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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to determine if subordinates report more or less positive attitudes toward their supervisors and their job depending on cultural origin related to subordinates’ communication traits or predispositions and ethnocentrism. Subordinate-supervisor dyads of parallel cultural origin, when both the subordinate and the supervisor were of either domestic U.S. origin or international, were compared with non-parallel cultural dyads, with a person of domestic U.S. origin and a person of international origin. Results indicated that regardless of culture subordinates’ communication apprehension, nonverbal immediacy, and socio-communicative orientation, intercultural communication apprehension, and ethnocentrism were related to perceptions of supervisors’ immediacy, socio-communicative style, and use of power and confirming communication, as well as satisfaction with supervisors and their communication overall.  Parallel and non-parallel cultural dyads differed significantly on these variables. While intercultural communication apprehension and ethnocentrism were the best predictors of satisfaction with supervisors and their communication, only the traits of communication apprehension and nonverbal immediacy predicted work motivation and job satisfaction. It is  concluded that subordinates predispositions toward communication explains more variance than ethnocentrism in the intercultural work environment.
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Influences of Communication Predispositions and Intercultural Correlates on Subordinate-Supervisory Relationships in the Workplace


In recent years, record numbers of immigrants have settled in the United States (Larson, 2004), and the Census Bureau projects if current immigration trends persist, by 2050 non-Hispanic whites will account for less than 50% of the U.S. population. As a consequence, the American workforce has become more ethically diversified (Perry & Mackun, 2001). Neuliep (2009) points out, “Although the U.S. prides itself on being a nation of immigrants, there is a growing sense of uncertainty, fear and distrust between different cultural, ethnic, and linguistic groups” (p. 7). Yet, there has been little no research examining the influences of intercultural communication in the workplace, especially the impact of ethic differences between supervisors and subordinates (Richmond & McCroskey, 2009).

Some studies have investigated communication-related difficulties experienced by international students in U. S. classrooms (Allen, Long, O’Mara, & Judd, 2003; Dillon & Swann, 1997), and researchers have found support for similarities the nature of the student-teacher relationship and the subordinate-supervisor relationship (Frymier, Shulman, & Houser, 1996; Tibbles, Richmond, McCroskey, Weber, 2008). A few studies have examined U. S. students’ perception of international instructors, and have produced somewhat mixed results. It is not uncommon for U.S. students to express negative attitudes toward instructors from other countries (Brislin, 1990; Lipson, 2008), but two recent quantitative studies found that ethnocentrism had little impact on U. S, students’ evaluation of international instructors. Some domestic U.S. students manifested a strong reaction toward international instructors, but many domestic students rated their international instructors higher than their domestic teachers. Ethnocentrism was found to account for only a small percentage of the variance, while effective instructional communication behaviors generally were predictive of satisfaction with both domestic and international instructors (McCroskey, 2002; 2003). Neuliep (2009) states, “Many Americans are frustrated, confused, and uncertain about these linguistic and definitional issues. Only through intercultural communication can such uncertainty be reduced” (p.7). The purpose of this study was to determine if subordinates report more or less positive attitudes toward their supervisors and their job depending on cultural origin related to subordinates’ communication traits or predispositions and ethnocentrism.
Subordinates’ Predispositions toward Communication and Organization Outcomes
Since the mid 1970’s, a number of communication studies have focused on job satisfaction as an independent variable. (Allen, Judd, & Ceruzzi, 2003). Studies have found significant relationships between job satisfaction and subordinates’ communication traits such as levels of employee communication apprehension and self-esteem (Falcione, McCroskey, & Daly, 1974), tolerance for disagreement (Richmond & McCroskey, 1979; McCroskey, Richmond, & Davis, 1982), and subordinates’ participation in decision-making (Allen & Judd, 2008). Also, studies concerned with subordinates' perceptions of their supervisors has concluded that open, trusting, and participative subordinate-supervisor relationships culminate in greater subordinate satisfaction (Allen, Judd, & Ceruzzi, 2003). Research indicates that subordinates are more satisfied with their supervisors, their jobs, and more motivated when supervisors are perceived to be higher relative to a number of communication traits, such as nonverbal immediacy (Richmond & McCroskey, 2000; Teven, 2007), communication style (Allen, Rybczyk, & Judd, 2006; Porter, Wrench, & Hoskinson, 2007; Richmond & McCroskey, 1979, 2000; Richmond, McCroskey, & Davis, 1982; Richmond, Wagner, McCroskey, 1983). Evidence shows that subordinates’ perception of supervisors’ credibility and attractiveness (McCroskey and Richmond, 2000), Machiavellianism (Teven, McCroskey, & Richmond, 2006; Walter, Anderson, & Martin, 2005), and use of power and affinity-seeking strategies (Richmond, Davis, Saylor, & McCroskey, 1984; Richmond, McCroskey, Davis, 1986; Teven, 2007) significantly impacts subordinates’ motivation toward work, satisfaction with their supervisors and their communication, and satisfaction with their jobs. While many variables endemic to the organizational environment affects employee commitment, productive, and morale (Allen, 1992; Lewis, 2007; Lewis & Seibold, 1998), supervisor-subordinate communication has been found have the strongest affect on commitment and job satisfaction (Allen, 1992; Allen, Judd, & Ceruzzi, 2003; Lee & Jablin, 1995). It has been persuasively argued based on past research that individual characteristics such as race/ethnic and cultural background may affect the quality of the relationships that subordinates develop with supervisors (Bakar, Mahamad, & Williams, 2007; Dienisch & Liden, 1986; Kim, Pan, & Park, 1998), to date the interaction of individuals’ communication traits, cultural differences and organizational outcomes has not been definitively investigated.
Culture Differences and Communication 
Culture has been defined as “shared perceptions which shape the communication patterns and expectations of a group of people” (Thomas-Maddox & Lowery-Hart, 1998, p. 5).
Hall’s (1976) categorical distinctions between low-context and high-context cultures have been used to explicate dimensions of cultural variability that explain similarities and differences in communication between cultures (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1986; 1993; Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988; Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-Toomey, Nishida, Kim, & Heyman, 1996). Hall’s conceptualization is closely related to the individualism-collectivism paradigm in which individualistic cultures are viewed as emphasizing the goals of the individual, while collectivistic cultures put group goals before individual ones (Hall, 1976; Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1988). Gudykunst and Nishida (1986) contend that Hall’s dichotomy is applicable to intercultural communication research because his “scheme is the only framework to date that is communication-based” (p. 527). In Hall’s view cultures are differentiated on the basis of the communication that predominates. “A high-context communication or message is one in which most of the information is either in the physical context or internalized in the person, while very little is in the coded, explicit part of the message. A low-context communication is just the opposite; i.e., the mass of information is vested in the explicit code” (Hall, 1976, p. 79). It is generally assumed that low-context communication predominates in individualistic cultures and high-context communication predominates in collectivistic cultures (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988).

Different cultures put more or less value on oral communication, and it is consequentially important not to assume that interpretation of a concept or experience is the same across cultures (Ehrlich, 2000). As McCroskey and Richmond (1990) point out, “One’s communication norms and competencies are culture-bound” (p. 74). Communication research supports the existence of distinctions between individualistic, low-context and collectivistic, high-context cultures. The concept “willingness to communicate” (WTC) describes the extent that individuals will talk in a variety of communication situations. People avoid communication because of social alienation, low self-esteem, different cultural norms related to talking, lack of competency, skill deficiency, and/or communication apprehension (McCroskey & Richmond, 1987; 1998). While the individualistic, low-context cultures of the United States and Western Europe place a premium on talking, in the collectivistic, high-context cultures of the Micronesia, Southeast Asia and Japan quietness is a virtue (Allen & Andriate, 1984; Allen, O’Mara, & Andriate, 1986; Burroughs & Marie, 1990; Gudykunst & Nishia, 1993; Klopf, 1984; Klopf & Cambra, 1979; McCroskey, Gudykunst, & Nishia, 1985; McCroskey & Richmond, 1990) .
It has been persuasively argued based on past research that individual characteristics such as race and ethnic background may affect the quality of the relationships that subordinates develop with supervisors (Bakar, Mahamad, & Williams, 2008; Dienisch & Liden, 1986; Kim, Pan, & Park, 1998).

 Ethnocentrism
The term “ethnocentrism” was coined by Sumner (1906) more than a century as “the technical name for this view of things in which one’s own group is the center of everything, and all others are scaled, and rated with reference to it” (p. 13). Ethnocentrism is commonly accepted as “tendency to interpret and evaluate others’ behavior using our own standards (Gudykunst, 1991, p. 67). Hofstede (1991) argued that ethnocentrism is to a people what egocentrism is to an individual. As people are acculturated into a family, group, society, culture, they come to believe that those are the center of the universe (Klopf, 1998). 

Neuliep and McCroskey (1997b) have contended that ethnocentrism is descriptive, and not necessarily pejorative. Ethnocentrism may be positive when it serves the ends of protecting the central group from actual or threat of attack, or sacrifice for the “greater good.” On the other hand, it often leads to likelihood of distorting or misinterpreting messages from strangers, especially when they are from different ethnic groups (Gudykunst & Kim, 2003). It has been persuasively argued based on past research that individual characteristics such as race and ethnic background may affect the quality of the relationships that subordinates develop with supervisors (Bakar, Mahamad, & Williams, 2007; Dienisch & Liden, 1986; Kim, Pan, & Park, 1998). The results of studies in the organizational context Neuliep, Hinz, and McCroskey (2005) indicated that ethnocentrism negatively and significantly relates to perceptions of interpersonal attraction, credibility and recommendations on hiring, and general attitudes toward managers. Neuliep and McCroskey (2001) argue that ethnocentrism acts as a perceptual filter that affects perceptions of verbal and nonverbal communication as well as perceptions of the messages source, and that it negatively influences intercultural communication. Thus, there is the likelihood that in a more diverse workplace ethnocentrism will affect subordinates’ perception of supervisors and work, the following hypothesis is posed.

H1: Subordinates will report that they are more motivated to work, and are more satisfied with communication with their supervisors, their supervisors overall and their jobs when supervisors are of parallel or different cultural origin (domestic U.S. or international).
Communication Apprehension

Communication apprehension (CA), defined as “an individual’s level of fear or anxiety associated with either real or anticipated communication with another person or persons” (McCroskey, 1977, p. 78), is a major problem in the United States. Research indicates that 20 percent of the U. S. population is so highly apprehensive that they will avoid oral communication even if they are penalized in relationships, school, careers, and social interactions (McCroskey, 1977; Richmond, 1997; Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). Employees’ levels of CA have been found to affect their self-esteem, relationships in the work environment and perceptions of their supervisors and their overall job satisfaction (Allen et al., 2003; Allen, Richmond, McCroskey, 1984; Falcione et al., 1977; McCroskey, Daly, Richmond, & Falcione, 1977; McCroskey & Richmond, 1979; McCroskey & Richmond, 1997). 
Studies world-wide (Hawaii, New Zealand, Australia, Micronesia, Korea, Hong Kong, Japan, Sweden, Finland, Israel, Western Europe, Russia, etc.) have concluded that the general effects of CA—internal discomfort, avoidance, withdrawal, disruption, and under communication—are pancultural. It has also been established that CA varies in intensity along cultural lines, and that the penalties and negative consequences are minimal for those who are high CA in collectivistic, high-context cultures when communicating within their own cultures (Asker, 1998; Barraclough, Christophel, & McCroskey, 1988; Bourroughs & Marie, 1990; Christophel, 1996; Hackman, & Barthel-Hackman, 1993; Klopf, 1984; Klopf & Cambra, 1979; McCroskey & Richmond., 1990; McCroskey, Gudykunst, & Nishia, 1986; Sallinen-Kuparinen, McCroskey, & Richmond 1991.

Recent evidence indicates CA fits into the temperament genre, and that it is inherently trait-based. It is contended that some individuals inherit a neurotic, introverted temperament and possess lower thresholds for anxiety activation (Beatty McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998; Beatty, McCroskey w/ Valencic, 2001; Heisel, McCroskey, & Richmond, 1999; McCroskey & Beatty, 2000). When confronted with novel stimuli, perceived threat of punishment or cessation of reward, such individuals have a predisposition toward anxiety proneness, which is likely to be manifested as CA. Given the temperament explanation of the genetic basis for CA, combined with novelty and lack of familiarity, CA in a second language would be expected to be higher than in one’s native language. Correlations of CA in first and second languages support that there is a strong trait basis for CA that permeates across cultural interactions (Allen & Andriate, 1984; Allen et al., 2003; Allen, O’Mara, & Andriate, 1986; Allen O’Mara, Long, & Judd, 2009; Applbaum, Applbaum, & Trotter, 1986; Fayer, McCroskey & Richmond, 1984; McCroskey, Fayer, & Richmond, 1985), and strengthens the heritability argument as an explanation for CA. Cultural norms would be expected to exacerbate the genetic level of anxiety. 
Intercultural Communication Apprehension
          Based upon the view that the ability to make attributions is stronger, and uncertainty significantly reduced in developed relationships (Berger, 1979; Berger & Calabrese, 1975), inherited temperament or predisposition toward CA would be expected to be less influential when interacting with acquaintances and friends, as opposed to strangers, in both intracultural and intercultural relationships. However, the strength of reported cultural differences willingness to communicate and CA that permeates attempts at bilingual communication causes this supposition to be questioned. Gudykunst contends that anxiety is common in intercultural contexts. Thus, there is a need for further explication of the influence of the interaction of culture and the predisposition toward CA in the development of intracultural and intercultural relationships. Neuliep and McCroskey (1997a) suggest that the tendency to be anxious in intercultural communication encounters is much stronger in some individuals than other. They labeled this trait “intercultural communication apprehension (ICCA),” and defined it as “the fear or anxiety associated with either real or anticipated interaction with people from different groups, especially different cultures or ethnic groups” (p. 147). Uncertainty theory axiomatically contends that certainty and confidence in communicating is related to increased intimacy in a developing relationship (Berger & Calabrese, 1975). Therefore, the expectation would be that those individuals who are high in ICCA would experience greater uncertainty and would be less motivated and satisfied when their supervisor was from a different culture because intimacy would develop more slowly. However, a study by McCroskey (2002) of differences between students’ affect for learning and instructors indicated that while ICCA was correlated with students’ motivation, learning, and instructor affect, it did not add meaningful variance to these variables of teaching effectiveness (McCroskey, 2002). The question here is whether ICCA adds meaningfully to subordinates perception of satisfaction with their perception of the work environment when supervisors are from a different culture. 
Nonverbal Immediacy

The avoidance behavior of those who are highly apprehensive connotes negative affect to those with whom they interact and results in others reciprocating by communicating negative affect in return (O’Mara et al., 1996; Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). Such avoidance behavior is a negative manifestation of a more global construct conceived by Mehrabian (1971) and labeled “nonverbal immediacy.” Nonverbal immediacy is the degree of perceived physical or psychological closeness between communicators (Andersen, 1979). 


Behaviorally, those who are immediate use approach behaviors such as reducing physical distance, smiling, using appropriate eye contact, and vocal expressiveness. Those who are non-immediate show avoidance by closed body positions, moving away, avoiding eye contact, and negative vocal qualities. Affectively, people are nonverbally immediate with people, situations, and things they like, while being nonverbally non-immediate with people, situations, and things they don’t like (e.g., communication) (Richmond & McCroskey, 2004).

Evidence indicates that trait-like personality predispositions are likely to be pervasive in determining immediacy across situations. Cole (2000) found a strong relationship between nonverbal immediacy and trait-based indices of temperament, and concluded that immediacy is a trait-based, “personality driven pattern of behavior that may not be as easily modified as a behavior which has no deep-rooted source” (p. 93.). The importance of nonverbal immediacy has been verified by numerous studies reported in the communication literature. The role of nonverbal immediacy has been extensively researcher in classroom settings Baringer and McCroskey (2000) found that teachers express more positive affect for students perceived to be more nonverbally immediate. Students’ perceptions of instructors’ immediacy has been a strong predictor of affective, and to a lesser extent cognitive learning (Andersen, 1979; Christophel, 1990; Gorham, 1988; Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-Wasco, 1985; Kelly &, Gorham, 1988; Richmond, Gorham, & McCroskey, 1987; Richmond, Lane, & McCroskey, 2006; Richmond & McCroskey, 1992).
In multi-cultural studies involving classrooms in Australia, Finland, Puerto Rico, and the U.S, increased immediacy on the part of teachers was associated with enhancements in cognitive and affective learning (McCroskey, Richmond, Sallinen, Fayer, & Barraclough, 1995; McCroskey, Sallinen, Fayer, Richmond, & Barraclough, 1996). Though sparsely studied, teachers and students’ perception of their own immediacy has not been predictive of students’ reports of affective learning or evaluations of their courses (Allen & O’Mara, 1985; Mottet et al., 2006; Rodgers & McCroskey, 1984). While some high context cultures place less emphasis on physical openness, direct eye contact, and other components of immediacy than the U.S. culture, there are universal expectations related to the communication of warmth and friendliness, and universal nonverbal norms dictate their display (McCroskey, Sallinen et al., 1996; Oetzel, Ting-Toomey, Masumot, Yokocki, Pan, Takai, & Wilson, 2001).
 Similarly to the strong relationships between nonverbal immediacy and students’ satisfaction with instructors and learning, research shows that nonverbal immediacy has impacts on subordinates’ perceptions of supervisors, motivation and organizational outcomes. For example, subordinates’ perceptions of supervisors’ nonverbal immediacy was found to be related to subordinates’ perceptions of liking their supervisors (Hinkle, 2001; Slane & Sleak, 1978). Kay and Christophel (1995; Teven, 2007) discovered a relationship between supervisors’ openness and subordinates motivation. McCroskey, Richmond, and Franey (1999) reported that more immediate supervisors were perceived by subordinates as more credible. Goodboy and McCroskey (2008) found that less immediate employees were higher in Machiavellianism, and were less upwardly mobile in their jobs. Richmond & McCroskey (2000) reported that subordinates’ perceptions nonverbal immediacy leads to greater reciprocity and satisfaction with supervisors and jobs. 
Studies of intercultural instructional communication indicates that regardless of their cultural immediacy norms, students studying in the U.S. are most likely going to be assessed by U.S. instructors’ norms (Mottet & Beebe, 2006). Goodman and Nacht (2005) noted that U.S. faculty show apathy, hostility, and annoyance toward foreign students. “Many faculty used terms such as ‘uninstructable’ to describe students from abroad and professed an inability to penetrate a degree of reserve far less common among U.S. students” (p.10). In some studies, a significant number of U.S. faculty reported that they perceived international students to be less “immediate” and confessed to being “non-immediate” with them (Lipson, 2008; McCroskey, 2002; Olaniran, 1996). As is the case in the classroom, subordinates are likely to see non-immediate behavior as inappropriate, and hold different views of those from other cultures based on their immediacy expectations in grained by their personal culture.
Socio-Communicative Orientation

Differences between individualist low-context cultures and collectivistic, high-context cultures are manifested in differing predispositions toward specific dimensions of communication. A construct that appears consistent with the theoretical dimensions of such cultural diversity is “communication style.” Norton (1978) provided an efficacious measure of communicator style, or “the way one verbally and paraverbally interacts to signal how literal meaning should be taken, interpreted, or understood” (p. 99). From this perspective, those from high-context cultures would be expected to reflect more openness, while those from low-context cultures would be contentious, more impressionistic, and present a stronger overall communicator image than those from high-context cultures (Gudykunst and Nishida, 1993). Klopf and his colleagues isolated differences in communication style between low-context and high-context cultures. Americans were more inclined to talk (Gaetz, Klopf, & Ishii, 1990) and be more affect oriented than Japanese (Frymier, Klopf, & Ishii, 1990). Americans were more attentive, contentious, animated, impression leaving, and had a stronger overall communicator image, while Japanese were more dramatic, open, and relaxed (Klopf and Cambra, 1981). 
A theoretical concept that may be more or less explanatory of cultural differences is related to communication style and labeled socio-communicative orientation (SCO), and has to do with how individuals view their communicative behavior when interacting. Socio-communicative orientation is especially concerned with the extent to which individuals perceive their communicative style to be consistent and/or flexible across the gamut of their relationships (Richmond & Martin, 1988). A distinction is made between socio-communicative orientations, the way an individual views her or his own style, and socio-communicative style (SCS), the reports of others of the person’s actual communication behavior (McCroskey & Richmond, 1996; Richmond & Martin, 1998; Thomas, Richmond, & McCroskey, 1994).


The two dimensions that comprise socio-communicative orientation and style, assertiveness and responsiveness, have been found to be relatively uncorrelated. Assertiveness describes the willingness to speak for one’s self and one’s ideas, while responsiveness involves being sensitive to others and their feelings. A third dimension, versatility represents flexibility in socio-communicative and style, and is defined as “the degree to which the individual is capable of adapting her or his style to varying situational constraints” (Richmond & Martin, 1998, p. 134).


As with Norton’s original conceptualization of communication style (1978; 1983), SCO/SCS is trait-based in that the measured orientations of individuals “manifest themselves in behavior patterns which are relatively consistent across contexts” (McCroskey & Richmond, 2000, p. 278). Empirical evidence has supported that, like other traits, assertiveness and responsiveness are strongly influenced by genetics, and, therefore, are resistant to change (Cole & McCroskey, 2000). In studies of CA and SCO/SCS, seventy percent of the high CAs have been found to be low in both assertiveness and responsiveness (Richmond & McCroskey, 1998).


Bem’s conceptualization of psychological androgyny (1974), which is very much akin to the concept of SCO/SCS, was developed to make predictions about psychological masculinity-femininity. The characteristics of the assertiveness concept (e. g., independence, dominance, forcefulness, acts as leader) are stereotypically associated with masculinity in the U. S. culture, and the characteristics of responsiveness (e.g., warm, friendly, and concern for others) are stereotypically thought to describe feminine behavior in the U. S. (Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). Hofstede (1980; 1991) conceived the underlying dimensions of cultural variability to be uncertainty avoidance, power dimensions, and masculinity-femininity. Thus, socio-communicative orientation appears to be explanatory of differences in intercultural relationship development. Those from high-context cultures would be predicted to be less assertive and responsive in intracultural and intercultural relationships. McCroskey and Richmond (2000) found that while socio-communicative orientation is largely determined by genetics, dyadic reciprocity and/or accommodation can still have a considerable effect on behavioral outcomes; therefore, it is likely that socio-communicative orientation, like predispositions to avoid communication, reflects cultural variability. In fact, in a study by Thompson, Ishii, and Klopf (1990), Japanese participants reported being less assertive and less responsive than North Americans. Given findings of cultural variations in communication, it was hypothesized that subordinates would view their communication relationships differently when supervisors were of a different ethnic background.

Studies have indicated that socio-communicative orientation and style are predictive of organizational outcomes in communication subordinates’ relationships with their supervisors. McCroskey and Richmond (2000) found that subordinates’ socio-communicative was positively correlated with perceptions of supervisors socio-communicative style, and that both predicted perceptions of supervisors’ credibility, attractiveness, and subordinates’ general attitude toward supervisors and communicating with supervisors. Porter and his colleagues (2007) reported that subordinates’ perceptions of supervisors’ approachability, socio-communicative style (assertiveness and responsiveness), and credibility were related to subordinates’’ job satisfaction and work motivation.


This study was undertaken to determine the extent that these communication traits influence organizational outcomes differently intercultural subordinate-supervisory relationships. Therefore, the following hypotheses were analyzed:

H2: Regardless of whether subordinate-supervisory relationships are of parallel or different cultural origin, reports of subordinates’ CA, nonverbal immediacy, socio-communicative orientation will be positively related to

a) cultural communication variables: ICCA, ethnocentrism;

b) perceptions of supervisors’ communication: socio-communicative style,
      nonverbal immediacy, use of pro-social power; and use of confirming 
      communication; and
c) subordinates’ motivation to work, satisfaction with communication with
      their supervisors, and overall satisfaction with their supervisors and their
      jobs.

H3: Subordinates’ reports of ICCA, ethnocentrism, and perceptions of supervisors’ socio-communicative style (assertiveness and responsiveness), nonverbal immediacy, use of pro-social power, and use of confirming communication will differ depending on whether the subordinate-supervisor

relationship is of parallel or different cultural origin.

The fact that subordinates in parallel and non-parallel relationships with supervisors could differ significantly relative to their communication traits, perceptions of supervisors, and organizational outcomes is not ipso facto indicative that subordinates’ communication traits and perceptions of supervisors is predictive of organizational outcomes. In order to determine the impact of subordinates’ communication traits and perceptions of supervisors on organizational outcomes the following research question was posed:

RQ: Are subordinates’ communication traits and perceptions of their supervisors 
       predictive of organizational outcomes? 
Methodology

In this study, subordinates (n = 169) were asked to respond to a packet of instruments to measure their reported their levels of communication apprehension (CA), nonverbal immediacy, socio-communicative orientation, ethnocentrism, and intercultural communication apprehension. Two weeks later subordinates were asked to respond to a second packet of instruments intended to measure perceptions of their supervisors’ nonverbal immediacy, socio-communicative style, use of behavioral alternation techniques, and use of confirming/disconfirming communication. Then, subordinates were asked to indicate their motivation toward their work, affect supervisor for their and her/his communication, and their overall satisfaction with their job. Subordinates who completed both packets on themselves ((U.S. domestic origin = 92; international origin = 771) and their supervisors (domestic origin U. S. = 115; international origin = 54) were used in the analysis reported here. Participants were middle management are higher (males = 88; females in 81). One hundred and thirty-two were employed by Fortune 200 or higher companies (32 were in Fortune 500 companies), 24 were in health-care, 13 were in retail sales. All had bachelor’s degrees. Ages ranged from 22 to 52, and the average age was 35.1. Years of current employment ranged from seven months to 26 years, and the average was 8.8 years. International participants had been the U.S. an average of 7.2 (range = 2 to 15 years), and all spoke English (average = 9.4 years).  
Measurement

Communication apprehension (CA). The Personal Report of Communication (PRCA-24) ( McCroskey, 2006) was administered to assess subordinates’ CA. Summing scores determined an individual’s overall predisposition toward CA across the four communication contexts—small groups, meetings, dyads (interpersonal), and public speaking—measured by the PRCA-24. Participants responded to each of the 24 items on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). Previous studies have produced a mean of 65.6 and a standard deviation of 15.3, and high reliability and predictive validity (McCroskey, 1984; McCroskey & Beatty, 1984; Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). The alpha reliability in this study was .95 (M = 65.01, SD = 17.14), a level consistent with previous research.


Nonverbal immediacy. The Nonverbal Immediacy Scale (NIS) developed by Richmond, McCroskey, & Johnson (2003) was utilized in this study. This 26-item instrument has been found to be a reliable and valid as either a self-report or other-report measure. Subordinates responded on a five-point scale (1 = never to 5 = very often) to indicate how frequently they use the nonverbal immediacy behaviors describe in the measure (self-report). Two weeks later, subordinates were asked to fill out the measure again, but this time referencing their supervisor (observer-report). Richmond et al. reported initial alpha reliabilities of .90 for self and .92 for observation of others’ immediacy. Alpha reliabilities in the study were .89 for the self-report of immediacy (M = 88.02, SD = 17.61) and .93 for the observer-report assessment (M = 85.32, SD = 16.41).

 
Socio-communicative orientation and style. In the first packet of measuring instruments, in order to measure subordinates’ socio-communicative orientation, they were asked to complete the 20-item measure of Socio-Communicative Style (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990). With the 10 items measuring assertiveness and the 10 items measuring responsiveness randomly ordered, subordinates’ were instructed to respond to the items “as you see yourself” using a five-point, Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Previous research has found that assertiveness and responsiveness scores are highly reliable and independent of one another (Richmond & Martin, 1998). In this study, alpha estimates for subordinates’ socio-communicative orientation were .88 for assertiveness (M = 30.49, SD = 8.25) and responsiveness (M = 39.82, SD = 5.33).

Interethnic communication apprehension (IECA). The Personal Report of Interethnic Communication Apprehension (PRICA: Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997a) was employed to measure subordinates’ apprehension about communicating with people with different ethnic backgrounds. Subordinates’ responded to each of the 14 items using a 5-point, Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strong disagree). In previous studies, this instrument has produced a reliability coefficient of .94 (Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997a; McCroskey, 2002; Toale & McCroskey, 2001), and the Alpha reliability estimate in this study was also .96 (M = 52.24, SD = 11.32).


Ethnocentrism. In the first packet, subordinates were asked to complete Neuliep and McCroskey’s (1997b) Generalized Ethnocentrism (GENE). The GENE scale is composed of 22 items, 11 worded positively and 11 worded negatively, that are designed to reflect a conceptualization of ethnocentrism that can be experienced by anyone regardless of culture or ethnic background. Subordinates responded to the items using a 5-point, Likert-type scale (1 = strongly agree to 5 strong disagree). Only 15 of the 22 items are scored, and the other seven are included to avoid generating response bias (McCroskey, 2001). The GENE’s validity has been established in a variety of studies (Neuliep, 2002), and strong reliabilities have been documented (Neuliep, 2000; Neuliep et al., 2001, 2005; Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997b; McCroskey, 2003; Toale & McCroskey, 2001). The reliability produced by the GENE in this study was .76 (M = 26.85, SD = 10.54). 

  Supervisors’ power. Subordinates responded to the Behavioral Alternation Techniques (BATs) and Behavioral Alternation Messages (BAMs) instrument (Kearney, Plax, Richmond, & McCroskey, 1985) to assess the extent that supervisors’ use of power was prosocial or antisocial. The instrument presents a typology 18 BATs and a representative BAM for each. Subordinates used a 5-point, Likert-type scale (5 = very often and 1 = never) to indicate how frequently their supervisors engaged in each behavioral alternation technique in attempts to influence the subordinates. The items are based upon French and Raven’s (1959) five bases of relational power—reward, punishment, legitimate, expert, and referent. Eight of the BATs reflect antisocial behavior and twelve reflect prosocial behavior. Previous research has demonstrated that the instrument is highly reliable (Roach, Richmond, & Mottet, 2006). The reliability coefficient for the power scale in this study was .90 (M =64.22, SD = 13.07).

Supervisors’ use of confirming communication. The Supervisors’ Confirming Communication Scale (SCCS) is a fifteen item scale developed specifically for this study. Seven items reflected positive, confirming communication (e.g., “When evaluating my work or correcting my errors, my supervisor is sensitive to my feelings.”), and eight items reflected negative, disconfirming communication (e.g., “My supervisor does not carefully explain the rationale for tasks s/he asks me to perform.”). Subordinates responded using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from (1) strongly agree to (5) strongly disagree. Correlation analysis revealed the positive and negative items were strongly related, and that the scale has a single dimension. The alpha reliability was .88 for the confirmation dimension and .89 for the disconfirmation dimension. 

Motivation toward work. Subordinates’ Motivation toward Work Scale (SMWC) was measured by a modification Richmond’s Teacher Motivation Scale (1990) to reflect subordinates’ motivation toward work as opposed to teachers’ motivation toward teaching. Instead of the request to respond in terms of feelings about teaching, subordinates were asked to respond in terms of “how you normally feel about going to work.” The scale consists of five, seven-point bi-polar adjectives (motivated-unmotivated, excited-bored, uninterested-interested, involved-uninvolved, and dread it-look forward to it. Richmond’s scale has been used extensively in instructional communication research, with reliabilities of .80 and higher (Frymier 2005), and Richmond and McCroskey (2000) modified the instrument to measure motivation toward work, and studies in that environment have produced reliabilities above .90 (Richmond & McCroskey, 2000; McCroskey, McCroskey, & Richmond, 2005). The alpha reliability for this study was .90.


Satisfaction with supervisor: Subordinates’ satisfaction with their supervisor was measured by McCroskey and Richmond’s Generalized Belief Scale (1989). Subordinates were asked to respond to six bipolar, seven-step scales (beneficial-harmful, bad-good, right-wrong, negative-positive, unfair-fair, wise-foolish) in terms of the statement, “My supervisor is… .” Past studies have demonstrated high reliability and validity across belief targets (McCroskey & Richmond, 2000; McCroskey, 2006). This study produced an alpha level of .96. 
Satisfaction with supervisor’s communication: McCroskey and Richmond’s Generalized Belief Scale (1989) was also used to measure subordinates’’ satisfaction with their supervisors’ communication was measured. The instrument was prefaced by “My supervisor’ communications is… .” Reliability was .96.

Satisfaction with job: Subordinates’ satisfaction with their job as also measured by the Generalized Belief Scale (1989). The instrument was prefaced with “Overall I am very satisfied with my job.” The reliability coefficient in this study was .96.
Statistical Analysis


In analyzing the hypotheses, work dyads were considered to of parallel cultural origin when both the subordinate and the supervisor were of either domestic U.S. origin or international (n = 96). Work dyads with a person of domestic U.S. origin and a person of international origin were considered to be of non-parallel or different cultural origin (n = 73).
Hypothesis one was analyzed by computing simple t-tests to determine if perceptions of subordinates in parallel or different subordinate-supervisory dyads differed on those variables. A Pearson Correlation Coefficients were examined to determine the relationships specified in hypotheses two. In analyzing hypothesis 3, t-tests were used to determine whether subordinates’ communication traits were predictive of differing perceptions of supervisors and organizational outcomes when subordinate-supervisor cultural relationships were parallel or non-parallel. With subordinates’ communication traits and perceptions of supervisors as the predictor variables and organizational outcomes as the criterion variables, multiple linear regression was used to answer the research question.
Results

As can be seen by viewing the descriptive statistics presented in Tables 1, there were no unusual responses of subordinates relative to their communication predispositions or traits, perceptions of supervisors’ communication, or organizational outcomes. 

Hypothesis one predicted that subordinates would experience differences in organizational outcomes depending on whether they were in a work relationship where both subordinate and supervisor were of parallel cultural origin (either domestic or international) or whether they were in a work relationship where either the subordinate or supervisor was of international origin. A t-test of the means shown in Table 1 confirmed that subordinates were more satisfied with their supervisors’ communication, t (168) = 2.88, p <.001, and satisfied with their supervisors’ overall (t (168) = 2.85, p = <.05) when supervisors were of parallel cultural origin (domestic or international). However, neither subordinates’ motivation toward their work or their job satisfaction differed by whether the subordinate-supervisor dyad was of parallel or different cultural origin. Hence, hypothesis one was partially confirmed.
_______________

Table 1 about here


Hypothesis two stated that subordinates’ predispositions toward communicating—CA, immediacy, and socio-communicative orientation would be related to ICCA, ethnocentrism; perceptions of supervisors’ communication—nonverbal immediacy, socio-communicative style, use of power, and confirming communication; and organizational outcomes—motivation toward work, satisfaction with supervisors’ communication, satisfaction with supervisors overall, and job satisfaction. Table two reveals that CA is strongly related to ICCA (r = .60, p <.001) and ethnocentrism (r = .60, p = <.001), indicating that high CAs were more apprehensive and ethnocentristic when communicating with individuals from other cultures. Correlations indicated that regardless of cultural origin, subordinates high in CA likely perceive supervisors have less assertive (r = -.22, p <.05) and less responsive (r = -.39, p = <.01) socio-communicative styles. Also, there were significant relationships between CA and supervisors’ immediacy (r = -.40, p = <.01), use of pro- (r = -.29, p = <.05) and anti- social power (r = .38, p < .01), and confirming communication (r =-.34, p <.01). Subordinates who reported being high in CA indicated that they were less motivated toward work (r = -.42, p <.001), and were less satisfied with their supervisors’ communication (r = -.30, p <.01), their supervisors overall (r = -.26, p <.05), and their job (p = -.35, p <.01). Thus, indicating that subordinates who are higher in CA perceive their supervisors as less immediate and responsive, and using more anti-social and non-confirming communications, overall. High CAs tend to be less motivated toward work, and are less satisfied with their supervisors, the way their supervisors communication with them, and with their jobs.
_______________

Table 2 about here

Regardless of the whether subordinates were in parallel or non-parallel relationships with supervisors, subordinates’ report of their nonverbal immediacy was highly negatively related to both ICCA (r  = -.76, p <.001) and ethnocentrism (r  = -.71, p = <.001), implying that those who are highly immediate tend to evaluate people from other cultures more positively. Subordinates high in immediacy also perceived that supervisors were more responsive (r  = .54, p = .001), more assertive (r  = 66, p = <.001), more immediate (r  = 66, p = <.001), used pro-social power (r  = 28, p = <.05) and less anti-social power (r  = -.61, p = <.001), and used more confirming communication (r  = .49, p = <.001). There were also significant, correlations between nonverbal immediacy and the organizational outcomes, motivation to work (r  = .61, p = <.001), satisfaction with supervisors’ communication (r  = .48, p <.001), satisfaction with supervisors (r  = .45, p <.001), and job satisfaction (r  = .55, p <.001). These moderate correlations indicate that when it comes to subordinates’ perception of supervisors’ communication and organizational outcomes, a substantial portion of the variance can be explained by subordinates’ nonverbal immediacy. Curiously, the socio-communicative orientation dimension of responsiveness was correlated with ICCA (r  = -.26, p <.05), but not ethnocentrism. When it came to perceptions of supervisors’ socio-communicative style, subordinates’ report of their own responsiveness was significantly related to how responsive they viewed their supervisors (r  = .20, p <.05). Their reports of responsiveness was lowly and negatively associated with perceptions of supervisors’ use of anti-social power (r  = -18, p <.05), and lowly and positively associated with subordinates’ motivation toward work (r  = .21, p <.05). Subordinates’ responsive was not associated with perceptions of supervisors’ assertiveness, use of pro-social power, satisfaction with supervisors or their communication, or satisfaction with the job. It, therefore, appears that the relationship between the responsiveness dimension of socio-communicative orientation and the dimensions of cultural and supervisory communication and organizational outcomes studied is quite low.
On the other hand, subordinates’ reports of assertiveness, was strongly correlated with both ICCA (r  = .64, p <.001) and ethnocentrism (r  = .67, p <.001). Assertive individuals would appear to be comfortable in relationships with persons from other cultures. When it came to perceptions of supervisors’ communication, subordinates’ assertiveness was positively correlated with perceptions of supervisors’ nonverbal immediacy (r  = .49, p <.001) and use of confirming communication (r  = .46, p <.001). Subordinates’ assertiveness was positively related to reports that supervisors used pro-social communication (r  = .22, p <.05) and negatively correlated with perceptions that supervisors’ used antisocial means of influence (r  = -.42, p <.001), indicating that subordinates who were assertive Assertiveness was also positively associated with subordinates’ motivation toward work (r  = .45, p <.001), satisfaction with their supervisors’ communication (r  = .46, p <.001), satisfaction with their supervisors (r  = .44, p <.001) and their jobs overall (r  = .43, p <.001). Thus, relative to hypothesis two, the correlations depicted in Table 2 show that a substantial amount of variance related to ICCA, ethnocentrism, perceptions of supervisors’ communication, and organizational outcomes is explained by subordinates’ levels of CA, nonverbal immediacy, and socio-communicative orientation. 
Hypothesis three predicted that subordinates reports of ICCA, ethnocentrism, and perceptions of supervisors’ communication would differ depending on whether the subordinate-supervisor relationship is of parallel or different cultural origin. 


Table 1 depicts the means for all variables. A t-test indicated that subordinates did not differ significantly in ICCA regardless of whether they were in a parallel (M = 40.04, SD = 2.66) or non-parallel subordinate-supervisor cultural relationships (M = 40.96, SD = 3.65), t (168) = -.167. p >.05. However, in terms of ethnocentrism significant differences were found to exist between those subordinates in parallel (M = 23.34, SD = 6.12) or non-parallel (M = 30.64, SD = 12.0) relationships with supervisors, t (168) = -4.07,  p <.001. 
Table 1 also shows that subordinates perceived significant differences in their supervisors’ communication depending on whether they were in a parallel or non-parallel cultural relationship with their supervisor. Relatively to nonverbal immediacy, subordinates in parallel relationships (M = 91.43, SD = 12.36) perceived their supervisor to be significantly more immediate than those in non-parallel cultural relationships (M = 81.73, SD = 17.66), t (168) = 3.38, p <.001. Significant differences were also found between subordinates’ perceptions of responsiveness whether in parallel (M = 39.38, SD = 5.59) or non-parallel (M = 27.13, SD = 7.06) cultural relationships with supervisors, t (168) = 3.19, p <.001, and assertiveness (parallel M =  33.52, SD = 6.19; non-parallel M = 30.07, SD  <.9.75), t (168) = 2.30, p = <.05. Differences were also found between perceptions of supervisors’ use of antisocial power between parallel (M = 21.07, SD = 6.0) and non-parallel (M = 25.50, SD = 3.81) subordinate-supervisor dyads, t = 4.03, p = .001. No differences were found between the groups for supervisors’ use of prosocial power. However, significance was found between perceptions of supervisors’ use of confirming communicating depending on whether subordinate-supervisor relationships were parallel (M = 43.67, SD = 15.43) or non-parallel cultural relationships (M = 35.79, SD = 11.18), t = -2.64, p <.05. Analysis of hypothesis three indicated that ICCA was not predictive of differences between subordinates and supervisors in parallel and non-parallel cultural relationships. However, analysis indicated that subordinates differed in terms of ethnocentrism, and perceptions of supervisors’ immediacy, socio-communicative style, use of power, and use of confirming communication depending on whether they were in a parallel or nonparallel cultural dyad. 
In answering the research question, multiple regression analyses were used to determine if subordinates’ communication trains and perceptions of their supervisors was predictive of organizational outcomes.2 Table 3 shows that the combination of predictor variables in the regression model (CA, Sub NV Immediacy, socio-communicative orientation, ICCA, and ethnocentrism) was strongly predictive of satisfaction with supervisors, satisfaction with supervisors’ communication, motivation, and job satisfaction as shown by the significant F-statistic: satisfaction with supervisor, F  (6, 145) = 7.60, p < .001], satisfaction with supervisors’ communication, F  (6, 147) = 7.89, p <.001, motivation F (6, 148) = 6.71, p <.001, and job satisfaction F (6, 145) = 6.14, p  <.001. However, except for ICCA, ethnocentrism, and sub nonverbal immediacy, the other variables were not significant in each model. The significantly negative ICCA and ethnocentrism variables in the first two columns of Table 3 demonstrate that higher levels of ICCA and ethnocentrism predict the lower level of satisfaction with supervisors and satisfaction with supervisors’ communication. Although the two variables were negatively related in the rest of model with the dependant variables of motivation toward work and job satisfaction, they were not significant. Interestingly, CA was the only predictor variable significantly associated with subordinates’ motivation toward work (R = -.23, p <.05), while subordinates’ nonverbal immediacy was highly significant in the last model in explaining job satisfaction variance (R = .42, p <.001). 
 _______________

Table 3 about here

When subordinates’ communication traits were put into models with perceptions of supervisors as dependent variables, only ethnocentrism was consistently significant in the whole set of models. Ethnocentrism had a negative association with each dependent variable. That is, those who are higher in ethnocentrism are likely to perceive that their supervisors’ responsiveness, assertiveness, nonverbal immediacy and use pro-social power are lower. Subordinates’ nonverbal immediacy was positively associated with supervisors’ perceived nonverbal immediacy and supervisors’ confirming communication with statistical significance. The combination of CA, Sub nonverbal immediacy, socio-communicative orientation, ICCA, and ethnocentrism was significantly predictive of perceived supervisors’ responsiveness, F (6, 158) = 9.67, p <.001, assertiveness F (6, 158) = 5.90, p <.001], nonverbal immediacy F (6, 144) = 17.10, p <.001, pro-social power F (6, 146) = 9.11, p <.001, and confirming communication, F (6, 147) = 11.82, p <.001, respectively. 
_______________

Table 4 about here

Discussion
A considerable amount of research has shown that communication traits of subordinates and supervisors are predictive of organizational outcomes (Lewis, 2007). However, the U.S. is becoming increasingly diverse to the extent that by the year 2050 nearly half of the U.S. population will be non-white (Perry & Mackun, 2001). Neuliep (2009) points out that the American workforce mirrors the diversity in the general populations, and he and his colleagues conclude, “Given the dramatic cultural transformation in today’s marketplace, managing and communicating with people from other cultures within an organizational context represents a great challenge in the corporate world” (Neuliep et al., 2005, pp. 45-46). Yet, few research studies have examined the possible impacts of the communication traits of this increasingly diverse workforce on organizational outcomes. The purpose of this study was to investigate the interaction of communication traits and cultural differences of subordinates and supervisors and assess potential impacts on organizational outcomes.
Hypothesis one was to determine whether subordinates whose supervisors are of a different ethnic/cultural backgrounds are more or less motivated to work, or experience more or less satisfaction with their supervisors’ communication, overall satisfaction with their supervisors, or their jobs than those subordinates whose supervisor come from a similar, parallel ethnic/cultural backgrounds. Analyses by t-tests showed that those subordinates in parallel relationships with their supervisors were significantly more satisfied with their supervisors’ communication with them, and more satisfied with their supervisor overall than subordinates who were in relationships in which the supervisor was of a different cultural origin. Interestingly, while a comparison of means indicated those who were in parallel relationships were more motivated toward work and more satisfied with their jobs, the difference was not significant.
Research in other disciplines has found that employees are more productive when they are highly motivated. That research also indicated that those who are highly motivated are more satisfied with their jobs (Baum & Youngblood, 1975; Day & Hamblin, 1964; Student, 1968). In this study, even though subordinates of parallel cultural origin with their supervisors did not differ in job satisfaction from those subordinates of different parallel origin from their supervisors, work motivation was highly positively correlated with job satisfaction (r = .79). Other studies have found that specific communication traits are predictive of both motivation and job satisfaction (Richmond, Davis, Kooniz, & McCroskey, 1980; Richmond & McCroskey, 2000). This suggests that when persons of different culture are working together there may be relational differences that go beyond a person’s perception her/his job. Problems in the work environment are likely attributed to the other person (subordinate or supervisor), instead of the work itself. This interpretation would be consistent with attribution theory (Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967, 1973), in which causes of behavior are attributed to either the person or the environment, and fundamental attribution error in which the individuals perceive the causes of their behavior as stemming from situational or external causes beyond their control (Nisbett & Ross, 1980). In this case, subordinates had some choice in terms of their job, and consequently are more likely to assign dissatisfaction to forces beyond their control—their supervisors. Further this result is consistent with the results of McCroskey’s study (2002) comparing the students’ perceptions of the classroom effectiveness of domestic U.S. and foreign instructors. She found that while students’ felt less motivated to learn in classes with foreign instructors, motivation was not a predictor of students’ learning.
Hypothesis two was concerned with whether subordinates’ trait predispositions toward communication was predictive of ICCA, ethnocentrism, perceptions of supervisors’ communication, motivation to work, or job satisfaction. Results in Table 2, regardless of whether subordinate-supervisor cultural relationship, show that subordinates’ level of CA is lowly correlated with perceptions of supervisors’ immediacy, socio-communicative style—assertiveness and responsiveness, use of pro-social and anti-social power, use of confirming communication, motivation toward work, satisfaction with supervisors’ communication, satisfaction with supervisors overall, and job satisfaction. All the correlations were in the expected directions. For example, perceptions that supervisors used pro-social power went down as CA went up, and perceptions that anti-social power was used went up as CA went up. It is interesting to note that CA explains over 35% of the variance in ICCA and ethnocentrism.
Not surprisingly, based on previous research that has indicated the salience of nonverbal immediacy as a predictor of personal, educational organizational outcomes, nonverbal immediacy was strong correlated with all the supervisor communication and organizational outcome variables. However, most studies of immediacy have looked at the relationship of individuals’ perceptions of others’ immediacy on dependent variables (i.e., perceptions of teachers’ immediacy relative to satisfaction with teachers and classroom learning; perceptions of supervisors relative to satisfaction with supervisors and work). 
Few researchers have investigated the relationship of self-immediacy on perceptions of others’ communication style, and or satisfaction with either learning or organizational outcomes. Allen et al. (2008) discovered that students’ reports of CA and nonverbal immediacy were predictive of satisfaction with teachers and learning. In 2009, Allen and his colleagues reported that CA and nonverbal immediacy of international students’ satisfaction with instructors and their learning in the U.S. O’Mara and her colleagues (1996) found that a relationship exists between levels of CA and a person’s immediacy. Individuals high CAs and low in nonverbal immediacy indicated that they had more negative expectations regarding learning outcomes. Tweatt and McCroskey (1996) reported that students view non-immediate teaching as teacher misbehavior, and Richmond and McCroskey (2000) that nonverbal immediacy generates increased reciprocity and accommodation, which leads to a more satisfaction with work. The results reported here reinforce those findings. In this case, that subordinates’ own communication predispositions affect perceptions of their supervisors’ communication style and organizational outcomes. Again, the high correlations of immediacy with ICCA (r = .76) and ethnocentrism (r = .71) are noteworthy.
Interestingly, contrary to expectations based on previous studies (Allen et al., 2008;  McCroskey, 2003; McCroskey and Richmond, 2000), subordinates’ responsiveness produced few significant correlations and explained little variance relative to the dependent variables. Subordinates’ responsiveness was lowly correlated with perceptions of supervisors’ responsiveness (r = .20), use of anti-social power (r = -18), as well as subordinates’ motivation toward work (r = ,21). Responsiveness was also lowly correlated with ICCA (r = -.26), and was not correlated with ethnocentrism. 

However, as in previous research, subordinates’ assertiveness explained moderate to strong amounts of the variance related to perceptions of supervisors’ communication, and organizational outcomes. Subordinates’ assertiveness produced correlations of .64 with ICCA and .67 with ethnocentrism. It appears that subordinates’ predisposition toward being assertive is definitely related to perceptions of supervisors and work.


The t-test used to analysis hypothesis three revealed significant differences between subordinates who were in parallel cultural dyads with supervisors, and those who were in non-parallel relations relative to perceptions of supervisors’ immediacy, SCS (assertiveness/responsiveness), use of anti-social power, and confirming communication. 
No difference was found between subordinates’ perceptions of supervisors’ use of pro-social power, whether the subordinate-supervisor relationship was parallel or non-parallel. Yet, there were differences in perceptions of supervisors’ use of anti-social power. Further, those subordinates in non-parallel relationships were not higher in ICCA, but were higher in ethnocentrism. 

Importantly, multiple linear regression was used to answer the research question and determine if subordinates trait predispositions toward communication are predictive of perceptions of supervisors, their communication, and organizational outcomes. Ethnocentrism and ICCA were found to predict satisfaction with supervisors and their communication. However, overall, only ethnocentrism was found to consistently predict subordinates’ perceptions of supervisors’ nonverbal immediacy, responsiveness, assertiveness, use of pro-social power, and confirming communication. In other words, subordinates who are in a relationship with supervisors from a different culture are likely to have negative expectations in terms of supervisors’ communication. 
These results are difficult to interpret. Do those in relationships with workers from a different culture become more ethnocentristic, or did it happen that more ethnocentristic workers ended up in non-parallel subordinate-supervisor relationships. The latter is unlikely, since participants were volunteers, conveniently selected, with not prior knowledge was what was being investigated. The most likely explanation is that even modest cultural biases are activated in a close relationship, such as that of subordinate and supervisor. In such a relationship, the two individuals usually have little personal information about one another, and are interacting based on information about their task functions and cultural stereotypes. Research into social penetration indicates that those in non-voluntary relationships, such as work relationships are more prone to evaluate each other on preconceived stereotypical information such as gender and culture (Dindia, 2003). Uncertainty theory would also indicate that in non-intimate relationships individuals use prior developed conceptualizations to reduce uncertainty in their relationships (Berger, 1979). Even though ethnocentrism is a trait (Neuliep, 2002), as with any trait, there may be variance based on state qualities engaged by specific situations or relationships. Sellers and Stacks (1991) contend that how individuals process information and interact is “a multidimensional function of modular processing trait-like and state-like processing of information about the individual communicator, the environment, the situation, and the interaction between the three (p 55). Studies of ethnocentrism indicate that it varies from culture-to-culture. For example, Japanese have been found to be higher in ethnocentrism than American students (Neuliep et al., 2001).

An important finding is that even though ethnocentrism is predictive of how individuals perceive the communication of persons from cultures other than their own, it is not predictive of subordinates’ motivation toward work or satisfaction with their jobs. In this study, only the traits of CA and nonverbal immediacy were significantly related to those organizational outcomes. Pervious research in the classroom setting has led to the conclusion that the U.S. students’ ethnocentric bias toward international teachers is less important than perceptions that the cultural based communication behaviors of international teachers is not full appropriate in the domestic U.S. classroom (McCroskey, 2002). While ethnocentrism proved to be the best predictor of teacher effectiveness, much of the variance was attributable of cultural variations in communication behavior. In this study, ethnocentrism was the most important variable when it came to evaluating supervisors’ communication, the predispositions of CA and immediacy were found to be major contributors to the organizational outcomes of motivation toward work and job satisfaction. Of course, research has indicated that these traits are predictive of behavioral outcomes, often negative, across a variety of cultures (McCroskey et al., 1996; Neuliep et al., 2005; O’Mara, 1996).
These results lend themselves to some tentative conclusions: (1) Communication traits—CA, nonverbal immediacy, and socio-communicative orientation are predictive how subordinates perceive their interactions with supervisors. (2) Cultural differences between subordinates and supervisors lead to differences in communication and satisfaction with supervisors. (3) Ethnocentrism, or how subordinates view their own culture and related biases toward supervisors from different cultures, is predictive of negative expectations toward communication and lack of satisfaction when supervisors are from different cultural backgrounds. However, (4) individuals’ inherent communication traits—especially CA and nonverbal immediacy—likely underlie such judgments and become a baseline for predicting organization outcomes in relationships between subordinates and supervisors.
The most important limitation of this study has to do with the fact that cultures were combined. In other words, those from a culture in India were rated as equivalent to someone from Japan. A large n-size was needed in order to be able to draw conclusions as to whether specific subordinate-supervisor cultural relationships differed (e.g., Americans v. Asians, Europeans, Latin Americans, etc.). Further, this study examined cultural differences, but did not examine micro difference (McCroskey & Klopf, 2008). Also, the participants in this study were almost entirely in white-collar, middle management positions in Fortune 200 and 500 companies. Results might be different among employees in blue-collar, retail, professional—health-care, law, teaching, etc.—or non-profit positions.  
Conclusions
These results suggest that work relationships are impacted by personal orientations toward communication and culture. These results suggest that non-parallel cultural relationships result in less satisfaction, and by inference, less productivity. The research presented here leads to the conclusion that individuals’ predispositions toward communication are related to subordinates’ perceptions of supervisors’ communication and organizational outcome. The complexities of supervisor-subordinate relationship and the development of productive relationships are impacted by the individuals’ communication traits and cultural biases.
Notes
1 In addition to the U. S., participants came from the following countries: Afghanistan, Argentina, Cambodia, Chile, China, Columbia, Cuba, Egypt, England, France, Germany, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Italy Japan, Jordan, Korea, Kuwait, Lebanon, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mexico, Micronesia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Palestine, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Puerto Rico (U. S., but Hispanic origin), Russia, Sudan, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, United Arab Emerigates, Vietnam, Zaire.  
2Regression analysis was conducted for the investigation of relationships between variables. First, multicollinearity was tested in each model and inferred from the colinearity statistics table in SPSS. It is critical to check the multicollinearity because as the degree of multicollinearity increases, the regression model estimates of the coefficients become unstable and the standard errors for the coefficients can get easily inflated. Colinearity statistics such as tolerance and VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) indices show the issue of multicollinearity-- a low tolerance value of a variable indicates that it is contributing little useful information for the model, whereas large VIF values are indicators of multicollinearity. As a rule of thumb, a variable whose VIF value is greater than 10 may merit further investigation (See Neter, Kutner, Wasserman, & Nachtsheim, 1996 for a full discussion of colinearity diagnostics.). When each model was run with independent variables – a set of subordinates’ communication traits – no serious multicollinearity problem was detected by displaying acceptable tolerance and VIF values. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics: Subordinates’ Communication Traits, Perceptions of Supervisors, and Organizational Outcomes
	
	Parallel Culture (N = 96)
	
	Non-Parallel Culture (N = 73)

	
	Mean
	SD
	Range
	
	Mean
	SD
	Range

	Subordinates’ Communication Traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Communication Apprehension (CA)
	
	59.25
	15.95
	30-100
	
	68.80
	16.71
	35-96

	Subordinates’ Nonverbal Immediacy
	
	92.95
	12.15
	49-124
	
	83.68
	18.30
	50-124

	Socio-Communicative Orientation 
	Responsiveness
	39.38
	5.59
	25-50
	
	27.13
	7.06
	11-50

	
	Assertiveness
	33.52
	6.19
	21-47
	
	30.07
	9.75
	11-50

	Intercultural Communication Apprehension (ICCA)
	
	40.04
	2.66
	31-44
	
	40.96
	3.65
	34-54

	Ethnocentrism
	
	23.34
	6.12
	12-40
	
	30.64
	12.00
	12-56

	Perceptions of Supervisors

	Sup Socio-Comm. Style
	Sup Respons
	34.66
	6.56
	21-50
	
	30.54
	11.05
	10-50

	
	Sup Assertiv
	34.58
	6.25
	17-50
	
	31.80
	7.37
	17-50

	Sup Immediacy
	
	91.43
	12.36
	61-126
	
	81.73
	17.66
	  47-119

	Prosocial
	
	23.36
	5.68
	12-35
	
	22.96
	5.66
	11-35

	Antisocial
	
	21.44
	3.81
	13-30
	
	25.23
	5.79
	8-30

	Supervisors’ Power
	
	68.37
	11.59
	41-90
	
	61.80
	14.79
	39-90

	Sup Confirming Comm.
	
	41.55
	10.35
	17-62
	
	34.32
	14.08
	15-73

	Organization Outcomes

	Motivation toward Work
	
	23.62
	6.55
	5-35
	
	21.60
	7.25
	7-35

	Sat w/ Supervisor
	
	30.65
	7.90
	11-42
	
	26.16
	9.61
	6-42

	Sat w/ Sup Comm.
	
	30.15
	7.76
	12-42
	
	25.82
	9.50
	6-42

	Job Satisfaction
	
	25.11
	7.44
	5-35
	
	22.53
	8.19
	5-35


Table 2. Correlations Subordinates’ Communication Traits, Intercultural Communication Apprehension, 
               Ethnocentrism, and Perceptions of Supervisors’ Communication 
	Subordinates Communication Traits
	ICCA, Ethnocentrism, and Perceptions of Supervisors’ Communication

	
	ICCA
	Ethno
	Sup Resp
	Sup Assert
	Sup NV Imme
	Prosocial
	Antisocial
	Sup

Pow
	Sup Conf

Com
	Motiv
	Sat Sup
	Sat Sup Com
	Job Sat

	CA
	.60**
	.60**
	-.73**
	-.44
	-.44**
	.29*
	.38**
	-.44**
	.34**
	-.42**
	-.26*
	-.30**
	-.35**

	NV Immediacy
	 -.08
	-.69**
	.48**
	.31**
	.63**
	.25*
	.57**
	.52**
	-.45**
	.53**
	.41**
	.44**
	.55**

	Respons
	 -.26*
	-.15
	.20
	.04
	.14
	-.14
	.14
	.05
	-.05
	.17
	.06
	.11
	.11

	Assertiv
	-.64
	-.67**
	.46**
	.33**
	.49**
	 -.22
	-.42**
	-.47**
	-.46**
	.45**
	.44**
	.46**
	.43**


*p < .05; ** p < .01
Table 3. Regression Models Between Subordinates’ Communication Traits and Organizational Outcomes
	Predictor Variables
	Criterion Variables

	
	Sat w/ Sup
	Sat w/

Sup Comm.
	Motivation
	Job

Satisfaction

	CA
	.16 [1.30]
	.11 [.93]
	-.23 [-1.81]*
	-.03 [-.27]

	Sub NV Immediacy
	.34 [2.51]**
	.28 [2.15]**
	.19 [1.42]
	.42 [3.03]***

	SCO
	Respons
	-.07[-.83]
	.02 [.21]
	.11 [1.35]
	-.02 [-.20]

	
	Assertiv
	.14 [1.14]
	.20 [1.71]
	- .03 [- .23]
	-.04 [-.30]

	ICCA
	-.17 [-2.09]**
	-.18 [-2.13]**
	.05 [.54]
	.05 [.55]

	Ethnocentrism
	-.24 [-2.11]**
	-.21 [-1.82]*
	-.19 [-1.61]
	-.14 [-1.17]

	
	F [6, 141], 7.60
	F [6, 143], 7.89
	F [6, 144], 6.71
	F[6, 141], 6.61

	F Prob. < 
	.0001
	.0001
	.0001
	.0001

	R2
	.30
	.31
	.27
	.27

	Adj. R2
	.26
	.27
	.23
	.23

	N
	148
	150
	151
	148


*** = p <.01; ** = p <.05; * = p <.10]

Table 4. Regression Models Between Subordinates’ Communication Traits and Perceptions of Supervisors’
              Communication

	Predictor Variables
	Criterion Variables

	
	Sup SCO
	Sup NV Immediacy
	Sup Power
	Sup Confirming Comm.

	
	Sup Respons
	Sup Assertiv
	
	
	

	CA
	-.02 [-.16]
	.21 [1.65]
	.02 [.20]
	.18 [1.50]
	-.14 [-1.26]

	Sub NV Immediacy
	.30 [2.32]**
	.05 [.35]
	.37 [3.22]***
	.20 [1.53]
	-.28 [-2.26]**

	Respons
	.02 [.27]
	-.13 [-1.48]
	.00 [.03]
	.05 [.54]
	.03 [.36]

	Assertiv
	.03 [.27]
	.19 [1.53]
	-.08 [-.06]
	.17 [1.43]
	-.16 [-1.47]

	ICCA
	-.13 [-1.58]
	-.07 [-.80]
	-.12 [-1.65]
	-.16 [-2.04]**
	.17 [2.25]**

	Ethnocentrism
	-.29 [-2.65]***
	-.43 [-3.70]***
	-.40 [-4.13]***
	-.38 [-3.40]***
	.36 [3.40]***

	
	F [6, 144], 9.67
	F[6, 144], 5.90
	F[6, 140], 17.10
	F[6, 142], 9.11
	F[6, 143], 11.82

	F. Prob. <
	.0001
	.0001
	.0001
	.0001
	.0001

	R2
	.35
	.25
	.50
	.34
	.40

	Adj. R2
	.31
	.20
	.47
	.30
	.36

	N
	151
	151
	147
	149
	150


*** p = <.01; **p <.05; *p <.10]

