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7'tzi.s ~t l idy  faclued on faculty members' perceptions of 
their advising style when interacting with undergraduate 
and gradrtate advisees. The resltlts indicated that the highest 
rated styles were comntltnicator image, impression leaving, 
friendly, relaxed, and attentive for both undergradrtate and 
graduate students. The lowest rated variables were conten- 
tious, dramatic, and dominant. Male facltlty members rated 
friendly and attentive significantly higherfor undergraduate 
advisees tiznn female faculty members. Members who at- 
tended the National Association of College and Teachers of 
Agricllltrtre meeting, 1987, rared all advising sfyle variables 
significarltly higher than a random sample of faculty ntetn- 
bers from a tnidwesrern liniversity for ltndergradlcate stu- 
dents. Facrtlry members from the midwestern univer.rity 
rated all sfyle variables significantly higher for graduate 
a ~ d e n t s .  7'hese and other reslllts are reported and discltssed 
in this paper. 

The importance of the dynamic communication process 
bctwecn faculty rnembcrsandstudcnts has been discussed by 
a number of researchers. Chickcring (1979). for example, 
concluded that interaction betwecn faculty and students 
helps studcnts lo develop intellectual competence and aca- 
demic achievcmcnt, and helps students to advance education 
and carccr goals. In additi0n.a series of studies by Pascarclla 
and his associates (1976, 1977, 1978, 1978) have been con- 
ducted. These studies suggested that an informal nonclass- 
room setting is particularly suitcd for faculty influence on 
students' atdtudes, values, and behaviors and helps to de- 
velop higher levels of academic and social integration. 

Other rescarch by Andersen (1979) defined a good teacher 
as one who produces positivc outcomes in the affective, 
behavioral, andcognitivedomain which are tcrmed teaching 
effectiveness variables. She concluded that significant posi- 
tive relationships exist bctwecn immediacy variables (non- 
verbal cues) and affect and bchavioral variables, but no 
relationships exist between these variables and cognitive 
learning. Other rescarch by Tomita and McDowell (1981) 
revealed that teaching associates have positive perceptions 
of their willingness-to-communicate with students and their 
ability to clevelop clear content and presentation. Female 
teaching associates were more conf~dcnt in their communi- 
cation with stutlents than male teaching associates. In an- 
other study Andersen, Norton, and Nussbaum (1981) sug- 
gested that tcachers who are rnore immediate have more 
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positive perceptions of their communicator styles and have 
more interpersonal solidarity with students. Students per- 
ceived that five styles (e.g., dramatic, open, relaxed, impres- 
sion leaving, and friendly) separate good teachers from 
better teachcrs. McDowell (1984) discovered that faculty 
members use impression leaving, precise. friendly, atten- 
tive, animated, and communicator image most frequently in 
interacting with students in informal communication situ- 
ations. 

With the exception of McDowell's 1984 study, no re- 
search has focussed on faculty members' communication 
styles in interacting with studcnts. These results indicated 
that female teachers use a more opcn style, while male 
teachers use a dominant style. This study will focus on 
faculty members' advising styles when interacting with 
advisccs. The Communication Stylc Instrument appears to 
be :in appropriate onc as i t  relates well to other communica- 
tion instruments and is a reliable and valid instrument to 
assess communication behaviors. Specifically, Norton (1978), 
aulhor of the Cornmunicadon Style Instrument,defined style 
"as the way one verbally and paraverbally interacts to signal 
how literal mcaning should be taken, interpreted, filteredand 
understood." Prior to thc development of the instrument, he 
rcvicwcd studies dealing with self-disclosure, interpersonal 
interaction, nonverbal communication, personality, and social 
scx roles. The results of the review led to the development of 
the insuurncnt. and after appropriate factor analyses, the 
style conslruct was categorized into eleven subconstructs. 
These includc: impression leaving, contentious, open, dra- 
matic, dominant, precise, relaxed, friendly, attentive, ani- 
mated, and comn~unicator image. 

Montgomery and Norton (1981) dcveloped a review of 
litcrature on communication style focusing on differences 
between biological sex groups. The review indicated that 
males have a rnorc dominant con~munication style, are rnorc 
contentious, use more hostile verbs, and are more assertive 
than fcmales (Eakins and Eakins, 1978). Other results. re- 
ported by Cashell (1978). revealed that males are more 
prccisc as ~llcy focus on instrumental, objective, analytical. 
anti problematic aspectsof situations, whcreas fcmales focus 
on the socio-emotional aspects. Aires (1978) concluded that 
malesengage in dramatizing, storytelling, jumping from one 
anecdote to another and rcceivc comrcderie through the 
sharing of closeness and laughter. 

Females, on the other hand, utilized open. friendly, ani- 
mated, and attcntivc styles. For example, Henlcy (1977) 
asscrted that females are rnore attentive, show grcatcr social 
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sensitivity, and utilize more nonverbal cues such as smiling, 
nodding, posturc, and eye gaze. In short, females are more 
animatcd than males, using a wider range of nonverbal 
expressions of emotions. 

Overall, the results of the review indicated that males 
have a greater potential to cmploy dominant, contentious, 
praise, rclaxed, and dramatic styles than fcmales, while 
females have a greater potcntial to employ open, friendly, 
attentive, and animatcd styles than males. While the above 
findings might be m e  in tcrms of everyday cornmunication 
with significant othcrs, friends and co-workers, the results 
might not bc uuc in other communication situations. In this 
study the researcher focuses on faculty members' pcrccp- 
tions of their advising style in interacting with swdcnts. This 
is an exploratory study as there is no evidence that a malc 
advisor's communication behaviors would be different than 
a female advisor's comrnunication behaviors. 

In addition to gender as an independent measure, organi- 
zation type, academic rank, and teaching experience are 
independent variables. These variables might be important 
to ascertain the advising stylc of faculty mcmbcrs. For 
example, do teachers who participate in a national education 
association meeting ratc style variablcs diffcrcntly than a 
general population of tcachcrs? Do tcachcrs with different 
academic ranks ratc thc style variables diffcrcntly? Do 
teachers of various teaching experiences rate the style vari- 
ables diffcrcntly? 

Research Questions 
What are  he highest rated and lowest r a i d  advising 
style variables for undergraduate and graduate ad- 
visees? 
Do faculty mcmbcrs of different organizations (Na- 
tional Association of Collegeand Tcachcrs of Agricul- 
ture) rate advising variables differently for under- 
graduate and graduate advisees? 
Do male and female advisers differ significantly in 
their self-reporting of their advising of undcrgraduate 
and graduate advisecs? 
Do professors of different acadcmic ranks (assistant, 
associate, and full) ratc advising variables differently 
for undcrgraduate and graduate advisees? 
Do professors with different lcvcls of teaching experi- 
ence (1-5, 6-10, 11-15,16-20. 21-25, 25+) rate advising 
variablcs differently for undergraduate and graduatc 
advisees? 
What are the relationships among advising style vari- 
ablcs for undergraduate advisees? 
What are the relationships among advising style vari- 
ables for graduate advisccs? 

Procedures 
A random sample of 250 faculty members at a midwest- 

ern university and all 130 mernbcrs who attended a NACTA 
conference in 1987 were seleclcd as subjects for this study. 
All subjects were scnt a cover letter explaining the purpose 
of the rcscarch and a copy of the Advisor Communication 
Style Instrument. Respondents were asked lo ratc them- 

selves on each item in terms of their communication with 
advisees. Approximately 56% (73 members of the NACTA- 
Conference and 38% (85 faculty members of a midwcstern 
university) completcd and returned the questionnaire. The 
breakdown by indepcndent variable is as follows: gender 
groups (141 males and 27 females). academic rank (36 
assistant professors, 50 associate professors, and 82 full 
professors), and teaching experience (13 from the 1-5 group, 
33 from the 6 to 10 group. 32 from I1 to 15 group, 27 from the 
16 to 20 group. 20 from the 21 to 25 group, and 43 from thc 
25+ group). 

Instruments 
The revised form of the Communication Style Instru- 

ment, developed by Norton (1978) was used in this study. Thc 
Advisor Style Instrument consists of eleven subconsuucts: 
imprcssion leaving, contentious, open, dramatic. dominant, 
precise, relaxed, friendly, attcntivc, animated, and commu- 
nicator image. Each subconstruct consists of four items 
which subjects rated from 1 to 5 using the Likert Scale from 
strongly agree through suongly disagree. Participants also 
compared thcmsclvcs with other undergraduate and gradu- 
ate advisors. 

Statistical Analysis 
Several types of statistical analyses werc completed on 

the data. Initially, the means for each item and each style 
type werc computcd. Ncxt a discriminant [unction analysis 
was completed (Wimmcr, 1972). Stcpwisc discriminant 
analyses were completed for each of the indcpendcnt vari- 
ablcs: organization type, gcndcr, acadcmic rank and teach- 
ing experience. If significant differences occurred among 
acadcmic rank groups and teaching experience groups, ihc 
Scheffe was completed to determine between which groups 
signficancc occurred. 

Pearson product-moment correlations were completcd to 
determine the relationships among variables for both the 
undergraduate and graduate data (Nie. Hull. Jenkins, Stcin- 
brener, and Bent, 1975). 

Results 
The results of the study indicated that the highcst ratcd 

advising stylc variables are communicator image, impres- 

TABLE 1: Means for Sex and Type of Organization for 
Undergraduate Students. 

Sex Type of Organization 
Style Type M I: NACTA Univ. 
Impression 1,eaving 133 11.9 15.0 11.6 
Contentious 7 3  6.8 7.9 6.7 
Open 10.6 9.1 11.6 9.4 
Dramatic 9.2 9.l 10.0 8.7 
Dominant 8.2 8.5 9.l 7.6 
Precise 10.9 102 12.1 9.9 
Relaxed 12.6 10.6 13.9 11.2 
Friendly 13.4 11.1 14.8 11.8 
Attentive 12.8 11.1 14.2 11.1 
Animated 11.2 10.4 12.6 9.9 
Communicator Image 13.8 12.6 15.6 12.1 
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'TABLE 2  means f o r  Sex  a n d  T y p e  of Organiza t ion  f o r  
G r a d u a t e  S t u d e n t s  

Sex Tme of Or~anizat ion 
Style Tyve bf F NACTA Univ. 
ln~pression Leaving 9 5  11.2 6.4 12 3 
Contentious 5 5  5.8 3.7 6.9 

Open 7.1 8.2 4.8 9J 
Dramatic 6.6 8.0 4.4 8.8 
1)orninant 6.0 7.4 4.1 7.9 
Precise 7.7 9.5 5 2  102 
Relaxed 8.7 10.7 6.1 11.2 
Friendly 9 -2 10.7 6.4 11.7 
Attentive 8.8 1 0 3  6 .I 11.3 
Animated 7.5 9.4 5.5 9.6 
Communicator Image 9 2  10.9 6.4 U.8 

T A B L E  3: Scheffe Procedures  f o r  Advising Style Var iab les  
f o r  U n d e r g r a d u a t e  S t u d e n t s  

Independent Variable Dependent Variable df F P 

15inlogical Sex Friendly 1 3.39 .05 

Attentive 1 4.39 .03 

Type of Organization Impression Inaving 1 17.99 .0001 
Contentio~ls 1 4.77 .03 

Open 1 8.74 .003 
Dramatic 1 3.48 .05 

Dominant 1 4.97 -02 

Precise I 9.98 .001 

Relaxed 1 11.58 -0008 
Fricndly 1 15.58 -0001 

Attentive 1 15.97 .0001 
Animated 1 14.21 .On02 

Commllnicator ln~age  1 16.97 .0001 

sion leaving, friendly, relaxed and attentive for both under- 
graduate and graduate advisccs. The lowest rated style 
variables for both undergraduate and graduate advisees were 
contentious, dramatic and dominant (see Tables 1-2). The 
results, reported in Table 3, indicated that significant differ- 
ences occurred between gender groups in rating friendly and 
attentive. In both cases males rated the items higher than 
femalcs. The discriminant function classified 60% correctly 
into male and female groups. In addition. significant differ- 
ences occurred on all dcpendcnt rneasurcs between organi- 
zation groups. The NACTA group rated the variables higher 
than the midwestern university group. The discriminant 
analysis results for organizational groups indica~ed signifi- 
cant differences (X1-31.65; df 4; p<.001; R=4I), with ap- 
proximately 77% of the cases correctly classified. No sig- 
nificant diff'crences occurred among academic rank groups 
and teacher experience groups in rating the advising style 
variables for undergraduate students. 

Nosignifican tdifferenccsexistccl betwecn gendergroups, 
among academic r a n k  groups, and among teacher experi- 
ence groups in rating advising style variables when interact- 
ing with graduate advisees. Large within group variances 
occurred between levcls of Lhesc independent variables in 
rating the elcven advising styles of graduate advisees. Sig- 
nificant differences occurred betwccn organization groups 
i n  rating all advising style variables (see Table 4). The 
discriminan1 analysis results intlicated that significant dif- 

ferences (x2=17.83: df=4; p<.001; R=.47) with approxi- 
mately 82% of the subjects correctly classified. Unlike the 
undergraduate results, faculty members from the midwest- 
ern university rated all style vLuiablcs for graduate students 
higher ~han the NACTA group. 

The correlational analyses indicated that significant dif- 
ferences (pc.05) occurred between all variables in rating 
undcrgraduatc and graduate advisees. Correlations of more 
than .80 occurred among impression leaving, relaxed, friendly, 
attentive, animated and communicator image. 

Post hoc analyscs were completed to determine if faculty 
members who advise both undergraduate and graduate stu- 
dents rated the advising style variables differently for the two 
groups. Initially, a stepwise discriminant analysis was com- 
pleted for thccompositegroup (N=98). The results indicated 
significant differences (pc.05) occurred between groups in 
rating impression leaving, friendly, and communicator image 
between undergraduate and graduate students, but the dis- 
criminant function classified only 40% of the group cor- 
rectly. 

Next, a stepwise discriminant function analysis was 
completed to determine within organizational differences in 
rating undergraduate and graduate advisees. The results 
indicatcd that significant differcnccs (p<.001) occurred for 
the NACTA group in rating all stylc variables. Over 73% of 
the subjects wcrc correctly classified. In contrast no signifi- 
cant clifferenccs occurred bctwccn faculty membcrs from a 
midwestern university in rating advising style variables of 
undergraduate and graduatc advisees. 

T A I ) L E  4: SchefTe P r o c e d u r e s  for  Advising Style V i ~ r i a b l e s  
f o r  G r a d u a t e  S t u d e n t s  

Independent Variable Dependent Variable df F P 
Type of 0rgani.zation Imprminn  Leaving 1 2851 .M01 

Contentin~ls I 20.88 .0001 

Open 1 23.62 .0001 

Dramatic I 28.40 .0001 

Dominant 1 28.25 .0001 

Precise 1 23.25 .0001 

Relaxed 1 27.92 .0001 

Friendly 1 24.72 .0001 
Attentive 1 2431 .0001 

Animated 1 20.39 .0001 

Communicator Image 1 23J3 .0001 

T A I t L E  5: C o m p a r i s o n  A m o n g  O t h e r  Advisors  f o r  Under -  
g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s  

Dependent Variables 
All or 4 of 
them % 

3 or  2 of 
them % 

1 or  none 
of them % 

Imprasion Leaving 
Contentious 
Open 
Dramatic 
Dominant 
Precise 
Relaxed 
Friendly 
Attentive 
Aninluted 
Communication Inlage 
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TABLE 6: Comparison Anlong Other Advisors for Graduate 
Students 

1)ependent Variables 

Impression Leaving 
Contentious 
Open 
Dramatic 
Dominant 
Precise 
Relaxed 
Friendly 
Attentive 
Animated 
Communication Image 

All or 4 of 3 or 2 of 1 or none 
them % them % of them % 

37 59 4 
I6  59 25 
66 3 4 10 
42 52 6 
24 69 7 
46 55 5 
55 43 2 
62 36 2 
59 40 1 
25 67 8 
46 54 0 

Discussion 
An interpretation of the results of this exploratory study 

indicates that faculty mcmbers perceive that they utilize 
most frequently impression leaving, friendly, animated, at- 
tentive, and communicator style. while they are less likely to 
use contentious, dominant, open, and dramatic when advis- 
ing undergraduate and graduate students. In examining the 
raw scores, 34% of undergraduate advisors and 23% of 
graduate advisors rated the style types "agree" or "slrongly 
agree" for response arms. These results are similar to those 
reported in McDowell's study (1984) which focused on 
faculty members' informal communication with students. 

The results also indicate that gender is not a good dis- 
criminating variable. Only marginal differences occurred 
between groups in rating advising stylc variables. Unlike 
previous research that focused on the style construct, male 
advisors perceive they are more friendly and attentive than 
femalc advisors. That is, previous research by Montgomery 
and Norton (1979) and by McDowell and McDowell (1983) 
concluded male students perceive that they are more precise 
than female students, and female students are more animated 
and friendly in their interpersonal communicalion than male 
students. The fact that only 14% of the sample was femalc 
advisors, seems to indicate that the results may not be 
representative of the female advisor group. 

The most surprising results occurred between the two 
organizations. That is, the NACTA respondenis rated all the 
advising style variables highcr for undergraduate advisees, 
while faculty members from a midwestern university rated 
all the advising stylc variables higher for graduate advisees. 
Interviews might be completed with a sample of the mem- 
bers of NACTA to discover why there is such a difference 
between the rating of their advising style of undergraduate 
and graduate advisees. Additional research is needed to help 
explain these results. 

The academic rank results reveal that no significant 
differences occurred between groups in  rating advising style 
variables. Assistant professors rated all eleven style vari- 
ables higher for undergraduate advisccs, while full profes- 
sors rated all the style variables higher for graduate advisees. 
All groups rated impression leaving, friendly, attentive, 
animated and communicator image higher than other style 
variables. The results are difficult to explain, but assistant 

T A B L E  7: Correlation Coefficients for Advising Style Vari- 
ables F o r  Undergraduate Advisees 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Impression .68 .75 .66 .69 .81 .82 .85 .84 .78 .88 
Leaving 

Contentious .63 .62 .67 .67 .53 .64 .61 .68 .67 
Open -74 .57 .68 .71 -74 .73 .76 .77 
Dramatic .66 .67 .65 .72 .68 .78 .72 
Dominant .70 .57 .74 .69 .73 .67 
Precise .74 .81 .80 .78 .79 
Relaxed -85 .86 .78 .86 
Friendly -91 .85 .91 
Attentive .83 .89 
Animated -82 
Communicator Image 

professors might feel more comfortable in advising under- 
graduate students than graduate students as they might teach 
moslly undergraduate classes. Thus, they might feel more 
comfortable and competent in this role. 

The results for teaching experience groups reveal that no 
significant differences occurred between groups in rating the 
style variables. The teaching experience results show that the 
"20-25" year group rated impression leaving and communi- 
cator image variables higher than other groups. The "6 to 
10" experience group rated the styles higher, for the most 
part, for undergraduate advisees. The "11-15" experience 
groups rat& the styles higher for graduate students. The 
overall results seem to indicate that faculty mcmbers with six 
to fifteen years experience rated style variables highcr than 
the other experience groups. 

The correlational analyses revealed that significant posi- 
tive relationships exist between all variables. The magnitude 
of the relationships is quite high with a majority of them over 
.60. Multiple correlational analyses were performed with 
both impression leaving and communicator image as crite- 
rion variables. The results for the impression leaving vari- 
able indicated that communicator image, attentive, friendly, 
animated, and open accounted for 91% of the common 
variance. With communicator image as the criterion vari- 
able, impression leaving, relaxed, friendly, animated, and 
attentive account for 93% of the common variance. Similar 
relationship occurrcd in rating advising styles for graduate 
students. 

Overall, the results of this exploratory study indicate that 
advisors perceive they use a variety of styles in advising 
T A B L E  8: Correlation CoetTicients for Advising Style Vari- 
ables For Graduate Advisees. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Impression 61 74 
Ixaving 

Contentious 46 
Open 
Dramatic 
Dominant 
Precise 
Relaxed 
Friendly 
Attentive 
Animated 
Comm~lnicator Image 
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undergradua~e and graduate students. With a possible raw 
score of 20 for each style type faculty members need a mean 
of 15 to rate the style in the "agree" or "strongly agree" 
categories. The composite means for the various levels of 
independent variables show that only the NACTA level rated 
impression leaving and communicator image above 15 for 
undergraduate advisees. In short, the results reveal lhat more 
than 70% do not rate the stylcs in the positive categories for 
nine of the eleven style types. More research is needed to 
determine the advisors' perceptions of advising style of 
undergraduate and graduate students. 

Research also is needed lo determine if advisors from 
different colleges within a university have similar percep- 
tions of their advising styles. It might be. for example, that 
facul~y members from communication and psychology 
departments perceive that thcy utilize more relaxed, ani- 
mated, friendly, and communicator imagestyles than faculty 
members from other disciplines. Olhcr research might compare 
faculty members from public and private universities to 
determine their perceptions of their advising styles. 

Finally, the results of this study indicate that advisors use 
impression leaving, friendly, attentive, and animated, and 
communicator image styles most frequently in in~eracting 
with advisees. This research might be replicated and ex- 
tended to better understand the advisors' communication 
styles when interacting with advisees. 
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Wayne I,. Ranwart, Book Review Editor 
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The NACTA Journal Book Revicw policy encourages the acadcmic free- 

dom of peers in thc constmctivc criticism of unsolicited books submitted by 

publishers for review. The peer reviewers arc persons who teach andlor 

conduct research in the subject matter area in which the book is written. A 
givcn review reflects the opinion of only the revieu,cr, and such opinions is 

not ncccssarilv ~ h c  opinion of NACTA and/or NACTA Journal. 

Evans, J. Warren. Horse,  A Guide f o  Selecrion, C a r e  a n d  Enjoy-  
meM. W.H. Freeman Co., 1989. Hardbound. 717 pages. S35.95. 

This text is an casily read book h a t  fills the longstanding void for an 
introductory equine science text. lh i s  book contains basic i~~troductory 
information for beginning students who are interested in buying their first 
horsc. while covering a very broad range of topics involving the care and 
recrcational use of the animal. I h e  chaptcrs, written in non-scicntific lan- 
guage, range from sclccting and buying a horsc, to ownership rcsponsibili- 
tics, and the managcmcnt of brecding stock. 

Although not as scientifically in-depth as thc original text, The Ilorse, by 
Evans. Bonon, llintz and Van Vleck, Iiorse, A Guide 10 Selecrion, Care and 
Enjoyment includcs numerous illustrations and photo sequenccs that aptly 
demonstrate maliagcmcnt rechniqucs, equipment, facilities. After reading 
these chaptcrs, the student is able 10 scc how to perform such tasks as hoof 
cleaning and saddling. 

The chapicr on facilities is particularly helpful and thorough, cnumerat- 
ing many easily overlooked aspccts of facility cons~ruction and planning. In 
addition, the coverage of hone brceds is equally thorough in its discussion 
and is greatly enhanced by excellent photographic examples. I lowever, the 
chapters conccming physiology and numition are not as complete as desired. 
and these limitations keep Ihe book from being a suitable lext to upper level 
equine courses. 

In all, Evans h;~sdoneacommcndahlejob of combining information from 
various sources into an easily understood format. lh i s  text is rccommendcd 
for introductory classes, but instructors of more in-depth courses may bc 
better advised to utiliz~ Ihe second edition of T k  Horse or supplement their 
lectures with hand-outs. 

Jane A. Pruitt 
Assistant Professor of Agriculture 

Southwest hlissouri State University 

James A. Christcnson and Jerry W .  Robinson. Jr. Community 
Developnlent in Perspecfive. Ames: Iowa State Univcrs i~y  Press, 
1989. 398 pp. I'apcrbound S22.95. Clothbound 538.95. 

Many mark Ihc beginning of community devclopmen~ as a profession, 
with the founding of IheCommunity Dcvelopmcnt Socie~y twenty ycars ago. 
Community Developrnenl in Perspecrive follows by nearly ten ycars Commu- 
nity Ilevelopmenl in America, also undcr thc editorial direction of Christen- 
son and Robinson and published following [he tenth anniversary of the 
founding of the Community Dcvclopnent Society. As in the carlier work. 
thcy have invited a wide variety of scholan to present perspectives on Ihc 
practicc of community devclopmcnt. Whilc lhincen of the twcnty-one 
authors wcrc also involved in writing the first book. this book is not just a 
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