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The purpose of this dissertation was to compare the communication 

style of academic and student affairs administrators and to determine whether 

these administrators were satisfied with their mutual relationship. The study 

was conducted among 1 09 chief academic and student affairs administrators 

in two year colleges from five states who took the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator (MBTI) and the researcher's Relationship Satisfaction Survey. 

Oneway analysis of variance and the Selection Ratio Type Table were used 

to compare responses by groups of academic or student affairs administrators 

on MBTI scales of sensing or intuition and thinking or feeling. Oneway 

analysis of variance was also used to compare participants' responses to six 

items on importance and satisfaction scales of the Relationship Satisfaction 

Survey. 
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The MBTI findings of the study indicated that academic affairs 

administrators were more likely than student affairs administrators to prefer 

intuition and student affairs administrators more likely to prefer sensing. 

Almost one half of the academic affairs administrators preferred intuition plus 

thinking, and almost eighty percent preferred intuition. The student affairs 

administrators' types were more diverse, with one third scoring as feeling 

types and over one half sensing types. These findings have an impact on the 

communication style that might be used by administrators when collaborating 

with counterparts of differing psychological types. 

The findings of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey indicated no 

significant difference between the two groups in their importance or 

satisfaction ratings of six aspects of the partnership. These aspects included 

agreement on resource allocation, agreement on policies and procedures, 

agreement on ethical principles and practices, effective listening by partner, 

general understanding and maintaining a collaborative working relationship. 

The means of the sums of importance and satisfaction scale scores for each 

group were similar, indicating both groups believed the items important and 

were satisfied with those aspects of their partnership. 

Conclusions related to the findings include suggestions to improve the 

communication between academic and student affairs administrators. 

Specific suggestions were given for each of the four MBTI functions of 

sensing plus thinking, sensing plus feeling, intuition plus thinking and intuition 

plus feeling. It is recommended that future research include larger studies, 

studies where participation is of a less voluntary nature and studies of 

matched pairs of administrators who work together. 
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CHAPTER I 

Overview 

Introduction to the Problem 

America's higher education system has changed significantly since 

colonial times. The industrial revolution greatly influenced the nature of 

education in the United States, initiating creation of a focus and unique 

structure that many believe has become obsolete in the late 1900s. 

Accountability is both the buzzword and force causing systems to be 

concerned with qualitative and quantitative aspects of education (Clement & 

Rickard, 1992) . 

. In the last two decades, changing demographics and social forces have 

provided a strong incentive for change throughout education. Children are 

disproportionately poor, values are debated daily in the press and media, 

suicide is the second largest killer of persons age 15 to 24 and more people 

with disabilities are entering the educational system. The family structure is 

in flux, with a prediction that two-thirds of families will be step-families or 

single-parent families by the year 2000. We are becoming a nation of diverse 

minorities, and it is predicted that half of school age children in major cities 

will be minorities by the year 2000. Life expectancy is increasing and elderly 

people are becoming a significant political force. Finally, the information age 

poses a challenge for all to stay abreast of changes related to home and work 

(Barr, Upcraft, & Associates, 1990). 
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All of these forces have a major impact on higher education. 

Instructional strategies, teaching and learning styles, support outside the 

classroom, special accommodations and adult education techniques all must 

be brought to bear in institutions struggling to meet demands of an 

increasingly diverse clientele . At the same time, financial resources are 

dwindling, increasing the need for strong and effective leadership, quality 

initiatives, efficiency and effective decision making. 

Interpersonal communication is an important tool in bringing people 

together to mutually solve societal, institutional and personal problems. Only 

through successful relationships can professionals work together to overcome 

the challenges of the nineties and beyond into the 21st century. Recognition 

of this is seen by the interest in quality management, team building, 

participatory management, and concepts of collaboration and cooperation. 

The college campus can reflect various organizational cultures 

(Birnbaum, 1988), and all organizational cultures benefit from a mutual 

tmderstanding and effective interpersonal communication between key 

administrators. Additionally, relationships within the culture impact the 

culture's very nature. Increased understanding can lead to improved 

productivity, decision making and, ultimately, student success. 

This research investigated aspects of the interpersonal communication 

style and relationship satisfaction between academic and student affairs 

administrators. Where they were significantly different, administrators could 

learn about those differences and work toward improving the quality of the 

partnership. They could also learn strategies that ultimately impact all of their 

interpersonal interactions. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Student success in higher education is partially related to a positive and 

productive partnership between academic and student affairs campus leaders. 

Members of this partnership provide both academic instruction and support 

services, allowing quality education in the classroom and removal of barriers 

to student success outside the classroom. A key ingredient to a quality 

partnership between academic and student affairs is effective communication 

between chief administrators of the instructional and support areas of the 

college. These administrators come from diverse backgrounds and may have 

difficulty building mutual understanding and common perception of issues of 

importance to educational processes. Mutual understanding can lead to 

improved joint decision making resulting in a chance for increased student 

achievement (Brown, 1990 ~ Culp & Helfgot, 1995). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this dissertation was to compare the communication style 

of academic and student affairs administrators and to determine whether these 

administrators were satisfied with their mutual relationship. Two instruments 

were used to measure psychological type and relationship satisfaction. 

Research was limited to administrators in higher education working for two

year community, junior and technical colleges in Florida, South Carolina, 

Georgia, Maryland and Ohio. The researcher theorized interpersonal 

communication style of academic and student affairs administrators, when 

compared as ~eparate groups, would differ significantly. The researcher also 

theorized the two groups taken as a whole would differ in their responses on 
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importance and satisfaction scales of items concerning their mutual 

relationship. Research questions answered were: 

1. What are the differences, if any, in interpersonal commtmication style 

of academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators as 

measured by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) functions of 

sensing(S) or intuition(N) and thinking(T) or feeling(F)? 

2. What are the differences, if any, in the importance of aspects of the 

relationship of academic affairs administrators and student affairs 

administrators as measured by the researcher's Relationship Satisfaction 

Survey? 

3. What are the differences, if any, in satisfaction with aspects of the 

relationship of academic affairs administrators and student affairs 

administrators as measured by the researcher's Relationship Satisfaction 

Survey? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

HO 1: There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators scores on the sensing 

or intuition scale of the MBTI. 

H02: There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators scores on the thinking 

or feeling scale of the MBTI. 

H03: There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators responses on the sum 

of the six importance scale items of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey. 
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H04: There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators responses on the sum 

of the six satisfaction scale items of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey. 

Significance of the Problem 

In colonial times the functions of modem day student affairs 

professionals were carried out by faculty members, who frequently lived on 

campus with students. These faculty provided advisement, counseling, 

tutoring, discipline and general support to students. Slowly, and over many 

years, the profession grew and separated from the academic area until 1890 

when Dean LaBaron Briggs was appointed chief student affairs officer at 

Harvard. 

In 193 7, the American Council on Education published The Student 

Personnel Point of View, which serves to this day as a philosophical 

foundation of the student affairs profession. Many specialty areas were 

developed (financial aid, admissions, student activities, judicial programs, 

etc.) which led to complex student affairs systems on most college campuses. 

Yet a need exists even more today for elements of this system to come 

together with the academic area to provide the best education for students 

(Clement & Rickard, 1992). 

Suzanne S. Brown, Associate Vice-Chancellor for Academic and 

Student Affairs for the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education, has 

written extensively on the relationship between the academic and student 

affairs areas. Brown (1990) suggests this relationship should move " .. . 

from relations to collaborations and from cooperation to partnerships . .. "(p. 

239). She sees the partnership as involving commonplace relations (i.e., 
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committees, counseling, student activities), cooperative relationships (i .e., 

admissions, orientation, tutoring), and organized groups (i.e., standing 

committees or councils). She sees barriers to the partnership as a competitive 

climate, resource limitations and differences in orientation. 

In order to accomplish a future vision of strong partnerships between the 

academic and student affairs areas that benefit students, these barriers must 

be overcome. The frrst step is to improve mutual understanding of 

administrators who work together in this competitive climate, who vie for 

limited resources and who come from different philosophical and educational 

orientations (Brown, 1990). A better understanding of differences in 

interpersonal communication style and/or psychological type, as well as 

understanding of differences in satisfaction with relationships, will be useful 

to improve relationships (Brock, 1990~ Hirsh, 1992). 

Definitions 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions will apply: 

Academic Affairs Administrator. The chief academic officer on an 

individual campus of a two-year college, with a title of Director, Dean or 

Vice President of Instruction or Academic Affairs, or a similar title. 

Auxiliary Process. The auxiliary process is the opposite typology pair 

from the dominant process, either the perceptive preference of sensing or 

intuition or the judging preference of thinking or feeling (Myers, 1980/1993). 

Collaboration. "Collaboration occurs when a group of autonomous 

stakeholders of a problem domain engage in an interactive process, using 

shared rules, norms, and structures, to act or decide on issues related to that 

domain" (Wood & Gray, 1991, p. 146). 
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Communication Gap of Misunderstanding. The gap between the 

intended message and the message perceived (Howell, 1982). 

Communication Style. The way something is said and done, involving 

tone, and distinguished from its substance (Fielden, 1993). 

Conflict Management Style. Behaviors used to resolve disputes based 

on the assumptions and beliefs of the participants (Benfari, 1995). 

Dominant Process. MBTI process that overshadows the other processes 

and shapes the psychological accordingly; process with clear sovereignty; 

governing force ; either the perceptive or judging mode (Myers, 198011993, p. 

11 ). 

~. Two people working together (Howell, 1982). 

Effective Communication Style. Communication minded, approachable, 

open, willing to listen, and persuasive (Dansereau & Markham, 1987). 

Extraversion. According to Isabel Myers, one of two ways to orient to 

life; involved with the outer world of people and things (Myers, 1980/1993). 

Feeling. According to Isabel Myers, one of two ways of judging or 

coming to conclusions; by appreciation, bestowing on things a personal, 

subjective value (Myers, 1980/1993). 

Good Communication. According to Carl Rogers, this involves " . .. 

seeing the expressed idea and attitude from the other person's point of view, 

sensing how it feels to the person, achieving his or her frame of reference 

about the subject being discussed .. . "(Rogers & Roethlisberger, 1993, p. 

32). 

Inferior Function. The least developed MBTI preference, either 

perceptive or judging mode (Myers, 1980/1993). 
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Interpersonal Communication. Communication between two people 

who have a relationship~ communication in a dyadic relationship. The 

sending of messages by one person and the receiving of messages by another 

person, or small group of persons, with some effect and with some 

opportunity for immediate feedback. Allows for psychologically based 

predictions, explanatory knowledge and personally established rules 

(De Vito, 1985). 

Introversion. According to Isabel Myers, one of two ways to orient to 

life~ involved with the inner world of concepts and ideas (Myers, 1980/1993 ). 

Intuition. According to Isabel Myers, one of two ways of perceiving~ 

indirect perception by way of the unconscious (Myers, 198011993). 

Judging. According to Isabel Myers, to use the judging process, either 

thinking or feeling, to deal with the outer world (Myers, 1980/1993). 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). A psychological inventory based 

on theories of Carl Jung, developed by Isabel Briggs Myers and Katharine 

Briggs. The MBTI is a nonjudgmental instrument which allows people to 

gain understanding of their preferences. It produces 16 different 

psychological types, each with its own characteristics and strengths (Myers, 

1980). Each type consists of four components representing one element of 

four pairs of preferences. The first pair is either extraversion or introversion, 

represented by E or I, and indicating preference for dealing with environment 

or direction of the flow of energy. The second pair of preferences is sensing 

or intuition, represented by S or N, and indicating preference for how a 

person perceives. The third pair of preferences is thinking or feeling, 

represented by Tor F, and indicating how a person makes judgements. 
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Finally, the last pair is judging or perception, represented by J or P, and 

indicating a preference for how a person runs his or her outer life .. 

MBII Functions. Limited to S or Nand I or F factors, so they include 

only SI, SF, NF and NT combinations. Because of their attention to 

preferences for the processes of perceiving and judging, they are typology 

factors most related to communication. 

Perceiving. According to Isabel Myers, to use the perceiving attitude, 

either sensing or intuition, to deal with the outer world (Myers, 1980/1993). 

Personality. Defined by Golembiewski (1962) " ... as abstraction 

which attempts to relate the observed behavior of an individual with his needs 

and environment" (p. 151). Presthus (1978) defines personality" . . . as a 

consistent way of reacting or accommodating to interpersonal situations" (p. 

87). 

Psychological Type. As used by Carl Jung, meaning an individual's 

methods of perceiving, judging, and reacting to the environment (Jung, 1923). 

Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT). A computerized software program 

used to compare the MBTI results of two groups (Granade & Myers, 1987). 

Self-Selection Index. As used in SR IT results, the ratio of the percent 

of type in a group compared to the percent of type in a sample (Granade & 

Myers, 1987). 

Sensing. According to Isabel Myers, one of two ways of perceiving; 

becoming aware of things directly through the five senses (Myers, 

1980/1993 ). 

Social Needs. The need for companionship, to be part of a group and 

for that group to have territory (Gregory, 1987). 
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Student Services Administrator. The chief student services officer on an 

individual campus of a two-year college, responsible for a broad range of 

student support functions , and with a title of Director, Dean or Vice President 

of Students or Student Affairs or Student Development, or a similar title. 

Tertiary Preference. The MBTI preference that is the third most 

developed process (Myers, 1980/93). 

Thinking. According to Isabel Myers, one of two ways of judging or 

coming to conclusions; by a logical process aimed at an impersonal finding 

(Myers, 1980/1993). 

Type Table. A table depiction of the 16 MBTI types and their 

frequency in a group of subjects. A summary of type preferences in a square 

grid with four types across and four types down. 

Asswnptions 

The following assumptions were made: 

1. The .MBTI is a valid instrument to measure communication style. 

2. The SIN and T/F scales on the .MBTI are the scales most related to 

communication style. 

3. The researcher's "Relationship Satisfaction Survey" is valid to 

measure both importance and satisfaction of relationship factors of academic 

and student affairs administrators. 

4. Respondents answered the questions truthfully for the self report 

instruments. 
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Delimitations 

The following factors were delimitations of the study: 

1. This study focused only on academic affairs and student affairs 

administrators, and did not include business affairs or other peer 

administrators. 

2. Only administrators from two-year community, junior and teclmical 

colleges were included in the study. 

3. Research was collected at meetings in Florida and South Carolina, 

and through the mail from Georgia, Ohio and Maryland. Conclusions can 

only be drawn about administrators in two-year colleges in those states. 

Limitations 

Participation in this study was voluntary either at professional meetings 

or through a mailed request. There may be some psychological types who are 

less likely to participate in a study using these data collection methods. 

Administrators who do not get along with their counterpart may have been 

reluctant to participate. 

Swnmary 

Need for coordination, cooperation and collaboration between the 

functions of higher education is apparent. Academic and student affairs 

functions must develop positive relationships to increase the chance for 

greater student academic achievement. Communication style is a key 

ingredient to this partnership. It is also important to determine if the 
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administrators are satisfied with their current relationship, especially 

regarding resources, policies, principles and issues. After assessment, steps 

can be determined to improve the relationship. 

Chapter II includes a review of the literature and research related to the 

topic. In Chapter III the method of research is explained, including 

participants, procedures, instrumentation and statistical techniques. Chapter 

IV presents results of the research, with outcomes of hypotheses testing and 

their relationship to the problem. Chapter V provides a summary of findings, 

discussion and conclusions related to the study's goals. Recommendations for 

future research are also proposed in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

Review of the Literature 

The literature review focuses on four areas relevant to the research. 

These areas include, in the order presented: (a) interpersonal communication, 

(b) psychological or personality type, (c) the academic/student affairs 

partnership, and (d) relationship satisfaction among coworkers . 

Interpersonal Communication 

Interpersonal communication is considered by scholars as a focus of 

study within the field of speech communications, and part of a larger field of 

communication. Research and writings in the late 19th and early 20th 

centuries included Georg Simmel's observations regarding reciprocal 

knowledge, characteristics of the dyad, interaction and types of social 

relationships. Simmel (1950) described the difficult process of putting 

complex thoughts of a person's imaginative life into representative words 

arranged in some logical manner. He believed people could only 

communicate a small portion of the ideas from their inner life. Simmel 

thought that people reveal only a few of these ideas which they select and 

arrange according to the situation. Individuals cannot imagine any interaction 

or social relation in society which is not based on the teleologically 

determined nonknowledge of one another. 
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In the 1920's attention was focused on social interaction and social 

relationships, while the hwnan relations movement led to research about the 

nature of supportive communication, openness, and effects of showing 

concern for another's needs during interaction. Research by Piaget (1926) 

about children's interactions also made significant contributions to the field. 

Although this research and writing took place early in the century, 

interpersonal communication did not receive much attention until the 1960s. 

Heider published The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations in 1958, 

which " . . . launched a line of research on attribution theory that is integral to 

the study of interpersonal communication today" (Knapp & Miller, 1994, p. 

5). Subsequently, work of Erving Goffinan (1957, 1967, 1971) focused on 

the organization of social behavior and led to reaction and focus in the 1960s 

on societal forces and social sciences. These writings anticipated significant 

societal changes soon underway. 

Predominant writers of the next three decades reacted to the civil rights 

movement, Vietnam war, increasing divorce rates and desires for personal 

freedom. These social forces spawned a concern for self development, 

personal awareness, personal relationships, small group interaction and 

persuasion. Work by Delia, W atzlawick, Barnlund, Argyle and others made 

interpersonal communications a major focus within the field of 

communication (Knapp & Miller, 1994). 

Communication theory and models were advanced by Joseph A. DeVito 

in textbooks and other publications from the 1960s. DeVito (1970) described 

the communication process as taking place in three contexts: (a) 

psychological, (b) sociological and (c) physical . Psychological aspects 

include attitudes and motivation of the people communicating, and are 
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influenced by their history, experience and knowledge. Sociological aspects 

include status and roles of the communicators, as well as nonns and cultural 

influences. Finally, physical aspects include the setting and aspects of 

physical surroundings. 

DeVito (1970) described six communication models that are useful to 

better understand the elements and processes of communication, to generate 

research, to make predictions about communication and to measure 

communication patterns. The metalinguistic model focuses on the language 

of communication, particularly syntax and grammar. Mathematical models 

focus on the message, especially quantitative measures. The receiver is the 

focus of rhetorical models, with concern for attitude and behavior changes. 

Semantic models emphasize symbols, while sociological models are 

concerned with the channel of communication. 

The psychological models reviewed by DeVito (1970) focus on 

communication as one aspect of behavior. Some psychological models see 

" . . . language as an indicator of the communicator's psychological states, his 

needs, his values, his attitudes" (p. 102). Although each model has its value, 

the emphasis on language and psychology makes the psychological model 

most related to this study. 

DeVito (1985) defined interpersonal communication in three ways: (a) 

componential, (b) relational, and (c) developmental definitions. A 

componential definition notes the components of communication " . . . as the 

sending of messages by one person and the receiving of messages by another 

person, or small group of persons, with some effect and with some 

opportunity for immediate feedback" (p. 169). A relational definition is 
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simply communication between two people who have a relationship and is 

also called a dyadic definition. Both of these definitions are broad. 

More specific and applicable to this research is a developmental 

definition. De Vito (1985) described interpersonal communication as 

developing on a continuum from impersonal to personal. Interpersonal 

communication allows for psychologically-based predictions, explanatory 

knowledge and personally established rules. Psychologically based 

predictions about how to interact with another person are those based on a 

more personal relationship, rather than simply what is known about a person 

as a member of a group or culture. When a person can predict how another 

person will react to a situation, they have explanatory knowledge from an 

interpersonal relationship with the person. Personally established rules about 

how to interact come about from a personal relationship and replace social 

nonns used in a more impersonal relationship. Finally, De Vito posited these 

factors exist to varying degrees and are determined by the development of the 

relationship. 

Relationships vary by their stage of development, multidimensional 

aspects of type and level, as well as by their breadth and depth. All of these 

factors impact the interpersonal communication that occurs between 

individuals. DeVito (1985) proposed a five stage model for relationships: (a) 

contact, (b) involvement, (c) intimacy, (d) deterioration, and (e) dissolution. 

Relationships move progressively through these stages, or back and forth 

between them. Stages may be skipped or the relationship can be stabilized at 

a stage, or exited at any stage. 

Relationships vary in type and level. Type can be romantic love, a work 

relationship, love of a child, casual friendship, et cetera. The type of 
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relationship impacts attitudes, emotions and behavior. Level of a relationship 

can be emotional, physical or intellectual, or have a varying focus on one or 

more ofthese aspects (DeVito, 1985). 

De Vito (1985) described the breadth of a relationship as "the number of 

topics talked about" and depth as "the degree to which the inner core of an 

individual is penetrated" (p. 176). He visualized social penetration as a circle 

with inner rings representing depth and pie wedges within the circle 

representing breadth. Arrows pointing inward at various places on the circle 

indicate depth and breadth. For example, a close working relationship may 

be indicated by a few arrows penetrating deeply in work-related topics . 

Effective interpersonal communication, according to DeVito (1985), has 

five qualities: (a) empathy, (b) equality, (c) openness, (d) supportiveness, and 

(e) positiveness. Empathy is " ... the ability to feel what another person is 

feeling, from that other person's perspective . .. "(p. 227). Empathy 

increases understanding and the ability to communicate with the other person. 

Equality has to do with a recognition that both parties are valuable and 

worthwhile. Equality in communication usually means both people speak and 

listen, rather than one person speaking most of the time. Openness means a 

willingness to share relevant information about oneself, to be honest and to 

take responsibility for feelings and thoughts. Supportiveness indicates a 

readiness to listen openly without prejudgment. Finally, effective 

interpersonal communication requires positiveness, including positive regard 

for oneself, for the other person and for the communication. 

Communication is a skill that can be practiced and improved like any 

other skill. A unique and personal communication style can be consciously 

developed. Benfari (1995) listed specific behaviors to facilitate aspects of 
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good communication. For example, he suggested four behaviors to 

communicate respect for an individual's worth: "1) avoid evaluation, 2) use 

the other person's name, 3) make positive statements about the other person, 

and 4) review the options with the other person" (p.l30) . Benfari also listed 

specific listening behaviors, including keeping a relaxed posture and 

maintaining eye contact. 

Gibson and Hodgetts ( 1991) described communication as a process 

involving creation of a message, sending of that message, and feedback as to 

how effectively the message was received. In interpersonal communication 

the message and feedback are sent through conversation. Gibson and 

Hodgetts also discussed common barriers to interpersonal communication 

including perception, lack of self-disclosure and language. 

Carl Rogers (Rogers & Roethlisberger, 1993) saw a major barrier to 

communication as a tendency to evaluate, especially when feelings and 

emotions are involved. Rogers believed the key to overcoming early 

judgment in communication processes is listening with understanding. 

Roethlisberger (Rogers & Roethlisberger, 1993) believed differences in 

background, experience, and motivation are also barriers to effective 

interpersonal communication. 

There are specific communication behaviors that should be eliminated. 

Satir (1972) posited there are four negative behaviors people use when under 

stress. Blamers make negative statements directed at another person to 

control communication. Some people become placators to avoid conflict or 

gain approval. Computer language is an impersonal technique that eliminates 

all reference to the communicator. Distractors constantly change from one of 

the previous styles to another and confuse communication. Satir advocated a 
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more level mode of communication that is a direct, personal and honest 

approach where verbal and nonverbal behavior is congruent. 

Howell ( 1982) also emphasized the message in person-to-person 

communication, and described the elements of messages. The physical 

phenomenon includes every element of the message that can be identified or 

measured, such as words, tone, gestures and body language. The message 

also includes its intended meaning, those that are sent by each of the 

participants. Finally, the message includes what is perceived, and how 

perceptions are interpreted. 

The gap between the intended message and the message perceived is 

called the intent-perception gap or gap of misunderstanding by Howell (1982, 

p. 47). The causes of this gap are important to improvement of interpersonal 

communication processes. Howell suggested three strategies for narrowing 

this gap. First, communicators should use a shared vocabulary to allow for 

better perception. Second, both participants must focus on shared knowledge 

to increase understanding. Finally, both should be aware of the other's 

interests and attempt to appeal to that interest to maintain the other person's 

attention. Forgetting these elements may mean the communicators are 

projecting their own vocabulary, knowledge and interest on the other person, 

leading to misunderstanding. 

Interpersonal communication is motivated by a complex set of factors . 

Habits influence communication. Examples might include thinking before 

responding, gender related communication rituals or expressions of concern. 

Motives and attitudes include people's needs, desires, values and goals, which 

vary greatly. Feelings and emotions often spark the tone and intensity of the 

communication (Howell, 1982). 

19 



Howell (1982) theorized " ... two people working together constitutes a 

dyad team. From another point of view, a larger work group is a complex set 

of dyads. Each individual in the larger group relates differently to every other 

person in the group" (p. 122). Intimacy between the two people in a working 

dyad allows them to establish their own norms and standards. Self 

sufficiency and permanency of the dyad lead to completeness, a sense of 

satisfYing each others needs in the dyad team. Howell's proposal of a 

congenial dyad team allowed for " . . . deeper penetration of issues and 

revelation of inner convictions and feelings" (p. 123). In effect, this dyad is 

self sufficient and the responsibilities are unavoidable. Ideally, respect and 

trust will flourish and a win-win attitude will prevail in the working 

relationship. 

Morford and Willing ( 1993) addressed communication as essential to 

effective administration. They theorized that good communication is key to 

fostering "a feeling of connection with the organization" (p. 1 0) that is 

difficult to achieve in today's adult education setting. Morford and Willing 

proposed it is necessary to accommodate different communication styles in 

the same manner as teachers accommodate varying learning styles. 

Communication should also vary according to the length of tenure of the 

employee, or the developmental stage of the relationship. Good 

communication is consistent and builds trust. It focuses on understanding by 

both the sender and receiver of the message. 

Communication is " . . . an essential step to vesting power . . . " in 

employees (Helgesan, 1995, p. 159). Organizations that are inclusive and 

participatory disclose and share information with employees. This open 

communication allows employees to participate and support change as it 
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lessens fear and uncertainty. The traditional division between staff and 

administration is removed as a result of direct and open interchange 

(Helgesan, 1995). 

Discussion of communication style should be separated from writing 

style, but the two have much in common. Fielden (1993) described style as 

" ... the way something is said and done, as distinguished from its 

substance" (p. 134). Fielden also suggested style involves tone, which is 

largely a judgmental reaction on the part of the receiver to the communicator's 

style. 

Effective communication style has been a popular topic used in relation 

to effective leaders. Dansereau and Markham (1987) summarized a common 

communication style of effective leaders by such characteristics as 

communication minded, approachable, open, willing to listen, and persuasive. 

The ability to accommodate a variety of communication styles in peers, 

subordinates and superiors is a highly useful tool for effective leadership. 

Good interactive managers understand their management style and their 

organization's culture. They have skills to resolve conflict at all levels. They 

are adept at dealing with stress and preventing burnout. Good managers 

depend on team concepts and foster interdependence. Interactive managers 

have " . .. effective cothmunication skills for influencing people; for 

negotiating roles with subordinates, peers and superiors; for dealing with 

difficult people; and for building morale" (Benfari, 1995, p. viii). 

Psychological or Personality Type 

Carl Rogers (Rogers & Roethlisberger, 1993) believed" ... the whole 

task of psychotherapy is to deal with a failure in communication. In 
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maladjusted people, communication within themselves has broken down, and 

as a result, their communication with others has been damaged" (p.31 ). Thus 

communication and psychology are inextricably tied. 

The Swiss physician/psychiatrist Carl lung (1923) believed that mental 

illness was caused by a disunity of the personality. His extensive work with 

mentally ill patients led to an interest in healthy personalities as well . lung 

( 1971) defined personality as " .. . a well-rmmded psychic whole that is 

capable of resistance and abounding in energy" (p. 286). In 1923 lung 

published Psychological Types, including a detailed review and history of 

typology. His own work led to a theory that each person carries out all 

mental activities by perceiving and judging processes. lung believed people 

perceive either by sensation or intuition, with sensation characterized by 

dependence on the five senses and intuition characterized by an attitude of 

expectancy, vision and penetration. Also, each person tends to judge in either 

a thinking or feeling way, with thinking types being oriented by objective data 

and feeling types by subjective values (lung, 1971). 

These two pairs of preferences allowed for eight combinations or 

personality types. However, lung (1971) theorized there is a third pair of 

preferences representing a person's orientation to the world. He invented the 

now frequently misused and misunderstood terms of extraversion and 

introversion. lung believed a person has a preference for extraversion if they 

prefer to turn outward to the world and act. A preference for introversion is 

demonstrated in a tendency to turn to one's inner world and reflect. 

1 ung ( 1971) believed type represents patterns of behavior, rather than 

random behavior. Additionally, people are born with tendencies or 

preferences for these behavior patterns, although with maturity people can 
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develop or achieve balance in their psychological or personality type. It 

should be noted Jung developed these theories about healthy personalities, 

not the mentally ill . Additionally, Jung believed each person is unique, and 

uses each of the preferences to some degree. 

Jung (1971) believed one of the preferences is the governing or unifying 

force . This dominant process is either the perceptive (sensing or intuition) or 

judging (thinking or feeling) preference. Extraverts use their dominant 

function in the external world. In the case of the introvert, Jung thought the 

dominant function was not as apparent because it was turned toward the inner 

world, in which case the second most developed process, or auxiliary, is 

extraverted to the outer world. It follows there is a tertiary or third developed 

process and an inferior, or least developed and least mature preference, which 

is the opposite of the dominant. 

To further clarify, J ung ( 1971) believed people develop their dominant 

process, but rather than remain one-dimensional, they also must develop an 

auxiliary process to maintain balance. For example, people whose dominant 

function is either sensing or intuition, will develop either thinking or feeling as 

their auxiliary. The opposite of their dominant will be the inferior or least 

developed function, and the opposite of their auxiliary will be the tertiary. To 

illustrate, a person may be sensing (dominant) with thinking (auxiliary) and 

described as having a practical outlook tending to logical analysis. 

Katharine Briggs began developing a theory about human personality in 

the early 1900s, about the same time as Carl Jung. With the translation of 

Jung's work into English, she realized their similarity and began to expand his 

theory. She included preferences for dealing with organization of one's life as 

either judging or perceiving types. Lawrence (1993) described this fourth 

23 



dimension of preferences. Judging types like to plan ahead and carry out 

their lives with settled judgments. They run their outer lives using their 

preferred judgment process, thinking or feeling. Perceptive types prefer to 

remain flexible and open. They use their perceiving process, sensing or 

intuition, to run their outer lives. 

Isabel Briggs Myers collaborated with her mother, Katharine, and the 

result was the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (See Table 1, Myers & 

McCaulley, 1985). Combinations of the four pairs of preferences allow for 

16 different personality types, simply represented by combinations of letters, 

such as ENF 1. Extensive research was used in developing the instrument. 

(Myers & McCaulley, 1985; Myers, 1980/93) Over the past 50 years the 

MBTI has been given to over 2,500,000 individuals, translated into 24 

languages, and used for research in management, religious settings, 

psychotherapy, and education. 

Brock (1990) studied selling and influencing using psychological type 

with the conclusion that the four functions (ST, SF, NT, NF) are the part of 

psychological type most closely related to communication skills. She 

described the communication style of each function, with ST (sensing plus 

thinking) focusing on practical details or facts, SF (sensing plus feeling) on 

details about people, NT (intuition plus thinking) on logical implications and 

NF (intuition plus feeling) on wanting to impact people's lives. 

Brock (1990) believed there are behavior cues that indicate a person's 

current preference for a response. In other words, a knowledgeable person 

does not need to administer a formal instrument (MBTI) to know an 

individual's type. A person can watch for behavior cues and then respond 
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Table 1 

Conceptual Model ofthe Myers-Briggs Personality Preferences 

Extraversion 

Drawn to objects 

and people in the 

environment 

E 

Sensing S 

Perceptions 

observable by way 

of the five senses 

Thinking I 

Judgment that 

links ideas by making 

logical connections 

Judging J 

Orientation to outer 

world uses thinking or 

feeling judgment 

I Introversion 

Interested in inner world 

of concepts and 

ideas 

N Intuition 

Perceptions of possibilities, 

meanings, and relationships 

by way of insight 

F Feeling 

Judgment that makes 

decisions by weighing 

relative values and merits of 

the issues 

P Perceiving 

Orientation to outer 

world uses sensing or intuitive 

perception 

Note Adapted from Manual: A guide to the development and use of the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator by I. B. Myers and M. H. McCaulley, 1985, pp. 

12-14. 
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appropriately. For example, an extravert will speak rapidly and think aloud. 

Another person wanting to communicate should respond by willingness to 

talk through the problem or decision. Sensing types will desire facts and 

practicality. Intuitives will want to consider possibilities. Understanding how 

to influence different types can facilitate communication. 

Hirsh (1992) refered to the ST, SF, NF and NT as the Functions Lens (p. 

63). Her work on team building includes the fi.mctions partly because of their 

importance in the communication process. People use their perception, either 

sensing or intuition, in determining how they view the world. People 

organize their perceptions or use their judgment through their thinking or 

feeling preferences. Consequently, people with the ST fi.mction are focused 

on details and reality. They are concerned with logical cause and effect, and 

frequently communicate facts. People with preferences for S and F organize 

facts in relation to their values~ that is what they consider important for 

themselves and others . Their communication is derived from what they 

perceive to be their needs and the needs of others. People with NF 

preferences are focused on the future and associated possibilities. They are 

concerned with relationships and values, and these are also the focus of their 

communication. People with preferences for NT are insightful and rational. 

Their communication is often about strategies, vision and potentials. Hirsh 

(1992) believed each functional pair makes an important contribution to 

teamwork, but each also brings inadequacies. All four are needed for the best 

team possible. 

Myers (1980/1993) discussed the difficulty opposite personality types 

can encounter working together. In general, opposite functions on a team or 

dyad can complement each other because they allow for a variety of 
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approaches and perspectives. However, sometimes when coworkers are 

opposite in both perceiving and judging preferences, they have difficulty in 

finding common understanding to facilitate communication. Persuasion 

becomes an important aspect of communication, especially in these 

circumstances. Myers (1980/1993) concluded: 

No type has everything. The introverts and thinkers, though 

likely to arrive at the most profound decisions, may have the 

most difficulty in getting their conclusions accepted. The 

opposite types (extraverts and sensing types) are best at 

communicating, but not as adept at determining the truths to 

be communicated. (p. 118) 

Myers suggested all people work to develop their lesser preferred 

preferences. She noted and listed the usefulness of opposites. For example, 

intuitives need sensing types to bring up facts and sensing types need 

intuitives to bring up possibilities. 

Interpersonal communication was seen by Yeakley (1982) as an area 

impacted by differences in personality type. Yeakley believed people's 

primary communication style is indicated by their dominant process, either S, 

N, T or F. This most fully developed style is determined by whether they are 

introverted or extraverted, and whether they are judging or perceiving. Their 

auxiliary process is second in influencing communication style, the tertiary 

third and the inferior function last. 

Yeakley (1982) devised a communication adjustment index to reflect 

descending levels of communication style important to an individual. He 

described six studies using the communication adjustment scales to look at 

similarity in psychological type. Results of the studies showed " .. . the more 
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similar two people are in the ways in which their psychological types are 

reflected in communication style preferences, the easier it will be for them to 

communicate effectively" (p. 26). 

Bayne (1995) reminded us" . . . a major aim of type theory is to 

encourage the constructive use of differences" (p. 141). He also suggested 

potential communication problems resulting from these differences . Sensing 

types will focus on details and realism, while intuitives emphasize the general 

picture and speculation. Thinking types are seen as unsympathetic and 

critical, while feeling types can be considered illogical and too agreeable . 

Bayne suggested sensing types try to see the overall picture first and intuitives 

look for relevant detail. Thinking types might consider effects on people and 

points of agreement, while feeling types should consider reasons and 

consequences and attempt to be brief (Bayne, 1995). 

Carey, Hamilton and Shanklin ( 1985) reported research on female 

roommate dyads regarding a relationship between communication style 

preference and relationship satisfaction. The researchers used Yeakley's 

Method to measure the degree of type similarity within a relationship. "The 

level of dyadic relationship satisfaction proved to be positively related to 

communication style similarity as predicted by Yeakley. Further, dyads 

predicted to show the greatest ease of communication showed the greatest 

consistency in relationship satisfaction ratings" (p. 38). 

Years of type research yielded type preferences for the United States 

general population. Several studies have been done, but the most recent was 

reported in the Journal of Psychological Type by Hammer and Mitchell 

(1996) . Approximately 46o/o of people are extraverts and 54% introverts . 

Sensing types represent 68o/o of the population, while intuitive types are only 
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32%. Just over half the population, or 53o/o, are thinking types, with 47°/o 

scoring as feeling types. Nearly three-fifths, or 58%, prefer judging, with 

42% scoring as perceiving types. 

The results for men and women in the study were slightly different. 

Hammer and Mitchell ( 1996) reported more women scored as sensing types 

(71%) than men ( 64%). About 69% of men scored as thinking types and only 

two-fifths, or 39%, of women scored as thinking types. Conversely, the 

results showed only 21% of men, but 61 o/o of women, scored as feeling types. 

Also, more women scored as judging types (61 o/o) than males (55o/o). "For 

both men and women, introverted sensing was the most frequent dominant 

function. Despite the fact that there were more Is than Es for both genders, 

there were almost twice as many dominant, extraverted Ns as dominant 

introverted Ns among both men and women" (p. 5). 

Type tables, or summaries of type preferences, are also available for 

various occupations and groups. Such data show that " ... at all levels, 

educational administrators have large numbers of tough-minded T J types 

found in samples of executives in business organizations" (Myers & 

McCaulley, 1985, p. 136). Myers and McCaulley (1985) point out there are 

cautions for these technically successful administrators, as they can forget to 

focus on communication and teamwork, and to appreciate the contributions of 

faculty and staff. 

Studies contrasting the SIN and T IF preferences of academic and student 

affairs administrators as separate groups are not available. Studies do show 

specific types are attracted to specific careers, or said differently, some 

careers have a preponderance of one or a few types. For example, 
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administrators of all types are predominantly STJ, accountants ST, 

salespeople SF, creative writers NF and scientists NT. 

Research compiled by the Center for Application of Psychological Type 

(CAPT) showed educational administrators from all levels of education have 

more MBTI feeling (F) types than typically found in business, industry and 

government. However, a sample of 341 administrators from institutions of 

higher education reported 57% having a preference for thinking (T) and 44% 

for feeling. On the sensing/intuition scale 37% preferred sensing and 63% 

preferred intuition (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 

McCaulley (1990) reported on a sample of 51 student personnel 

administrators from 22 colleges and universities collected in 1983 by David 

Robertson. It is not clear if these administrators were chief student affairs 

administrators on their respective campuses. Results reported 58% scored as 

feeling types and only 42% as thinking types. Also, 40% scored as sensing 

types and 60% as intuitive types (McCaulley, 1990). 

Griswold-Schlesinger (1986) studied student personnel administrators in 

New England and collected a sample of 61 administrators. Results indicated 

51% scored as feeling types and 49o/o as thinking types. Also, 47 .5% scored 

as sensing types and 52.5o/o as intuitive types. She also reported 25o/o scored 

as ST, 23o/o as SF, 17o/o as NF and 25o/o as NT (Griswold-Schlesinger, 1986). 

If academic affairs and student affairs administrators are significantly 

different on the sensing or intuitive and thinking or feeling scales, it could 

have a serious impact on their mutual, dyadic communication. As Myers 

(1980/1993) stated, "Communication between different types is a greater 

problem than is generally recognized. A statement that is clear and 

reasonable to one type may sound meaningless or preposterous to another " 
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(p. 164). Myers was encouraging in her belief that techniques can be applied 

to overcome these communication barriers. 

Academic/Student Affairs Partnership 

A review of literature found the academic and student affairs partnership 

has evolved from a unified approach in colonial times, to separate and 

independent operations by the 1900's. With the many societal changes in the 

recent three decades, attention has refocused on the necessity of academic 

and student affairs personnel to work closely together to increase the chance 

for student success. Students come to institutions with multiple barriers to 

learning including economic, familial and academic problems. Daryl Smith 

(1982) believed isolation of student affairs within institutions "weakens our 

profession and, more critically, our ability to affect the education of students" 

(p. 53) . 

. Responsibility for collaborative activities is being shared by academic 

and student affairs professionals to varying degrees and under differing 

structures. Activities may include the following areas, as well as participation 

on teams and task forces that deal with any institutional challenge: (a) 

marketing, (b) placement, (c) fundraising, (d) student activities, 

(e) recruitment, (f) retention, (g) facilities planning, (h) enrollment 

management, (i) admissions, (j) support services, and (k) staff training. 

Culp and Helfgot ( 1995) looked at partnerships as both internal and 

external. Internal partnerships were largely with the academic area including 

advising, informing, marketing and recruiting, placing, supporting and 

teaching. Particular focus was given to partnerships that support the teaching 

and learning process. These activities could include early intervention 
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programs, academic support workshops, position papers of importance to 

faculty, teaching/learning faculty workshops, student support groups and 

assistance with teaching mini-units in the classroom. 

Research regarding the partnership has taken several approaches, mostly 

qualitative in nature. One exception is Smith and Weith (1985) who explored 

a value-added concept as applied by Alexander Astin (1982) to higher 

education. This approach had its basis in manufacturing where each addition 

on the assembly line is quantitatively measured for the worth or value it adds 

to the final product. Applied to higher education, the value-added concept 

measured actual learning and perceived help of programs and services within 

institutions. Objective measures used have included pre- and posttests to 

assess academic and intellectual learning. Assessment instruments applied to 

student services programs also provide quantitative data. A study of a 

Midwest regional state institution that adopted this approach using the 

American College Test, an interest survey and grade point averages, 

suggested more value is added when academic and student affairs staffs work 

together toward a student's success (Smith & Weith, 1985). 

In 1987, the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators 

Journal published a series of articles edited by Suzanne Brown highlighting 

aspects and the importance of the relationship between academic and student 

affairs. The occasion was the 50th anniversary of The Student Personnel 

Point of View, published in 193 7 by the American Council on Education, and 

which stated the ideals of student development. In that series, various authors 

contributed their perspective about collaborative activities necessary for the 

success of students. 
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Stodt and Klepper ( 1987) suggested retention is a result of educational 

excellence. "The preeminent requirement for success ... clearly indicated by 

the various bodies of research, was collaboration throughout the institution 

and especially between the academic and student affairs domains" (p . 15). 

Applying this concept, 12 Middle Atlantic institutions formed a consortium 

that required collaboration in order for projects to be funded by the 

consortium. After two years of experience, it was clearly concluded 

collaboration produced more effective retention practices. 

Schroeder, DiTiberio and Kalsbeek (1987) applied the theories of Carl 

lung and personality type to assist faculty at St. Louis University to better 

understand the learning style of their students. The TRATI...S (Tracking 

Retention and Academic Integration by Learning Styles) project administered 

the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) to entering students and provided 

the students' results to their program faculty. Additional quantitative data 

regarding major, academic performance and attrition was monitored. The 

authors concluded: 

By sharing knowledge of the diversity of learner characteristics 

exhibited by students today, student affairs professionals can 

help faculty design instructional methods that respond effectively 

to this diversity. As a result, the longtime dream of an authentic 

partnership between student and academic affairs may be realized. 

(p. 20) 

McAuliffe, Huskey and Buchanan (1987) also highlighted the value of 

collaboration between academic and student affairs to impact the learning 

process. The authors described the Learning Assistance Program at 

Greenfield Community College in Massachusetts carried out jointly by faculty 
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and student affairs counselors. The program included a director who 

participates in both the academic and student affairs decision-making bodies, 

a tutoring program involving instructors and counselors, learning labs 

including a counselor, and counselors placed in academic divisions to assist 

students. The authors also described a collaborative health program involving 

faculty and health services, as well as a joint effort to provide a smooth 

transition for students transferring to a four-year college. 

In the early eighties, Daryl Smith questioned the value of continuing the 

student development model which separates student affairs from the rest of 

the institution. Smith (1982) suggested the very nature of the separate 

structure for student development may impede creation of an environment 

that leads to the development of students. "The model has failed to address 

the institution's mission and the centrality of the role of academic and 

intellectual development" (p. 55). Nutter and Hurst (1987) posited one means 

of structuring the partnership would be to form a council made up of 

academic and student affairs deans. Citing an on-going advisory council at 

the University of Wyoming established in 1981, the authors described a 

problem-oriented council that has provided the institution with several well

researched solutions. 

Structure and a systematic approach were also the focus of Syracuse 

University in its attempt to integrate academic and student affairs. Eickman 

(1987) described how the chief academic and student affairs officers had to 

both agree to a structured planning process before initiating the concept with 

key middle and upper-level managers. With an ultimate goal of influencing 

student outcomes, attention was given to expanding institutional working 

relationships. Areas impacted were teaching and learning, research, 
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publications, evaluation, course-cuniculum design, orientation, consultations 

and several department/program partnerships. Long-term commitments 

resulted and "now there is a growing awareness of shared responsibility and a 

common set of objectives to meet students' needs" (p. 44). 

Seattle University developed "The Horizon Model" to visually depict the 

collaborative relationship between the academic and student life areas of the 

institution. The model has a base of academic and student life areas 

representing both the cognitive and affective domains With support from the 

community. This base feeds teaching and learning contexts and ultimately 

leads to an enhanced student. Stringer, Steckler and Johnson (1987) 

proposed the new model improves on previous dialogue between the areas 

and moves the institution into true collaboration. Concrete examples of 

activities established as a result of the model include a new student 

orientation program, a retreat program for student life professionals, and 

collaborative design of two seminars for students. 

Several articles expressed a concern for perception and attitude among 

student affairs professionals. Creeden (1987) proposed student affairs has not 

done its part to facilitate integration of the academic and student affairs areas . 

Attitudes he found prejudicial and counterproductive included comments such 

as: 

1. "The only people around here who care about students are 

student personnel staff." 

2. "Our work is more important than faculty instruction and research." 

3. "Faculty do not work as hard as we do. They are never in their 

offices." 

4. "The faculty member is not responsive to this student's problems. 
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If he or she were, the student would not have failed the course." 

(p. 61-63) 

Results of a survey of student affairs officers by Reger and Hyman 

(1987) revealed their concern that faculty do not view student affairs officers 

as educators, but rather as administrators. This perception may impede their 

impact on the educational process at the heart of the student development 

model. Ryan (1987) also expressed concern for faculty perception of student 

affairs and suggested student affairs administrators participate more in the 

academic decision-making process, including curriculum development and 

faculty training. 

In an overview of the 1987 NASPA special edition on the academic and 

student affairs partnership, Suzanne Brown (1987) concluded that ability to 

successfully deal with issues related to the quality of undergraduate education 

will depend " . . . to a large extent on the degree to which student affairs and 

academic affairs people pool their skills, insights, and expertise to do the job" 

(p. 7). Kuh, Shedd and Whitt (1987) added, "As students and faculty become 

increasingly pluralistic, the capacity of student affairs professionals to 

recognize and respond with sensitivity and creativity to individuals will 

become increasingly valuable to both students and institutions" (p.258). They 

suggest more time is needed before " . . . the intellectual and affective 

domains are routinely viewed as inextricably intertwined rather than as 

mutually exclusive" (p. 258). 

Relationship Satisfaction of Coworkers 

Man is a social being. Gregory ( 1987) proposed that man has various 

needs in addition to the physical need for air, water, food and safety. He 
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concluded social needs are prominent, and include the need for 

companionship, to be part of a group and for that group to have territory. 

Needs are not only inborn, but also influenced by experiences. Relationships 

play a major role in shaping experiences. 

Maslow's (1970) classic theory of the hierarchy of human needs 

suggested these needs range from lower order basic needs to the highest order 

need for self actualization. Specifically, Maslow hierarchically ranked those 

needs from: (a) physiological needs, (b) safety needs, (c) belongingness 

needs, (d) esteem needs, to (e) self actualization needs. As the lower level 

needs are satisfied, new higher order needs emerge. Belongingness needs 

motivate a person to develop relationships and strive to be accepted by peers. 

The only need that cannot be fully satisfied is the need for self actualization 

or self fulfillment. These human needs drive motivation. 

Since social interaction is a need that must be satisfied, people are 

motivated to enter into relationships in their personal and professional lives. 

According to Porter, Lawler and Hackman (1975), relationships between 

people are often used to gain self knowledge. "Individuals often use social 

reality to test and compare their own abilities, ideas and views in order to 

increase their self understanding" (p. 39). People also use social relationships 

to gain information about their organization's environment. 

Management assumptions about workers influence not only their 

motivation and behavior, but also their relationships with each other. 

McGregor's (1960) classic Theory X and Theory Y proposed some managers 

(X) assume employees dislike work, need close supervision, need formal 

direction and value job security over all else. Other managers (Y) believe 
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employees enjoy satisfying work, are self-directed, seek responsibility and 

value creativity. 

Likert (1967) suggested there are four kinds of management systems. 

System 1 is authoritarian, with decisions coming down from the top and 

Theory X assumptions prevailing. System 2 has little involvement of 

subordinates in decision making, with some condescending trust and 

delegation of authority. System 3 has more trust and participatory decision 

making, but mostly at lower levels. In System 4, management has complete 

trust in subordinates, and decision making is widely dispersed. Motivation is 

by rewards and communication is good throughout the organization. 

Likert and Likert (1976) discussed the impact ofthe management 

systems and related assumptions about employees on coworker relationships: 

Hostility and fear among members will be greatest in System 

1 organizations, less in System 2 and even less in System 3. 

In System 4 organizations and to some extent in System 3, 

favorable attitudes replace hostility, and working relationships 

become cooperative. Members of System 4 organizations 

seek to help one another, and their motivation and capacity 

to cooperate become substantial as their working relationships 

are firmly established. (p. 49) 

Likert (1967) reported on the importance of peer group loyalty to the 

success and productivity of a work entity. A manager who can develop 

supportive relationships among peers will find more motivation by unit 

members toward reaching unit goals. Supportive relationships combined with 

group decision making and supervision, lead to high performance. 
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"The extent to which well established working relationships exist among 

its personnel is an important variable for every organization," according to 

Likert and Likert (1976, p. 49). Coworkers need time to develop 

understanding and communication patterns between each other. This is why 

a change of employees can temporarily impact performance of the group. 

Herzberg (1966) suggested that the opposite of satisfaction is not 

dissatisfaction, but rather no satisfaction. Herzberg's model of motivation

hygiene factors was developed after several research studies of people at 

work. Results suggested a set of factors (motivators) led to motivation and 

satisfaction and another set of factors (maintenance or hygiene factors) led to 

dissatisfaction. Herzberg included organizational climate as a maintenance 

factor. 

Halpin and Croft (1962) first presented the concept of organizational 

climate in an educational setting in their research report, The Organizational 

Climate of Schools. One of the factors important to climate was intimacy, 

which involves social cohesiveness among peers. People at work have a need 

for friendly social interaction to perceive a positive organizational climate. 

Halpin (1966) theorized social interactions at work have three parameters. 

One parameter, authenticity, involves whether the individual's behavior is 

open. Satisfaction, another parameter, includes both adequate task 

accomplishment and meeting of social needs. Finally, leadership initiation 

involves how much a person can initiate leadership action. 

Helgesen (1995) described successful organizations as organic, based 

" . . . on nurturing good relationships, in which the niceties of hierarchical 

rank and distinction played little part; and in which lines of communication 

were multiplicitous, open and diffuse" (p. 10). These organizations are flat in 
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structure and focus on shared responsibility, creativity and high morale . 

Helgesen called this type of organization a web of inclusion. The people in 

the organization are essential and far more important than structure, 

measurement and procedures. Communication is through open, real 

dialogues . 

Fred Fiedler (1967) carried out significant research on leadership 

effectiveness and, concurrently, the interactions of personality and 

environment. He devised the Least Preferred Co-worker (LPC) scale in 

which he measured various factors describing a person with whom the 

participant has had difficulty working in a collaborative manner. He found 

those who were positive on their LPC believed interpersonal relations are 

important for task accomplishment. Those who were negative held task 

accomplishment as more important than interpersonal relationships. Fiedler 

and Garcia (1987) described the low-LPC person as believing in "business 

before pleasure" and the high-LPC person as believing" .. . close 

relationships with coworkers are the prerequisite to team success" (p. 78). 

Maier (1955) suggested studies show there is a relationship between 

popularity at work and job satisfaction. More popular employees were 

happier with many aspects of work including security, working conditions, 

friendliness of coworkers, management communication, supervisors and 

management in general. "It is apparent that the employees' view of their jobs 

or their company depend not only upon the nature of their work and the kind 

of treatment the company gives them, but also upon their status with other 

employees" (p. 116). 

The importance of interpersonal relationships in the workplace has led 

South Carolina to develop a public school curriculum to teach students 
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interpersonal skills necessary for success. Eighteen competencies are 

emphasized and include adaptability, attendance, attitude, communication 

(verbal, non-verbal and written), confidence, cooperation, enthusiasm, 

grooming, initiative, leadership, loyalty, maintenance, perseverance, 

reliability, tact and time management. Special emphasis and significant 

teaching time are devoted to the three communication factors (Danner, 1990). 

Dunlap (1990) described a mentorship program for practicing 

administrators in which studies were carried out to determine traits most 

important to the relationship between mentor and mentee partnerships. These 

dyads focused on professional aspects, rather than social aspects, of their 

relationships. Successful mentorship dyads included traits of trust, mutual 

respect, openness, commitment and friendship . 

In a paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the University Council for 

Educational Administration in 1994, McCafferty reported on how a sense of 

community is built at an administrator academy in the Midwest. The program 

teaches reflective practices and interpersonal communication. Participants 

developed collegial relationships by learning trust and interdependence. It 

was important for them to see each other as resources, to share work and to 

develop good interpersonal communication skills. The success of the training 

program was found to be dependent on positive and personal relationships. 

Several authors (Barth, 1992; Sergiovanni, 1992; Foster, 1989) found 

that relationships were essential to successful leadership and improvement in 

educational settings. Foster (1989) wrote, "Leadership, in the final analysis, 

is the ability of humans to relate deeply to each other in the search for a more 

perfect union. Leadership is a consensual task, a sharing of ideas and a 

sharing of responsibilities" (p . 61). 
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In a paper presented at the annual convention of the American 

Association of Community and Junior Colleges, Linda Reisser (1980) 

suggested ways for administrators to create healthy working relationships 

with other administrators. Reisser made five assumptions about the college 

workplace: 

1. College politics involves people working with each other in 

professional relationships. 

2. Since human beings are involved in these relationships, there are 

needs and feelings which constantly arise. 

3. Professional relationships involve the use of power. 

4. Power in colleges is distributed among groups and individuals. 

5. Since there is a scarcity of resources, political maneuvering is an 

ongoing fact of life. (p. 3-4) 

Reisser believed these conflicts can be overcome by creating healthy 

working relationships. Conditions for healthy working relationships include 

clear goals, clear roles, good communication, positive atmosphere, 

professional ethics, persistence and compromise. 

Relationships are a type of personal power, according to Helgesen 

(1995). In her book, Web of Inclusion, she described the importance of 

connections in organizations. The alliances formed through relationships are 

"the key to the actual distribution of power" (p. 115). The term power relates 

to the ability to get things done. Helgesen suggested the building of 

nonpositional power prepares leaders for positional power in the future . 

Bell, Roloff, Van Camp and Karol (1990) studied whether 

administrators at the top are lonelier than middle or lower level employees. 

They found that the best predictor of loneliness is work-group cohesion. 
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Those who felt their work group was close and cohesive were less likely to 

feel lonely, despite long hours, than those who thought their work group was 

not close. It was suggested top administrators may convert secondary 

relationships at work to primary relationships in their lives, thus satisfying 

their need for friends with minimal effort outside work. 

Some writers indicated there is a relationship between job satisfaction 

and the quality of social interaction in an organization. Clarkson and Shaw 

( 1992) theorized organizations are social systems in which relationships 

between people play a vital role. However, the exact nature of the impact of 

social interactions on job satisfaction is not clear. "As the global environment 

becomes ever more complex and interdependent, there is a growing 

recognition of a person's need to understand further the patterns created 

between people and the implications for organizational functioning" (p. 18). 

Clarkson and Shaw (1992) organized work relationships into five types. 

The unfinished relationship is a dysfunctional one that may have little relation 

to reality. "This is when people's reactions are inappropriate, exaggerated, 

overly defensive, and sometimes destructive of the contractual working 

relationship" (p. 21 ). The working alliance is based on a shared task and is a 

sound, working relationship. It is" ... characterized by love of the work and 

the satisfaction of working with others in a task which has personal meaning 

for all involved, as well as a collective ownership of the project" (p. 23). The 

developmental relationship can be based on an explicit contract with defined 

mutual responsibilities, but changing over time as individuals evolve. The 

personal relationship is " .. . based on the subjective appreciation of another. 

Shared tasks, shared experiences and shared values often lead to feelings of 

closeness, affection and intimacy among colleagues in the workplace" (p. 25). 
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Finally, the transpersonal relationship is when people " ... appreciate the 

profound connectivity of human beings to one another, nature and even the 

universe" (p. 27). Organizations with these types of relationships exhibit a 

whole greater than the sum of individuals, or synergistic characteristics. 

Satisfaction with coworker relationships has been shown to have some 

relation to job satisfaction. Although Wheeless (1982) and others reported 

communication with the supervisor as the most important element in job 

satisfaction, they found interpersonal relationships with coworkers to be 

important also. Several researchers (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969; 

Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970) included coworker 

relationships as important to job satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction was seen by Candler, Yarbrough and Sparkman (1988) 

as having four facets: (a) demographic variables such as age and experience, 

(b) rewards such as recognition and salary (c) functional variables such as 

decision making and communication, and, (d) interpersonal relationships. In 

a study of 745 school business officials, the researchers correlated job 

satisfaction with 41 factors of the Michigan Organizational Assessment 

Questionnaire. A significant correlation (r > .5) existed between job 

satisfaction and the factors of friendliness of coworkers (.60), coworkers 

respect you (.67), coworker friendliness satisfaction (.65) and coworker 

respect satisfaction (.72). This study supports the hypothesis that 

interpersonal relationships are an important ingredient in job satisfaction. 

V ogt ( 197 5) suggested that attention to conflict management is an 

important element for increased cohesion in the university community. She 

described five subdivisions of managerial work including "building of good 

interpersonal relationships with subordinates, peers and superiors" (p. 3) as 
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one of the five. The larger the institution, the more likely there is to be 

conflict. This is partially a factor in the difficulty of communication in a large 

organization. Large organizations also have a greater likelihood of divergent 

values which lead to conflict. 

Benfari (1995) described seven conflict management styles which are " . 

. . behaviors used to resolve disputes based on the assumptions and beliefs of 

the participants" (p. 124). The win-lose style has high concern for personal 

goals and low concern for the relationship. A lose-yield style sacrifices 

personal values for the relationship. This is actually the beginning of conflict 

avoidance. The lose-leave style is the extreme of conflict avoidance where 

the participant physically or emotionally leaves or complies readily. A 

compromise style involves bargaining with the ultimate goal of justice and the 

common good. Frequently problems are not fully addressed or the outcome is 

flawed. The win-win style is collaborative and attempts to effectively solve 

problems. This approach is positive, but must be learned and practiced. The 

contextual style involves using different styles with different people or in 

different situations. Finally, the paradoxical style used two opposite patterns 

and is confusing to the participant. 

Conflict management is a natural ingredient to any relationship. 

Effective resolution of conflict is essential to a good, working partnership. 

Knowledge and skills to resolve conflict involve effective communication, 

mutual understanding and common goals (Benfari, 1995). 

Schutz ( 1966/1977) studied the concept of interpersonal compatibility in 

dyads. He explained interpersonal behavior in terms of an individual's 

orientation to others. Schutz believeed people have three interpersonal needs, 

including inclusion, control and affection. Each of these needs has two 
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aspects, which are expressed and wanted. Expressed needs are behaviors 

shown to others, and wanted needs are behaviors desired from others. The 

need for inclusion is related to an individual's desire to include others in his or 

her life and to be included by others. The need for control is a measure of 

desire to take charge of situations or to be directed by others. The need for 

affection is related to how open an individual is to being close in their 

interpersonal relationships. Schutz developed an instrument, the FIRO-B, to 

measure these needs. 

Schutz ( 1966/1977) theorized that compatibility of relationships is 

dependent on reciprocal need satisfaction. That is, people with compatible 

expressed and wanted needs are more likely to establish satisfactory 

interpersonal relationships. Schutz also found that high compatibility, as 

measured by his instrument, was more likely to lead to productivity. 

Benfari (1995) theorized there are five needs to be considered when 

assessing coworker interpersonal relationships. He called this group of needs 

Bosses/Peers/Subordinates Relation Needs. Need for deference involves a 

need for respect and to know what others think. "Genuine deference to 

another generates mutual respect and is the easiest way to build a 

relationship" (p. 69). No need for deference results in questioning authority 

and, sometimes, in rebellion. 

Autonomy is the need to be independent at work and to make decisions, 

determine goals and be self directed. If the need for autonomy is strong, it 

can have a negative impact on team work or offend those with a need for 

deference. If an employee is not competent, a high need for autonomy can 

lead to poor decisions and irresponsibility (Benfari, 1995). 
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The third need described by Benfari ( 1995) is nurturance, the need to 

give support. Benfari wrote that there is empirical evidence to support the 

idea that it is equally distributed in men and women. Nurturance is a key 

ingredient for effective team building and essential for good interpersonal 

relationships . It should be noted a high need for nurturance can irritate others 

and have a negative impact on the relationship. 

Another ingredient to team building and good interpersonal relationships 

is succorance, or the need for support from others. This need can be satisfied 

through coworker relationships and team support, although most employees 

seek it from their superior. Too high of a need for succorance, especially 

when combined with low need to nurture, puts pressure on the time and 

energy of others (Benfari, 1995). 

Finally, abasement is the need to accept responsibility readily. An 

employee with a high need for abasement is seen as hyperresponsible . 

Accepting responsibility too readily seems to have a negative impact on 

relationships, as would low abasement resulting in not participating fully in 

work production. An appropriate balance for each of these needs is important 

(Benfari, 1995). 

Poor interpersonal relationships may be improved by review of these 

needs in each of the participants. Unmet, inappropriate or unreasonable 

needs may have a negative impact on the relationship. In a dyad partnership, 

mismatched needs could lead to an unsatisfactory relationship. 

Benfari (1995) believed there are six key aspects to management style. 

These include psychological type, needs, power, conflict style, organizational 

culture and organizational stress. He suggested several cognitive-behavioral 

techniques to improve management style by assessing each of these aspects. 
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He proposed that managers first gain self understanding, and then work 

toward improving their management style. Communication and relationship 

skills are key targets for improvement. 

Summary 

Research supports the importance of interpersonal communication and a 

positive relationship between coworkers as being significant contributors to 

organizational climate and task accomplishment. Rogers believed perception 

and evaluation are an essential aspect of communication. lung, Briggs and 

Myers saw preferences in personality type as key to how people perceive and 

judge information. Studies show collaboration between academic and student 

affairs areas of the college to be beneficial to student success. The nature of 

interpersonal communication and relationship satisfaction between the chief 

administrators of these two areas of the college was explored to allow for 

application of strategies to improve communication and/or the relationship. 
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CHAPTER III 

Methodology 

Introduction 

The purpose of this dissertation was to compare the communication style 

of academic and student affairs administrators and to determine whether these 

administrators are satisfied with their mutual relationship. Two-year colleges 

were targeted because they have a clearer distinction between academic and 

student affairs administrators than do universities or private colleges. The 

study was descriptive and non-experimental. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were addressed: 

I . What are the differences, if any, in interpersonal communication style 

of academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators as 

measured by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) functions of 

sensing(S) or intuition(!) and thinking(T) or feeling(F)? 

2. What are the differences, if any, in the importance of aspects of the 

relationship of academic affairs administrators and student affairs 

administrators as measured by the researcher's Relationship Satisfaction 

Survey? 

3. What are the differences, if any, in satisfaction with aspects of the 

relationship of academic affairs administrators and student affairs 
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administrators as measured by the researcher's Relationship Satisfaction 

Survey? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

HO 1: There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators scores on the sensing 

or intuition scale of the MBTI. 

H02: There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators scores on the thinking 

or feeling scale of the MBTI. 

H03 : There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators responses on the sum 

of the six importance scale items of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey. 

H04: There is no statistically significant difference between academic 

affairs administrators and student affairs administrators responses on the sum 

of the six satisfaction scale items of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey. 

Subjects 

To maximize the survey response rate, personal requests to 

administrators in two-year colleges were used rather than a national mailing. 

A personal appeal at state meetings and mailings with cover letters from 

someone known by the participants were used in hopes of a higher response 

rate at a lower cost to the researcher. 

The sample was composed of the chief academic affairs and chief 

student affairs administrators from two-year community, junior and technical 

50 



colleges in Florida, South Carolina, Georgia, Maryland and Ohio. Chief 

administrators from each area were those who have primary responsibility on 

their campus for academic or student affairs functions . Consequently, some 

colleges with multiple campuses had more than two administrators 

participating in the study. Packets were distributed to 60 administrators in 

Florida, 40 administrators in South Carolina, 60 administrators in Georgia, 36 

administrators in Maryland and 38 administrators in Ohio. Of 234 packets 

distributed, I 09 were returned, for a participation rate of 46%. This does not 

include responses from two administrators who returned another researcher's 

survey and did not include MBTI instruments. Data for analysis included 

responses from 53 academic administrators and 56 student affairs 

administrators. 

Procedures 

Instruments used were the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Form G and the 

researcher's Relationship Satisfaction Survey (See Appendix A). In creation 

of the survey, items were selected that seemed essential to a collaborative 

relationship between academic and student affairs administrators. Originally 

I 0 items were field tested on 12 academic and student personnel middle 

managers, who were asked to select 5 that seemed most meaningful to survey 

goals. From results of field testing, the 6 most popular items were selected. 

A demographic survey was incorporated with the Relationship 

Satisfaction Survey and solicited information about type and funding of 

institution, gender, race, and area of responsibility. A cover letter (See 

Appendix B), return envelope, pencil and a stamped postcard to request study 

results were included in the packet. 
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Data were collected at a state meeting held in Florida and at another in 

South Carolina, where Georgia and South Carolina administrators were in 

attendance. An introductory letter (See Appendix C) from a former Ohio 

administrator, who is currently a college president in Maryland, accompanied 

mailings to Ohio and Maryland. 

Instrumentation 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) 

The MBTI is a self report instrument developed by Isabel Briggs Myers 

and her mother, Katharine C. Briggs, to facilitate use of that part of the theory 

of C.G. lung which is concerned with what Jung (1923) referred to as 

psychological types. Myers pointed out that the essence of the theory is that 

variations in behavior, which may seem random, are actually consistent and 

orderly when one understands differences in the ways people prefer to take in 

information and make decisions (Myers, 1980/1993). 

Beginning in the 1940's, Isabel Myers worked for 20 years researching 

and developing the MBTI, which was published first by the Educational 

Testing Service (ETS) for research purposes in 1956 and then in 1975 by 

Consulting Psychologists Press for use in counseling, education and business. 

Today the MBTI is available in five forms with 94 to 166 items, has been 

translated into 24 languages and has over 2, 700 references in journal articles, 

dissertations, conference presentations and books. 

The MBTI yields results for each of four pairs of preferences, 

extraversion versus introversion, sensing versus intuition, thinking versus 

feeling, and judging versus perceiving. An analogy is made by Myers and 

McCaulley (1985) that MBTI preferences are similar to right-handedness and 
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left-handedness. Some people select one hand far more often than the other, 

or some can use both hands almost equally well . 

Form G consisting of 126 questions was used in this research. Form G 

was scored by the researcher with templates . Raw scores were entered on 

the answer sheets, and converted scores calculated from conversion tables on 

the templates. To devise continuous scores, 100 was added to raw scores on 

the I, N, F and P preferences. For preferences ofE, S, T and J, the raw score 

was subtracted from 1 00. 

Thirty years ago, The Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook (Buros, 

1965) contained two significant reviews of the MBTI. Gerald A. Mendelson 

(1965) noted there were a significant number of reliability and validity studies 

available related to the instrument. Mendelson did not believe all assertions 

about the MBTI could be supported in 1965, but he did see the instrument as 

having "considerable potential utility" (p. 322). He did not believe data were 

then available to show the MBTI represented " .. . a successful 

operationalization of Jungian concepts" (p.322). 

Norman Sundberg (1965) posited that the MBTI has three major 

benefits: (a) it is easy to administer and score, (b) the variables are important 

to both support theory and common sense, and (c) it relates to " . . . some 

matters of great practical concern in the 1960s, for example, creativity, 

achievement, and success at certain jobs" (p. 322). These matters, and others 

related to the instrument, are still of concern in the 1990s. 

Sundberg reported the MBTI 's validity rested largely on its relationship 

to other tests. Sundberg was more positive than Mendelsen regarding 

construct validity. He suggested there is a controversy regarding 

methodology of measuring validity for a test of dichotomous types. Sundberg 
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believed the application of the MBTI in counseling was easy and practical, 

but more evidence was needed that the descriptions "differentiate and 

individualize persons" (1965 , p. 325). 

Thirteen years later, Richard Coan reviewed the MBTI for The Eighth 

Mental Measurements Yearbook (Buros, 1978). He recognized there was 

now a large body of empirical data collected on the use of the MBTI. Its use 

had broadened from vocational assessment and counseling to various 

occupational and academic groups. Results were related to creativity, 

academic achievement, vocational preferences, aesthetic preferences, values, 

needs, attitudes and work habits . Coan (1978) stated the body of knowledge 

was "broadly supportive of the construct validity of the scales" (p. 975). He 

saw assessment of Jungian types as a significant psychometric challenge, but 

concluded" ... on the whole, the test clearly merits further research and use" 

(p. 975). 

Today, it is known that scores on the MBTI assessment instrument have 

high internal consistency and a test-retest reliability of over .80 (Myers & 

McCaulley, 1985). Over the years MBTI preferences have shown a high 

correlation to other respected personality measures. Bayne (1995) suggested 

MBTI validity is most recently and best supported by its relationship with 

Five Factor theory, currently the most researched instrument. "Because of the 

close relationship between the Big Five and the (MBTI) preferences, the 

extensive high quality research on the Big Five supports--in a 'piggyback' 

way--the MBTI's validity" (p. 14). 

Isabel Myers believed the most important aspect of the MBTI 

instrument was to derive a combination of four preferences of a type formula. 

To easily illustrate the distribution of types of a group of people, she designed 
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a type table. The table is frequently used to report MBTI results in a concise, 

visual format (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 

In 1976 Janet Allen and Richard Kainz of the Center for Applications of 

Psychological Type (CAPT) wrote software to calculate selection ratios and 

chi-square statistics, which is described in Granade and Myers' ( 1987) 

instructions for use of the PC program. Selection ratios compare a type table 

to a base population type table. A Self-Selection Ratio or Index is the ratio of 

the percent of type in one group compared to the percent of type in a base 

sample. The software is called Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT) and is a 

convenient way to illustrate a large amount of data in a summary format 

(McCaulley, 1985). 

MBTI scores are normally reported as letters representing one of each 

pair of preferences depicted in a type table. Scores of one group are 

compared to scores of another group using SR TT. Continuous scores can 

also be used for research purposes. All these methods were used in this data 

analysis. 

Relationship Satisfaction Survey 

The Relationship Satisfaction Survey was developed by this researcher 

to be a relatively simple means to determine if participants think each of six 

items is important to the partnership with their academic or student affairs 

counterpart, and if they are satisfied with that aspect of the partnership. The 

survey had an importance scale and satisfaction scale with Likert-type 

responses of one to seven. The six items measured are importance and 

satisfaction related to agreement on resource allocation, agreement on 

policies and procedures, agreement on ethical principles and practices, 
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effective listening, general understanding and maintaining a collaborative 

relationship. 

Statistical Techniques 

Descriptive statistics of demographic data are provided in narrative and 

table format. Descriptive statistics also include frequency distributions of 

MBTI types displayed in type tables for both groups of administrators and for 

the total sample. A frequency table ofMBTI functions is also depicted in 

graph format. 

The computer software program, Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS), was used to analyze data. A Bonferroni correction was 

applied to maintain a hypothesis-wise alpha level of .05 . Specifically, .05 

was divided by the number of means from the same instrument to determine 

the alpha level for a particular hypothesis test. Since Hypotheses One and 

Two tested MBTI results, an alpha level of .025 (.05 divided by 2) was used. 

Similarly, Hypotheses Three and Four compared means from the Relationship 

Satisfaction Survey results and an alpha level of .025 was also used for each 

hypothesis. Oneway ANOV A was used to compare continuous scores of 

MBTI preferences as dependent variables by role . MBTI scores were also 

analyzed using the Selection Ratio Type Table software program (SRTT) 

developed by Allen, Myers, and Kainz (Myers & McCaulley, 1985; 

McCaulley, 1985). 

Relationship Satisfaction Survey results are reported by means and 

standard deviations for each group of administrators on the sums of both 

importance scale and satisfaction scale scores. A oneway ANOV A was used 

to determine any significant difference between the responses of the academic 

and student affairs administrators on each of the two scales. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Presentation and Analysis of Data 

The purpose of this dissertation was to compare the communication 

style of academic and student affairs administrators and to determine whether 

these administrators are satisfied with their mutual relationship. The MBTI 

scales most related to communication style are the perceptive scale of sensing 

(S) or intuition (N) and the judging scale of thinking (T) or feeling (F). 

Responses of the two groups of administrators on these two scales were 

compared. Responses by academic affairs versus student affairs 

administrators on the importance scale and satisfaction scale of the 

Relationship Satisfaction Survey were also compared. 

Descriptive Data 

An initial explanation of descriptive data may be helpful in setting the 

stage for explanation of hypothesis testing outcomes. Completed Myers

Briggs Type Indicator instruments and Relationship Satisfaction Surveys, 

which also contained demographic item responses, were returned by 1 09 

administrators from Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, Maryland and Ohio. 

Table 2 identifies the number and percentage of respondents who were 

academic affairs and student affairs administrators. It can be seen that both 

groups are fairly equally represented in the sample studied. 
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Table 2 

Role of Respondents by Number and Percentage 

Group 

Academic Affairs Administrators 

Student Affairs Administrators 

Number 

53 

56 

Percent 

48 .6o/o 

51.4% 

Table 3 displays demographic information (funding source, co11ege 

type, ethnicity and gender) for the total sample. Overall the 109 subjects 

were largely from public institutions and working in community or technical 

co11eges. They were largely Caucasian with about 15% representing minority 

groups. There were about 16% more males than females in the study. 

Table 3 

Demographic Data of Total Sample 

Funding 

Public Institution 

Private Institution 

Total 

Number 

58 

106 

3 

109 

Percent 

97.2o/o 

2.8% 

100o/o 



Table 3 (Continued) 

College Type 

Community College 

Technical College 

Junior College 

Other 

Total 

Ethnic 

Caucasian 

African American 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Total 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

Total 

59 

83 

24 

1 

1 

109 

92 

14 

2 

1 

109 

46 

63 

109 

76.1% 

22.0o/o 

.9% 

.9% 

1 OO.Oo/o 

84.4o/o 

12.8o/o 

1.8% 

.9o/o 

1 OO.Oo/o 

42.2o/o 

57 .8% 

100.0% 



Table 4 shows, when viewed by administrative role group, 

demographic data is similar for both academic and student affairs 

administrators. The only notable difference is that students affairs 

administrators have 8.3% more minority representation than the academic 

affairs administrator group. The two sample groups are similar in funding, 

college type and gender. 

Table 4 

Demographic Data of Respondents by Role 

Survey 

Category 

Academic Affairs 

Number 

Funding 

Public Institution 52 

Private Institution 1 

Total 53 

College Type 

Community College 42 

Technical College 11 

Junior College 

Other 

Total 53 

60 

Percent 

98.1 o/o 

1.9% 

100.0% 

79.2% 

20.8o/o 

1 OO.Oo/o 

Student Affairs 

Number Percent 

54 

2 

56 

41 

13 

1 

1 

56 

96.4% 

3.6o/o 

1 OO.Oo/o 

73 .2o/o 

23.2o/o 

1.8o/o 

1.8o/o 

1 OO.Oo/o 



Table 4 (Continued) 

Ethnic 

Caucasian 

African American 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Total 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

Total 

47 

4 

1 

1 

53 

22 

31 

53 

88.7% 

7.5% 

1.9o/o 

1.9°/o 

1 OO.Oo/o 

41.5% 

58.5% 

100.0% 

Myers Briggs Type Indicator Descriptive Results: 

45 

10 

1 

56 

24 

32 

56 

80.4o/o 

17 .8o/o 

1.8o/o 

1 OO .Oo/o 

42.8% 

57.1% 

100.0% 

Although continuous MBTI scores for the sensing or intuition and 

thinking or feeling scales were used for data analysis (see Tables 9 & 1 0), 

summary of type for the entire sample and the sample by role are provided 

below in type table format. Table 5 indicates the majority of respondents fall 

in the outer four corners, or thinking judging TJs, of the type table. TJs 

represent 52.3o/o of the respondents. 
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Table 5 

Summary of Total Sample by MBII Types 

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ 
N=18 N=3 N=3 N=l2 
16.5% 2.7% 2.7% 11.0o/o 
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP 
N=1 N=2 N=3 N=7 
0.9% 1.8% 2.7% 6.4% 
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP 
N=2 N=O N=IO N=ll 
1.8o/o 0.0% 9.2o/o 10.1% 
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ 
N=16 N=4 N=6 N=11 
14.7% 3.7% 5.5% 10.1% 

Note. E = Extraversion; S = Sensing; T = Thinking; J = Judging; I = 

lntroversion;N =Intuitive; F =Feeling; P =Perceiving. 

Table 6 represents the types of Academic Affairs administrators. 

Again, the thinking judging T J s are indicated by the outer four comers of the 

type table and represent 60.4% of the respondents. Thinking perceiving IPs 

make up 18.8% of academic administrators, resulting in 79.2o/o scoring as 

thinking types or Is. The two right columns of the type table represent 

intuitive types or Ns, and indicate 69.8%, of the respondents scored as Ns. 
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Table 6 

Swnmary of Academic Affairs Administrators Sample by MBTI Types 

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ 
N=8 N=O N=1 N=7 

15.1% 0.0% l.9o/o 13 .2% 
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP 
N=O N=O N=3 N=4 
0.0% O.Oo/o 5.7% 7.5% 
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP 
N=O N=O N=4 N=6 
0.0% 0.0% 7.5% 11.3% 
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ 
N=8 N=O N=3 N=9 

15.1% 0.0% 5.7% 17.0o/o 

Note. E =Extraversion; S =Sensing; T =Thinking; J =Judging; I= 
Introversion; N =Intuitive; F =Feeling; P =Perceiving. 

Table 7 summarizes the types of Student Affairs administrators. When 

looking at the table and combining the percentages of the outer four comers, 

it can be seen that 44.6o/o scored as thinking judging TJs. Adding the first and 

fourth thinking columns, it can be seen that a total of 64.3 o/o scored as 

thinking types or Ts. The two right columns combined indicate 46.5o/o scored 

as intuitive types or Ns, while the two left columns combined indicate that the 

majority (53.6%) scored as sensing types or Ss. 

63 



Table 7 

Summary of Student Affairs Administrators Sample by MBTI Types 

/ 
ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ 

N=IO N=3 N=2 N=5 

/ 
/ 

I 

17.8%> 5.4% 3.6% 8.9% 
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP 
N=l N=2 N=O N=3 
1.8% 3.6% 0.0% 5.4% 
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP 
N=2 N=O N=6 N=5 
3.6% O.Oo/o 10. 7o/o 8.9o/o 
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ / 
N=8 N=4 N=3 N=2 

14.3% 7.1o/o 5.4o/o 3.6% 

/ 
Note. E = Extraversion; S = Sensing; T = Thinking; J = Judging; I = 
Introversion; N =Intuitive; F = Feeling; P =Perceiving. 

Descriptive data of MBTI results relating to the focus of the study on 

the sensing or intuition and thinking or feeling scales most related to 

communication style indicates 30 .2o/o of the academic affairs administrators 

score as sensing types, while 53.6% of student affairs administrators score as 

sensing types. Conversely, 69.8% of academic affairs group score as intuitive 

types, while 46.4% of student affairs administrators score as intuitive types. 

On the thinking or feeling scale, academic affairs administrators scored 

79.2o/o as thinking types, while 64.3% of student affairs administrators scored 

as thinking types or T. While academic affairs administrators scored 20.8% 
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as feeling, more (3 5. 7o/o) student affairs administrators scored as feeling types 

or F. 

Table 8 summarizes how academic and student affairs administrators 

scored on the four MBTI ftmctions. These results are important because they 

represent the MBTI types most used to discuss commtmication style. 

Table 8 

Summary of MBTI Functions by Role for All Respondents 

Types 

NF 

NT 

SF 

ST 

Combined Sample 

Number Percent 

22 

41 

9 

37 

Total 109 

20.2% 

37.6% 

8.3o/o 

33.9°/o 

100.0o/o 

Academic Affairs 

Number Percent 

11 

26 

16 

53 

20.7o/o 

49.1 o/o 

30.2% 

100.0o/o 

Student Affairs 

Number Percent 

11 

15 

9 

21 

56 

19.6% 

26.8% 

16.1% 

37 .5% 

100.0o/o 

Note. S =Sensing; N =Intuitive; T =Thinking; F =Feeling. 

Figure 1 is a visual depiction of Table 8 with proportional ftmctions for 

the total sample and by administrative role. It can be seen there are more 

NTs in the academic affairs group than the student affairs group. Also, there 

are no SFs in the academic affairs group. 
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Figure 1 

3-D Bar Chart of 11BTI Functions By Role 

120 

100 

80 

20 

Bar Chart of MBTI Functions By Role 

Total Academic Affairs 

D NF 
illiiiJ] SF 

• NT 
liiB ST 

Student Affairs 

Note. NF =Intuitive Feeling; SF= Sensing Feeling; NT= Intuitive Thinking; 

ST =Sensing Thinking. 

Descriptive data of11BTI results indicates 60.4% of the academic 

affairs respondents falling in the outer four comers of the type table, or those 

with TJ combinations. In comparison, only 44.6% of the student affairs 

administrators scored in these TJ combinations. While these data do not 

relate to the communication style focus of this study on the functions of SF 

and NT, they do have implications for the relationship between individuals in 

the two groups. 

Respondents who had previously taken the 11BTI were asked to self 

report their previous results, as well as return a completed instnunent. Of the 
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1 09 subjects, 3 5 reported previous results . Of these 3 5 administrators, 19 

(54 .3%) had results on the returned instruments consistent with their self 

reported results. These disappointing results may have been influenced by 

the respondents inaccurate recall of their previous results. 

Relationship Satisfaction Survey Descriptive Data Results: 

All 1 09 respondents completed all items on the Relationship 

Satisfaction Survey, therefore no missing data are reported. Two 

administrators from the same college returned surveys from another 

researcher's instrument and without MBTI instruments. Since doubt existed 

as to the context assumed when answering the survey, these two responses 

were not included in the study. 

Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis One: There is no statistically significant difference 

between academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators on 

the sensing or intuition scale of the MBTI. 

Continuous scores on the sensing or intuition scale of the MBTI were 

compared between groups by a oneway ANOV A. As can be seen from the 

ANOVA results in Table 9, there was a statistically significant difference 

between the two groups of administrators in sensing or intuition scores (alpha 

level with Bonferroni correction= .025). Consequently, Null Hypothesis One 

predicting a nonsignificant between-group difference in mean 

sensing/intuition scores was rejected. 
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Table 9 

Oneway ANOVA for Sensing/Intuition Score by Role 

Source D.F. 

Between Groups 1 

Within Groups 107 

Total 108 

Sum of Squares 

8157.6028 

111713 .9569 

119871.5596 

F Ratio 

7.8134 

F Probability 

.0061 

A comparison of means shown in Table I 0 indicates academic affairs 

administrators are more likely than student affairs administrators to score as 

intuitive types (N) on the MBTI. The mean of the academic affairs 

administrators is 112.09, above the I 00 mid-point on the SIN scale which 

separates intuition (N) from sensing (S). The mean of the student affairs 

administrators is 94.76, below the 100 mid-point and indicating a preference 

for sensing (S) on the MBTI. 

Table 10 

Comparison of Means by Role on the SIN Scale of the MBTI 

Group Count Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Academic Affairs 53 

StudentAffairs 56 

112.09 28.51 

94.76 35.53 

68 
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Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis Two: There is no statistically significant difference 

between academic affairs and student affairs administrators on the thinking or 

feeling scale of the MBTI. 

Continuous scores on the thinking or feeling scale of the MBTI were 

compared between groups by a oneway ANOV A. As can be seen from the 

ANOV A results in Table 11 , there was no statistically significant difference 

between the two groups of administrators in thinking or feeling scores (alpha 

level with Bonferroni correction= .025). Consequently, Null Hypothesis 

Two predicting a nonsignificant between-group difference in mean thinking or 

feeling scores was accepted. 

Table 11 

Oneway ANOVA for Thinking/Feeling Scores by Role 

Source D.F. 

Between Groups 1 

Within Groups 107 

Total 108 

Sum of Squares 

3456.5444 

71672.4097 

75128.9541 

F Ratio 

5.1603 

F Probability 

.0251 

Table 12 indicates the mean score of each group on the thinking or 

feeling scale. Both group means are below 100, the mid-point in the MBTI 

thinking or feeling scale. This indicates members of both groups are more 

likely to score as thinking (I). 
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Table 12 

Comparison of Means by Role on the TIE Scale of the MBTI 

Group Count 

Academic Affairs 53 

Student Affairs 56 

Mean 

80.02 

91.28 

SD Minimum Maximum 

24.63 39 141 

27 .01 39 141 

The Selection Ratio Type Table PC Program (Granade & Myers, 

1987) was also used to compare the MBTI results of the two groups. The 

SR TT compared data from the type table of the academic affairs 

administrators sample as the base population to data from the type table of the 

student affairs administrators as the sample population. Table 13 is a 

comparison of academic and student affairs administrators by type using the 

SRTT software. Each square of the type table contains the name of the type, 

the number (N) represented in the sample of student affairs administrators, the 

percentage (o/o) of that number in the sample and the self-selection index (I). 

This index is the ratio of the number in the sample (student affairs 

administrators) to the expected number based on the base population 

(academic affairs administrators) . If the Self Selection Index or "I" is 

significantly different, a probability symbol appears by the "I" (McCaulley, 

1985). 

70 



Table 13 

SRTT Comparison of Academic and Student Affairs Administrators by Type 

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ 
N=10 N=3 N=2 N=5 

o/o=17.86 o/o=5 .36 o/o=3.57 o/o=8.93 
1=1.18 1=0.00 1=1.89 1=0.68 
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP 
N=1 N=2 N=O N=3 

0/o=1 .79 o/o=3.57 %=0.00 o/o=5.36 
1=0.00 1=0.00 l=O.OO 1=0.71 
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP 
N=2 N=O N=6 N=5 

%=3.57 %=0.00 o/o=l0.71 o/o=8.93 
I=O.OO 1=0.00 1=1.42 1=0.79 
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ" -
N=8 N=4 N=3 N=2 

%=14.29 %=7.14 %=5.36 %=3 .57 
1=0.95 1=0.00 1=0.95 1=0.21 

Note. " implies significance at the .05 level; _indicates Fisher's Exact 

Probability. 

It can be seen that only one of the 16 types is significantly different. 

ENT J is over represented in the student affairs groups when compared to the 

base population of academic affairs administrators. Because there are only 

two administrators in this group, this statistic should be interpreted with 

caution. No other complete four-letter type is over or under represented 

when compared to the base population. 

Table 14 is also output from the SRTT software. It lists the number, 

percentage and self-selection index for the types of concern to this research 
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(S, N, T, and F). It also gives the same information for each of the four 

MBTI functions of ST, SF, NT and NF. 

Table 14 

Selected SRTI Data Related to MBII Functions 

Number Percentage Index 

s 30 53.57 1.77" 

N 26 46.43 0.67" 

T 36 64.29 0.81 

F 20 35 .71 1.72 

ST 21 37 .50 1.24 

SF 9 16.07 0.00 it 

NF 11 19.64 0.95 

NT 15 26.79 0.55" 

Note. "implies significance at the .05 level~# implies significance at the .01 

level~_ (underscore) indicates Fisher's Exact Probability. 

The results for S indicate this type is over represented at the .05 level 

of significance in the student affairs population when compared to the 

academic affairs administrator base population. Also N is under represented 

in the student affairs population when compared to the academic affairs 

administrators (p <.05). Using Fisher's Exact Probability, the student affairs 

administrators are more likely to be SF at the .01 level of significance. SF is 
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overrepresented in the student affairs group because there were no SFs in the 

academic affairs group. NTs are also under represented in the student affairs 

population when compared to academic affairs base population (p <.05). 

In summary, the SRTT seems to support the results of the oneway 

ANOV A which shows that there is a significant difference between the means 

of the two populations for sensing or intuition. It also supports the weak 

trend with the thinking or feeling scale indicating more student affairs 

administrators are sensing and feeling than academic affairs administrators. 

Hypothesis Three 

Hypothesis Three: There is no statistically significant difference 

between academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators on 

the sum of the six importance scale items of the Relationship Satisfaction 

Survey. 

The sum of the six importance scale scores of the Relationship 

Satisfaction Survey were compared between groups by a oneway ANOV A. 

As can be seen from the ANOV A results in Table 15, there was no 

statistically significant difference between the two groups of administrators in 

importance scale scores (alpha level with Bonferroni correction= .025). 

Consequently, Null Hypothesis Three predicting a nonsignificant between 

group difference in mean importance scale scores was accepted. 
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Table 15 

Oneway ANOVA for Sum of Importance Scale Scores on Relationship 
Satisfaction Survey 

Source D.F. Sum of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between Groups 1 2.7897 .1077 .7434 

Within Groups 107 2770.4030 

Total 108 2773 .1927 

A comparison of means shown in Table 16 indicates academic and 

student affairs administrators scored in a similar manner on the importance 

scale. The mean of each group indicates both groups consider the six aspects 

of the survey, when taken as a whole, as very important. 

Table 16 

Comparison of Means by Role of Importance Scale Scores on the 
Relationship Satisfaction Survey 

Group Count 

Academic Affairs 53 

StudentAffairs 56 

Mean 

36.36 

36.67 

74 

SD Minimum Maximum 
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Hypothesis Four 

Hypothesis Four: There is no statistically significant difference 

between academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators on 

the sum of the six satisfaction scale items of the Relationship Satisfaction 

Survey. 

The sum of the six satisfaction scale scores of the Relationship 

Satisfaction Survey were compared between groups by a oneway ANOVA. 

As can be seen from the ANOVA results in Table 17, there was no 

statistically significant difference between the two groups of administrators in 

satisfaction scale scores (alpha level with Bonferroni correction= .025). 

Consequently, Null Hypothesis Three predicting a nonsignificant between 

group difference in mean satisfaction scale scores was accepted. 

Table 17 

Oneway ANOYA for Sum of Satisfaction Scale Scores on Relationship 
Satisfaction Survey 

Source D.F. Sum of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between Groups 1 15.2341 .4428 .5072 

Within Groups 107 3681.3531 

Total 108 3696/5872 

A comparison of means shown in Table 18 indicates academic and 

student affairs administrators score in a similar manner on the satisfaction 
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scale. The mean of each group indicates they are both very satisfied with the 

six aspects of the relationship when taken as a whole. 

Table 18 

Comparison of Means by Role of Satisfaction Scale Scores on the 
Relationship Satisfaction Survey 

Group Count 

Academic Affairs 53 

Student Affairs 56 

Mean 

34.96 

34.21 

76 

SD Minimum Maximum 

5.51 11 42 

6.18 8 42 



CHAPTER V 

Summary, Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations 

Summary 

As students in today's institutions of higher education become more 

diverse by age, ethnicity, education and economic background, collaboration 

within the institution becomes even more essential to facilitate student 

success. Changing demographics and social forces have greatly increased the 

challenge to all of higher education, but particularly to two-year colleges that 

attract a more diverse population as older students retrain, respond to 

technology, or revisit the importance of education beyond high school. 

The impact within the institution is magnified by dwindling financial 

resources, demand for special student accommodations and need for 

individualized student support. These issues are not confined to either the 

academic or student affairs areas, but cross the boundaries between the 

classroom and support services. It is then essential that these challenges be 

met by a partnership between the chief academic affairs and chief student 

affairs administrators of the institution. 

A key ingredient to a quality partnership is effective communication. 

Even though these administrators come from diverse backgrounds and may 

have difficulty building a mutual understanding and common perception of 

issues of importance to educational processes, they must communicate clearly 

to accomplish their common goals. It is also important to know the issues 

impacting the quality of the relationship between academic and student affairs 
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administrators, and if they are satisfied with these elements. There is a lack 

of quantitative research related to this important partnership. The purpose of 

this dissertation was to compare the communication style of academic and 

student affairs administrators and to determine whether these administrators 

are satisfied with their mutual relationship. 

Literature was reviewed in four areas related to the purpose of the 

study. First, a review of interpersonal communication examined the 

processes related to communication style and key elements to effective 

communication. Perception and judgment necessary for the communication 

process were common elements also found in psychological type theory. A 

review of literature related to personality or psychological type disclosed the 

research of Isabel Briggs Myers and her mother Katharine Briggs in order to 

develop the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator to measure Jungian psychological 

type. More recent research by Brock on MBTI functions and their 

relationship to communication established the tie between the MBTI and 

communication style. 

A review of research on successful academic and student affairs 

partnership activities revealed the usefulness of working well together, but no 

quantitative data on the nature of the relationship between the two groups of 

administrators were found. Studies showed the value of collaboration in 

impacting the learning process, the retention of students and useful structures 

to improve a joint planning process. 

Finally, literature on the relationship satisfaction of coworkers was 

reviewed to reveal key elements of motivation and behavior as they relate to 

job satisfaction. Long-held theories about the importance of peer 

relationships to individual satisfaction and the culture of work were noted. 
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More recent authors cited research supporting the importance of relationships 

to conflict management, forms of power, employee needs and job satisfaction. 

Research supported the importance of interpersonal communication 

and a positive relationship between coworkers as being significant 

contributors to organizational climate and task accomplishment. Perception 

and evaluation are essential aspects of communication, and psychological 

type was found to be key to how people perceive and evaluate. This 

researcher concluded collaboration can be improved with a greater 

understanding of how information is perceived and evaluated, and 

subsequently shared, between academic and student affairs administrators. 

To accomplish the purpose of the research, two instruments were used. 

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator was used to assess Jungian psychological 

type as it relates to communication style. The author's Relationship 

Satisfaction Survey (see Appendix A) was used to compare responses of the 

two groups on importance and level of satisfaction with six key aspects of the 

administrators' partnership: 

1. Agreement on resource allocation 

2. Agreement on policies and procedures 

3. Agreement on ethical principles and practices 

4. Counterpart listens effectively 

5. Understanding counterpart 

6. Maintaining a collaborative working relationship 

The instruments were distributed to 234 potential participants at state 

meetings held in Florida and South Carolina (with both South Carolina and 

Georgia administrators attending) and were mailed to administrators in Ohio 

and Maryland. Of the 234 packets distributed or mailed, I 09 or 46% were 
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returned. Of these, 53 were academic affairs administrators and 56 were 

student affairs administrators. Data analysis focused on descriptive 

information regarding the subjects, a comparison of the MBTI scores of the 

two groups and an analysis of the responses of the two groups on the 

Relationship Satisfaction Survey. 

Discussion of Results 

The analysis of descriptive data indicated the two groups were similar 

in institutional funding, which was predominantly public (97 .2% overall). 

College type was largely community college (76.1 o/o overall) and technical 

college (22% overall). There was a difference of eight percentage points in 

the groups' ethnicity, with the academic affairs administrators being 88. 7o/o 

Caucasian and the student affairs group 80.4% Caucasian. The academic 

affairs group was 11 .3% minority, including African American, Hispanic and 

Asian administrators, while the student affairs group was 19.6% minority, 

including African American and Hispanic administrators. There was a 15 

percentage point difference in female and male participation, with 42.2% of 

overall respondents as female and 57 .8o/o overall respondents as male. 

However, each group of administrators had proportional participation by 

gender, with 41.5% of academic administrators being female and 42.8o/o of 

student affairs administrators being female, only a 1.3o/o percentage 

difference. 

Descriptive data of MBTI results relating to the focus of the study on 

the sensing or intuition (SIN) and thinking or feeling (T /F) scales most related 

to communication style indicated 69.8o/o of the academic affairs 

administrators scored as intuitive types, while only 4 7. 4 o/o of student affairs 
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administrators were intuitive types. On the thinking or feeling scales, 

academic affairs administrators scored 79.2% thinking types, and student 

affairs administrators 64.3% thinking types. Conversely, academic affairs 

administrators were 20.8% feeling types, with student affairs administrators 

scoring as 35 .7% feeling types. 

Looking at the combinations, or MBTI functions related to 

communication style, the largest group of academic affairs administrators was 

49.1 o/o, or virtually one half, NT. For student affairs administrators the largest 

group, or 37.5%, was ST. The academic affairs administrators had no SF 

responses, while the student affairs sample were 16.1% SF. These results 

were further analyzed in discussion of hypotheses testing. 

Descriptive data ofMBTI results indicated 60.4% of the academic 

affairs respondents falling in the outer four comers of the type table, or those 

with thinking and judging (TJ) combinations. In comparison, only 44.6% of 

the student affairs administrators scored in these TJ combinations. While 

these data do not relate to the communication style focus of this study on the 

functions of SF and NT, they do have implications for the relationship 

between the two groups. 

Hypotheses One 

The first hypothesis stated there is no statistically significant difference 

between academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators on 

the sensing or intuition scale of the MBTI. Continuous scores on the sensing 

or intuition scale of the MBTI were compared between groups by a oneway 

ANOV A. There was a statistically significant difference between the two 

groups of administrators in sensing or intuition scores (alpha level with 
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Bonferroni correction= .025). Consequently, Null Hypothesis One 

predicting a nonsignificant between-group difference in mean sensing or 

intuition scores was rejected. The mean of the academic affairs group SIN 

score was 112.09, while the mean of the student affairs group was 94.7 6. 

Using continuous MBTI scores means that scores below 100 are sensing 

types, while those above 100 are intuitive types. 

The findings suggested that when comparing these two groups, student 

affairs administrators in these two-year colleges were more likely to be 

sensing types, while academic affairs administrators were more likely to be 

intuitive types. This finding was confirmed by the descriptive data showing 

the majority (69.8%) of academic affairs administrators scored as intuitive 

types, and the majority (53 .6o/o) of student affairs administrators scored as 

sensing types. 

Hypothesis Two 

The second hypothesis stated there is no statistically significant 

difference between academic affairs and student affairs administrators on the 

thinking or feeling scale of the MBTI. Continuous scores on the thinking or 

feeling scale of the MBTI were compared between groups by a oneway 

ANOV A. There was no statistically significant difference between the two 

groups of administrators in thinking or feeling scores (alpha level with 

Bonferroni correction= .025). Consequently, Null Hypothesis Two 

predicting a nonsignificant between-group difference in mean thinking or 

feeling scores was accepted. The mean of the academic affairs 

administrators was 80.02, while the mean of the student affairs administrators 
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was 91 .28. Using continuous scores for the thinking or feeling scale, scores 

below 100 are thinking types and scores above 100 are feeling types. 

These findings indicated both groups were likely to be thinking rather 

than feeling types, and the academic affairs group was more likely to include 

thinking types than the student affairs group. Descriptive data indicated 

79.3°/o of these academic affairs administrators scored as thinking types 

compared to 64.3o/o of the student affairs group. 

Hypothesis Three 

The third hypothesis stated there is no statistically significant 

difference between academic affairs administrators and student affairs 

administrators on the sum of the six importance scale scores of the 

Relationship Satisfaction Survey. The sum of the six importance scale scores 

of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey were compared between groups by a 

oneway ANOVA. There were no statistically significant differences between 

the two groups of administrators in importance scale scores (alpha level with 

Bonferroni correction= .025). Consequently, Null Hypothesis Three 

predicting a nonsignificant between-group difference in mean importance 

scores was accepted. The mean of the sum of importance scale scores for 

each group indicated that both groups believed the six aspects of the 

relationship were very important. 

Hypothesis Four 

The fourth hypothesis stated there is no statistically significant 

difference between academic affairs administrators and student affairs 

administrators on the sum of the six satisfaction scale scores of the 
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Relationship Satisfaction Survey. The sum of the six satisfaction scale scores 

of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey were compared between groups by a 

oneway ANOV A. There were no statistically significant differences between 

the two groups of administrators in satisfaction scale scores (alpha level with 

Bonferroni correction= .025). Consequently, Null Hypothesis Four 

predicting a nonsignificant between-group difference in mean satisfaction 

scores was accepted. The mean of the sum of satisfaction scale scores for 

each group indicated that both groups were very satisfied with the six aspects 

of the relationship. 

Conclusions 

The four hypotheses tested reflected the primary concerns of the 

researcher and were either rejected or accepted by analysis of the data. The 

following are conclusions based on the data analysis. 

1. The findings indicated that academic affairs administrators are 

more likely to be an intuitive psychological type. Intuitive types 

are focused on ideas and relationships. Jung (1923) believed 

people perceive either by sensing or intuition, with intuitive 

types characterized by an attitude of expectancy, vision and 

penetration. When intuitive types communicate, they prefer to 

consider possibilities. 

2. Jung (1923) further believed people make judgments by either 

thinking or feeling, with thinking types preferring logic and 

reason when deciding. In addition to intuition, the academic 

administrators were predominantly thinking types. As a result, 

almost 80o/o of the academic affairs administrators were intuitive 
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plus thinking types or NTs. According to Brock (1990), NTs 

possess a communication style that focuses on logical 

implications. According to Hirsh (1992), NTs are insightful and 

rational. Their communication is often about strategies, vision 

and potentials. 

3. The findings indicated student affairs administrators are more 

likely to be sensing types than are academic affairs 

administrators. Jung (1923) believed that people who 

perceive through their senses are characterized by a focus 

on objects. Sensing types prefer concrete information derived 

through their senses. When they communicate, they prefer facts 

and practicality. 

4. While one half of the academic administrators were NTs, one 

third of them were STs. The student affairs group was more 

diverse, but over one-third were also STs. According to Hirsh 

(1992) people with the ST function are focused on details and 

reality. 

5. Studies have shown administrators of all types are more likely to 

be STJ. This group of academic affairs administrators deviated 

from that norm, although both groups are still largely T J. 

Educational administrators are likely to be TJs and are described 

by Myers and McCaulley (1985) as tough-minded. They also 

suggest these technically successful administrators can forget to 

focus on communication and teamwork, or to appreciate the 

contributions of faculty and staff. 
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6. While student affairs administrators had more feeling types 

than academic administrators, it was not a significant enough 

number to allow for a definitive statement regarding expectation. 

However, in this study one third of student affairs administrators 

were feeling types, either NF or SF. Feeling types make 

subjective, more person-centered decisions. They are oriented 

to personal values, with NFs focused on wanting to impact 

people's lives and SFs focused on details about people. In 

communication style, Hirsh (1992) described NFs as focused on 

future and associated possibilities, while SFs organize facts in 

relation to their values or what they consider important to 

themselves and others. They are more likely to spend time 

evaluating facts and details when they should be listening. 

7. The two groups of administrators did not score items of the 

importance scale of the Relationship Satisfaction Survey 

significantly different. A more positive statement is that the two 

groups both believed the six aspects of the survey to be 

important. This is an indication of similar concerns and 

priorities for the relationship. 

8. Similarly, the two groups of administrators scored the 

satisfaction scale in a similar manner, and their scores were not 

significantly different. This may indicate an agreement about 

assessment of, and satisfaction with, their partnership. This 

agreement can serve as a foundation for joint decision 

making and communication. 
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As stated earlier, Brock (1990) theorized the four MBTI functions of 

ST, SF, NT and NF each tend to use a different communication style. If 

administrators are able to determine the psychological type preferences of 

their counterpart, they or she can learn about their communication style and 

interact more effectively. Myers (198011993) stated: 

When two people reach a deadlock over the handling 

of a given situation, the trouble may be a result of their 

difference in type, which has interfered with their 

communication. When two people have not known the 

same facts, or not considered the same possibilities, or 

not foreseen the same consequences, each has only an 

incomplete knowledge of the problem. They must put 

it all together. Each needs to use all four processes, 

however well or ill developed: sensing to gather the 

relevant facts, intuition to see all measures that might 

usefully be taken, thinking to determine the consequences, 

and feeling to consider the impact of these consequences 

on the people involved. The pooling of their respective 

perceptions and judgments offer the best chance of finding 

a solution valid for them both. (p. 116) 

When communicating with others, occasionally instant rapport is 

experienced. Other times, effective interpersonal communication seems to be 

difficult and even frustrating. Similarities in psychological type will ease 

communication, while communicating with opposite types appears more 

difficult. "No one, of course, can appreciate another's viewpoint unless it is 

understood" (Myers, 1980/1993, p. 118). When perceiving and judging 
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preferences differ, understanding is difficult at best. A basic tenant of 

psychological type theory is an appreciation of differences. "For maximum 

effectiveness, all types must add to their endowment the appropriate use of 

the opposites, either by using them in other people or developing a controlled 

use of them within themselves" (Myers, 1980/1993, p. 118). By developing 

their lesser preferred preferences, people can better understand and 

communicate with others. 

Psychological Type Attributes 

To understand the four MBTI functions of ST, SF, NT and NF, a 

person must first understand the individual preferences or types. Then it will 

be easier to understand combinations of preferences for the four functions, 

which create four unique communication styles. Each type is summarized 

below, with key factors that relate to communication, including both strengths 

and weaknesses. 

Sensing types, according to Barr and Barr (1989) "see the details of 

events, while the intuitive type sees the relationships and patterns within the 

event and may link the event to other happenings" (p. 53). Sensing types 

perceive the world through their five senses and focus on proven facts . When 

communicating with an S, they will be found to be practical and realistic, with 

good observational ability and memory for detail. 

Sensing types are likely to take notes, set priorities, analyze facts, 

make lists, look at the clock and check details. When communicating with an 

S, it is best not mistake these behaviors for boredom, lack of interest or 

impatience. However, their interest can be held by focusing on factual 
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information, providing details and setting priorities. Attempts at lengthy 

conversations about possibilities or theories will be met with indifference. 

Each psychological type has tendencies to potential weaknesses, 

according to Barr and Barr (1989). Sensing types can strive for a quick fix, 

be direct and harsh, ignore other's opinions, sound arrogant, be directive, 

and/or not see patterns and possibilities. When communicating with an S, it 

is important to keep these tendencies in mind and not assume any personal 

implications by the behavior. 

Intuitive types, according to Barr and Barr (1989) have "a propensity 

for simultaneously processing information in a total response as opposed to a 

careful inspection of each of the parts" (p. 57). Intuitive types focus on 

possibilities and improvement. When communicating with an N, they will be 

found to be interested in meaning and possibilities. 

Intuitive types are likely to see patterns, find innovative approaches, 

use symbols to picture an idea and check meanings. Their interest can be 

held by looking at the whole picture and considering theories and by not 

confusing them with the facts. Simple graphics or representative symbols 

help intuitives picture ideas being discussed. As with other types, intuitive 

types have potential weaknesses (Barr & Barr, 1989). They may be out of 

touch with reality, too abstract, disorderly in their communication style, 

dislike routine and/or seem intolerant, uncompromising and impractical. 

According to Barr and Barr (1989), thinking types" .. . see more 

validity in rules, situational variables, and possibilities of precedence-setting 

implications. Thinkers may also plug the people factors into the rational 

frame, but are not as likely to allow the people factors to alter their decision 

significantly" (p. 92). Thinking types are analytical, logical and thorough. 
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They tend to prefer formality, objectivity and taking rational steps to reach a 

conclusion. 

When communicating, thinking types do not want to get emotionally 

involved, because they believe objectivity will be lost. They do not want to 

involve personal values in the workplace, but focus on principles, policy and 

laws. A show of emotion can cause a thinker to disengage from 

communication. Weaknesses of thinking types include undervaluing of 

people's feelings, asking too many questions and a tendency to appear overly 

formal. Thinking types can appear critical, cold and insensitive. Frequently 

they are not, but only appear to be from a feeling type's perspective. 

Feeling types "tend to look at the rules, the variables, but weigh 

carefully the way people will react to the decision. They are more likely to 

make a decision that allows extenuating circumstances to alter the rule" (Barr 

& Barr, 1989, p. 92). Feeling types are focused on personal values and tend 

to make decisions based on what they believe to be consistent with these 

values. 

When communicating with feeling types, it is best to remember they 

like to support and give to others. It is important to consider the impact of 

decisions on people. Feeling types like to communicate and may behave 

demonstratively and expressively. Weaknesses of feeling types lie in their 

tendency to let personal values lead to distorted perceptions. They may 

overpersonalize or ignore logic. Their desire to communicate may lead to 

lengthy conversations that appear to waste time. 

These attributes of perceiving and judging psychological types are 

important to remember when communicating. Such attributes are key to how 

people create, send and receive messages differently. What follows are 
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suggestions for accommodating psychological type and communication style 

for each of the four MBTI functions . Chief academic and student affairs 

administrators might use these suggestions to foster effective commUnication 

with their respective counterparts. 

Suggestions for communicating with an ST: 

1. Point out the practical aspects of the situation. 

2. Have a well thought out plan with details. 

3. Present objective evidence and facts to support ideas. 

4. Be orderly, logical and sequential in the presentation. 

5. Include reasons and consequences, and pros and cons. 

6. Focus on the here and now. 

7. Be brief and businesslike, never ramble. 

8. Provide objective evidence to support your point of view. 

9. Present the rationale using logic. 

Suggestions for communicating with an SF: 

1. Point out the practical aspects of the situation. 

2. Have a well thought out plan with details. 

3. Present objective evidence and facts to support ideas. 

4. Be orderly, logical and sequential in the presentation. 

5. Include reasons and consequences, and pros and cons. 

6. Focus on the here and now. 

7. Be naturally friendly, take time to get acquainted. 

8. Begin with points of agreement, include effects on people, 

focus on values. 

9. Show concern for morale and harmony. 
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10. Keep body language and nonverbal cues friendly. 

11 . Do not be overly critical. 

12. Include points of agreement, effects on people and focus 

values. 

Suggestions for communicating with an NT: 

1. Give an organizing framework of ideas before the details . 

2. Share the assumptions you have made first. 

3. Do not include many details unless asked. 

4. Share implications and possibilities, especially for the 

future. 

5. Encourage brainstorming, imagination and vision. 

6. Include reasons and consequences, and pros and cons. 

7. Be brief and businesslike, never ramble. 

8. Provide objective evidence to justify your point of view. 

9. Present the reationale using logic. 

Suggestions for communicating with an NF: 

1. Give an organizing framework of ideas before the details. 

2. Share the assumptions you have made first. 

3. Do not include many details unless asked. 

4. Share implications and possibilities, especially for the 

future. 

5. Encourage brainstorming, imagination and vision. 

6. Be naturally friendly, take time to get acquainted. 

7. Begin with points of agreement, include effects on people, 
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focus on values. 

8. Show concern for morale and harmony. 

9. Keep body language and nonverbal cues friendly. 

1 O.Do not be overly critical. 

11 . Include points of agreement, effects on people and focus 

values. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations for Administrators 

Based on the findings of this study, academic and student affairs 

administrators are offered the following recommendations to consider in an 

attempt to form a collaborative relationship with a counterpart, especially to 

accommodate a partner's communication style. 

1. Spend time getting to know the partner, and his or her focus 

related to psychological type and preferences for communication 

style. Observe him or her in meetings and other group 

interactions. 

2. If possible, determine both partners' MBTI type, either through 

administration and interpretation of an MBTI instnunent, reading 

about psychological type or other in-service training. Then read 

about the communication style most desired by each 

psychological type. 

3. Attempt to become aware of and eliminate negative 

communication behaviors. Consider not only words 

used, but also tone, gestures and body language. 
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4. Attempt to build a shared vocabulary and shared knowledge 

between partners. Show interest in a partners' goals, problems 

and priorities. 

5. Express an interest in forming a close, collaborative 

relationship. This study indicates that this is important to both 

groups of administrators in the partnership. It is a time

consuming process to share ethics, concerns, preferences and 

priorities, but mutual understanding is essential to collaboration, 

especially in times of limited resources and changing missions. 

If you attempt to understand your counterpart, and to express 

your views in a concise manner, there is a greater opportunity to 

reach concensus. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

On the basis of this study, the following recommendations for further 

research are suggested: 

1. Follow-up studies should be done with samples in situations 

where the response is less voluntary. Certain psychological 

types may be more prone to respond in an anonymous study. 

Data could be collected from all participants as part of the 

plaQDed agenda at a meeting or in-service training. This would 

assure a larger sample and participation by psychological types 

who may not respond voluntarily. 

2. Follow-up studies should be done with a larger sample. When 

studying psychological type focusing on four combinations 

within two groups, the sub-sample sizes diminish quickly. This 
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is even more true when comparing the two groups by 16 

different MB TI types . 

3. Follow-up studies could be done with matched pairs of 

academic and student affairs administrators, comparing 

satisfaction with the relationship by psychological type. 

4. Either matched pair or less voluntary studies would also assure 

that administrators who were not satisfied with their relationship 

with their counterparts would have an opportunity to voice those 

concerns and perhaps workout their differences. 

5. Follow-up studies with a larger sample would yield greater 

statistical power and may result in a significant difference in the 

response to either the importance or satisfaction portion of the 

Relationship Satisfaction Survey. 
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Chief Academic Affairs Officers 

Please complete thefollowing demographic items and satisfaction survey and return it 
with your completed i\1/yers-Briggs Type Indicator in the envelope provided. 

Check one: 

Check one: 

0 Academic Affairs 

0 Student Affairs 

0 Community College 

0 Technical College 

0 Junior Cl)llege 

0 Other ________ _ 

Check one: 0 Public College 

0 Private College 

Check one: 0 Male 

0 Female 

0 Asian Ethnic Origin: 0 Caucasian 

0 Hispanic 

0 American [ndian 

0 African American U Other---------

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Satisfaction Survey 

Please characterize your relationship with your student affairs counterpart on the 
following six items. First rate how important that factor is to your relationship with 1 as 
"least important" and 7 as "most important". Then rate how satisfied you are with the 
item itself with 1 as "least satisfied" and 7 as "most satisfied". 

Item Importance Satisfaction 
tCir.:l c: one:) (Ci rcle one:) 

l) We generally agree on resource allocation. 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 

2) We generally agree on policies and procedures . 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 

3) We generally agree on ethical principles and issues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4) My counterpart listens effectively rome. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5) [ generally understand what my counterpart says. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6) We maintain a collaborative working relationship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

97 
Please return the enclosed post card if you would like to receive a copy of the study results. 

7 

7 

7 

7 
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Chief Student Affairs Officers 

Please complete the following demographic items and satisfaction survey and return it 
with your completed i~yers-Briggs Type Indicator in the envelope provided. 

Check one : 

Check one: 

0 Academic Affairs 

0 Student Affairs 

0 Community College 

0 Technical College 

0 Junior College 

Check one: 0 Public College 

0 Private College 

Check one: 1.....1 Male 

0 Female 

0 Other ___________ _ 

0 Asian Ethnic Origin: 0 Caucasian 

U Hispanic 

0 American Indian 

0 African American 0 Other ________ _ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Satisfaction Survey 

Please characterize your relationship with your academic affairs counterpart on the 
following six items. First rate how important that factor is to your relationship with 1 as 
"least important" and 7 as "most important". Then rate how satisfied you are with the 
item itself with 1 as "least satisfied" and 7 as "most satisfied". 

Item Importance Satisfaction 
(Circle one) (Circle one) 

1) We generally agree on resource allocation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2) We generally agree on policies and procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3) We generally agree on ethical principles and issues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4) My counterpart listens effectively to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5) I generally understand what my counterpart says. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6) We maintain a collaborative working relationship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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April, 1996 
Dear Colleague: 

Recent research supports the importance of the partnership between the academic 
affairs and student affairs areas of higher education. Only by combining support 
outside the classroom with quality instruction inside the classroom can we facilitate 
our students' success. 

I am asking you to help in finding out more about this partnership, specifically 
about the relationship between the chief academic and student affairs officers in 
two-year colleges. To support this effort, please follow the directions below. If you 
are not the most appropriate person to complete the survey, please forward it to the 
appropriate person. The results will be held in strictest confidence and will be used 
to better understand our differences in order to improve our partnership. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

Patti Anderson 

Directions: 
1) Complete the appropriate one-page satisfaction survey. 
2) Complete the MBTI according to directions on the front cover, using the 

booklet, answer sheet and #2 pencil. 
3) If you have previously taken the MBTI and know your type, report it in the 

space below. Research guidelines still require a completed answer sheet for 
this study. 

4) Place aU materials, except the postcard and pencil, in the brown manila 
envelope and return to the conference presenter or in the mail • 

.;) Mail the enclosed stamped postcard separately to request results of the study. 

Previous MBTI Type (if known): ___ _ 

100 



Appendix C 

101 



Harford 
Communit 

March 15, 1996 

FIELD(Title) FIELD(First Name and Initial) FIELD(Last Name) 
FIELD(Position at College) 
FIELD(Address) 

Dear FIELD(Title) FIELD(Last Name): 

e Presidem 

My colleague, Patti Anderson, is completing her doctoral program at Florida Atlantic University 
(F AU). Her research effort focuses on the partnerships and symbiotic relationships evident in the 
academic/instructional leadership and the student development/affairs offices on college and 
university campuses. 

Can you take some time to complete her survey and add your insights to the project. Patti is 
keenly aware of how valuable your time is and I was quick to assure her that, if it were possible, 
you could help. 

If you have dual responsibilities as I did in Ohio, choose the dominant role and/or pass the other 
survey to your campus officer who fulfills the other duties. 

Thanks in advance for your willingness to promote active research. With warm regards, 

Claudia E. Chiesi, Ph.D. 
President 

c:\fi les\wpdata\correspo\leners\anderson. l 
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