one subordinate and more assertive with another. Because ofltbanspia
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size, strong attitudes can drastically affect the outcome of the surveyeamthekactual
communication style the manager may possess.

This study had a number of limitations that ultimately affected thetse8dth hotels
served as a convenience sample. All surveyed employees voluntarily peeticpiso, the
communicative competence varied among employees. Subordinate employeesmaried f
college-educated to high school dropouts. This could have affected the respondentsbability
understand the survey. Since people voluntarily participated, they could have aiglyific
impacted the results. For example, those who had strong opinions either for orthgainst
managers might have been more likely to have volunteered and thus affected the.ottteme
sample was very diverse as well. A few participants understood Spanish assthamduage,
S0 a Spanish written survey was distributed (see Appendix B). The culturat baulg have
impacted the results. Another limitation factor is the length of employmiémeach hotel.
Those staying longer may have a bias toward the organization while thosehleeengrtly a few
months may not have had an in-depth knowledge of their manager’'s communication style.
Another limitation is the number of surveys received. Roughly 70 completed surveysais
large enough sample to generalize to other contexts. A better test would be a ramgberos
all hotels that would significantly increase the sample size. A larggrisame would produce
less error and more accurate conclusions.

Bacon & Severson (1986) believe responsiveness is not as prevalent or as important
assertiveness. The results of this study showed that responsiveness andrassedre
positively related to personal relationships. The number of subjects in the stuthedimited
variation in the study locations affect the results. More variation might praviedter

understanding of the manager-subordinate relationship.
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Another factor to consider is the various manager-subordinate relationships shat axi
hotel setting. Hotel departments communicatively overlap to function as asiutce
organizational setting. Subordinates often interact with other department msaagesxample,
a housekeeper may need to communicate with the sales manager after spglaldarguest who
inquires about staying longer. This interaction will start a relationshiph@beekeeper may
have a positive attitude about the sales manager and a negative attitude about thegingseke
manager. This could create confusion when surveying subordinate employees. Tisough t
survey indicated respondents were to rate their attitude of their own marttigeleamay vary
depending on the rate and frequency of interaction with managers.

On a final note, McCroskey and Richmond discovered that managers often haval habit
patterns when it comes to their communication style (McCroskey & Richmond, 1979;
McCroskey & Richmond, 1982). With the results of this study, subordinates may havd limite
perceptions of their manager’'s communication style because it might not bergstle. This
poses a limitation to the present study. Managers may not have the propeg,traimge of
experience, or necessary skill when it comes to communication. Their comnaumstgle then
affects how subordinates perceive them. Ultimately, discovering thetymenmunication style

the manager has could affect the relationship just reported.

Conclusion
With the goal of discovering hotel managers’ communication style, subordinate
employees must do their part to provide feedback about their managers. Managets are
guaranteed to be leaders. A job title does not assure success. Managers nmastspessie

gualities to be defined as good communicators. Because managers are those thiedeaklen
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overcoming organizational barriers, someone who is assertive and resporsivituerice
employee perceptions. What has to be determined is whether there is a refabensben
assertiveness and responsiveness and the personal relationship empladyeleavaigith their
managers in other contexts.

In future studies, it would be interesting to observe the assertive and responsive
communication behaviors. The effects of communication behavior on subordinates could depend
on other variables such as gender, work environment, cultural background, and variety of hotel
departments. Actually observing the behavior will allow for research tongee what
encourages or discourages assertive and responsive communication behavior. Additional
variables can be investigated as well. Their gender, job responsibilitiese dégaemmunicative
competence or apprehension could all affect their attitude toward their manageiucing
these variables could further clarify how subordinates come to perceive tineigena

communication style.
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Appendix A
SocioCommunicative Style Scale (SCS)

Assertiveness-Responsiveness M easur e

INSTRUCTIONS: The questionnaire below lists twenty personality characteristieas@Lkircle the
degree to which you believe each of these characteristics appj@s wepartment managby marking
whether you (5) strongly agree that it applies, (4) agree that it apfdleare undecided, (2) disagree that
it applies, or (1) strongly disagree that it applies. There are no righbag answers. Record your first
impression.

1. Helpful

Your manager takes the time to help you with solving problems and assisting with job
performance

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strangh a
2.Defends own beliefs
Your manager stands by his/her opinion and integrity while at work

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr
3. Independent
Your manager does not depend on others to do his/her job

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strayrghy a
4. Responsiveto others
Your manager is available to respond to employees’ questions and concerns

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr
5. Forceful
Your manager consistently pressures you to complete job responsibilities

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongby agr
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6. Has strong per sonality
Your manager is opinionated

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongby agr
7. Sympathetic

Caring and understanding are two qualities your manager demonstratesone&veg any
personal or work-related problems

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongby agr
8. Compassionate
Your manager knows and cares about issues in your life

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr
9. Assertive
Your manager is confident when delegating job tasks

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongby agr
10. Sensitiveto the needs of others
Your manager shows concerns for all employees

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr
11. Dominant
Your manager’s personality overpowers others

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongby agr
12.Sincere
Honesty is a quality you would give your manager

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongk agr
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13.Gentle
Talking to your manager is easy and comfortable

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongby agr
14.Willing to take a stand
Your manager supports your ability to do your work

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongky agre
15.Warm
The work environment is comfortable when your manager is around

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr
16. Tender
Your manager has a calm work demeanor

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb/ agr
17.Friendly
You see your manager as a friend

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr
18.Actsasaleader
Your manager works hard to overcome organizational problems

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr
19.Aggressive
Your manager’s personality is strong and forceful

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) strongb agr

34
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20.Competitive
Working with your manager is like trying to win a game

(1) Strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neutral (4) agree (5) stronge agre
Generalized Attitude Test

The next set of questions ask for your opinion on the personal relationship you have with your
manager. Circle the number closest to your opinion.

1) How would you rate your relationship with your manager?

Good 123456 7 Poor

2) How would you rate the communication with your manager about issues other than work?
Good 123456 7 Poor

3) How would you rate your friendship with your manager?

Good 123456 7 Poor

4) How would you rate your personal relationship? (Are they someone you fdeltede
talking to? Is your manager someone you could have a conversation with outside of work?)

Good 123456 7 Poor

5) How would you rate your comfort level with your manager?
Good 123456 7 Poor

6) Your overall relationship with your manager is?

Good 123456 7 Poor

What department do you work in? (ex: Food & Beverage, Housekeeping,
Front desk)

How long have you been employed at the Holiday Inn?
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Employee Survey (Spanish)
INSTRUCCIONES: El siguiente cuestionario lista veinte caracteristicada gersonalidad. Por
favor, encierre en un circulo la opcién que crea apligue a SU gedentlepartamento, de
acuerdo a la siguiente estructura:

5 — De acuerdo con que aplica totalmente

4 — De acuerdo con que aplica

3 — Indeciso

2 — En desacuerdo con que aplique

1 — Totalmente en desacuerdo con que aplique

No hay respuestas correctas o incorrectas. Por favor, responda con su primesiammnpr

1. Su gerente toma el tiempo para ayudarle a resolver problemasistyrle en el
desenvolvimiento de su trabajo:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

2. Su gerente es leal a la opinidn e integridad emitidos por este en el arbajde tra

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

3. Su gerente no depende de otras personas para realizar su trabajo:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dcu2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

4. Su gerente esta disponible para responder preguntas y aclarar ppudasarte de los
empleados:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

5. Su gerente le presiona constantemente para que realice sus quehacates:labor
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(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

6. Su gerente es obstinado y dictatorial:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

7. Compasion y entendimiento son dos cualidades que su gerente demuéstia ahnto
asuntos personales como de trabajo:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

8. Su gerente sabe y se preocupa por asuntos personales en la vida de sus empleados:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

9. Su gerente demuestra confianza cuando asigna las areas:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

10. Su gerente se muestra preocupado por todos los empleados:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

11. La personalidad de su gerente abruma a los demas:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

12. Honestidad es una cualidad que usted daria a su gerente:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

13. Hablar con su gerente es facil y confortable:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente
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14. Su gerente apoya la habilidad de sus empleados para realizar sus funciones:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

15. El ambiente de trabajo es confortable cuando su gerente esté en los alrededores:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dcu2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

16. Su gerente se muestra calmado en la toma de decisiones:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

17. Usted ve a su gerente como un amigo:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

18. Su gerente trabaja duro para sobreponer barreras organizacionales:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (dcu2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

19. La personalidad de su gerente es fuerte y poderosa:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

20. Trabajar con su gerente es como tratar de ganar un juego:

(1) Totalmente en desacuerdo (2) En desacuerdo (3) Neutral (4ru2edo (5) De acuerdo
totalmente

Las siguientes preguntas hacen referencia a la relacion personal guesnsteon su gerente.
1) ¢ Como calificaria la relacion con su gerente?
Buenal 23456 7 Pobre

2) ¢ Cémo calificaria la comunicacién con su gerente sobre asuntos no relaciorzoaea tr
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Buenal1l23456 7 Pobre

3) ¢, Como calificaria su amistad con su gerente?

Buenal 23456 7 Pobre

4) ¢ Como calificaria su relacion personal con su gerentefhgl): ¢ Es su gerente alguien con
quien pueda hablar? ¢ Es su gerente alguien con quien usted puede @matdarversion fuera
del area laboral?)

Buenal1l23456 7 Pobre

5) ¢ Como calificaria su nivel de confort con su gerente?

Buenal 23456 7 Pobre

6) ¢ En sentido general, la relacion con su gerente es?

Buenal1l2 34567 Pobre

¢ En qué departamento trabaja? (Ejemplo: Front Desk, Food
& Beverages, House Keeping).

¢, Qué tiempo tiene trabajando en el Holiday Inn?
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Appendix B
Employee Survey Cover Letter

To: RIT Inn and Conference Center Team Members

| am a RIT College of Liberal Arts masters student. My mastersstiselsioking to identify a
relationship between employees attitude about their managers communigdéi@mdtthe
manager-employee personal relationship. This survey was designed to disagetationship
exists. There are 26 questions that consist of a scale for you to rate your answer.

Part 1 (questions 1-20) ask you to rate the communication qualities your manggermagy

not have. Your answer can range from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strgnegy Rart 2
(questions 1-6) ask you to rate your attitude on your personal relationship with goagen.
Answers range from (1) good to (7) poor. No more than ten minutes will be necessdsr itoor
complete the survey.

This survey is completely voluntary. If you choose to complete the surveytHeaonly person
who will see the results. | am collecting the data and calculating thesredudt only results
management will see are the final conclusions to my calculations. The suegegatask for
your name so it will be entirely anonymous and confidential. Please returartipdeted survey
to the human resource department.

Again, | am doing this for my masters thesis. Thisasfor the hotel. | appreciate your
participation in this process. Please feel free to contact me with anyomqgegiiu may have.

Sincerely,

Tess Kittelberger

Tess.Kittelberger@marist.edu
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Appendix C

Correlations with Assertiveness

Manager-Subordinate

Assertiveness Question 1
Spearman's rho Assertivene  ss Corre'laltion 1.000 - 294(%)
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .014
N 69 69
Queston. - Corelatr 2940)
Sig. (2-tailed) .014
N 69 69
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Assertiveness Question 2
Spearman's rho Assertiveness Corre'laltion 1.000 129
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .289
N 69 69
Question 2 Corre'laltion - 129 1.000
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .289
N 69 69
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Assertiveness Question 3
Spearman's rho Assertiveness  Correlation 1.000 084
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 493
N 69 69
Question 3 Corre_la_tion -084 1.000
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 493
N 69 69
Assertiveness Question 4
Spearman'’s rho Assertiveness  Correlation 1.000 124
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 311
N 69 69
Question 4 Corre_la_tion 124 1.000
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 311
N 69 69
Assertiveness Question 5
Spearman'’s rho Assertiveness  Correlation 1.000 -269(%)
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .025
N 69 69
Questons - Corter 2690)
Sig. (2-tailed) .025
N 69 69

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Assertiveness Question 6
Spearman's rho Assertive ness Correlation 1.000 200
Coefficient ) )
Sig. (2-tailed) .099
N 69 69
Question 6 Correlation -.200 1.000
Coefficient ' '
Sig. (2-tailed) .099
N 69 69
Correlations with Responsiveness
Responsiveness Question 1
Spearman's Responsiveness  Correlation -
rho Coefficient 1.000 -576(")
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
Question 1 Correlation i -
Coefficient S76(*) 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Responsiveness Question 2
Spearman's Responsiveness  Correlation i -
rho Coefficient 1.000 -546(*)
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
Question 2 Correlation i -
Coefficient -546(") 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Responsiveness Question 3
Spearman's Responsiveness Corre_la_tion 1.000 - 5A5(*¥)
rho Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
Question 3 gggﬁgg‘?}? - 545(*%) 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Responsiveness Question 4
Spearman's Responsiveness Corre_la_tion 1.000 - 615(*)
rho Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
Question 4 gggﬁgg‘:}? _615(+) 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Responsiveness Question 5
Spearman's Responsiveness Corre_la_tion 1.000 - 551(*)
rho Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
Question 5 gggﬁgg‘?}? _551(*) 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Responsiveness Question 6
Spearman's Responsiveness Corre_la_tion 1.000 - 462(*%)
rho Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69
Question 6 gggﬁgg‘:}? - 462(+) 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between Assertiveness and Responsivene Ss
Responsiveness Question 6
Spearman'’s Responsiveness Corre'lalt|on 1.000 451(%)
rho Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000
N 69 69
Question 6 Correlation o
Coefficient AS1(™) 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 69 69

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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