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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to provide evidence of four advising styles based 

on the dunensions of advisor demandingness and advisor responsiveness. After 

estabhshing the existence of these advising styles, the study then addresses how those 

differing advising styles are related to the students' satisfaction with their advising 

relationships, the students' self-perceived development in the areas of cognitive 

development, affective development, and professional skill development, and the 

students' professional productivity as measured by number of conference presentations, 

nvunber of manuscript submissions, and number of publications. 

Instruments designed to measure type of advising style students are experiencing 

were developed based on Baumrind's parental communication model. The model is 

based on the two dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness, and yields four 

advising styles. The authoritarian style is based on high demandingness and low 

responsiveness. The authoritative style is based on high demandingness and high 

responsiveness. The permissive style is based on low demandingness and high 

responsiveness, and the uninvolved style is low on both dimensions. 

Results of the data analysis indicate that advising style is related to student 

satisfaction with the advising relationship. Students ejq)eriencing the authoritative style 

of advising reported the highest levels of satisfaction with the advising relationship. 

Results also indicate that advising style is related to student self-perceived development 

in the areas of cognitive development, affective development, and professional skill 
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development. In the area of cognitive development, significant differences were found 

between the two advising styles of authoritative and uninvolved, with the students 

experiencing the authoritative style of advising reporting the highest levels of cognitive 

development. In the areas of affective development and professional skill development, 

significant differences were found between the advising styles of authoritative and 

authoritarian, and authoritative and uninvolved. Students experiencing the authoritative 

style of advising reported the highest levels of affective development and professional 

skill development. Advising style was found to be unrelated to student professional 

productivity. 

These results suggest some important theoretical and educational implications. 

Students experiencing the authoritative advising style showed the highest means of 

satisfaction, student development, and productivity. This pattern suggests that high levels 

of demandingness and high levels of responsiveness produce the optimal advisor-student 

communication pattern for doctoral student developmental outcomes. This same pattern 

is evident in Baumrind's parental communication model, which also postulates that 

authoritative communication in the parent-child relationship produces optimal 

developmental outcomes for children and adolescents. This leads to the educational 

implication that graduate advisors can make the graduate education more productive by 

placing sufficiently high demands on their advisees, as well as being sufficiently 

responsive to their advisees' needs. 

The results of this study point to several future research endeavors. First, in order 

to confirm the usefubiess of adapting Baumrind's parental communication model to the 
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advisor-student relationship, replication of this study is recommended. Second, future 

studies should include the perspectives of the advisors, as well as the students, in order to 

gain a fuller picture of the advising relationship. Third, other variables should be 

explored, such as personality characteristics of advisors and students, which may affect 

the levels of demandingness and responsiveness demonstrated by advisors. Finally, 

future research should investigate consistency of advising style across students and over 

time. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Graduate education is meant to develop professional skills in the student and to 

socialize the student into the academic culture. In pursuing this endeavor, the 

relationship between the graduate student and the graduate advisor is said to be a crucial 

component (Brown-Wright, Dubick, & Newman, 1997; Heinrich, 1990; Isangedighi, 

1985). It is the sharing of values and interests that is the main socializing factor, and high 

student productivity is dependent on open communication and acceptance between the 

student and the advisor (Isangedighi, 1985). 

According to Friedman (1987), the years spent in graduate school typically are 

difficult and fiiistrating for students. Graduate students must complete increasingly 

advanced courses, pass both written and oral examinations, obtain a dissertation 

committee, propose and defend a dissertation topic, and write and defend the final 

product of their research. Additionally, students are simultaneously subordinated to 

faculty, and expected to think critically and to make independent judgments. Finally, 

many students' financial situations during the graduate years are precarious at best. The 

student needs good relationships with feculty members and good rapport with his/her 

advisor in order to function effectively in the higher education atmosphere (Isangedighi, 

1985). In reviewing literature related to relationship quality of graduate students and 

graduate advisors, Heinrich (1991) determined that students' satisfaction with doctoral 

programs was directly related to satisfaction with their graduate advisors, and that many 



times, the relationship is perceived by the students as disappointing. Given the rigorous 

process of developing into a competent professional, it is unlikely that any but the rarest 

of students possess the ability to successfully complete the process without the assistance 

of a competent and effective graduate advisor. 

Friedman (1987) asserts that the major reason for students' leaving graduate 

programs with their dissertations unfinished is due to the poor quahty of the advisor-

student relationship. Because the main purpose of graduate education is to develop 

professional skills in students and to socialize them into the academic culture, the way 

students are socialized by their graduate advisors can have long-term effects (Brown-

Wright, Dubick, & Newman, 1997). Friedman (1987) postulates that the advisor-advisee 

relationship is significant, not only during the graduate years, but beyond them as well. In 

other words, advising style affects the career path of the young professional after 

graduation. Advising style can therefore be recognized as an important factor in 

producing competent academic colleagues. 

A review of the literature provides ample evidence that two factors of advismg, 

demandingness and responsiveness, determine the graduate students' experience in 

graduate school. It is safe to assume that all graduate advisors are not alike, and that their 

rates of responsiveness to their advisees, as well as the demands they make, will differ 

from advisor to advisor. Intuitively, one would expect that the more responsive an 

advisor is, the more his/her students benefit from the interaction. For example, caring 

behaviors such as responsiveness and availability are helpful in lowering students' 



anxiety, bolstering self-confidence, lessening insecurities, and increasing productivity 

(Schaefer & Schaefer, 1993). 

In many studies that consider the advisor/student relationship, the common focus 

is on the desired qualities of graduate advisors. For example, Romberg (1993) extracted 

four categories of student expectations of advisors: (1) professional interpersonal 

quaUties, (2) professional character, (3) personal interpersonal quaUties, and (4) 

professional communication skills. In the first category, professional interpersonal 

qualities, Romberg found that students expect their advisors to provide advice, allow 

independence while giving guidance, give constructive criticism and praise, be accessible 

and dependable, and take responsibility for direction of the students' progress. In the 

second category, professional character, advisors were expected to be energetic, 

dedicated, and honest. In the third category, personal interpersonal qualities, advisors 

were expected to be approachable, pleasant, and congenial. In the fourth category, 

professional communication skills, advisors who listened to students' ideas, questions, 

and concerns, and who were responsive, were favored among students. The second 

category, professional character, refers to the advisor's characteristics, while the 

remaining three categories address the nature of the communication between the student 

and his or her advisor. The desired behaviors of advisors, as described by Romberg 

(1993), sound very much like a combination of high demandingness and high 

responsiveness on the part of the advisor. This study, as well as others (e.g., Schaefer & 

Schaefer, 1993), supports the contention that students have certain needs and 

expectations of the advising experience. 



Although several studies describe commonly desirable characteristics in graduate 

advisors from the viewpoint of the students (e.g., Larsen & Brown, 1983; Long & Sparks, 

1997; Romberg, 1993), another interestmg take on student advising has been put forth by 

Crookston (1972) who pointed out two types of advising styles: prescriptive and 

developmental. The prescriptive style of advising is based on authority, meaning that the 

advisor is the authority figure and the student is expected to follow his or her advice 

without question. Developmental advising, as described by Crookston (1972), is not 

characterized by authority, but instead by negotiation betw^een the student and the 

advisor. 

Clearly, high demand and high responsiveness are evident in developmental 

advising, whereas high demand and low responsiveness on the part of the advisor are 

involved in prescriptive advising. Although Crookston's (1972) model can be said to be 

somewhat useflil in describing advising styles, it appears to be lacking. For example, 

there is no provision in this model for describing an advising style characterized by low 

demand and low responsiveness, nor for an advising style characterized by low demand 

and high responsiveness. 

A more inclusive model from which to view the student-advisor relationship has 

been offered by Brekebnans, Wubbels, and Creton (1990). Brekehnans and coDeagues 

developed a model of interactional teacher behavior based on the two dunensions of 

dominance/submission and cooperation/opposition. By combining teacher behaviors 

represented along the two axes, the authors offer four teacher behaviors. Although this 

appears to be a useful model from which to view the advisor-student relationship, it is 



still lacking. Even though it solves the problem presented by Crookston's (1972) model, 

it is a behavioral model rather than a developmental model, which presents another 

problem. This model, although certainly useful for categorizing teacher-classroom 

behaviors, is not comprehensive enough as a cohesive advising-style model when 

considering the psychological development and the long-term socialization of the 

graduate student. 

In order to remedy the lack of a cohesive advising style model, the present 

research examines advising styles along the dimensions of demandingness (how 

demanding advisors are of their students) and responsiveness (how responsive advisors 

are to the needs of students), with a specific focus on the combinations of demandingness 

and responsiveness that lead to four proposed advising styles. For the sake of clarity, this 

study utilizes Baimirind's (1966,1971) model of communication styles, in which the 

dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness were used as a basis for exploring the 

commimication styles and relationship between parents and children. Baxmirind has 

dehneated the four communication styles of authoritarian, authoritative, permissive, and 

iminvolved. The authoritarian style consists of high demandingness and low 

responsiveness; the authoritative style is characterized by high demandingness and high 

responsiveness; the permissive style utilizes low demandingness and high 

responsiveness; and the uninvolved style is low on both dimensions. 

The effects of these communication styles on the development of children are 

well documented in Baumrind's (1991) research. Children reared by authoritarian 

parents tend to develop a tendency to be somewhat achievement oriented, but are also 



uncooperative and dependent. Similarly, children reared by permissive parents are found 

to be uncooperative and dependent, while demonstrating purposelessness. Children of 

permissive parents tend to be attention-seeking, uncooperative, and low in self-control 

and achievement. Finally, children reared by authoritative parents tend to develop the 

most favorably as evidenced by their sense of purpose, self-reliance, cooperativeness, and 

their high orientation toward achievement. 

Similarly, graduate students develop in various areas as well, and such 

development clearly does not take place randomly or in a vacuum. Graduate students 

develop intellectual skills, interpersonal skills, independence, and a sense of purpose 

(Chickering & Reiser, 1993). Given the stress of graduate school for most students, the 

type of advising that students receive can be important to the quality of the students' 

education and, consequently, to their development. Additionally, type of advising can 

affect students' choice of career after graduation. Because of the evident impact advising 

has on graduate students, evaluation of advising styles can be an important factor in 

shaping students into academic professionals. 

Although the available literature adequately describes aspects of graduate 

advising, and even indicates the type of advising that is apparently the most effective for 

students, it is limited by the feet that the dimensions of demandingness and 

responsiveness are imphcitly touched upon but are not explicitly discussed. In other 

words, the findings of the research literature can easily be reinterpreted along the two 

dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness. Such a reinterpretation provides a 

basis for a new model of graduate advising styles. 



Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study is to delineate four proposed advising styles and assess 

how they are related to the experience of graduate students. This is an important issue 

given the evidence that the quality of graduate study is crucial for graduate students' 

professional development. This issue is also important because graduate students are too 

frequently discontented with their experience, and since the professional development 

and experience of graduate students are primarily determined by the relationship between 

student and advisor, the nature of the advising relationship should be explored. The study 

is needed because current theories and research in the area of graduate advising do not 

fuUy address the issue of the advising relationship, nor how it is related to the experience 

of the student. 

Predictions 

The literature reports that different advising styles do exist (e.g., Crookston, 1972; 

Winston et al , 1987), and that differing styles affect students in different ways 

(Friedman, 1988). Therefore, on the basis of the reviewed hterature, the following 

predictions will be tested: 

1. There are four types of advising styles based on the dimensions of 
demandingness and responsiveness. 

2. There is a relationship between advising style and students' satisfaction with 
the advising. 



3. There is a relationship between advising style and students' levels of self-
perceived development in the domains of cognitive development, affective 
development, and professional skill development. 

4. There is a relationship between advising style and students' professional 
productivity. 

Significance of the Studv 

The advisor-advisee relationship has a significant impact on graduate students' 

experiences during their programs of study. On the one hand, a poor quahty of the 

relationship between students and their advisors can cause graduate students to terminate 

their programs prematurely (e.g., Friedman, 1987). On the other hand, as Gilbert (1982) 

points out, a good advisor-advisee relationship can ameUorate problems experienced by 

graduate students that may cause students to abandon their programs of study, such as 

financial problems or marital strain for married students. 

Therefore, the development of a typology of advising styles can provide the 

necessary basis for a systematic method of advising evaluation. Evaluation of advising 

relationships in terms of student outcome (student satisfaction, student's self-perceived 

development, and student professional productivity) can help detemune the most 

effective type of advising, improve the quahty of graduate education, and potentially 

decrease the number of students leaving programs unfmished. 

Limitations and Delimitations of the Studv 

The information concerning type of advising students are experiencing, as well as 

their levels of satisfaction, self-perceived development, and professional productivity. 



were gathered via self-report. This type of information gathering can lead to at least two 

potential problems. First, the respondents may report what they believe is the most 

desirable information. Second, the questionnaire items themselves may prompt 

respondents to answer in what they beheve will present them in a favorable Ught (Gamer, 

1988, p. 68). For example, when asked about professional skill development, 

respondents may report possessing skills they beUeve they are supposed to possess (or 

that others expect them to possess), rather than the skills they actually possess. 

Therefore, it will be necessary to assume that the respondents are being accurate and 

honest when filling out the questionnaires. A second hmitation of the study is that the 

infomiation will be coming from volunteers. Volunteers are diSerent from non-

volunteers in a variety of ways (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1975, pp. 195-196), thereby 

causing this research to be potentially imgeneralizable to the entire population of graduate 

students at the institution where subjects were recruited. A third hmitation is that the 

study will focus entirely on students' perceptions of their relationships with their 

advisors. Although student perceptions are an unportant aspect of the relationship, they 

may not provide a completely accurate picture of the advising experienced by the student. 

A delimitation of this study is that only the students' viewpoint of the advisors' 

communication styles were examined, wdth the advisors' viewpoints of their own styles 

remaining unexplored. The reason for this dehmitation is that it is the experience of the 

students within advising relationships that is of interest in this study, rather than the 

experience of the advisors. In other words, it is the students' perception of the advising 

relationship that is related to their satisfaction and their professional development, rather 



than the advisors' perception. As in research of parental communication style and 

children's development, parents and children have different perceptions of the 

relationship, but it is the children's perception that is related to their development. A 

second delimitation of the study is that only students currently enrolled m a doctoral 

program were recruited to participate. Students in master's programs were not mvited to 

participate because of the difference in doctoral and master's students' learning 

experiences. Master's programs tend to be more diverse, meaning that not all master's 

students are required to conduct independent research (such as a thesis) and many 

master's students experience group advising rather than individual advising, which is 

much more common on the doctoral level. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined according to their usage in the current study. 

Doctoral student - A student enrolled in a doctoral program in an institution of 

higher education who is not a medical student or a law student. 

Advisor - Either a faculty member who was assigned to or chosen by the student 

as a primary advisor, or the student's dissertation committee chair, from whomever the 

student primarily gains his/her advising. 

Advising Style - A stable pattern of communication between an advisor and a 

doctoral student. 
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Demandingness - The expectations the advisor places on the student. This 

includes such expectations as academic skill level, research skill level, and ethical 

behavior. 

Responsiveness - How responsive the advisor is to the student's needs. This 

includes such factors as availability, being supportive, and showing interest in the 

student's involvements. 

Authoritarian Style - An advising style characterized by high demandingness and 

low responsiveness. 

Authoritative Style - An advising style characterized by high demandingness and 

high responsiveness. 

Permissive Style - An advising style characterized by low demandingness and 

high responsiveness. 

Uninvolved Style - An advising style characterized by low demandingness and 

low responsiveness. 

Student Satisfaction - The level of satisfaction a student has concenung his/her 

experience with the advising relationship. This includes such things as satisfaction with 

the way the advisor treats the student and satisfaction with the advisor's level of 

knowledge. 

Student Self-Perceived Development - The level of development a student 

perceives himselDlierself to have in the areas of cognitive development, affective 

development, and professional skill development. 
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Cognitive Development - Development in cognitive abilities such as critical 

thinking and problem solving. 

Affective Development - Development in emotional maturity in areas such as 

motivation, attitude, and values. 

Professional Skill Development - Development of professional skills such as 

writing skills, data analyzing skills, and formal presentation skills. 

Student Professional Productivity - Productivity on the student's part as indicated 

by number of presentations at professional conferences, number of manuscripts submitted 

for publication, and number of pubhcations. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this study is to determine a typology of graduate advising styles, 

and how those styles are related to the satisfaction, development, and productivity of the 

graduate student. In order to facilitate femiliarity with the process of student 

development, a brief review of student development theory will be presented. The 

chapter will then continue with a discussion of Baumrind's (1966,1971,1991) model of 

patterns of communication, psychological effects of patterns of communication, and the 

adaptation of Baumrmd's model to the advisor-student relationship. The chapter 

concludes with a review of literature addressing patterns of communication m education. 

Student Development 

Theories in the field of student development can be grouped imder broader 

headings of psychosocial theories and cognitive-structural theories (Evans, Fomey, & 

Guido-Dibrito, 1998). Psychosocial theories provide a framework from which to view 

individuals' personal and interpersonal development. One of the most widely utilized 

psychosocial theories of student development is that of Chickering and Reisser (1993). 

Chickering et al. proposed seven "vectors" of development that occur during the college 

years: (1) developing competence, (2) managing emotions, (3) moving through 

autonomy toward independence, (4) developing mature interpersonal relationships, (5) 

estabhshing identity, (6) developing purpose, and (7) developing mtegrity. 
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Vector 1 involves developing competency in intellectual skills as well as physical 

and interpersonal skills. The second and third vectors reflect development in the areas of 

managing one's emotions and moods, and breaking the dependence on others for 

assurance and approval. The fourth vector involves learning to accept others for who 

they are and to respect individual differences. The fmal three vectors reflect personal 

growth of the student into a person who knows himselflierself^ knows his/her purpose in 

life, and who has an established sense of moral values. In sum, vectors 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7 

are indicative of intra-personal development, including cognitive, affective, and moral 

development. The third and fourth vectors are indicative of interpersonal development 

including social skills and autonomy. 

Cognitive-structural theories provide an illustration of the changes in the ways the 

student thinks, but not in what they think (Evans et al., 1998). A popular cognitive 

structural theory is that of William Perry (1981). Perry describes eight "positions" that 

mark student development: (1) basic duality, (2) multipHcity prelegitunate, (3) 

multiplicity legitimate but subordmate, (4) muhiplicity coordinate, (5) relativism 

suboridinate, (6) relativism, (7) commitment foreseen, and (8) evolving commitments. It 

is during the transitions between positions that the student develops different ways of 

thinking, rather than while in a particular position. Essentially, as the student transitions 

from one position to the next, he or she goes from thmking in absolutes (i.e., black-and-

white, or right-or-wrong thinking) wherein the belief is that there is always a "right" 

answer, to beheving there are several right answers, to finally gaming the maturity to 

commit to his/her own "right" answer. In short, the student develops to a point of 
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thinking for himself herself, and matures to the point of utilizing his/her answers to make 

personal commitments. 

Theories, such as psychosocial and cognitive-structural theories, provide a needed 

framework for exploring student development in college. In discussing various student 

development theories, Hurst and Pratt (1988) acknowledge the idea that basically, 

graduate students develop, or change, in the areas of intellect, affect, and behavior. 

Goals of Graduate Education 

Graduate education is meant to develop professional skills m the student and to 

socialize the student into the academic culture, but what specific attributes are 

developed? In an attempt to answer this question, Cangemi (1984) queried a large 

sample of students, faculty, and college administrators. After a preliminary investigation 

of theories of student development, Cangemi postulates that the main purpose of higher 

education is "self-actuahzation." He defines self-actualization as "the highest form of 

psychological health, the development of one's true self, and the development of one's 

existmg or latent potential" (p. 151). Using a pre-piloted questionnaire developed for his 

study, 12 items assessed the attributes the sample believed were indicative of self-

actualization. Findings indicated that the sample was high in agreement that the purpose 

of higher education was to help students become fully-functioning, mdependent, career-

oriented, trusting, self-confident, self-respectfiil, psychologically healthy, and 

knowledgeable in a particular academic discipline. The purposes of higher education 
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uncovered by Cangemi are representative of Hurst and Pratt's (1988) suggestion that 

graduate students develop in the main areas of intellect, affect, and behavior. 

Various factors influence students' development. Among these factors, 

researchers (e.g., Ender, Winston, & Miller, 1982) assert that the type of advising a 

student receives is important to the development of the student. Ender et al. (1982) 

propose that the goals of higher education are much more likely to be met if advisors 

engage in "developmental advising." Developmental advising, as explained by Ender 

and colleagues, is a continuous process with purposeflil and frequent meetings between 

the advisor and the student. The advisor should attend not only to the student's academic 

progress, but also to the quahty of the student's college ejq)erience. The authors fiirther 

assert that the advising relationship should be one of mutual commitment, with the 

advisor initiating the development of the relationship. Goals should be set for the 

student, and plans to reach those goals should be discussed and negotiated between the 

advisor and student. Finally, the authors suggest that the advisor should be a model for 

the student to emulate and pattern his/her own development after. In essence, the ways in 

which the advisor communicates with the student is important to the developmental 

outcome of the student. Thusfar, two models of advising have been offered. 

Crookston (1972) points out two types of advising styles: prescriptive and 

developmental. The prescriptive style of advising is based on authority, meaning that the 

advisor is the authority figure and the student is expected to foUow his or her advice 

without question. The advisor feels it is his or her responsibility to make decisions for 

the student, and it is the student's responsibility to carry out the "prescription." However, 
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the student views the advisor as the authority, and therefore assumes that aU of the 

responsibility hes with the advisor. Crookston suggests that this type of advising can lead 

to a stramed advisor-student relationship because of the misunderstanding of where the 

responsibility lies. 

Developmental advismg, as described by Crookston (1972), is not characterized 

by authority, but instead by negotiation between the student and the advisor. The 

advisor-student relationship is one in which both parties grow through developmental 

tasks. These tasks mclude reaching a mutual agreement on who takes responsibility, who 

provides knowledge and skill, and who wiU take the initiative on academic decision

making. In other words, developmental advising is a style that includes shared decision

making between the advisor and the student. From Crookston's description of the two 

types of advising in his model, it is not difficult to see the dimensions of demandingness 

and responsiveness contained within each. 

This line of thought was fiirthered by Winston, Miller, Ender, and Grites (1988) 

as they discuss developmental advising. The authors assert that if advising is to have an 

effective impact on students, the relationship should consist of more than selection of a 

class schedule. The advisor and the student should both be committed to the relationship, 

and that quahty advising "attends to the total development of the student" (pp. 16-17). 

Further, the advismg experience should be such that students are engaged in ways that 

enable them to develop to their fuU potential in both intellectual and affective areas. 

Clearly, high demand and high responsiveness are evident m developmental 

advising, whereas high demand and low responsiveness on the part of the advisor are 
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involved in prescriptive advising. Although Crookston's (1972) model can be said to be 

somewhat useftil in describing advising styles, it appears to be lacking. For example, 

there is no prevision in this model for describing an advismg style characterized by low 

demand and low responsiveness, nor for an advismg style characterized by low demand 

and high responsiveness. 

A somewhat better model from which to view the student-advisor relationship has 

been offered by Brekehnans, Wubbels, and Creton (1990). Brekehnans and colleagues, 

in exploring teacher-student relationships in high-school physics classes, developed a 

model of interactional teacher behavior based on the two dimensions of 

dominance/submission and cooperation/oppositioiL By combining teacher behaviors 

represented along the two axes, the authors offer teacher behaviors characterized by (1) 

dominance-cooperation, (2) submission-cooperation, (3) dominance-opposition, and (4) 

submission-opposition. The categorization of teachers' classroom behaviors in their 

interactions with students allowed the authors to determme that the dominance-

cooperation behaviors were related to the highest levels of learning physics and the 

highest levels of motivation and interest in learning physics. If the interactional teacher 

behaviors postulated by Brekehnans and colleagues (1990) were discussed in terms of 

demandingness and responsiveness, the dommance-cooperative behavioral style would 

be indicative of high demand and high responsiveness. This is sunilar to Crookston's 

(1972) description of developmental advismg. Similarly, the teacher behavior of 

dominance-opposition reflects high demand but low responsiveness, as does Crookston's 

description of prescriptive advising. The Brekehnans et al.'s (1990) model, however. 
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goes fiirther with two more teacher-interaction behaviors. The submission-cooperation 

teacher behavior is low m demand but high in responsiveness, while the submission-

opposition behavior can be argued to consist of both low demand and low 

responsiveness. 

Although Brekehnans et al.'s (1990) model of interactional teacher behaviors 

appears to be a useful model from which to view the advisor-student relationship, it is 

still inadequate because it is a behavioral model rather than a developmental model. In 

other words, the model is designed to categorize classroom teacher behaviors that are 

specific for students learning a predetermined topic, such as high-school physics. It is 

designed for usage in the context of high-school education and focuses on the concrete 

learning of the students in a specific subject matter rather than on their overaU 

development over time. In contrast, the graduate student learns in many different areas in 

the context of the advismg relationship. Not only is the graduate student learning 

information specific to his/her academic discipline, but also is learning professional 

skills, interpersonal skills, morals and values, and self-confidence. In other words, the 

graduate student is developing through the long-term socialization provided by the 

advisor-student relationship. In this hght, it becomes evident that the Brekehnans, et al. 

(1990) model is not comprehensive enough as a cohesive advismg-style model when 

considering the psychological development and the long-term socialization of graduate 

students. 

A better model of advismg styles can be adapted from Baumrind's (1966,1971, 

1991) model of parent communication styles. These styles are based upon the 
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dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness, and address the psychological 

development of children according to the communication style adopted by the parents. 

Baumrind has delineated the four communication styles of authoritarian, authoritative, 

permissive, and unmvolved. This model appears to be the most usefiil due to the 

sunilarity of optimal developmental outcomes in adolescents/children as described by 

Baumrmd, and the optimal student developmental outcomes as described by Cangemi 

(1984). 

To fecilitate understanding of how the graduate advisor affects the development 

of the student along the dimensions of demandmgness and responsiveness, a discussion 

of Baumrind's (1966,1971,1991) patterns of communication is relevant. 

Patterns of Communication 

In drawing from early hterature concerning control and freedom (e.g., Dewey, 

1915; Fromm, 1941; as cited m Baumrind, 1966), Diana Baumrind (1966, 1971) 

developed a model of communication patterns that hinges on the dimensions of control 

and freedom, and applied the model to the commimication between parents and their 

children. More recently, Baimarind (1991) has come to refer to these dimensions as 

demanduigness and responsiveness. 

Demandingness 

According to Baumrind (1991), demandmgness is important to the development 

of competence. However, she notes that not all forms of demand are beneficial. 
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Monitormg and direct confrontation are beneficial, whereas intrusive directiveness and 

coercive control are not. 

Monitormg involves providing an orderly and safe environment for the child, 

whereas intrusive directiveness involves restrictmg the child's activity (Baumrmd, 1991). 

For example, the monitoring parent would allow the young adolescent to have friends 

who did not necessarily reflect the adolescent's family values, but would expect him or 

her to associate with the "questionable" friends in the approximate presence of the parent, 

e.g., invitmg the friends to the adolescent's home. The mtrusively directmg parent, on 

the other hand, would simply forbid the adolescent from formmg friendships with other 

adolescents who did not reflect the femily's values. The former situation provides the 

adolescent with the opportimity, in a safe environment, to form his or her own opuiion 

concerning what quahties are acceptable m a friend and what quahties are unacceptable. 

The latter situation, however, robs the adolescent of the valuable exercise of responsible 

decision-making concerning who his or her friends will be. The benefit of parental 

monitoring as a type of demandingness, then, is that the child gains some measure of 

autonomy by making his/her own decisions under the guidance of the parent. 

Direct confrontation involves openly opposing a child's deshes or actions, and 

being persistent with parental demands for comphance even at the risk of angermg the 

child. Baumrmd (1991) refers to direct confrontation as a combination of power and 

reason. Coercive control, in contrast, involves parental commands accompanied by 

empty promises or threats. Baimirind refers to coercive control as power without reason. 

Coercion causes the child to focus only on the higher status of the parent while the 
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consequences of the act that the parent opposes escape the child's attention and, 

consequently, his/her understandmg. For example, the confrontu^ parent would uisist 

that a child wear his/her helmet when riding a bicycle and would explain the potential 

dangers of not wearing the helmet, regardless of the child's protests. The coercive parent 

would also insist that the child wear the bicycle helmet, but rather than explain the 

reasoning behind the act, would instead promise the child a treat or threaten the loss of a 

privilege to gain compliance from the child. The former situation fosters internalization 

of responsible behavior and autonomy, whereas the latter fosters continued opposition in 

the child. Additionally, coerciveness on the part of the parent can produce manipulative 

behaviors in the child. Confrontation cultivates rational give and take in the child. In 

other words, when confrontation results in resolution, the child's self-assertiveness is 

enhanced and his or her communication skills are improved (Baumrind, 1991). 

Other beneficial forms of demandingness mclude firm control and high maturity 

demands. Firm control refers to consistent discipline, and high maturity demands refers 

to the parental expectation that the child make continuous progress toward age-

appropriate mature behavwr (Baumrmd, 1991). Behavioral expectations, including the 

development of mature behaviors, clearly communicated by the parent coupled with 

consistent consequences for nonconphance enables the child to internalize a set of norms 

and subsequent obedience to legitimate authority. In other words, if a parent enforces 

behavioral standards sometunes but not at other times, the child is left with a sense of 

vagueness concerning societal norms that jeopardizes his/her internalization of 

responsible and mature behavior. 
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The dimension of demandmgness is an important factor in the socialization of 

competent children, provided demandingness itself is used appropriately. 

Demandingness should not stand alone, however, but instead should be intertwined with 

responsiveness to be most beneficial to the child. 

Responsiveness 

As with the dimension of demandmgness, there are beneficial and nonbeneficial 

forms of responsiveness. Imbedded in the idea of responsiveness is the caretaker's 

propensity for warmth and sensitivity, and his/her willingness to enter mto and participate 

in the relationship (Baumrind, 1991). 

Responsiveness includes both emotional and cognitive components. The 

emotional component, affective warmth, does not imply only vmconditional acceptance, 

but is instead characterized by expressions of both warmth and anger. The cognitive 

component refers to encouraging the child to express his/her thoughts and opinions, and 

frequently takes place in the context of rule making and enforcement of discipline 

(Baumrmd, 1991). Unconditional acceptance, "noncontingent positive reinforcement," 

and "noncontingent rejection" are all forms of responsiveness, but are nonbeneficial 

because they lead the child to beheve that his/her behavior has no effect on others. In 

other words, if a child's actions are contmuously approved, or disapproved, he/she forms 

the opinion that no matter what he/she does, the response from the parent will be the 

same. The child then generalizes this supposition to the larger society. With a lack of 

understandmg of behavioral causality, Baumrmd (1991) suggests that the child's 
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motivation will be damaged and he or she will be unlikely to try harder when confronted 

with a problem concerning achievement of a goal. Conditional acceptance, then, allows 

the child to learn copmg skills. For example, when the child's actions elicit disapproval 

from the parent, the child then either learns ways to regain that approval or learns ways to 

accept the disapproval without suffering damage to his/her sense of self-worth 

(Baumrind, 1971). As Baumrmd points out, "if parental involvement and commitment 

are manifested only by demands and attempts to shape the child's behavior...the child 

will seek to escape rather than to engage the caretaker" (p. 368). Therefore, conditional 

acceptance should be balanced by expressions of unconditional affection. 

From the combinations of the dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness, 

meaning the level of each that characterizes parents' way of socializing their children, 

Baumrind (1971, 1991) describes four communication styles: authoritarian, authoritative, 

permissive, and uninvolved. 

Authoritarian Commimication 

Authoritarian parents exhibit high demandmgness and low responsiveness toward 

their children. They attempt to control their children in accordance to a set of exterior 

standards that are typically in adherence to the views of some higher authority. In other 

words, authoritarian parents may look to their reUgious leaders for such standards, rather 

than creating their own. Authoritarian parents value unquestioned obedience, and 

commonly use punishment for noncompliance or any type of demonstration of self-will 

from the child. They value work, respect for authority, and preservation of tradition, and 
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attempt to instill such values in their children. Authoritarian parents do not value 

discussion with their children concerning parental expectations, but instead believe 

children should accept adult authority without question. Children reared under the 

authoritarian parenting pattern are found to be reasonably achievement oriented, yet 

hostile and uncooperative (boys), or dependent and submissive (girls) (Baumrmd, 1971, 

1991). 

Authoritative Communication 

The second type of commimication pattern, authoritative, mvolves a 

demonstration of high levels of demandingness coupled with high levels of 

responsiveness. Authoritative parents e}q)ect conformity to parental standards from their 

children while at the same tune encourage autonomy and self-will. Authoritative parents 

encourage discussion of their expectations and provide their children with the rationale 

behind them. They are demandmg of their children in that they guide firmly and 

articulate their expectations clearly, yet are also responsive in that they provide 

encouragement, love, and understanding. Authoritative parents are accepting of their 

children's quahties while communicating expectations for fiiture standards of conduct. 

Unlike authoritarian parents, authoritative parents do not hide their imperfections, nor do 

they expect infallibility in their children. Mistakes are viewed as learning experiences, 

rather than as punishable offenses. Children of authoritative parents were found to be 

purposeftil, cooperative, assertive, setf-rehant, and highly achievement oriented 

(Baumrind, 1971, 1991). 
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Permissive Communication 

In the third type of communication style, permissiveness, parents tend to socialize 

their children with low levels of demandingness and high levels of responsiveness. They 

accept their children's qualities and, unlike authoritarian parents, express no expectation 

for future behavioral alterations. In other words, permissive parents make few, if any, 

maturity demands on thek children. They allow their children to regulate their own 

activities and do not attempt to control them or insist that they obey external authority. 

Permissive parents affirm their children's desires and actions, and avoid the use of power 

and control. They are, in a sense, a friend to their children without the guidance 

exercised by authoritative parents. Children of permissive parents tend to be sunilar to 

children of authoritarian parents, in that they are often hostile and uncooperative. These 

children are also lackmg in self-control, are purposeless, and are not very achievement 

oriented (Baumrmd, 1971, 1991). 

I Tninvolved Communication 

The fourth pattern of communication, unmvolved, is described by Baumrind 

(1971) as being characterized by low demandingness and low responsiveness. 

Uninvolved parents can be described as havmg the undesirable quahties of both 

auflioritarian and permissive parents. They are hke authoritarian parents in that they 

demonstrate low levels of responsiveness to their children, and like permissive parents, 

demonstrate low demandmgness. Therefore, children of uninvolved parents tend to be 
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uncooperative, purposeless, attention seeking, and lacking in self-control and 

achievement. 

As is evident from the descriptions of the four main patterns of communication, 

the dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness are the defining factors. The 

optimal combination of beneficial demandingness and beneficial responsiveness is 

referred to as authoritative caregiving. Authoritative caregivmg unplies a balance 

between the parents' recognition that the child is hnmature and dependent and thereby 

requires structure and confrol, and the parents' simultaneous recognition that the child 

has the potential to develop mto a competent aduh and thereby requires stimulation, 

affection, and respect. The ftmctionalhy of the relationship depends on how well the 

parents balance demandmgness and responsiveness, and how well the child balances 

dependency on his/her parents vdth a willingness to mature. Additionally, the 

appropriate balance is likely to depend in part on the child's age. During adolescence, for 

instance, the proper balance would consist of higher responsiveness than demandingness 

because of the adolescent's need for more autonomy and less parental guidance 

(Baumrind, 1991). It appears, then, that it is the balance that determines the extent to 

which parents develop competence in their children. Because psychological outcomes of 

the various commimication styles determine the competence-oriented behaviors 

demonstrated by children, the next section will review a sample of literature 

demonstratmg the psychological effects of communication patterns, and conclude with 

literature concentrating on the behavioral manifestations. 
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Psychological Effects of Patterns of Communication 

The hterature exploring the psychological attributes associated with different 

parent-communication styles appears to support the contention that communication style 

has an effect on development. 

In exploring developmental outcomes in adolescents, Lambom, Mounts, 

Steinberg, and Dombusch (1991) surveyed 4,100 adolescents to determine the type of 

communication pattern used by their parents and the adolescents' levels of psychosocial 

development and levels of distress. After grouping the adolescents into the four parental 

communication types of authoritarian, authoritative, mdulgent (permissive), and 

neglectful (uninvolved), the subjects were given measures of psychosocial development 

and internalized distress. Components of psychosocial development that were measured 

included social competence, work orientation, and self-rehance. Internalized distress 

referred to health problems and psychological symptoms of anxiety, tension, and 

depression. In this sample, adolescents who come from authoritative homes scored 

highest in psychosocial development and lowest in internalized distress. They were more 

con^etent and cotrfident than adolescents from other family types. In contrast, 

adolescents from neglectful (uninvolved) parent-communication environments were the 

least competent, had the lowest self-perceptions, and the highest levels of distress. 

Adolescents from authoritarian backgrounds scored reasonably well in psychosocial 

development, but tend to have low self-perceptions and confidence, and higher levels of 

internalized distress. Finally, adolescents from indulgent (permissive) backgrounds score 

reasonably high in social competency and self-perception, but low in work-orientation. 
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Steinberg, Lambom, Darling, Mounts, and Dornbusch (1994) conducted analysis 

on one-year foUow-up data collected from the same sample of 4,100 adolescents. The 

authors found that the outcomes seen in the previous year's study were either stable or 

more pronounced after a year had passed. For example, adolescents from authoritarian 

homes were found to be reporting even more symptoms of intemalized distress (more 

anxiety and depression) than they had reported the previous year. The neglectfully 

(uninvolved) reared adolescents showed a continuing decline in competency, self-

perception, and an increase in psychological distress. Concerning adolescents from 

authoritative backgrounds, the authors concluded that authoritative parenting in later 

adolescence is largely geared toward maintenance of previous levels of high adjustment, 

rather than the continued development of competence. 

Similarly, Kurdek, and Fine (1994) conducted a two-sample study to determine if 

family acceptance (responsiveness) and family control (demandingness) influenced the 

adjustment of young adolescents in the areas of psychosocial competence and self-

regulation. In the first sample, psychosocial competence was assessed by measuring 

levels of self-esteem and self-efficacy, and self-regulation was measured by self-reports 

of academic performance and aggressive behaviors. In the second sample, adjustment 

was assessed by peer ratings of likabihty, which the authors suggest are hnked to 

psychosocial competence and self-regulation. The findings of this study were found to be 

consistent with previous hterature showuig acceptance and control to be influential on the 

adjustment of adolescents. Adolescents from families high m both acceptance and 

control had the highest levels of self-esteem, self-efficacy, and self-regulation. 
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Because school is the major area in which children and adolescents manifest the 

behavioral effects of the psychologkal attributes influenced by parent-communication 

style, the next section will review a sample of literature for the purpose of demonstrating 

how the effects of communication patterns are played out in the educational setting. 

The Effects of Patterns of Communication in the Educational Setting 

In one of the first attempts to link Baumrmd's communication patterns with 

academic competence in adolescents, Dombusch and his colleagues (Dombusch, Hitter, 

Leiderman, Roberts, 8c Fraleigh, 1987) mvestigated the effects of authoritarian, 

permissive, and authoritative parenting on academic achievement of high school students. 

Although Baumrind (1966,1971,1991) studied samples of families from white middle-

class backgrounds, Dombusch et al. uicluded other ethnic groups in their study. Over 

7,000 students from six high schools were given questionnaires concerning background 

characteristics, self-reported grades, perceived parental behaviors, and family 

communication style. The authors found evidence that parental communication style had 

an effect on academic achievement in this sample, even across ethnic groups. 

Specifically, authoritarian and permissive styles were negatively correlated with grades, 

and authoritative parenting was positively associated, with the strongest correlation beuig 

between authoritarian parenting and grades. Interestingly, the authors found that 

parenting style may be related to age of the adolescent, meaning that older adolescents 

reported more permissive and less authoritarian parenting. Authoritative parenting, 

however, did not appear to be age-related. Perhaps authoritarian parented adolescents 
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have poorer grades because of the reaction of hostilhy and uncooperativeness often seen 

m the children of authoritarian parents. Correspondmgly, permissive parented 

adolescents may score lower grades because of their common reaction of being 

uncooperative and low in achievement orientation. 

In a similar study meant to extend the Dombusch et al. fmdmgs, Sternberg and 

colleagues (Sternberg, Ehnen, & Mounts, 1989) questioned which aspects of authoritative 

parenting-acceptance, psychological autonomy, behavioral control-were beneficial to 

academic outcomes in adolescents. A second purpose of their study was to ascertain 

whether authoritative parenting leads to or is caused by adolescent academic achievement 

by employing a longitudinal design. Steinberg et al. found that all three of the 

investigated components of authoritative parenting contribute to academic success m the 

adolescent. In other words, students who described their parents as being demanding and 

responsive achieved higher grades than students who did not describe their parents this 

way. From the findings, the authors suggest that authoritative parenting is not a response 

to adolescents' academic achievement, but rather fosters achievement by helping 

adolescents to develop a healthy sense of autonomy and a healthy attitude toward work. 

As the literature shows, children/adolescents who have experienced authoritative 

parents tend to possess the psychological attributes of self-confidence, self-respect, 

psychological health, purposefuhiess, and self-reliance, while those who have 

experienced authoritarian, permissive, or uninvolved parent-communication styles lack 

many of these desirable characteristics. 
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Sunilarities Between Parent-Child Communication 
and Advisor-Student Communication 

Since authoritative treatment from parents has been shown to enhance positive 

development, it makes sense that authoritative behaviors from other authority figures that 

the young person has regular contact with would also have a positive effect. In other 

words, because the main issue behmd patterns of parental communication is the 

dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness, these dimensions can reasonably be 

applied to other types of vertical relationships. 

For example, the psychological attributes seen m children and adolescents that are 

mfluenced by the style of communication adopted by their parents (self-confidence, self-

respect, psychological heahh, purposefiilness, and self-reliance) bear a strong 

resemblance to the attributes higher education is expected to develop in graduate 

students. Recall that Cangemi (1984) found that the purpose of higher education was to 

help students become fully-functioning, independent, career-oriented, trusting, self-

confident, self-respectfiil, psychologically healthy, and knowledgeable in a particular 

academic discipline. The dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness, though first 

introduced in the context of the parent-child relationship, are intuitively con^nents of 

any relationship mvolvmg an authority figure. According to Baumrind (1966), "an 

authority is a person whose expertness befits him to designate a behavioral alternative for 

another where the altematives are perceived by both" (p. 887). In other words, by reason 

of his/her experience, an authority possesses the right to guide and to teach. The most 

effective pattern of communication in any such relationship, then, is one that utilizes the 

proper balance of demandingness and responsiveness. 
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The extrapolatability of these key dimensions facilitates a change of focus from 

the parent-child relationship to the advisor-student relationship. In order to understand 

how the graduate advisor affects the professional development of the student, the 

dimensions of demandmgness and responsiveness from Baumrind's (1966, 1971, 1991) 

model of patterns of communication will be employed and apphed to a sample of 

research. 

Patterns of Communication in Education 

In citing previous research concerning the optimal school environment, Hayes and 

his coUeagues (Hayes, Ryan, & Zseller, 1994) point out that historically, leammg was 

based on a personal relationship between the teacher or mentor and the student. Current 

educational systems, however, have largely dispensed with the one-to-one learning 

relationship, which interferes with the development of competency in the student 

(Goodlad, 1984, as cited in Hayes et al., 1994). Although current educational settings 

have abandoned one-to-one teaching, this format of education does still exist in higher 

education in the form of the graduate advisor and graduate student. Advisors are often 

referred to as mentors (see Jacobi, 1991, for a review). A mentor is commonly described 

as a role model who is a combination of teacher, parent, friend, and advisor who bolsters 

a protege's self-esteem with challenge and praise. The mentor provides instrumental as 

well as emotional support (Bratter, Cameron, & Rada, 1989; Rhodes, 1994; Scales & 

Gibbons, 1996; Shcker & Pahner, 1993; Zippay, 1995). 
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In academia, a mentoring relationship is described in terms of a nurturing process 

that fosters mtellectual growth and development. The mentor is a faculty member who is 

a role model to a student, who encourages and motivates, who counsels and guides, and 

who provides opportunities for academic advancement and professional contact 

(LeCluyse, Tollefson, & Borgers, 1985; Moore, 1982; Paterson & Hart-Wasekeesikaw, 

1994; Shandley, 1989). Given these definitions of the relationship between graduate 

advisor and student, the academic advisor's level of demandingness and responsiveness 

can reasonably be expected to influence both the experience and the outcome of the 

graduate student. 

In a study designed to explore teacher "carmg behaviors" perceived by students, 

Hayes et al. (1994) asked middle-school students to compose essays about the ways in 

which their teachers showed that they cared about students. The authors report that after 

categorizing the essays into concept groups, five of the groups were consistent with 

previous research they had explored in preparation for their study (e.g., Rogers, 1991; 

Cobum, 1989 as cited in Hayes et al., 1994). Teacher behaviors that were categorized as 

"responded to the student," "counseled the student," and "listened," are indicative of 

responsiveness, and behaviors categorized by the researchers as "managed class well" 

and "encouraged success" represent demandingness. It appears that when students are 

asked to describe the most effective teachmg style, they essentially describe the 

authoritative teacher. 

Similarly, Schaefer and Schaefer (1993) queried doctoral students in a clinical 

psychology program about facuhy behaviors that communicated a caring attitude. The 
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students were asked to respond, m writing, to the question, "What behaviors by faculty 

indicate a caring attitude towards the students?' The responses were then organized into 

categories. The types of faculty behaviors that were most often cited by the students as 

bemg caring fell into three categories: respecting them as people, respecting their 

intelligence, and being a responsible teacher. This sample of doctoral students valued 

casual conversations with their professors that were not necessarily academic in nature, 

because it showed them that their professors were interested in them as people, not just 

students. The students also valued their professors' encouragement to add their opinions 

during class discussion and about classroom assignments. Finally, the students 

appreciated the professors who were well prepared for class and who could be counted on 

to be available for office meetmgs. As seen in previously mentioned studies, these 

faculty behaviors are indicative of the dimension of responsiveness. 

Kalbfleisch (1997), in considering the advisor/advisee relationship, focuses on 

conflict events and reconciliation strategies among students. The presence of conflict 

was ascertained by asking students (1) if an advisor had ever said anything hurtful, (2) if 

an advisor had ever become angry with them, and (3) if they had ever experienced 

conflict with an advisor. Half of the students affirmed these experiences. The students 

were then asked to describe particular conflictual situations and their responses to those 

situations, providmg the author with 16 events that loaded on the four factors of 

disagreement, embarrassment, negativity, and request. The Disagreement factor was 

comprised of events concerning disagreements between advisor and student and non

compliance with advisor expectations. The Embarrassment fector included items such as 
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the advisor demeaning the student and teUing the student that he/she was a 

disappointment. The third factor of Negativity was comprised of events such as the 

advisor accusing the student of dishonesty and of causing the advisor "to look bad." In 

the fourth factor. Request, requests for assistance from the advisor were seen by the 

student as unreasonable. In determinmg response strategies employed by the students, 

the author reports 39 strategies. The responses to conflict formed the three response-

patterns of provocative/distancing, affable appeasement, and pragmatic appeasement. 

The first response-pattern, Provocative/distancmg, includes responses such as arguing 

with the advisor, yellmg at the advisor, and avoiding the advisor. The response-pattem of 

Affable Appeasement included instances of the student complimenting the advisor and 

doing favors for him/her. The third response-pattern. Pragmatic Appeasement, involved 

the student admitting to wrongdoing and trying to work harder. The most common 

responses of students to conflict with their advisors fell m the Pragmatic Appeasement 

category, which tended to salvage the relationship. The author suggests that students 

who utilize Provocative/distancing strategies in response to conflict will further worsen 

the relationship and reduce the likelihood of reconciliation. The author regrets the lack of 

information concerning the advisors' perceptions of conflict events in the relationship, 

suggestmg that perhaps some advisors may mitiate conflict as a method of motivating the 

student to react with pragmatic appeasement. 

The findmgs in Kalbfleisch's (1997) study can be evaluated along the dunensions 

of demandmgness and responsiveness. The Disagreement factor, mdicative of arguments 

with the advisor and of students not meetmg their advisors' expectations, reveals the 
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aspect of beneficial demandmgness. Recall that beneficial demandingness involves 

direct confrontation and monitoring. It can therefore be assumed, because of the 

reference to argument and advisor expectations, that direct confrontation and monitoring 

had occurred in the advisor-student relationship. The Embarrassment and Negativity 

factors, wherein the advisor demeaned the student and said the student was a 

disappointment, or accused the student of dishonesty and underminmg, reveal 

nonbeneficial demandingness. Recall that nonbeneficial demandingness involves 

coercive control and intrusive direction. Demeaning, accusing, and insulting are forms of 

coercive control in that they are attempts at brate power, or power without reason, to 

control the student. Control with reason, in contrast, would not involve insuhs but 

instead would rely on insistence to compliance coupled with explanation of the reasons 

compliance is required. Finally, the Request factor, wherein requests for assistance from 

the advisor were seen by the student as unreasonable, demandingness is once again 

present. Due to the unreasonableness of the advisors' requests, in the students' view, it is 

rational to assume a situation of high demandingness and low responsiveness was m 

operation. Meaning, if higher responsiveness, or perhaps beneficial responsiveness, were 

present, the demands would likely not have seemed unreasonable to the student. 

The students' responses to conflict with their advisors were sunilar to children's 

responses to parents' demandingness and responsiveness. When students m 

Kalbfleisch's (1997) study responded to conflict with avoidmg behaviors, as m 

Provocative/Distancing, it reflects nonbeneficial responsiveness. Recall that "if parental 

mvolvement and commitment are manifested only by demands and attempts to shape the 
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child's behavior. ..the child will seek to escape rather than to engage the caretaker" 

(Baumrind, 1991, p. 368). Sunilarly, if responsiveness is demonstrated only by demands 

and attempts to shape student behavior, the student will avoid contact with the advisor. 

The response-pattem of Affable Appeasement, which mvolved student behaviors 

designed to regain the good will of advisors, indicates conditional acceptance on the part 

of the advisors. Recall that conditional acceptance is a beneficial tj^je of responsiveness 

that allows a person to leam coping skills. In these examples, disapproval expressed by 

advisors caused students to attempt to "make up." The third response-pattern. Pragmatic 

Appeasement, wherein the students admitted to wrongdoing and attempted to work 

harder, is also indicative of conditional acceptance. These students were aware of 

behavioral causality, and did not lack the motivation to try harder, as they would have 

been if they had been continuously rejected or continuously approved of by their 

advisors. Without more information from the students in Kalbfleisch's (1997) sample, it 

is difficult to actually categorize the advisors along the dimensions of responsiveness and 

demandingness (meaning authoritarian, authoritative, permissive, or uninvolved). 

However, the reported behaviors of both students and advisors provide credence to the 

notion that academic advising styles can be found along both continuums. 

Although Kalbfleisch's (1997) study provides evidence that advising behavior can 

be discussed along the dunensions of demandingness and responsiveness, the study is 

limited by the feet that it only concentrates on how advisors and advisees respond to and 

solve conflicts. Advisors and students are not always mvolved in conflict with one 

another, and therefore this study provides an incomplete picture. 
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An extensive study conducted by Friedman (1987) provides a better example of 

how advisors' behaviors m the socialization of graduate sttidents can be discussed along 

the dunensions of demandingness and responsiveness. The author interviewed 13 

graduate advisors and 33 graduate students m six graduate departments representing the 

hard sciences, social sciences, and humanities about their advisor-advisee relationships. 

Five of the students m this sample viewed their advisors as mentors, 19 as conscientious 

supervisors, and 9 as nominal supervisors. Generally speaking, most of the students were 

unhappy with the quahty of their advisors, mostly citing neglect as the main complamt. 

For example, in speaking of his advisor, one student is quoted as saying "I've basically 

had to do almost everything by myself because I get so httle from him He's been no 

help - he just doesn't seem to care." From this student's statement, it would be difficult 

not to notice the low demandingness and low responsiveness of his advisor. Friedman 

suggests that these students are lacking guidance and feedback from their advisors, and 

that they are consequently somewhat bitter and resentfiil. At the other end of the 

spectrum, another student is quoted as saying "He's unusually tough as a teacher, but 

very popular because he has a great personality. He sets reahstic time limits for me, and 

then he pushes and encourages me to meet them." Clearly, this advisor is showmg this 

student high demandingness and high responsiveness. The student appears to be quite 

satisfied with his graduate experience, to the point that the student states "If I were an 

advisor, that's exactly how I would like to be." 

In sum, Friedman's (1987) research provides a reasonably good basis from which 

to evaluate the advisor-advisee relationship along the dunensions of demandingness and 
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responsiveness. Advisors in this sample who perceived advising as largely an 

unwelcome part of their jobs tended to value students who required only minimal 

guidance and direction. These advisors, then, appear to be uninvolved, meaning they 

were low on the dimensions of demandmgness and responsiveness. Their students 

perceived them as uninterested, uncaring, unapproachable, and failing to give guidance 

and feedback. The effect on their students was sunilar to the effects of low 

demandingness and low responsiveness on children. The students of this type of advising 

style were found to be angry, annoyed, and resentfiiL The non-American students in the 

sample were even more upset than the American students, meaning they were described 

as "devastated..., seemed ahnost paralyzed, powerless to move ahead." 

In contrast, some of the students in Friedman's (1987) sample were satisfied with 

their advisors. These advisors were described as interested m student concerns, wilhng to 

offer advice and guidance, and excellent role models. These advisors, then, appear to be 

more authoritative, meaning they demonstrate high levels of both demandingness and 

responsiveness. Friedman fiuther notes that all of the students of each advisor described 

the advisor in similar ways, which supports the idea that advisors treat their students in a 

similar maimer according to their advismg style. 

On the basis of the current hterature, it can be postulated that the advising style of 

the graduate advisor affects the quality of the graduate experience and, consequently, the 

professional coirqsetence of the student. In view of the research concermng the advismg 

experiences of students, Baumrind's (1966, 1971,1991) model of patterns of 

communication appears to be a convenient and practical model to employ in the 
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formation of a conceptualization of graduate advising styles. To illustrate this pomt, 

graduate advising styles can be described in categories along the dimensions of 

demandingness and responsiveness. 

An authoritarian advismg style would be comprised of advisor behaviors that 

were high in demandingness and low in responsiveness. For example, an advisor who 

expects students to schedule classes, choose a dissertation committee, and/or write a 

dissertation proposal that meets the advisor's expectations for excellence, but who also 

fails to give guidance, feils to listen to the students' concerns, or is simply maccessible 

could be described as using an authoritarian advising style. 

Similarly, an advisor who demonstrates low demandmgness and high 

responsiveness could be described as permissive. This type of advising style would 

manifest in ways such as approving classes that the student requests but that are not in the 

student's best interest to take, or failing to push the student toward achievement of better 

writing skills, while simultaneously being consistently available to the student to hsten to 

the student's concerns and interests. 

A graduate advismg style that could be described as uninvolved would be low in 

both demandmgness and responsiveness. This type of advisor would hkely be found to 

engage in such behaviors as failmg to require the student to take advanced courses but 

also failing to be accessible or mterested m the student's ideas and mterests. Such an 

advisor may even allow the student to design his/her own degree plan and submit it 

without approval. 
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Fmally, an advisor who adopted an advising style that is authoritative m nature 

would be seen to express high levels of both demandingness and responsiveness. This 

type of advismg style would reveal itself in the high expectations for student 

achievement, regardless of student protests, coupled with availabihty and a willmgness to 

answer the student's questions and discuss the student's general concerns. 

Determining the level of demandingness and responsiveness provided by the 

advisor from the student's perspective is a reasonable approach to exploring advismg 

styles along these continuums, because it is the student who is on the receiving end of 

advishig. The current research, then, focuses first on delineating the existence of the four 

proposed advising styles. The second focus of this research is on the relationship of the 

four advising styles with students' satisfaction in the advising experience, with students' 

self-perceived development, and with students' professional productivity in their graduate 

programs. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Participant Selection and Data Collection Procedure 

The sample consisted of doctoral-level students recmited from the seven 

academic coUeges of Agriculture, Arts & Sciences, Business Administration, Education, 

Engineermg, Human Sciences, and Architecture on a large southwestem university 

campus. Students enrolled in the schools of law and medicine were assumed to be 

involved in more practice-oriented educational experiences than students in the seven 

other colleges, and therefore were not invited to participate. The omission of law and 

medical students was an attempt to preserve extemal validity of this study. 

A sampling frame of 957 currently enrolled doctoral students was obtained from 

the campus office of Institutional Research. The list was organized by college and 

contained information about students' major, gender, and address. Three hundred 

students were selected to participate, and sampling was systematic and stratified both by 

gender and by coUege in order to msure proportionate representation. Stratification was 

acconqjlished by first determming the percentage of the total number of doctoral students 

represented by each college, and then choosmg that percentage of students, within the 

sample of 300, from each coUege. For example, the College of Education had 180 

doctoral students enrolled, representmg 19% of the total doctoral student population. In 

selecting participants from this college, 19% of the targeted 300 students (« = 56, 28 

females and 28 males) were invited to participate. This procedure was repeated for the 
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other six colleges. After determinmg the number of students needed from each college, 

systematic sampling was conducted by choosing every Ath student from each college, 

depending on the number of students needed from each college. For example, because 

there were 104 female and 76 male doctoral students m the College of Education, the 28 

females were chosen by starting with the first female student on the hst and choosing 

every 4"' female. Similarly, the 28 males were selected by choosing every 3̂** male from 

the hst. This procedure was repeated for the other six coUeges. 

After securing clearance from the Institutional Review Board, the selected 

students were mailed a packet containing a questionnaire, cover letter, and return 

envelope. The cover letter explained the nature of the research to the students and invited 

them to participate. They were informed of the confidentiality of the study, and were 

informed that participation was voluntary. Retum of the completed questionnaire was 

evidence of the subjects' consent to participate. The retum envelope displayed a number 

for fracking purposes. Because the packets were mailed near the end of the fall semester, 

follow-up packets were mailed to non-respondents at the beginning of the following 

spring semester. Two weeks later, foUow-up postcards were sent to the remaining non-

respondents. Because some of the students' addresses were inaccurate, and their 

questionnaires were retumed unopened by the postal service, the final sample-population 

was 289. One hundred thirty-one students retumed their completed questionnaires, 

representing a 45% retum rate. 

The final sample of 131 (68 female, 62 male, 1 unknown) was found to be 

proportionately representative of the seven coUeges (Table 1). Additionally, the final 
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Table 1 

Demographic Data by CoUege 

College 
Percentage 

Sample (n = 131) Samplmg Frame (« = 957) 

Agriculture 

Arts & Sciences 

Busuiess Admin 

Education 

Engineering 

Human Sciences 

Architecture 

7 

48 

4 

22 

9 

9 

0 

7 

52 

6 

19 

9 

7 

<1 
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sample was found to be sunilar in gender representation to the overall doctoral student 

population within the seven coUeges. The samphng fi-ame consisted of 43% females and 

57% males, and the final sample consisted of 52% female and 48% male. The 

respondents were between 22 and 57 years old (M = 34.96). The ethnic composition of 

the sample was African American (n = 2,1.5%), Caucasian (n = 101, 77.1%), Hispanic in 

- 3, 2.3%), Asian (« = 22,16.8%), other (n = 2,1.5%), and one who dechned to report 

ethnicity. 

Measures 

Instruments were developed specifically for this study to measure advising style, 

student satisfaction, student self-perceived development, and student professional 

productivity. 

Advising Style 

Two separate mstruments were created to measure advismg style, in terms of the 

two dimensions and four categories, respectively. Figure 1 depicts the two dimensions 

and the four categories visuaUy. 

Questions for Instrument One were gleaned from hterature describmg demanding-

type and responsive-type behaviors demonstrated by advisors as experienced by graduate 

students (e.g., Friedman, 1987; Kalbfleisch, 1997). Also, questions were developed 

through the use of qualitative interviews conducted with five doctoral students who were 

m various stages of their programs. The students were asked to describe their advising 
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Demandingness 

Authoritarian 

Responsiveness 

low 

Uninvolved 

high 

Authoritative 

high 

Permissive 

low 

Figure 1 

The Dimensions of Demandingness and Responsiveness: The Formation of Four 
Advising Styles of Authoritarian, Authoritative, Permissive, and Uninvolved 
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experience in terms of how much their advisors expected of them and how supportive 

their advisors were of their needs as students. 

Instrument One consists of 20 questions designed to measure levels of 

demandingness and responsiveness experienced by students in the context of theh-

advisuig relationships. All items were answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The 20 Instrument One items are meant to 

measure mean levels of advisor demandingness and responsiveness from 1 to 5, with 1 

being low level and 5 bemg high level. Therefore, one demandingness item which read 

"My advisor adjusts his or her expectations for mdividual students" was reverse-coded to 

reflect the intention of the instrument. For each subject, two scores were generated from 

this instrument: one for the demandingness dimension and one for the responsiveness 

dimension. The mean of each dimension represents the demandingness and 

responsiveness scores, with higher means indicatmg higher levels of each dimension. 

Two exanples of items from Instrument One are as foUows: "My advisor has high 

expectations of me" (demandingness) and "My advisor is wiUing to spend time and effort 

to develop a mentor-mentee relationship with me" (responsiveness). Items for Instrument 

One are presented in Appendix A. 

Questions for Instrument Two were based on a parent-communication style 

questionnaire pubhshed by Buri (1991), and adapted to reflect the advising relationship. 

Additionally, questions were developed through the use of the previously mentioned 

quahtative interviews with doctoral students. Instrument Two consists of 40 questions 

designed to assess the 4 proposed advismg styles of authoritarian, authoritative. 
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permissive, and unmvolved experienced by students. All items were answered on a 5-

pomt Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Scores on 

each of the four advismg styles are determined by the mean of each set of 10 questions 

reflectmg the four advising style types. The highest mean score among the four styles 

determmes which advising style the student most commonly experiences. Examples of 

questions from Instrument Two are as foUows: "My advisor expects me to foUow his/her 

advice without question" (authoritarian), "When I need advice, I typically ask another 

professor rather than my advisor" (uninvolved), "My advisor helps me to understand the 

reasomng behmd academic decisions and activities" (authoritative), and "My advisor is 

interested m my academic progress, but he/she doesn't have any particular expectation 

about how that progress occurs" (permissive). The items for Instrument Two are 

presented m Appendix B. 

Both instruments were examined for face validity by five additional doctoral 

students (in addition to ones who were interviewed) and by two facuhy members. 

Reliability for scores on both Instrument One and Instrument Two was assessed 

using the internal consistency method, with all reliabilities ranging between .68 and .91. 

Although the scores for "permissive" m Instrument Two showed an alpha of .68, this 

coefficient is quite close to the acceptable level of .70 (Nunally, 1978, as cited m Leong 

& Austin, 1996) and can likely be improved with future samples of respondents. 

Coefficients are shown m Table 2. 

The two separate instmments (Instrument One and Instrument Two) were 

developed for the specific purpose of assessing constmct vahdity, both of the 
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Table 2 

Rehabihty Coefficients for Instmment One and Instrument Two 

Instrument Coefficients 

One 

Two 

Demandingness . 81 

Responsiveness .87 

Authoritarian .87 

Authoritative .91 

Permissive .68 

Uninvolved -87 
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discrunmant type and the convergent type (Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Cohen, Swerdlik, & 

Phillips, 1996; Leong & Austin, 1996). Scores on Instrument One showed discruninant 

validity with a correlation coefficient between demanduigness and responsiveness of .51, 

significant at the .01 level. It is assumed that the relationship between the two was m the 

middle-range because both constmcts are mdicative of mvolvement. However, since the 

correlation is only m the middle-range, the two constmcts can be assumed to be 

measurmg different aspects of involvement. 

In comparmg Instrument One and Instrument Two, scores on Instrument Two 

showed convergent validity in the foUowmg way: demandingness was positively 

correlated with authoritative, and negatively correlated with permissive and uninvolved 

advishig styles, while responsiveness was positively correlated with authoritative and 

permissive, and negatively correlated with authoritarian and uninvolved advising styles 

(Table 3). With the exception of the correlation between demandmgness and 

authoritarian, aU correlation coefficients were in the predicted direction. 

In order to assess the students' perception of their advisors' communication 

styles. Instruments Two was utilized for further analysis. Instrument Two was used to 

determine group membership (i.e., whether students are experiencing authoritarian, 

authoritative, permissive, or uninvolved advising) by determmmg the highest mean 

among the four styles. For example, students who had the highest score for the 

authoritative advising style, among the four styles, were categorized as experiencing 

authoritative advishig. As previously mentioned, extreme selection will be used for 
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Table 3 

Convergent Validity Coefficients for Instrument One and Instmment Two 

Instmment Two 

Authoritarian 

Authoritative 

Permissive 

Uninvolved 

Demandingnej 

-.26** 

47** 

-.21** 

-.54** 

Instmment One 

;s Responsiveness 

-.68** 

.83** 

.16* 

-.85** 

*p<.05 **E<.01 
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purposes of analysis so as to select students who are clearly experiencing one advismg 

style over the other three styles. 

Student Satisfaction 

The 10 items measuring student satisfaction were developed for use m this study 

with the intention of assessmg how satisfied the students were with their relationship with 

their advisors. The items were created from hterature describing the advisor/feculty 

behaviors desfred, or not desired, by students (e.g., Friedman, 1987; Kalbfleisch, 1997; 

Romberg, 1993). Also, some items were developed through the use of the previously 

mentioned qualitative mterviews with doctoral students. AU items were answered on a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The 10 

student satisfaction items are meant to measure levels of student satisfaction from 1 to 5, 

with 1 being low level and 5 being high level. Therefore, one item which read "I wish 1 

could have a different advisor" was reverse-coded to reflect the intention of the 

mstmment. Student satisfaction was determined by the mean of aU 10 items. The closer 

the mean was to 5, the more satisfied the student was reportmg himselfherself to be. 

Examples of questions from this instrument are as foUows: "I am satisfied with my 

advisor's level of mterest m my academic progress" and "I am satisfied whh my 

relationship with my advisor." The specific items for student satisfaction are presented in 

Appendix C. 
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The instrument was exammed for face validity by five addhional doctoral 

students (m addition to ones who were mterviewed) and by two facuhy members. 

Reliability was assessed via the intemal consistency method. The reliability 

coefficient for the scores on this mstmment is .95. Ck)ntent vahdity of the mstmment is 

assumed to exist due to the careflil formation of the items from literature that expressly 

addressed the issue of student satisfection. 

Student Self-Perceived Development 

The self-perceived development of the students was measured using a 30-item 

questionnaire developed for use m this study. The items were created m such a way as to 

reflect information about student development presented m the student-development 

literature (e.g., Evans et al., 1998; Hurst & Pratt, 1988). Ten items measure cognitive 

development (i.e., organization skills, critical thinking skills, etc.), 10 items measure 

affective adjustment (i.e., motivation, attitude, etc.), and the remainuig 10 hems assess 

levels of professional skUls (ie., writing skills, data analysis skills, etc.). AU were 

answered on a 5-pomt Likert scale rangmg from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). The 30 student self-perceived development items are meant to measure levels of 

development m the domains of cognitive, affect, and professional skills from 1 to 5, with 

1 being low level and 5 bemg high level. Therefore, three items were reverse-coded to 

reflect the intention of the mstmment. These items are as follows: "1 am not very good at 

organizmg my tune," "I am under too much stress most of the tune," and "I don't sleep 

weU from worrymg about my program of study." Student self-perceived development 
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was determmed by the mean of each set of 10 items. The closer the mean is to 5 for each 

variable (ie. cognitive skUls, affect, and professional skUls), the more con^etent the 

student is reportmg himself/herself to be m each area. The instmment was exammed for 

face vahdity by 5 doctoral students and by two feculty members. Sample items from the 

student self-perceived development mstrument (cognitive, affective, and professional 

skills respectively) are as foUows: "I am able to think critically m my area of research," 

"I believe my efforts devoted to my program of study are worthwhile," and "I have 

noticed unprovement m my formal presentation skiUs." The specific items for student 

self-perceived development are presented m Appendix D. 

Rehabihty of the scores was assessed via the mtemal consistency method, 

resuhmg m reliabUities of .75, .75, and .82 for cogmtive skiUs, affective components, and 

professional skills, respectively. 

Content validity of the scores on this instrument is assumed to exist due to the 

careful formation of the items from hterature that expressly addressed the issue of 

competency development in students. 

Student Professional Productivity 

Student professional productivity was assessed via three open-ended questions. 

The questions ask how many times students have presented at conferences, how many 

tunes they have submitted manuscripts for publication, and how many pubhcations they 

have. 
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Statistical Data Analysis 

Analysis of the data coUected began with determmation of whether the four 

proposed advismg styles exist. Because this prediction was supported, analysis was then 

centered on answering the remaming two predictions of advismg style bemg related to 

student satisfaction and student self-perceived development. Subjects were classified 

mto the four advising-style groups by the highest score among the four style scores. 

Among the 131 students, 49 were in the authoritative group, 27 were in the authoritarian 

group, 35 were in the permissive group, and 20 were in the uninvolved group. In 

assessing the relationship between advismg style and student satisfaction and student 

self-perceived competency, extreme selection was used in order to gain the most 

representative cases from each of the four advising style groups. The twenty highest-

scoring cases from each style group were utUized for analysis. 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to answer the second 

prediction, that advismg style would be related to student satisfaction, with the 

independent variable being advising style and the dependent variable being student 

satisfaction. Significant differences in the dependent variable were found among the 

advising styles, and post hoc pairwise comparisons were then conducted. 

A one-way muUiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to answer 

the third prediction that advismg style would be related to student self-perceived 

development, with the mdependent variable bemg advismg style, and the three dependent 

variables bemg the three student self-perceived development constructs of cognitive, 

affective, and professional skiU development. Significant differences in the dependent 
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variables were found among the advismg styles, and ANOVA were conducted on each 

dependent variable as foUow-up tests. Post hoc pairwise con^arisons were then 

conducted to determine group differences. 

A one-way mukiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to answer 

the fourth prediction that advismg style would be related to student professronal 

productivity, with the independent variable being advising style, and the three dependent 

variables being the three constructs of conference presentations, manuscript submissions, 

and pubhcations. 

Chapter IV presents the results of these analyses m detail 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of the current study was twofold. The first purpose was to delineate 

the four advising styles of authoritarian, authoritative, permissive, and uninvolved 

advising based on the dimensions of demandmgness and responsiveness. The second 

purpose of this study was to assess the degree to which each advising style was related to 

doctoral students' satisfaction with the advismg relationship, doctoral students' self-

perceived development, and doctoral students' professional productivity. It was 

predicted that (1) there are four types of advising style based on the dimensions of 

demandmgness and responsiveness, (2) there is a relationship between advising style and 

students' satisfaction with the advising process, (3) there is a relationship between 

advising style and students' levels of self-perceived development, and (4) there is a 

relationship between advising style and students' professional productivity. The results 

of these predictions are presented ui the following section. 

Prediction One 

Prediction one posited that there are four advising styles based on the dunensions 

of demandingness and responsiveness. The current data support this prediction Two 

measures of advising style, a continuous measurement of demandingness and 

responsiveness and a categorical measure of the four advishig styles, were correlated. 

The authoritative advismg style was expected to be positively correlated with both 
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dunensions. The authoritarian style was expected to be positively correlated with 

demandingness, and negatively correlated with responsiveness. This expectation was 

partially met in that authoritarian was found to be negatively correlated with 

responsiveness. However, authoritarian was also negatively correlated with 

demandmgness (see Table 4). A possible explanation of the unexpected direction of this 

correlation is that demandingness and responsiveness are two aspects of the constmct of 

mvolvement with a correlation coefficient of .51. The middle-range of the correlation 

coefficient is sufficient to estabhsh discruninant validity between demandingness and 

responsiveness, but may be too high to allow a clear demonstration of the prediction that 

demandingness is positively correlated with authoritarian advising. 

The permissive style was expected to be negatively correlated with 

demandingness, and positively correlated with responsiveness, and the uninvolved style 

was expected to be negatively correlated with both dunensions. With the exception of 

the correlation between demandingness and authoritarian, aU correlation coefficients 

were m the predicted direction, supportmg the prediction that the four types of advising 

styles exist. Of the 131 subjects in this study, 27 reported ejiperiencing the authoritarian 

advismg style, 49 reported experiencmg the authoritative advismg style, 35 reported 

experiencing the permissive advising style, and 20 reported experiencmg the uninvolved 

advismg style. 
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Table 4 

Correlation Coefficients for Prediction One 

Authoritarian 

Authoritative 

Permissive 

Uninvolved 

Demandingness 

-.26** 

.47** 

.21** 

-.54** 

Responsiveness 

-.68** 

.83** 

.16* 

-.85** 

* p < . 0 5 **p<.01 
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Since a student can potentially report very similar scores in more than one style of 

advishig, extreme selection wUl be used for the analysis of the remaming three 

predictions. In other words, only those students who are clearly reportmg the highest 

score in only one style of advising wUl be utUized for analysis. The narrowest case of the 

difference between advismg style scores was between the authoritative and permissive 

style groups with a difference of .10, with an authoritative mean score of 3.6 and a 

permissive mean score of 3.5. AU other differences between style scores were equal to or 

greater than. 10. 

Prediction Two 

In assessmg the relationship between advismg style and student satisfaction, 

extreme selection was used m order to gain the most representative cases from each of 

the four advising style groups. The twenty highest-scoring cases from each style group 

were utilized for analysis. Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations of student 

satisfaction according to advising style. 

Levene's test of equality of variances was significant, F (3, 76) = 10.23, p < .001. 

Therefore, homogenous variances were not assumed. Although unequal group variances 

is m violation of one of the assumptions of ANOVA, the four advismg style groups are 

equal m number, aUowmg the F statistic to remain robust (Stevens, 1990, p. 41- 42). 

A one-way ANOVA was then conducted to determine the relationship between 

the four types of advismg and the dependent variable of student satisfaction. The results 

of the ANOVA (Table 6) mdicate that there is a significant difference between at least 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for Student Satisfaction 

Advismg Style M Sd 

Authoritarian 3.36 1.07 

Authoritative 4.89 0.11 

Permissive 4.37 0.61 

Unmvolved 2.92 0.93 
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Table 6 

ANOVA - Advismg Style and Student Satisfection 

Source df MS F p n^ 

Advismg Style 3 16.283 27.15 ^00 ^ 

Error 76 .600 

Total 79 
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two of the advismg style groups m terms of student satisfaction, F (3, 76) = 27.15, p < 

.001. Therefore, the prediction that there is a significant relationship between advising 

style and students' satisfaction with the advismg process is supported. The strength of 

the relationship between advismg style and student satisfaction, as assessed by eta 

squared, was quite strong, with advising style accounting for 52% of the variance in 

student satisfaction. 

Post hoc comparisons were conducted, at the .05 alpha level, to mvestigate pair-

wise differences among the advising style group means. Post hoc comparisons were 

conducted using the Dunnett's C test, a test that does not assume equal variances among 

the four groups. The results of the post hoc analysis are presented in Table 7. There are 

significant differences in the means between the authoritative (M = 4.89, SD = 0.11) and 

authoritarian (M - 3-36, SD = 1.07) style, the authoritative and uninvolved (M = 2.93, SD 

= 0.93) style, authoritative and permissive (M = 4.37, SD = 0.61), the permissive and 

authoritarian style, and the permissive and uninvolved advising styles in terms of 

students' satisfaction with the advising process. Figure 2 graphically presents the 

satisfaction means of the four advismg style groups. 

These results show that students experiencmg the authoritative advismg style 

clahn the highest levels of satisfaction with the advising relationship, whh a significantly 

higher mean shown between this group and all three of the other advismg style groups. 

Students experiencmg the permissive style of advismg show the second highest level of 

satisfaction, with a statistically significant higher mean shown between this group and the 

authoritarian and uiunvolved groups. Authoritarian and unmvolved advismg were related 
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Table 7 

Differences Among Groups on Student Satisfaction 

Group Confidence Difference Confidence 
Conq)arison Lower-Bound Between Means Upper-Bound 

1 - 2 -2.208 

1-3 -1.786 

1 - 4 -0.457 

2 - 3 0.129 

2 - 4 1.377 

3 - 4 0.746 

-1.530* 

-1.010* 

0.435 

0.520* 

1.965* 

1.445* 

-0.852 

-0.234 

1.327 

0.911 

2.553 

2.144 

* p = .05 

Note: 1 = Authoritarian 
2 = Authoritative 
3 = Permissive 
4 = Uninvolved 

65 



QoupIS/feans of Studal Satisfection 

aUAnitaian aulinit^^e pemissi've iiinvdved 

AJvising St^ie Qotps 

Figure 2 

Student Satisfaction Means for Authoritarian, Authoritative, Permissive, and Uninvolved 
Advishig Style Groups 
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to the lowest levels of satisfaction with the advismg relationship. These fmdmgs support 

the prediction that advising style is related to student satisfaction with the advismg 

relationship. 

Prediction Three 

In assessmg the relationship between advising style and student self-perceived 

development in the areas of cognitive development, affective development, and 

professional skills development, extreme selection was used in order to gam the most 

representative cases from each of the four advismg style groups. The twenty highest-

scoring cases from each style group were utUized for analysis. Table 8 presents the 

means and standard deviations of student development in the areas of cognitive, affective, 

and professional skills development according to advismg style. 

Levene's test of equahty of variances was not significant, F (3, 76) = 0.83, p = 

.48; F (3, 76) = 0.43, p = .74; F (3, 76) = 1.09, p = .36. Therefore, homogenous variances 

were assumed and correlations between the three dependent variables of cognitive 

development, affective development, and professional skUl development were obtained m 

order to determine the appropriate analysis for detection of group differences. All three 

variables were found to be correlated (see Table 9). A one-way MANOVA was then 

conducted to determine the relationship between the four types of advising and student 

development as indicated by the three dependent variables of cognitive, affective, and 

professional skills. The resuhs of the MANOVA mdicate that significant differences 

exist among the four advising styles m terms of students' cognitive development. 
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Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics for Student Development 

Cognitive Affective Professional SkUls 
Advismg Style M Sd M Sd M Sd 

Authoritarian 3.96 0.50 3.62 0.40 3.88 0.69 

Authoritative 4.37 0.39 4.32 0.43 4.47 0.38 

Permissive 4.10 0.42 3.92 0.66 4.12 0.48 

Unmvolved 3.75 0.52 3.49 0.47 3.77 0.61 
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Table 9 

Correlations Between Cogmtive, Affective, and Professional SkiU Development 

Cognitive Affective Professional 
SkUl 

Cognitive 

Affective .51** 

Professional .75** .55** 
SkUI 

** p = .01 (two-tailed) Note: N = 80 
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affective development, and professional skUls development, Wilks' Lambda = .65, F (9, 

180) = 3.83, p_< .001. Therefore, the prediction that there is a relationship between 

advising style and students' self-perceived development is supported. The strength of the 

relationship between advising style and student self-perceived development, as assessed 

by eta squared, was moderate, with advismg style accounting for 13% of the variance m 

student self-perceived development. 

ANOVA (Table 10) were then conducted on each dependent variable as foUow-

up tests for the MANOVA. Because there are three dependent variables, and due to the 

need to preserve the .05 alpha level of each test, the Bonferroni method was used and 

each ANOVA was tested at the .016 level. ANOVA on cognitive development was 

significant, F (3, 76) = 6.28, p_< .001. The strength of the relationship between advising 

style and cognitive development, as assessed by eta squared, was strong, with advismg 

style accounting for 20% of the variance in cognitive development. ANOVA on affective 

development was also significant, F (3, 76) = 10.63, p.< .001. The strength of the 

relationship between advismg style and affective development, as assessed by eta 

squared, was quite strong, with advising style accounting for 30% of the variance hi 

affective development. ANOVA on professional skills was significant as weU, F (3, 76) 

= 6.26, p.< .001. The strength of the relationship between advismg style and professional 

skUls, as assessed by eta squared, was agam strong, with advishig style accountmg for 

20% of the variance in professional skiU development. 

Post hoc comparisons were conducted to mvestigate pah-wise differences among 

the advismg style group means on the three dependent variables of cognftive 
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Table 10 

ANOVAs - Advishig Style by Student Self-Perceived Development 

Source SS df MS F V 

Cognitive 
Style 
Error 
Total 

Affective 
Style 
Error 
Total 

Professional 
Style 
Error 
Total 

4.04 
16.31 
20.35 

8.01 
19.10 
27.11 

5.72 
23.13 
28.85 

3 
76 
79 

3 
76 
79 

3 
76 
79 

1.35 
0.22 

2.67 
0.25 

1.91 
0.30 

6.28 .001 .20 

10.63 .000 .30 

6.26 .001 .20 
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development, affective development, and professional skUls development. Post hoc 

comparisons were conducted ushig the Tukey HSD test, a test that assumes equal 

variances among the four groups. The resuhs of the post hoc analysis for the dependent 

variables of cognitive development, affective development, and professional skills 

development are presented m Tables 11, 12, and 13, respectively. For the cognitive 

development dependent variable, there are significant differences in the group means 

between the authoritative (M = 4.37, SD = 0.39) and unmvolved (M = 3.75, SD = 0.53) 

advising styles, whereas none of the other pair-wise comparisons yielded significant 

differences. For the affective development dependent variable, there are significant 

differences in group means between the authoritative (M = 4.32, SD = 0.43) and 

authoritarian (M = 3.62, SD = 0.40) advismg styles, and the authoritative and uninvolved 

(M = 3.49, SD = 0.48) advising styles. FmaUy, for the professional skills dependent 

variable, there are significant differences in group means between the authoritative (M = 

4.47, SD = 0.38) and authoritarian (M = 3.88, SD = 0.69) advismg styles, and the 

authoritative and uninvolved (M = 3.77, SD = 0.61) advismg styles. Group means for 

each of the three dependent variables (cognitive development, affective development, and 

professional skills) are visually depicted m Figures 3, 4, and 5. 

These resuhs show that students experiencmg the authoritative advismg style 

clahn the highest levels of development m the areas of cognitive, affective, and 

professional skill development, with students who are under the permissive style of 

advismg claimmg the second highest levels m each of the three areas. 
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Table 11 

Differences Among Groups on Cognitive Development 

Group Confidence Difference Confidence 
Comparison Lower-Bound Between Means Upper-Bound 

1 - 2 -0.853 

1 - 3 -0.583 

1 - 4 -0.233 

2 - 3 -0.178 

2 - 4 0.172 

3 - 4 -9.78 

•0.406 

-0.136 

0.214 

0.270 

0.620* 

0.350 

4.225 

0.312 

0.662 

0.718 

1.06 

0.798 

*p<.016 

Note: 1 = Authoritarian 
2 = Authoritative 
3 = Permissive 
4 = Uninvolved 
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Table 12 

Differences Among Groups on Affective Development 

Group Confidence Difference Confidence 
Comparison Lower-Bound Between Means Upper-Bound 

1-2 -1.176 

1 - 3 -0.776 

1 -4 -0.351 

2 - 3 -8.457 

2 - 4 0.340 

3 - 4 -5.957 

*p<.016 

Note: 1 = Authoritarian 
2 = Authoritative 
3 = Permissive 
4 = Uninvolved 

-0.692* 

-0.292 

0.133 

0.400 

0.825* 

0.425 

-0.207 

0.193 

1.618 

0.885 

1.309 

0.909 
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Table 13 

Differences Among Groups on Professional SkiUs 

Group Confidence Difference Confidence 
Comparison Lower-Bound Between Means Upper-Bound 

1-2 -1.115 

1 - 3 -0.772 

1 - 4 -0.415 

2 - 3 -0.191 

2 - 4 0.167 

3 - 4 -0.176 

*p<.016 

Note: 1 = Authoritarian 
2 = Authoritative 
3 = Permissive 
4 = Uninvolved 

-0.581* 

-0.239 

0.119 

0.343 

0.700* 

0.358 

-4.799 

0.295 

0.652 

0.876 

1.233 

0.891 
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Group Means of Cognitive Development 

authoritarian authoritative permissive uninvolved 

Advising Style Groups 

Figure 3 

Cognitive Development Means for Authoritarian, Authoritative, Permissive, and 
Uninvolved Advismg Style Groups 
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Group Means of Affective Development 

authoritarian authoritative permissive uninvolved 

Advising Style Groups 

Figure 4 

Affective Development Means for Authorharian, Authoritative, Permissive, and 
Uninvolved Advishig Style Groups 
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Group Means of Professional Skills 

M 
C 
(0 
0) 

authoritarian authoritative permissive 

Advising Style 

uninvolved 

Figure 5 

Professional SkUls Means for Authoritarian, Authoritative, Permissive, and Uninvolved 
Advising Style Groups 
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Authoritarian and uninvolved advising were related to the lowest levels of student 

development in the areas of cognitive, affective, and professional skiUs development. 

Figures 3, 4, and 5 Ulustrate the consistent partem of advismg style group means found 

across the three dependent variables. These findhigs support the prediction that advismg 

style is related to student development m the areas of cognitive, affective, and 

professional skill development. 

Prediction Four 

In assessing the relationship between advismg style and student professional 

productivity m the areas of conference presentations, manuscript submissions, and 

journal publications, extreme selection was used in order to gain the most representative 

cases from each of the four advising style groups. The twenty highest-scoring cases from 

each style group were utilized for analysis. Table 14 presents the means and standard 

deviations of student professional productivity in the areas of conference presentations, 

manuscript submissions, and journal publications according to advising style. 

In order to determine appropriate analysis to detect group differences, correlations 

between the three dependent variables of conference presentations, manuscript 

submissions, and joumal publications were obtamed. AU three variables were found to 

be significantly correlated at .57 or above at the .01 alpha level. A one-way MANOVA 

was then conducted to determine the relationship between the four types of advismg and 

student professional productivity as mdicated by the three dependent variables of 
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Table 14 

Descriptive Statistics for Student Professional Productivity 

Advishig A B C 
Style M Sd M Sd M Sd 

Authoritarian 2.50 4.19 1.70 3.05 1.55 1.96 

Auflioritative 3.70 4.39 1.75 2.47 2.45 3.12 

Permissive 0.95 1.23 0.70 1.69 1.30 2.27 

Unmvolved 2.68 3.70 0.74 0.93 1.37 1.86 

Note: A = Conference Presentations 
B = Publications 
C = Manuscript Submissions 
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conference presentations, manuscript submissions, and joumal publications. The results 

of the MANOVA indicate that no significant differences exist among the four advising 

styles in terms of students' productivity, WiUcs' Lambda = .87, F (9, 177) = 1.16, p_= 

.321. Therefore, the prediction that there is a relationship between advismg style and 

students' professional productivity is not supported. The failure of the data to fmd 

support for this prediction is due to the lack of variabihty across advishig style groups m 

student productivity. 

Summary of Fmdmgs 

After confirming the existence of the four advismg styles of authoritarian, 

authoritative, permissive, and uninvolved, the relationship between these advising styles 

and students' satisfection with the advismg process, theh levels of self-perceived 

development, and their professional productivity was mvestigated. 

Statistical analysis of the data usmg ANOVA led to the support of the prediction 

that stated there is a relationship between advismg style and student satisfaction. 

Students experiencmg the authoritative advishig style reported the highest levels of 

satisfaction, whh a statisticaUy significant higher mean shown between this group and aU 

three of the other advismg style groups. Students experiencmg the permissive style of 

advismg reported the second highest level of satisfaction, with a statistically significant 

higher mean shown between this group and the authoritarian and unmvolved groups. 

Students experiencmg the authoritarian advishig style reported the thhd highest level of 
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satisfaction, and those experiencmg the uninvolved advismg style reported the lowest 

levels of satisfaction. However, the difference was not significant. 

Analysis of the data usmg MANOVA led to the support of the prediction that 

stated there is a relationship between advishig style and student self-perceived 

development in the areas of cognitive, affect, and professional skiUs. In the area of 

cognitive development, students experiencing the authoritative advismg style reported the 

highest levels of cognitive development, with students experienchig the permissive style 

of advising reporting the second highest levels. The mean difference between 

authoritative and uninvolved advising style groups showed the only statistically 

significant difference among the four groups. 

In the area of affect, students experiencing the authoritative advising style 

reported the highest levels of affective adjustment. No significant difference was found 

between the authoritative group and the permissive group, the second-highest scoring 

group, on the variable of affective adjustment. Rather, students experienchig the 

authorhative advismg style showed significantly higher levels of affective adjustment 

than both the authoritarian and the uninvolved advising style groups. 

Finally, in the area of professional skills, students experienchig the authoritative 

advismg style reported the highest levels of professional skiU development. The mean of 

the authoritative advismg style group was significantly higher than the means of the 

authoritarian and uninvolved advismg style groups, with no significant difference found 

between the authoritative and permissive advishig style groups. 
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Analysis of the data usmg MANOVA found no support of the prediction that 

stated there is a relationship between advismg style and student professional productivity 

as measured by conference presentations, manuscript submissions, and publications. 

Although there appears to be no significant relationship between advising style 

and student productivity, the remaining resuhs of the analyses of the data suggest that the 

authoritative style of advismg is the optimal style for student satisfaction with the 

advising process, and is also the optimal style for advancement of student self-perceived 

development. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This first purpose of this study was to provide evidence of four advismg styles 

based on the dunensions of advisor demandmgness and advisor responsiveness. After 

estabhshing the existence of these advishig styles, the study then addressed how those 

differing advising styles were related to the students' satisfaction whh their advising 

relationships, the students' self-perceived development, and the students' levels of 

professional productivity. 

The foUowhig section begins with a discussion of the findhigs, and contmues with 

theoretical and educational implications. The chapter concludes whh limhations, and 

offers suggestions for future research. 

Discussion of Findings 

Advising Style 

Advisor behavior was expected to differ along the two dimensions of 

demanduigness and responsiveness, creatmg four advising styles of authorharian (high 

demand/low response), authoritative (high demand/high response), permissive (low 

demand/high response), and uninvolved (low demand/low response). Two instruments 

were developed m order to test this prediction. The first mstrument measured levels of 

demandingness and responsiveness, and the second instrument measured levels of the 
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four advismg styles. Upon comparison of the two instruments usmg correlational 

analysis, the four advising styles emerged. 

Advishig Style and Student Satisfaction 

A significant difference was found between the advising style group means on the 

satisfaction variable, which supports the contention that advishig style is related to 

student satisfaction. Students experiencing the authoritative advishig style reported the 

highest levels of satisfaction, and students who had experienced the permissive style of 

advishig reported the second highest level of satisfaction. There was no appreciable 

difference in level of satisfaction between those students who had experienced the 

authoritarian and uninvolved advismg styles. These findhigs are mteresting for two 

reasons. Fhst, both the authoritative and permissive advishig communication styles are 

high on the dimension of responsiveness, just as both the authoritarian and uiunvolved 

advising communication styles are low on this dimension. Responsiveness is evidenced 

by, as Baumrind (1991) points out, the "caretaker's" propensity for warmth and 

senshivity, and his/her wUlhigness to enter mto and participate in the relationship. 

Advisors who exhibited these types of behaviors were found by Romberg (1993) to be 

deshable among students. Recall that in Romberg's research, students described fevered 

advisor behaviors such as bemg available, dependable, approachable, hstening, and bemg 

responsive. These behaviors are mtmtively components of a propensity for warmth and 

sensitivity and certainly indicate a willmgness to participate hi the advismg relationship. 

Schaefer and Schaefer (1993) suggest that caring behaviors such as responsiveness and 
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availabihty are helpfiil m lowerhig students' anxiety, bolsterhig self-confidence, 

lessening msecurhies, and mcreasmg productivity. In other words, responsiveness on the 

part of the advisor would naturaUy be expected to increase satisfaction hi the student. 

Second, the data revealed that advismg style accounted for over 50% of the variation m 

students' satisfaction with the advismg relationship. RecaU Hemrich's (1991) 

observation that students frequently fmd the advismg relationship to be a disappomtment. 

Ahhough she explored gender of advisors and students as a factor of satisfaction, her 

question was why so many students were dissatisfied. In Hemrich's study, h was 

"advisory behavior," rather than gender, that accounted for student satisfaction. The 

findings m the current study support this even fiirther, mdicatmg that communication 

style of advisors is an unportant contributor to the satisfaction/dissatisfaction of doctoral 

students. 

Advismg Style and Student 
Self-Perceived Development 

Student self-perceived development was measured using the three variables of 

cognitive development, affective development, and professional skills development, and 

aU were found to be related to the type of advising the students were experiencing. In the 

area of cognitive development, students experiencmg the authorhative advising style 

reported the highest levels of cogmtive development, with students experiencing the 

permissive style of advising reporting the second highest levels. There was little 

difference in the means of the authoritative, permissive, and authoritarian advishig style 
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groups, but a significant difference was found between the authoritative and unmvolved 

groups. 

Students experiencmg the authoritative advishig style reported the highest levels 

of affective development. Once agam, students m the permissive group showed the 

second highest levels but were not significantly different from the students m the 

authorhative advishig style group. The group differences were evident, however, when 

the mean of the authoritative advising group was compared with the means of the 

authoritarian and the uninvolved advising style groups. Students who had been advised 

authoritatively were significantly better developed in the affective area than students hi 

either the authoritarian or uninvolved advising groups. 

Similarly, in the area of professional skills development students experiencing the 

authoritative advising style reported the highest levels of professional skill development. 

Authoritative advising was apparently more effective in developing the students' 

professional skills than either the authoritarian or the uninvolved advising styles. 

The finding m the current study that authoritative advising is associated with the 

highest levels of development in all three areas of cognitive skills, affective adjustment, 

and professional skills supports the contention that the proper combination of 

demandingness and responsiveness produces optimal development. This is very similar 

to Baumrind's (1966,1971,1991) work concerning parent communication style and 

opthnal psychological development in children and adolescents. Children and 

adolescents whose parents' communication style is authorhative m nature, tend to 

develop a sense of purpose and cooperativeness. Also, they are self-reliant, self-
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respectfiil, have a high orientation toward achievement, and are psychologically healthy. 

Doctoral students develop as weU, mamly m the areas of mteUect, affect, and behavior 

(Hurst & Pratt, 1988), and opthnal development for the doctoral student produces 

professionals who are fully-ftmctionmg, independent, career-oriented, trustmg, self-

confident, self-respectful, psychologically healthy, and knowledgeable m a particular 

academic disciphne (Cangemi, 1984). 

Advishig Style and Student 
Professional Productivhy 

Student professional productivity was measured using the three variables of 

number of conference presentations, number of manuscript submissions, and number of 

publications. Advising style was found to be unrelated to these variables. Although 

other researchers have found evidence that advismg is related to student productivhy 

(e.g.. Green & Bauer, 1995), no such evidence surfaced m the current study. This finding 

reflects the pauchy of variabiltty in students' reports on the productivity variables. The 

majority of students (70%) reported two or fewer conference presentations, with 40% 

reportmg none at aU. Similarly, 75% of students reported two or fewer submissions, with 

42% reporting none. Finally, 85% of students said they had 2 or fewer publications, with 

60% indicathig that they had no publications at aU. Evidently, the sample used in the 

current study was too homogeneous on the three variables of student productivity to 

provide support for the prediction that advising style is related to student productivity. 

There are several possible reasons for the scantmess of student conference presentations, 

manuscript submissions, and publications, that have little to do with type of advismg 
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style experienced by students. Fhst, h is possible that student professional productivhy is 

not viewed, by advisors, as an unportant aspect of successful program completion by 

students, but rather an important activhy after graduation when the new professional is 

becoming active m his/her career. Second, some fields of study encourage student 

professional productivhy more than do others. For example, the current study utilized a 

sample in which half of the students were m Arts & Sciences. Programs of study whhin 

this coUege, such as English, Music, Art, etc., do not typically offer students 

opportunities to present research at professional conferences or to pubhsh, whereas 

programs such as Engineering and programs in the social sciences provide more 

occasions for students to demonstrate professional productivhy. Thhd, some of the 

colleges sampled may have more ftmdmg available for students' research for professional 

purposes andlox travel to research conferences than do other coUeges in the current 

sample. Finally, h is possible that the sample used in this study was, simply by chance, 

comprised of students in the beghining stages of theh programs who had not yet 

advanced far enough to be involved in professional productivhy activhies. Although 

there was no significant differences on the productivity variables between the different 

advismg style groups, h should be noted that students under the authoritative advishig 

style did show the highest means on aU three productivity variables. 

In summary, the resuhs of this study support the decision to adapt the parent-child 

communication model authored by Baumrmd (1966, 1971, 1991) to the advisor-student 

relationship. From the resuhs, h is evident that advishig style measured along the 

dhnensions of demandingness and responsiveness is a practical method of evaluating the 

89 



effectiveness of the advismg relationship on student outcomes of satisfaction and self-

perceived development. 

In examinmg student outcomes across the four advising styles, students 

experiencing the authoritative advishig style showed the highest levels of satisfaction 

whh the advismg relationship, as weU as the highest levels of cognitive, affective, and 

professional skill development, indicathig that authoritative advishig is the most effective 

and positive advishig style. 

Students experiencing permissive advising also were quhe satisfied with the 

advising relationship, showmg higher levels of satisfaction than students experienchig 

authoritarian advising. However, greater satisfaction does not necessarily mean higher 

levels of development, since students whh permissive advising did not perceive 

themselves to be any better developed than students experiencmg authoritarian advising. 

Finally, students experienchig the uninvolved advising style were the least 

satisfied with theh advising relationship and also perceived themselves as havmg the 

lowest levels of development. The uninvolved advismg style, then, appears to be the 

least effective advising style m promoting optimal student outcomes. 

Inqihcations 

Theoretical Imphcations 

The advismg communication style model presented m this study provides a basis 

for other researchers interested in mvestigatmg the effectiveness of different advishig 

styles. The current study hidicates that the authoritative advishig style provides for the 

90 



highest satisfaction and the opthnal development of doctoral students. As Baumrmd 

(1991) discussed parental communication patterns, she posited that the authoritative style 

of parenthig promoted optimal development m children and adolescents. 

Authoritative communication is based on high demandingness and high 

responsiveness, and accordmg to Baumrhid, demandmgness is unportant to the 

development of competence. Competence is developed m the child/adolescent when the 

parent demands responsible and mature behavior and the child/adolescent, over thne, 

internalizes such demands. Through the use of monitoring and dhect confrontation, as 

forms of demandingness, the child/adolescent internalizes autonomy, self-reliance, and 

self-assertiveness. 

Demandmgness alone, however, is not enough to enable the child/adolescent to 

develop competence. Responsiveness is also important in developing competence in the 

child/adolescent. Emotional responsiveness enables the chUd/adolescent to understand 

that his/her behaviors have effects on others. As the chUd/adolescent mtemalizes this 

knowledge, he/she leams copmg skills which enhance his/her emotional maturhy. 

Cognitive responsiveness encourages the child/adolescent to express his/her views and 

ideas. Once this behavior is hitemalized by the chUd/adolescent, he/she becomes self-

confident and purposefixl. In sum, the chUd/adolescent reared under the authoritative 

communication style typicaUy develops self-confidence, self-respect, psychological 

health, purposefuhiess, and self-rehance. 

In the current study, doctoral students have been found to respond shnilarly under 

the authoritative advismg style. RecaU that Cangemi (1984) found tiiat the purpose of 
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higher education was to help students become fully-fimctionhig, mdependent, career-

oriented, trusting, self-confident, self-respectfiil, psychotogically heahhy, and 

knowledgeable m a particular academic disciplme. Authoritatively advised students 

showed these attributes at a higher rate (as evidenced by satisfaction, cogmtive 

development, affective development, and professional skills development) than students 

advised under the other three styles. 

Ahhough permissively advised students were satisfied, they were no better off hi 

theh development than students advised under the authoritarian style. The reason for the 

difference between these two styles and the authoritative style lies hi the low 

demandingness on the part of the permissive advisors, and the low responsiveness on the 

part of the authoritarian advisors. When students' advisors do not place high enough 

demands on theh students, as in the permissive style of advising, the students are at 

greater risk of faUing to develop competence than students whose advisors are more 

demanding. Shnilarly, when students' advisors are not responsive enough to theh 

students' needs, as hi the authoritarian style of advishig, the students are also at risk of 

felling to develop competence. In sum, demandingness or responsiveness alone is not 

sufficient for the opthnal development of the doctoral student. 

The development of con^etence is especially important for doctoral students and 

the successful completion of theh programs of study. When students are self-confident 

and self-rehant, they are more hkely to be self-regulated learners. According to social 

learning theory, self-regulated learners monitor theh own progress through three sub-

processes: self-observation, self-judgement, and self-reaction (Schunk, 2000; 
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Zhnmerman & Schunk, 1989). It is safe to assume that doctoral students progress 

through their programs of study with the goal of becommg knowledgeable m theh field, 

and reachmg this goal is best accomplished through self-monitormg. When students 

monitor theh own performance and evaluate that performance, h becomes evident that 

they are becoming more competent and therefore closer to theh goal. The hitemalization 

of the psychological attributes that authoritative advismg enhances - self-confidence, 

self-respect, autonomy - set the stage for academic conpetence to be intemalized and 

therefore self-perpetuating, which leads to academic success. 

Educational Implications 

It is clear that the advising relationship is important to doctoral students, as weU 

as unportant m mfluencmg theh educational experience. During the interviews that were 

conducted as part of the development of the instruments used in this study, student 

comments illustrated this point. One student who was hivolved in the dissertation 

process described her advisor as authoritative by saying 

"She's very demanding, and somethnes I feel lUce I'm just holdmg onto her hand 
and she's just racing around, but she's put me in a good place. ... She's always 
available, you know, accessible. She's a mentor and a mentor's job is to facUhate 
your progress and make [you] as marketable as possible. I know the things she's 
made me thmk about, and that I've gotten exposed to because of her. I'm really, 
really lucky." 

Another student talked about his advishig relationship with less enthusiasm. In his 

description, the authoritarian nature of his advisor's style is evident, as is the student's 

dissatisfaction with the relationship. 
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"She doesn't really provide any guidance. I went to her for advice and help and 
her response to me was well, you're a big boy you can handle h, which was 
totaUy inappropriate. ... And there is no m between and you could never figure 
out why. Some days you could say something that was reaUy stupid and aU of the 
sudden you were the golden child. Other times you could say brilliant things and 
do brilliant work, and you were still just dht. I've had a lot of demands placed on 
me because no matter what I did h was never, m her eyes, good...." 

The words of these two students support the contention that advishig is important 

to students. From the results of this study, h is clear that differmg levels of 

demandingness and responsiveness on the part of students' advisors are related to the 

satisfaction students report and to the development of student self-perceived 

development. This discovery can be important in other areas of education as well, not 

just that of advisor-student relationships. For example, the communication style used by 

a teacher with his/her teaching mtems could be evaluated along the dhnensions of 

demandingness and responsiveness, as could the communication style used by a 

counselmg supervisor with his/her counseUng mtems. Both relationships are vertical, 

meaning there is an authority figure mvolved, and both relationships could therefore be 

evaluated for effectiveness ushig the advising style model presented in this study. 

Regardless of what type of advishig relationship is under hivestigation, the 

practice of the proper combmation of demandmgness and responsiveness on the part of 

the advisor would help aUeviate many of the problems students encoimter m theh 

graduate programs. The students m the present study were the most satisfied and the 

best developed under the authoritative advishig style, which mixes high levels of 

demandmgness whh high levels of responsiveness. 

94 



High demandingness is an important aspect of advishig when utUized properly by 

the advisor. As one student comments, "My advisor.. .expects me to work very hard. His 

expectations are somethnes too high for me. However, he supports me and wants me to 

succeed in my field." Demandmg behaviors, such as expectmg students to select a 

dissertation topic that is both thnely and appropriate, enhances student development. 

However, such demandingness on the advisor's part can be harmfiil to the student 

and cause excessive stress if the advisor does not participate m the decision-making of 

the student. One student's comment iUustrates this dUemma when he says "I was told 

that 'we lUce for you to come up whh your own idea for a dissertation.' I have been 

worrying about a dissertation topic ever smce. Right now, my motivation level is very, 

very low." Demandmgness without proper support on the advisor's part appears to be 

perceived by the student as either an msurmountable obstacle, as hi the previous student 

comment, or as overly controUing. One student appears to feel somewhat resentfiil over 

her advisor's controlling-type of demandmgness when she says "My advisor appointed 

herself as my dissertation committee chah. She also told me who else would be on the 

committee. I had no say in the matter. This is the worst." 

On the other hand, low demandingness can be just as harmful to student 

development as evidenced by another student's comment when she says "I have 

procrastmated on my dissertation... My advisor has not pushed me. I beheve I could 

have used more stmcture from him." Progress toward completion of the dissertation, and 

the degree hself, appears to be dependent m part on the advisor's ability to commurucate 
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his/her expectation m such a way as to motivate the student, rather than shnply exert 

control over the student's decisions. 

High advisor responsiveness is also hnportant to graduate students' experience. 

Supportive behaviors such as bemg attentive and hiterested m the student's progress 

appear to be imperative. Without such responsiveness, students appear to feel 

overwhelmed by the educational process. One student's comment Ulustrates this 

observation when she says, 

"My advisor seems preoccupied most of the time - like he doesn't reaUy have 
time for me. He often faUs to even acknowledge my presence m the lab. He 
expects my [dissertation] proposal even though my [lab] work takes as much as 
14 hours a day. Most of the thne, I feel like I am floundering." 

Although many, if not all, professors functioning in the capacity of graduate 

advisors are also involved hi admmistrative duties, students tend to feel neglected when 

they perceive that theh advisors are too busy to give them adequate attention. For 

example, one student seems to feel somewhat deprived of his advisor's support when he 

says "Much of my advisor's time is devoted to administrative duties. I perceive these 

duties to be a distracter from her.. .attention to students." And still another student 

ejqjresses resentment for his advisor's insufficient responsiveness concerning preparation 

for his qualifying examination when he says "My advisor did not adequately prepare me 

for qualifyhig exams, and discuss with me what is necessary to be successful." 

Students are evidently dependent on theh advisors for being responsive to theh 

needs m areas such as choosing a dissertation topic and carrying out the research, 

preparing for qualifymg exammations, and also bemg available to discuss personal 

concems related to theh academic programs. One student expresses gratitude for her 
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advisor's responsiveness when she comments "I am pleased whh my advisor. I have 

gone to my advisor m both good and bad thnes and [he] is always wilhng to put aside 

whatever he is workmg on and discuss what is on my mind." 

The comments of the students m the current study can be seen as evidence that 

graduate students' are better served when theh advisors are demandmg of theh students, 

without bemg controlling, m areas such as dissertation topic selection and progress 

toward completion, while at the same thne bemg responsive toward theh students' needs 

in areas such as assistmg m the dissertation process, assistmg m the preparation for 

quaUfymg examinations, and bemg available to discuss student concems. 

To increase the effectiveness of graduate education, advisors should have 

reasonably high expectations on theh students' academic progress while remammg 

flexible m theh expectations so as to adjust for individual students' levels of 

development. Addhionally, advisors should be available and responsive to theh 

students' needs, while remaming flexible so as to accommodate different levels of 

independence in individual students. 

Limitations 

The present research has a number of hmhations related to methodology. Fhst, 

the information regarding the type of advising style the students were experiencing, theh 

levels of satisfaction, and theh levels of self-perceived development was gathered by 

self-report. In any self-report measure, the researcher runs the risk of receiving 

maccurate data due to a lack of honesty on the part of the subjects. Second, the subjects 
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for this study were recmhed on a volunteer basis. Because volunteers have been found to 

be different from non-volunteers m a number of ways, the extemal validity of the study 

may be jeopardized. A thhd limitation is that the data analyzed were based solely on the 

perceptions of the subjects. For example, students reporting on theh own development 

may well be biased, givhig ar\ inaccurate picture of theh tme level of development. 

Finally, the resuhs of this study should be interpreted with caution. Since the 

study is correlational, h is not possible to postulate that students' satisfaction and self-

perceived development is caused by a particular advismg style. It is equally possible that 

some other variable, such as students' personalhy, elichs particular demandmg and 

responsive behaviors from advisors. 

Future Research 

The results of this study open up several future research opportunities. First, the 

present study should be rephcated. Since Baumrmd's (1966,1971,1991) model of 

communication has been previously used only m the context of the parent-chUd 

relationship, further research should consider ushig the model m other samples of 

advisor-student relationships. Also, the present study utUized a small sample. Future 

samples should be larger to further support the current evidence that advishig style is 

related to student satisfection and student self-perceived development. 

Second, although the current study found no evidence that advishig style was 

related to shident productivity m the areas of conference presentation, manuscript 

submission, and publications, fiiture researchers should not abandon this issue. Perhaps 
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professional productivhy is more evident after graduation when students are engagmg m 

buildmg theh professional careers. Therefore, future studies should mclude respondents 

who have obtamed theh degrees whhm the previous one or two years m order to assess 

whether advismg style is related to professional productivhy after degree completion. 

Thhd, m the present study, only the perspectives of the students were considered. 

In order to provide a more complete picture of the relationship between advishig style 

and student development, future research should take into account the advisors' 

perspectives of the students' developmental levels. For example, a student may report 

him/herself as havmg improved substantially m his/her oral or vmtmg skills, when the 

advisor may perceive only a shght improvement. Future research should also take mto 

account the advisors' perceptions of theh own levels of demandingness and 

responsiveness, rather than relying solely on the impressions of theh students. 

A fourth suggestion for future research centers on the consistency of the style of 

communication an advisor adopts. In future studies, it would be helpful to gather 

information from several students who have the same advisor m common so as to 

evaluate whether the advisor is consistent in his/her communication style across students. 

This mformation could be useful hi pointing out possible mtervening variables that may 

provide a fuUer explanation of advisor behavior. AdditionaUy, a longhudmal study in 

which a cohort of students are followed from the beghming of theh doctoral programs 

untU the end of theh dissertation research would be useful as well to determine if 

advishig style is consistent throughout a student's doctoral program. It is possible that as 

a student progresses through his/her program, the balance of demandingness and 
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responsiveness that the advisor displays may change. Baumrhid (1991) suggests that 

within the parent-child relationship, as the child grows mto late adolescence, 

demandingness of the parent tends to decrease while responsiveness tends to mcrease. It 

is possible that the same pattem may be found within the advisor-student relationship. 

For example, h may be that a beghining doctoral student requhes more guidance than a 

student who is in the last stages of dissertation wrhmg, which would mdicate a lowering 

of demandmgness on the advisor's part. 

A fifth suggestion for future research involves includmg the variable of student 

and advisor personalhy. It is possible that the mteraction of the personahty of the student 

and that of the advisor influences the communication style an advisor exhibits. 

Personalhy has been shown to be a factor in other relationships, such as romantic 

relationships (Berry & WUlingham, 1997), friendships (Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998), 

sibling relationships (Lanthier, 1997), and mentoring relationships (WUliams & Lanthier, 

1999). In these varying other relationships, personahty has been found to be an important 

factor m quahty of the relationship m the context of warmth and conflict. Levels of 

warmth and conflict within the advisor-student relationship may influence the amount of 

demandingness and responsiveness an advisor shows his/her student. For example, if 

personahty fectors mtroduce high levels of conflict into the advisor-student relationship, 

what might have been otherwise high levels of responsiveness on the advisor's part may 

weU become a much lower level of responsiveness. 

A fmal suggestion for future research mvolves the variables of gender and 

ethnicity. It would be helpful to explore the effects of gender, as weU as ethnicity, on the 
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advishig relationship m terms of whether same-gendered advisors and advisees operate 

withm the advishig relationship differently from dhferent-gendered pahs. Shnilarly, h 

would be helpful to mvestigate whether advisors and advisees who belong to the same 

ethiuc group differ m communication style from advisors and advisees who are not of the 

same ethnic group, and how this affects the outcome of student satisfaction and 

development. 

Conclusion 

This study attempted to offer a model of advisor communication styles that would 

be useful for systematic evaluation of the effectiveness of the advishig relationship. 

Beyond this, the study also attempted to detect how advishig style was related to student 

satisfaction with the advising relationship, how advising style was related to student self-

perceived development in the areas of cognitive, affective, and professional skUl 

development, and how advishig style was related to student productivity. Support was 

found m this research for the existence of the four advising styles of authoritarian, 

authoritative, permissive, and iminvolved, based on the two dhnensions of advisor 

demandmgness and advisor responsiveness. Further, support was found for the 

contention that advisor communication style is related to student satisfaction and self-

perceived devebpment. Although the study was correlational m nature, and no causation 

can be implied, h represents a successful attempt to form a typology of graduate advishig 

styles and to demonstrate the existence of a relationship between advishig styles and 

student outcomes. 
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APPENDIX A 

ADVISING STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE - LNSTRUMENT ONE 
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Demandmgness 

1. My advisor has high expectations of me. 
2. My advisor adjusts his/her expectations for mdividual students. 
3. My advisor expects me to know current issues m my area. 
4. My advisor expects me to master new methods of research. 
5. My advisor expects me to eam high grades in my coursework. 
6. My advisor expects a high quality of work m my research. 
7. My advisor expects me to get my work done in a thnely manner. 
8. When I take a course from my advisor, he/she expects me to be at the top of the 

class. 
9. My advisor expects me to participate m research conferences. 
10. My advisor expects me to conduct my research m an ethical way. 

Responsiveness 

1. My advisor consistently listens to my viewpoint. 
2. My advisor is always willing to answer any questions that 1 may have. 
3. My advisor is consistently available to discuss academic issues whh me. 
4. My advisor doesn't mind if I drop by his/her office unannounced. 
5. When my advisor is reviewmg my written work, he/she returns it to me in a 

timely manner. 
6. My advisor doesn't break appointments with me without teUing me. 
7. My advisor returns my written work to me with suggestions for revisions. 
8. My advisor has helped me come up with a dissertation topic. 
9. My advisor discusses potential employment opportunities with me. 
10. My advisor is willing to spend time and effort to develop a mentor-mentee 

relationship with me. 

108 



APPENDIX B 

ADVISING STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE - INSTRUMENT TWO 
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Authorharian 

1. My advisor expects me to foUow his/her advice without question 
2. My advisor msists that I do what he/she thmks is right, even when I disagree. 
3. My advisor doesn't allow me to question decisions that he/she makes. 
4. My advisor teUs me what to do, histead of discussmg h whh me. 
5. My advisor gets very upset if I disagree whh him/her. 
6. If I don't do what my advisor wants me to do, he/she retaUates against me. 
7. My advisor expects me to leam somethmg the first thne he/she teaches me. 
8. My advisor expects me to do what he/she wants me to do shnply out of respect for 

his/her authority. 
9. My advisor thinks that graduate students' problems would be lessened if advisors 

made most of the decisions regardhig students' academic activhies. 
10. My advisor does not allow me to refer to hhn/her by fnst name. 

Authorhative 

1. In planning my academic activhies, I have as much mput m decision-making as 
my advisor does. 

2. My advisor helps me to imderstand the reasoning behind academic decisions and 
activities. 

3. When I think an academic requhement is unreasonable, my advisor encourages 
me to discuss h whh him/her. 

4. Somethnes I mitiate a discussion with my advisor, and sometimes he/she initiates. 
5. My advisor guides me through my graduate work by reasoning with me. 
6. My advisor takes my opinions into consideration when making decisions. 
7. My advisor is always willing to hsten to my concerns and discuss them whh me. 
8. My advisor and I work together to make decisions about my doctoral studies. 
9. My advisor appreciates my input when we discuss research ideas. 
10. When my advisor wants me to do something that I don't want to do, he/she 

explains to me why it would be the best thmg for me. 
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Permissive 

1. My advisor aUows me to make most decisions for myself whhout a lot of 
dhection from him/her. 

2. When I discuss my plan of study whh my advisor, he/she allows me to make my 
own choices, even if he/she doesn't agree. 

3. My advisor is interested in my progress, but he/she doesn't have any particular 
expectation about how that progress occurs. 

4. When we do research together, my advisor does most of the work himselfherself 
histead of expecting me to learn how to do h. 

5. My advisor doesn't expect me to do as much work as other students' advisors 
expect them to do. 

6. My advisor rarely disagrees whh me. 
7. My advisor thinks that graduate students' problems would be lessened if advisors 

aUowed students to make theh own decisions regarding academic activhies. 
8. My advisor lets me decide how much work to put mto my dissertation 
9. My advisor seldom has expectations of my academic progress, because he/she 

feels I should be free to make my own choices. 
10. My advisor aUows me to plan how to investigate my research topic, even if he/she 

disagrees with the method I have chosen. 

Uninvolved 

1. My advisor gives me very httle dhection 
2. My advisor doesn't feel responsible for dhecthig and guidmg my progress. 
3. My advisor isn't hiterested m my academic pursuh. 
4. I chose my courses without much input from my advisor. 
5. It's difficuh to get an appomtment with my advisor. 
6. When I need some guidance, I typicaUy ask another professor rather than ask my 

advisor. 
7. I rarely get a chance to talk whh my advisor about my research ideas. 
8. My advisor isn't hiterested in discussmg my career plans with me. 
9. My advisor spends most of his/her thne on his/her owm research. 
10. My advisor isn't hiterested m my research ideas. 
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1. I am satisfied whh my advisor's level of mterest in my academic progress. 
2. 1 am satisfied whh the way my advisor encourages my research ideas. 
3. I am satisfied whh the way my advisor helps me to understand the "unspoken 

mles" of my department. 
4. I am satisfied whh the amount and type of crhicism my advisor gives me. 
5. 1 am satisfied whh my advisor's ethical behavior as a teacher and/or researcher. 
6. I am satisfied whh the level of knowledge and dedication my advisor displays m 

his/her field of study. 
7. I am satisfied with the way my advisor listens to my concerns and ideas. 
8. I am satisfied whh the respect and honesty my advisor shows me. 
9. I am satisfied with my relationship with my advisor. 
10. I wish I could have a different advisor. 
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STUDENT SELF-PERCEIVED DEVELOPMENT 
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Cognhive 

1. When I'm m a problem situation, I know how to figure out a reasonable solution. 
2. I am not very good at organizmg my thne. 
3. My thne management skills are adequate m that 1 am able to finish my work and 

meet deadlines m a thnely manner. 
4. I am knowledgeable in my academic area. 
5. I know very weU my topic for my dissertation. 
6. I know the newest developments in my disciplme area. 
7. I know what the current issues are m my field of research. 
8. I am able to think critically in my area of research. 
9. I am able to organize information m a logical feshion. 
10. I am able to identify useful research questions. 

Affective 

1. I am confident in my abilhy to wrhe a research paper. 
2. 1 am enthusiastic about my program of study. 
3. I beUeve my efforts devoted to my program of study are worthwhile. 
4. I'm interested in my research area because I feel it is important. 
5. 1 love what I am studymg. 
6. 1 enjoy my experiences in graduate school. 
7. I am under too much stress most of the time. 
8. I don't sleep weU from worrymg about my program of study. 
9. I feel that 1 am completing my program requhements at a reasonable speed. 
10. Completing my degree is very important to me. 

Professional skills 

1. I have noticed improvement m my technical wrhmg skills. 
2. I have noticed hnprovement m my data analysis skills. 
3. I have noticed improvement in my oral skills. 
4. I have noticed improvement in my formal presentation skiUs. 
5. I have noticed hnprovement m my abilhy to organize research mformation. 
6. I know how to do a hbrary search for hterature relevant to my research topic. 
7. I know how to find mformation sources for my research. 
8. I understand how to determine appropriate analysis techniques for my data. 
9. I know how to submit a proposal to a research conference. 
10. I know how to act m a job mterview m my field. 
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