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ABSTRACT

In a study designed to evaluate the viability of using students as
academic advisers for freshmen students and to document the process of
the advising program at Idaho State University, students advised ty
students did es well academically and had a lower drop out rate when
compared to students advised by faculty. Descriptions of adviser be-
haviors and cnaracteristics did not add appreciably to prediction of
academic achievement but did predict the students' attitudes toward
their adviser. The most outstanding characteristic of the program was
the lack of utilization of the advising system by students and the
variability in the application of the system. Recommendations for
improving the Idaho State University advising system were also included.
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INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, it has been the responsibility of the faculty of
colleges and universities to formulate a program of study for incoming
students. Recently, however, faculty-to-student ratios have demanded
modification of the traditional advisement relationship. Students at
Idaho State University have attempted to provide one answer to increased
advising loads by developing a student designed, student administered
freshman advising program which grants student advisers equal status
with faculty advisers in freshman curriculum advising. A student ad-
ministered curriculum advising program would seem to be one way of
freeing faculty members from freshman advising while, at the same time,
providing students the opportunity to become actively involved in the
processes of the university.

The Student Curriculum Advising Program (SCAP) has been in opera-
tion for three years and most of the administrative and procedural
problems have been worked out. SCP requested that an evaluation of
the effectiveness of their program be carried out. These students were
interested in both the long and short range effects of the program and,
in addition, wanted to obtain a better understanding of the factors in-
volved in successful curriculum acqvising. The short range effects and
evaluation of students' perceptions of the advising ralationship were
obtained in the present study while long range effects will be evaluated
under institutional funds granted on a regular basis.

In order to evaluate the program it was necessary to first have a
clear idea of the purposes and goals of the program and a knowledge of
the means used to accomplish same. A further requirement of such an
evaluation was that there be one or more criteria of effectiveness with
which to compare the program.

The stated purpose of curriculum advising at Idaho State University
is to insure that students have access to infolmation concerning curricu-
lum requirements, advice as to the course(s) of study to follow, and in-
formation concerning general university facilities and academic require-
ments. Curriculum advisers are not expected to serve as counselor, lay
priest, or watch dog. They do, however, serve as a referral source for
such facilities as counseling (through a counseling center staffed by
qualified counselors), tutoring services, campus medical facilities,
etc. The curriculum adviser does not dictate to students, but rather,
advises. Thus, the only reasonable criterion for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of a curriculum adviser is the success with which his advisees
proceed through the academic community. In the present study student
adviser effectiveness was relative to that of faculty serving as advisers.

Since the present study did not attempt to examine all of the possi-
ble hypotheses concerning the effectiveness of curriculum advising, the
focus of the present study should be clarified and the range of questions
to be dealt with outlined. The major purpose of this study was to de-
termine whether or not curriculum advising carried out by selected stu-
dents is as effective as curriculum advising administered by faculty in
general. To the point, "Is the use of students as curriculum advisers
a viable alternative to faculty curricultm advising at the freshman level?"



The basic question might be most easily answered by simply compar-

ing the academic success of students advised by faculty with students

advised by students using multiple regression techniques to control for

differences in academic ability. However, SCAP also wanted to know what

factors contribute to effective advising. Therefore, the present study

was designed to document both the behaviors and perceptions of students'
advisees and the relationship of these to the obiective characteriL:Acs

of advisers and the effectiveness of the advising.

In reviewing the research on curriculum advising programs which
used students as advisers and/or used academic achievement as a cri-

terion of the effectiveness of advising, we found that very little

research had been done. The one program which had been evaluated and
approximated SCAP was reported by Lynch (1970). The program studied
by Lynch used female student advisers who resided in the same dorm with
advisees and who served as "group" leaders in that they also served in

non-curriculum advising capacities and matntained extensive contact

with their advisees. Lynch's findings are reported in terms of the
correlations of various indices with ratings of these advisers. Al-

though the study does not compare types of advisers, her findings do
bear on the present effort in that she found a signific,nt corrtla-
tion between over-all rating of the advisers and the advisees aljusted
(for ability) GPAs.

The majority of studies encountered in reviewing the literature
dealt with students as counselors (see Anderson, 1972 for a current re-
view) or with special faculty groups. Most of this research indicates
that students could be effective counselors with a minimum of super-
vision and training. Zunker and Brown (1966) studied students given 50
hours of training and paid $15 a week to provide academic counseling for

freshmen. Students counseled by students in this study received better
grades than those students who were counseled by professional counselors.
Rossman (1967, 1968) found that faculty given release time for advising

did not seem to improve academic achievement for their advisees when
compared to other faculty. Morehead and Johnson (1964) found, for fac-
ulty advised students, that more required contacts resulted in better
academic performance for advisees. Juola, Winburne, S. Whitmore (1968)

reported that students who were on probation who voluntarily came in

for special advising and were advised to take easier courses did better
than probationary students who did not come in for such advising.
Finally, Sander (1964) failed to find differences in academic achieve-
ment between students who were given different amounts of advising by

dorm advisers.

In general, then, there was little prior research to guide the
present study and little in the way of consistent evidence to serve as
a guide for the present research. There was a suggestion from the lit-
erature that students might be more effective than faculty and contra-
dictory evidence concerning the effectiveness of increasing the number
of required contacts between adviser and advisee.
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METHOD

Subjects and Procedure

In the 1970-71 acadeMic year, 1,121 incoming freshmen students en-
rolled at Idaho State University. An informal estimate was made by the
Registrar and the Curriculum Advising Office that about 1,200 ireshmen
students would enroll for the 1971-72 academic year. However, only 980

entering freshmen did enroll. The distribution of these students in
terms of their availability for use in the present study is summarized

in Table 1.

TA.BLE 1

Distribution of Incoming Freshman Class: Fall, 1971

Students available for Control 160

study Interviews 223

Others:
Refusals 11

Unreachables* 82

Dropped 47

Students not available
for study because of
special advising
assignments.

Total 523

Nursing 49

Athletics 12

C.A.P. Director 17

Unadvised 12

Special services for
disadvantaged students . . . 52

Administrators and first-
year faculty . . 315

Total 457

Total 980

Students who could not be reached by telephone and who did not
respond to a letter requesting them to contact the interviewer.

Thc C.A.P. Office supplied for the present study a list of advisers

and their advisees. The advisers were selected according to their aca-
demic rank as determined by the University Bulletin. From each rank,
the advisees were randomly selected and placed into a control group and

an interview group. Table 2 summarizes the distribution of advisees and
advisers in each adviser category.



TABLE 2

Distribution of Advisers and Advisees as a Function

of the Classification of the Adviser

Number of
Advisers

Number of
Control
Advisees

Number of
Advisees
Available
for
Interview

Number of
Advisees
Interviewed

Student 40 71 141 74

Instructor 29 26 60 40

Assistant Professor 42 40 70 42

Associate Professor 33 23 53 40

Full Professor 13 0 37 27

Totals 157 160 363 223

The names of the advisees available for interviewing were given

code numbers, representing type of adviser, to insure a double-blind

situation. The advisees names, with code numbers, were given to the

interviewer and the interviewer then contacted the advisees and made

scheduled appointments with them.

During the interview session (see Appendix B), the advisees were
interviewed in the following manner. Advisees either came to an inter-

view room on campus o: the interviewer met them at a location convenient

for the advisee. When contact was made, the interviewer explained that
the purpose of the study '.:as to find out more about the advising process
so that advisers would be able to do a better job of advising. The in-

terviewer informed the advisees that they would be identified by number

only, and that the interview would be taped. After completing the in-

terview the advisee filled out the questionnaire. (In approximately
five cases, the advisees filled out the questionnaire prior to the in-

terview. This was done to accommodate advisees who were waiting while
another interview was in progress.)

Assessments

The present study relied on high school grades
1
as the best single

predictor of college grades, since research conducted by ETS has indi-
cated that this is the best single predictor at ISU and that other factors

(including ACT scores) do not appreciably improve prediction. College

GPAs were obtained from university records for the fall semester.

1
As reported to ETS

4
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In addition to GPA information, advisees filled out a questionnaire
(see Appendix A) and responded to questions in a tape recorded interview
(see Appendixes B and C respectively for the interview schedule and codes).
The tape recorded interviews were also analyzed for content by noting
advisees' comments about the advising systems and their suggestions for

change.

All advisers were requested by the CAP Office to provide infor-
mation concerning contacts with each advisee two weeks after registra-
tion and two weeks before finals.

5



RESULTS'

Reliabilit- of Codin

The reliabilities fdr Items 21-C9 23-C9 25-C, and 27-C were ac-
ceptable; for Item 24-C the reliability was marginally acceptable;
and for Items 22-C, 20-C, and 26-C the reliabilities were below gen-
erally accepted standards.

TABLE 3

Reliability of Coding

Item Descri tion

25 Attitude Position - Adviser

27 Characterization of Actual Adviser

21 Position Involvement - Adviser

24 Attitude Position - Advising

22

20

23

26

Position Involvement - Advising System

Reliability

r = .863
N = 45

r = .893
N = 45

r = .773
N = 45

r = .619
r = .652*
N = 45

r = .395
N = 45

Issue Involvement

Situational Involvement

Characterization of Ideal Adviser

67% agreement**
N = 45

84% agreement**
N = 45

66% agreement**
N = 44

r = .652 represents a correlation based on collapsed categories. Cate-
gories one through four were collapsed into a single category, and cate-
gories six and seven were collapsed into a single category. The collap-
sing was necessary for some subsequent chi-square analyses due to the low
frequencies in some of the categories.

IdeMost subjects were coded within a single category and thus reliability
is best described in terms of percent of agreement.

Academic Achievement

Two assessments of the effect of the adviser on academic achieve-
ment were made in the present study: GPA adjusted for ability and

1
Comparisons reported in the text are significant (p <7.05) unless other-

wise noted. For statistical values, data breakdown, and degrees of free-
dom, refer to the item designated by number and letter. The number indi-
cates item placement in the questionnaire or coding and the letter indi-
cates which appendix is most relevant to the comparison cited in the text.



drop-out rate. Examination of Table 4 reveals that there was tlightly
less difference between high schot,1 and college GPA for advisees advised

by SAs than for those advised by FAs. This difference is not statisti-
cally reliable (analysis of covariance F = 0, df = 1,315) and what dif-

ference there is favors the advisees with SAs. There was no reliable
difference in high school grades (t = .56, df = 325) or college grades

(t = .32, df = 378) considered separately.

TABLE 4

High School and College Grades for Student
and Faculty Advised Freshmen*

Student Advised Faculty Advised
(N = 11) (N = 201)

1st Semester College GPA

High School JPA

= 2.17
SD = .916

= 2.64
SD = .605

= 2.28
SD = .979

= 2.80
SD so .676

*
Includes all interviewed and control advisees for whom high school GPAs

were available.

The alternative assessment of academic achievement, drop-out rate,
yields a statistically reliable difference between student advised and
faculty advised groups with the latter group exhibiting a higher drop
rate (X2 = 5.306, df = 1, p < .03). Only 10 of the 194 advisees with
SAs dropped from school while 37 of the 318 advised by FAs dropped.

Prediction of academic achievement

Two regression analyses, one using college GPA for the first sem-
ester and one using the difference between high school and college GPA

as the dependent variable, were conducted. In the first analysis only
high school GPA and sex of student accounted for significant portions
of the variance. In the second analysis, two variables account for
significant portions of the variability of the difference between high
school and college GPAs (see Appendix D). Students who are likely to
see their advisers for a schedule change but not likely to see them in

case of a conflict with an instructor achieve higher grades relative to

high school performance. Though these items do account for a statisti-
cally significant portion of the variance; in absolute terms, less than
10% of the variance is accounted for and the two items would seem to
reflect advisee characteristics.

Differences Between Student Advisers and Faculty Advisers

The most outstanding difference between student advisers (SAs) and

faculty advisers (FAs) is a difference in sex composition (Item 2-E).



Sixty-seven percent of the students advised by SAs were adrised by
females while only twenty-six percent of those advised by ?As were ad-
vised by females. This difference is so striking that it was deemed
necessary to look at sex of adviser differences, as well as classifica-
tion of adviser differences, since any differences observed between SAs
and FAs might simply have reflected the reactions to sex of adviser.
Whenever comparisons indicated a significant difference between SAs
and FAs, these groups were sub-divided into male SAs, female SAs, male
FAs, and female FAs and re-analysed in order to pinpoint the source
of the difference. This second group of analyses is reported only for
those items m which sex-adviser classification was the source of the
observed adviser difference.

Students were more likely to know the location of their adviser's
office if the adviser was a faculty member (Item 3-E). This difference
is due to the fact that students advised by female SAs were much less
likely to know the location of their adviser's office than students with
other types of advisers.

TABLES

Percent of Advisees Knowing the Location of
Their Adviser's Office (Item 3-E)

Male SAs Female SAs Male FAs Female FAs

93 77 97 97

29 48 110 39

This lack of knowledge concerning office location did not, however,
seem to effect the likelihood of the advisee making contact with his ad-
viser. There was no significant difference between SA and FA advisees
in terms of the number of times they reported having seen their advisers
and what difference there was favored the SAs (Item 4-F). In addition,
there is a significant difference between SAs and FAs in terms of the
reported ease of contact, SAs being easier to contact than FAs (Item 7-E).

8
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TABLE 6

Frequency of Responses to "If I Need to Get in Touch
With my Adviser:" - Item 7-E

Response % Advised
by SAs

% Advised
by FAs

I know when and where to find him 62.5 36.0

I can get in touch with him if I make
an appointment 16.0 30.0

I can reach him after two or thtee
attempts 14.5 20.5

I find it almost impossible to get
hold of him 7.0 313.5

Total 100.0 100.0

In terms of students' reports of what vent on in the advising ses-
sion, SAs were more likely to discuss a student's schedule with the stu-
dent while FAs were more likely to expect the student to figure our his
own schedule (Item 6-E).

TABLE 7

Frequency of Responses to "In Planning my Fall
Schedule, Would you Say:" - Item 6-E

Response SAs FAs

My adviser planned my schedule for me 5.5 6.5

I discussed my schedule with my adviser and he
talked me into taking the courses that I en-
rolled in 10.0 11.0

I discussed my schedule with my adviser but he
left thefinal decisions up to me 71.5 50.0

My adviser expected me to plan my own schedule 13.0 32.5

Total 100.0 100.0

In addition, students more often reported an increase in under-
standing of curriculum matters and enrollment procedures when advised
by SAs than when advised by FAs (Item 9-E).

9
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TABLE 8

Frequency of Responses to "Would You Say
Your Adviser" - Item 9-E

%SAs %FAs

Increased your understanding of curriculum
matters and enrollment procedures 53.0 33.5

Did not provide much information which I
had not already gotten from other sources 43.0 61.0

Needlessly made things appear to be more
complicated than they are 4.0 5.5

Total 100.0 100.0

In answer to the question "Did your adviser give you any advice on
how to get thrcugh registration?", those advised by SAs said yes 597.
of the time wh.Lle those advised by FAs said yes only 28.07. of the time
(Item 12-E).

In addition to differences in the way SAs and FAs were seen as be-
having, there were distinctive differences in the way the advisers were
evaluated and this in turn seemed to effect the advisees' attitudes to-
ward the advising system. SAs were seen as more interested in advising
(Item 10-E).

TABLE 9

Frequency of Responses to "Do You Think Your Adviser:" - Item 10-E

%SAs 7,FAs

Is very interested in advising and helping
freshmen students 41.5 25.0

Is somewhat interested in advising and
helping freshmen students 37.0 35.5

Is not particularly interested in advising
and helping freshmen 18.5 38.0

Dislikes having to advise freshmen 3.0 1.5

Total 100.0 100.0

10
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SAs were characterized as being more friendly and interested than

were FAs in the interviews (Item 27-F). This difference reflects a rel-
atively positive evaluation of female SAs and negative evaluation of male

FAs.

TABLE 10

Percent Coded in each Category on Item 27-F
(Characterization of Actual Adviser)

7.SAs 7.FAs

Counselor 5.5 4.5

Concerned Friend 69.5 40.0

Administrator 16.5 29.5

Formality 8.5 26.0

Total 100.0 100.0

Students advised by SAs had more positive views of the advising
system than did those advised by FAs (Item 24-F).

TABLE 11

Percent Coded in Each Category on Item 24-F
(Attitude Position Toward Advising System)

'/.SAs 7.FAs

Against the System 0.0 3.5

Against With Minor Reservations 4.0 7.0

Against With Major Reservations 4.0 14.5

Neutral (Ambivalent) 1.5 7.5

For With Major Reservations 32.0 19.0

For With Minor Reservations 43.0 41.0

For the System 15.5 8.0

Total 100.0 100.5

11
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On those measures which did not yield a statistically reliable
difference (p (.05) the trend is in the same direction indicated by

the reliable differem.es. Students contacted SAs more often (Item 4-E,

p < .10), were more likely to report having informal contacts with SAs
(337. to 287, Item 5-E), saw their advisers as having been more friendly
when advised by SAs (Item 8-E, p < .10), and were more likely to report
that their adviser discussed general requirements with them (Item 11-E,

p < .10) when advised by SAs. SAs were more often reported to have an-
swered all of the advisee's questions (787 to 687, Item 13-E), were more
likely to report increased confidence in their roles as students follow-
ing the advising session (557 to 487, Item 19-E), and gave more positive
evaluations of their advisers (Item 25-E, p .10).

The only questionnaire items on which the students did not compare
favorably with the faculty as advisers were on estimates of the likeli-
hood of the student contacting the adviser under various circumstances
(Items 14-E, 15-E, 16-E, 17-E, and 18-E). None of the differences was
statistically reliable and the most notable feature of these items is
the infrequency with which students would contact advisers of any type
for any purpose. Only 27-307 of those advised by either type of adviser
say they definitely would see their adviser for a schedule change--
something they are required to do by university regulations.

Items Related to the Evaluation of the Adviser

The present study approaches the problem of identifying those ad-
visers who are positively evaluated by their advisees in two different

ways. The first approach was a multiple regression analysis (see
Table 12) using attitude toward the adviser as the dependent variable
and the second was a series of X2 analyses (see AppendixesGdH). Results

of the two approaches are comparable but the X2 analyses provide individ-
ual tests of significance while the multiple regression approach is dir-

ected at prediction (assuming ordinal response categories) and thus does
not provide individual estimates for variables with over-lapping variance.

Six variables in the present study are significantly related to the
evaluation of the adviser and contribute to a significant degree to the
prediction of evaluation of the adviser. Advisees who positively evaluate
their adviser are more likely to characterize their adviser as friendly
(Item 8-G, r = -.673), are more likely to report an increase in under-
standing of curriculum and enrollment following the advising session
(Item 9-G, r = .610), are more likely to have a positive view of the
advising system (Item 24-I, r = .471), are more likely to report that
the adviser discussed general university requirements with them (Item

11-G, r = .431), are likely to report that the adviser seems interested
in discussing general requirements (Item 10-G, r = .574), and are more
prone to see their adviser for a schedule change (Item 14-G, r = .414).

One additional variable contributes significantly to the multiple
correlation but is not significant by X2 comparison. The sex of the
advisee is predictive of the evaluation which the adviser will receive,
males giving more positive evaluations than females (Item 1-G, r = -.175).
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These variables yield a multiple correlation of .813. The remain-

ing variables increase the multiple correlation only slightly; bringing

the figure to .825. Both figures are highly significant and approach

the reliability of the measure (r = .863).

Ten additional items related (p 4.05 by X
2

) to the advisee's posi-

tive evaluation of his adviser: Having informal contact with the adviser

(Item 5-G) reporting that the adviser discussed the class schedule rather
than telling the student to fill out his own schedule (Item 6-G), ease of

contact (Item 7-G), the adviser's apparent interest in advising freshmen
(Item 10-G), the adviser's having answered All the advisee's questions
(Item 13-G), the likelihood of going to the adviser under any of the
circumstances noted in itsms 14-G, 16-G, 17-G, and 18-G (note that few

of the advisees are likely to see their adviser about a friend's drug

problem), reported confidence following the advising session (Item 19-G),

advisee's issue involvement during the interview (Item 20-H), and the
advisee's position involvement in his attitude toward the adviser
(Item 21-H).

Content analysis of interviews

Comments made frequently (10 or more times) during the interviews
are tabulated in Appendix I and will be discussed in conjunction with

other findings in a later section.

Additional information

The design of the present study included the collection of advisers !

reports of their contacts with students as well as reports from students.

However, the low return rate on the questionnaires indicated that the

data would best reflect the behavior of advisers and would not serve as
a good indication of the congruence of adviser-advisee perceptions of the

amount of contact. The fact that most of the interviews (597) were
conducted after advisers returned the questionnaires further reduced
the comparability of the adviser and advisee rsports on contact.

The initial questionnaire asked the adviser to report whether he
3aw each assigned advisee at the "Meet Your Adviser" session and for an

individual advising session prior to registration. Of the student
advisers, 41 of 49 returned the questionnaire to the CAP Officel; while

104 of 154 faculty advisers available for use in the present study re-
turned questionnaires (X2 = 3.987, df = 1, p ( .05). On the secInd
questionnaire inquiring about the number of contacts during the first

semester, 19 of 49 student advisers and 40 of 154 faculty advisers re-

turned the questionnaires (X2 = 2.368, df = 1).

One additional source of information, which could be relevant to
evaluation of differences between SAs and FAs, was a list supplied by

the CAP Office indicating the number of advisees for each faculty adviser

on campus. Student advisers had an average of 6.43 (SD = 2.297) advisees,

1
Curriculum Advising Program is in charge of assigning advisers for fresh-

man students and students who have not declared a major.



most of whom were freshmen. The faculty advisers available for the present
study had an average of 3.76 (SD = 3.37) freshman advisees and an average
of 19.09 (SD = 13.688) total advisees. Figures for faculty used in the
study are comparable to the figures for the faculty as a whole.

The most prominant feature of the figures on advising loads is the
variability of the size of the loads. The figures exclude first year
faculty who are generally not assigned advisees or are assigned a mini-
mal number of advisees. The variability in advising loads also charac-
terizes differences in administrative units on campus with two depart-
ments having average advising loads (excluding first year faculty) of
six advisees per faculty member while one college on campus (Business)
averages 46.71 total advisees (including first year faculty.)
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DISCUSSION

Academic Achievement

Students advised by SAs started with a lower predicted level of
academic achievement but achieved at a comparative level commensurate

with their abilities. In addition, these students were less likely to
drop out of school. It is clear that student advisers are at least
as effective as faculty advisers in aiding the student's academic
achievement during the first semester of the student's freshman year.
The finding relative to academic achievement could even be interpreted
as suggesting that students are better off academically if advised by
SAs. However, it must be recognized that there may be instances when a
student should be advised to drop from school and thus short term drop
rate is of questionable validity.

The study does not provide any clear indication of the reason for
the advantage enjoyed by students advised by SAs but experience in the
academic setting and research on students as counselors suggest several
possibilities. SAs are in a position to suggest specific courses and/or
instructors without suffering the constraint imposed on faculty by peer
pressure and academic integrity. Students may feel free to ask questions
of peers that they would not ask of faculty. Finally, SAs may have a
better understanding of the concerns and interests of students. Regard-
less of the reason for the observed differences, it is clear that, re-
garding the most critical bases for evaluating the effectiveness of
advisers, SAs are a viable alternative to faculty advising.

Reported Differences Between SAs and FAs

Even though students are less likely to be able to list an office
location for SAs, they perceive SAs as being easier to get in touch with
when they need them. A number of factors enter into a consideration of
this difference.

Many students have classes with their SAs or see them regularly on
the campus and have a good idea of when and where to find them. Also,
many students, particularly females, live in the same dorm with their
SAs and thus are afforded convenient access to their advisers.

On the other hand, many students -7,oalplain of faculty not posting
office hours and failing to keep appoinLments. Though it was not speifi-
cally noted in the coding or content analysis, both coders and the inter-
viewer noted that a number of students indicated that they did not make
appointments with their advisers but, instead, would just drop by the
advisers' offices at their own convenience--often failing to find the
adviser in his office on such occasions. It should also be noted that
contacting the faculty adviser often requires the student to go out of
his way to reach, what may be for him, an incLavenient location at at
inconvenient time.

Students advised by SAs were more likely to indicate that the
adviser discussed their schedules with them rather than simply telling
them to fill out their own schedules. A large part of this difference
may well be due to the fact that the SAs are volunteer advisers. Many
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faculty have expressed the sentiment that "Students who cannot read the
Bulletin should not be in college." Students who share this "student
responsibility" point of view would seem to be unlikely to volunteer as

a student adviser.

The fact that students report a greater undefstanding of the univer-
sfty and enrollment procedures when advised by SAs is probably due to
SAs' moic recent experience with the mysteries of the college bulletin
and the confusion which entering freshmen often express. It seems quite
probable that students would also be willing to ask "dumb," mundane,
or non-academic questions of SAs that they would be reluctant to ask

of FAs.

In terms of SAs being more likely to discuss the registration
process and how to get through it, it would seem that SAs are probably
all too aware of the potential hassels involved tn registration. Since
registration procedures often vary from campus to campus, it is likely
that many faculty are not aware of the problems which are likely to
crop up in the registration process of a university which they did not
attend as a student.

The SAs apparent greater interest in advising freshmen students
probably reflects the volunteer status of SAs. This is further reflected
in the fact that FAs are more likely to be perceived as advisers-under-
duress who would rather not advise and who see themselves as fulfilling
a job requirement. The more positive evaluation of the advising system
given by students advised by SAs probably reflects better treatment by
the system and more perceived gains.

Evaluation of the Adviser

The interpretation of X
2
and correlational data is somewhat a hazar-

&us undertaking in that it is tempting to infer cause and effect rela-
tionships on the basis of evidence represented by these statistics. The
items related to a positive evaluation of the adviser in the present
study fall into three categories; Relationships which seem to reflect
the effects of having a positrely evaluated adviser; relationships which
seem to reflect characteristics of the advisees; and relationships which
seem to reflect the behaviors of the advisers which lead to a positive
evaluation.

Having an adviser who is liked seems to increase the probability
that the student will have a positive view of the advising system, to
increase the likelihood of his seeing his adviser in any of the hypothe-
tical situations in the questionnaire (except the case of a friend with
a drug problem), to increase the probability of informal contacts be-
tween adviser and advisee, to increase the student's confidence in his
role as a student, and to result in less concern on the part of the
student about curriculum advising. The increase in involvement in the
evaluation of the adviser varies as a function of the extremity of the
evaluation and would seem to be confounded with the coding of the atti-
tude toward the adviser.

The sex of the student is the only student characteristic which
seems to effect the evaluation of the adviser with males being more
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likely to give a positive evaluation. This is somewhat contrary to the
author's preconceptions but is not of great importance in relation to

the present study.

The adviser who is potitively evaluated is perceived to be more
friendly, more interested in advising, and easier to reach when the

student needs advice. He also seems to provide more information to the
student since students report the adviser increased their understanding
of university requirements; he seems to discuss general university re-
quirements; he seems to De more effective in answering questions which

the students pose; and he is more likely to discuss the student's schedule
(and presumably academic goals) instead of telling the student to figure

out his own schedule.

In general, it would seem that students appreciate those services
which advisers are supposed to provide and, in turn, appreciate advisers

who are willing to provide the services. Advisers who do not provide the

services are resented.

One somewhat distrubing factor in the results of the present study
is the fact that, though students indicate that they are more likely to

see advisers tiry like, there is no significant relationship between how
well the adviser is liked and the number of times that the student re-
ports having contacted the adviser. This point will be discussed in

more detail in the next chapter.

Evaluation of the Content Analysis

Comments concerning advising and the advising system were not tabu-
lated as a function of adviser type and thus do not reflect differences

between types of advisers. The tabulations (see Appendix I) represent
the observations, by the coders, of the factors which were mentioned
often enough to be deemed worthy of closer examination. The comments

-Jould seem to fall into three general categories: comments concerning

how advisers should behave or what they should do; comments concerning
student evaluations of the advising system and the extent to which they
use the system; and comments recommending changes in the system, services,

or administration of the system.

Students seem .o feel that there is a need for the adviser to take
an active interest in ach advisee. Fifteen percent made this suggestion
explicitly during the course of the interview. Thirteen percent express

a need for more directive advising and 217 indicate that there should be

more required contacts between advisees and advisers. The context in
which these comments were generally made suggests to the coders that many
freshman students would like to be told what to do and when to do it.

An equally large group seem to feel much thc same way that some
faculty members feel about advising. Eighteen percent specifically
say that advising should deal strictly with matters of curriculum and
this was generally in the context of arguing that advisers should not
have to nurse-maid freshmen.

The fact that 417 specifically mention that advisers should know
and explain academic requirements seem to reflect the fact that most
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students do understand the major reason for having advisers; but the fact
that 267 expect advisers to be able to discuss course content in outside
areas and to tell them which instructors to take and which to avoid would
seem to reflect a failure,to appreciate the role of the faculty adviser.

Students' reactions to the system were generally positive in the
over-all evaluation but are less positive in terms of specifics. Twenty-
nine percent indicate that the advising system is a "good deal" or a
"good idea" but that the system often fails to be effective because some
advisers do not do their jobs. Twenty-six percent complained about the
fact that their advisers (generally faculty) did not post office hours,
187 (a very conservative estimate) indicated that most of their friends
did not go to see their advisers, and 127 indicated in no uncertain terms
that they had no intention of ever seeing their advisers again. Twenty-
eight percent indicated that they did not think the advising system of
any particular importance for students but most qualified this by recog-
nizing that the system is serving a purpose during the first few weeks
that the student is on campus. These students generally indicated that
most students are capable of using the Bulletin and are familiar with
campus facilities after this time and thus have little use for an adviser.
Twelve percent complained that their advisers had failed to keep scheduled
appointments.

Only three recommendations for changes in the administration of the
advising system were mentioned with any notable frequency. Ten percent
suggested reduced advising loads. In most cases this suggestion was
made by a student who had literally had to wait in line to get in to see
his adviser for approval of his first semester schedule. Twenty-four
percent suggested that advisers should be qualified to provide vocational
guidance for students. This finding suggests that advisers are not do-
ing an effective job of making students aware of the services available
through the counseling center on campus.

The third recommendation made with some frequency was that student
advisers should be upperclassmen rather than sophomores (mentioned 207
of the time). This suggests that an age-experience factor might enter
into students'evaluations of their advisers. However, all of the sig-
nificaut differences between Sas and FAs were broken down by adviser
classification within faculty and no consistent ordering of the faculty
classifications was present. In fact, the outstanding characteristic of
the data when looked at in this manner was the fact that SAs were per-
ceived in essentially the same way that full professors were seen. Given
the differences observed in the study, perhaps it might be more appro-
priate to say that full professors were seen as being more like the stu-
dent advisers than like other faculty advisers. If these two groups had
been combined (SAs and full professors) almost every item in the study
would distinguish them from the other three groups (instructors, assis-
tants, and associates) combined.

It should be noted that these observations concerning differences
within the faculty classifications are not meant to imply that there are
no differences between these classifications, since indeed there were
several items which distinguishel between these groups. The ordering
of the groups was, however, not consistent--with the general exception
that full professors were rated in much the same way as SAs.



Conclusions and Recommendations

The primary goal of the present study was to assess the viability

of the use of students as curriculum advisers for incoming freshmen.

Evidence from the present study suggests no reason why students should

not be employed in this capacity. Rather, it would appear that students

might be a preferred alternative to faculty for most advisees.

The second goal of the present study was to gain Information about

advising and the advising process. The most outstanding finding in

this regard is that very little actual advising takes place. Students

seldom contact their advisers.

In attempting to evaluate this information, it is necessary to go

beyond the data collected in the present study and look at the structure

of the advising process from as many angles as possible.

The system - physical and administrative set-up

The Curriculum Advising Program Office is located on the third

floor of the administration building. This location is not central to

student traffic patterns and the student traffic that does go into this

building goes primarily to the Registrar's Office located in the base-

ment. Contact with the CAP Office is generally by mail and direct con-

tact with students has decreased (informal estimate from CAP director)

since the office was moved from the basement of the administration

building to the third floor two years ago.

Administratively, CAP is run by a director who teaches onecourse

each semester in addition to directing the advising program. The activi-

ties of the CAP are guided and monitored by a faculty-student advisory

committee. Final responsibility for pre-major advising is in the office

of the Academic Vice-President. CAP (and thus -SUP) serves as an infor-

mation source for students, handles the administrative chores of assigning

advisees, and provides a service to departments on campus by channeling

students to the appropriate departments.

CAP has responsibility for the assignment of advisers for freshmen

students and all students who have not officially declared a major.

However, since the declaration of major procedure is only loosely followed

at ISU, many upper-division students remain in the CAP program long after

they have settled on a major.

The SCAP program is a student administered division of the CAP pro-

gram and is under the supervision of the CAP director. The role of SCAP

advisers, however, is somewhat different than that of advisers in the CAP

program since the student advisers ;enerally are oriented toward provid-

ing a necessary service for students and, with few exceptions, advise

freshmen students only. SCAP advisers are also supervised and given

fairly rigorous training while CAP (faculty) advisers are much less sub-

ject to supervision, are not volunteers, and may not bother to attend

adviser training sessims conducted by CAP.
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The system - the advisee's point of view

The system, from the advisee's point of view, varies to some degree

from observer to observer. Different advisees want different things from

the system and thus an overall picture will not fairly represent some

advisees. There are, however, some facts which are generally applicable.

Students express a need for the system and its services even though they

may not use the services and they may see the system as being of value
during the initial portion of the beginning semester only. Students'

major complaints center around the difficulty of using the system. They

complain about the inadequacy of some advisers, the difficulty of making

contact with advisers, and the lack of vocational guidance.

Students also seem to be unaware of many of the available services

and their freedom of choice in regard to the advising system. They do

not seem to get the message that vocational guidance is available from

trained personnel and they do not seem to realize that they can change

advisers at their (the student's) discretion. In some cases the student

may be aware of his adviser option buc is fearful of reprisal from fac-

ulty membels since he may have to take a course from the adviser at some

later date.

The primary value of the system to the freshman student is that the

system offers him an opportunity to meet faculty and to have many of his

anxieties concerning his new role alleviated. He sees the advising system

as an agent for gently easing him into the new role and familiae.zing him

with the rules and regulations associated with the new role. He does not

go to his adviser very often after the initial meetings. He sometimes

views the system as an establishment hassel and he often forges the ad-

viser's signature for registration or schedule changes.

The system - the adviser' oint of view

The fact that student advisers are volunteers who are screened to

insure that they are interested in providing a service would indicate

that most SAs are indeed service oriented as advisers. FAs (and admini-

strators) are required to serve as advisers in the CAP program and do

not seem to be so uniformly motivated. Some are interested in providing

a service to the student. Some are interested in upper-division (non-CAP)

advising only. Some see advising as an opportunity to recruit majors.

Some see the system as a necessary evil and still others see ttme spent

advising freshmen as time which could be more profitably employed in

other activities.

FAs also vary greatly in the way they handle their advisees. Some

explicitly require advisees to see them at specified times, or to come in

if the advisee has certain problems, and some leave the timing and number

of contacts up to the advisee.

Advisers view their responsibilities differently. Some do not accept

any responsibility other than answering curriculum questions and handle

this by sending the student to the Bulletin. Others see themselves as be-

ing responsible, to varying degrees, for informing the student of his

academic progress and pointing out the implications of the student's choices.
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Implicit within the system (but a point of view the author has not heard
directly expressed by any adviser) is the adviser as an individual who is
somehow responsible for seeing that the student takes courses which are

required. This latter view would seem to place the responsibility on the
adviser of going beyond the role of advising the student to the role of
directing and planning a student's curriculum and somehow forcing the
student to stick to that curriculum. Some advisers tak,1 the position

that this is the student's responsibility--not the adviser's.

Paradoxes

1. Students see the system as a needed service, suggest that advisers
be more directive and require more contacts, and generally give positive
evaluations of their advisers--but they don't see their advisers even
when ISU regulations require that they do so. The small number of average
contacts (the distribution is skewed toward the high contact end.) indi-
cates a widespread violation of regulations pertaining to advising con-
tacts and suggests that most advisers either do not or cannot enforce the
regulations.

2. The CAP Office serves as a central advising agency but is not
centrally located relative to student traffic patterns.

3. The CAP program is set up to advise pre-majors and general
studies students. These are students who may be uncertain of a career
choice or students who are fulfilling basic university requirements prior
to declaring a major. Yet, the program is poorly coordinated with vo-
cational guidance services and fails to make full use of faculty in de-
partments with small enrollments.

4. The program is characterized as a student service but policy
decisions often reflect a greater concern for faculty, department, or
administration considerations. Faculty are required to serve as advisers
even though some must not be doing a very good job. By requiring faculty
to serve as advisers student-faculty contact can be encouraged, faculty
can be forced to be aware of general requirements, and faculty can be
treated in an unbiased manner (everyone has to advise freshmen!). How-

ever, none of these considerations indicates an interest in the quality
of the services provided.

Recommendations

The advising system at ISU might be improved by considering any or
all of the suggestions which follow.

1. The CAP program should be structured so as to provide a student
service. The program should be t up for this purpose administratively
and decisions concerning the operation should be predicated on serving
the student effectively and realistically.

2. Advisers should serve freshmen on a voluntary basis or the
advising process should be more carefully monitored to insure that ser-
vices are provided.
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3. The advising process should be more closely coordinated with the
counseling center and its services.

4. The central advising office should be located so as to provide
convenient access for students.

5. Adviser assignments within the CAP program should be on a one

year basis. This would allow students an opportunity to change advisers
without prejudice and would encourage the student to declare a major in
order to be assigned outside the general advising program.

6. The responsibility for selection of curriculum should be placed
explici.tly on the student or the adviser and the responsibility of each
should be clearly outlined. If responsibility is to be placed on faculty,
there must be some means available for the faculty member to enforce his

decisions.

7. Alternatives such as a central advising system should be explored.

Further research and study effects

Data obtained in the present study will be supplemented with continu-
ous GPA data over the next three years and a questionnaire will be sent
to students in the present study during the second semester of their
fourth year. The data from the present study will also be used as a
basis for providing preliminary answers to questions not specifically in-
vestigated in the planned analyses. The first such "question" will be to
investigate the possible effects of the size of advising load the adviser
carries.

Personnel in the CAP Office have become more cognizant of the need
for a solid data base on which to make decisions. Consequently, traffic
through the CAP Office will be monitored to determine which services are
not used. The CAP Office also plans to consult with personnel in the
counseling center so that services can be better coordinated, to explore
the feasibility of consolidating counseling and advising programs on cam-
pus, and to explore ways of more effectively publicizing services.

Suggested Research

1. A more systematic exploration of faculty attitudes and knowledge
in relation to advising should be conducted.

2. A survey of student registration and scheduling problems should
be conducted and a listing of these problems, accompanied by suggestions .

for avoiding them, should be made available to students and advisers.

3. The feasibility of developing a flow chart for advising should

be investigated. Such a algorithm might enable students to effectively
and systematically deal with most of the more mundane advising problems.
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Code Number

Date

Age

APPENDIX A

ADVISEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Sex: M F (Item 1)

Sex of Adviser: M F (Item 2)

Intended Major

The location of my adviser's office is (Item 3)

I have had (Item 4) curriculum advising contacts with my adviser.
(Please include the "Meet Your Adviser" session if attended and do not
include contact with your adviser in which you did not seek curriculum
advice).

Have you had any informal visits with your advi.,er? Yes No (Item 5)

Not sure (Please explain)

1

1

1

In planning your fall schedule, would you say: (check one only)(Item 6)

My adviser planned my schedule for me.

I discussed my schedule with my adviser and he talked me into taking
the course that I enrolled in.

I discussed my schedule with my adviser but he left the final deci-
sion up to me.

My adviser expected me to plan my own schedule.

If noreof the above alternatives fits your case, please explain

If I need to get in touch with my adviser: (check one only)(Item 7)

I know when and where to find him.

I can get in touch with him if I make an appointment.

I can reach him after two or three attempts.

I find it almost impossible to get hold of him.

If none of the above alternatives fits your case, please explain

5
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In your individual advising session, would you say your adviser was:

(Item 8)

Very friendly.

Friendly.

Neither particularly friendly or unfriendly.

Unfriendly or distant.

Very unfriendly or distant.

If none of the above alternatives fits your case, please explain.

Did your adviser: (Item 8a)

Try to sell you on his field of study.

Encourage you to enter his field of study.

Discourage you from entering his field.

Encourage you to delay a final decision on choice of major.

If none of the above alternatives fits your case, please explain.

Would you say your adviser: (Item 9)

Increased your understanding of curriculum matters and enrollment pro-
cedures.

Did not provide much information which I had not already gotten from
another source.

Needlessly made things appear to be more complicated than they are.

If none of the above alternatives fits your case, please explain.
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Do you think your adviser: (Item 10)

is very interested in advising and helping freshman students.

is somewhat interested in advising and helping freshman students.

is not particularly interested in advising and helping freshmen.

dislikes having to advise freshmen.

If none of the above is descriptive of your adviser, please explain.

Did your adviser discuss general university requirements with you?

(Item 11)

Yes

No

Did your adviser give you any advice on how to get through registration?
(Item 12)

Yes

No

If yes, please expalin.

Did your adviser answer all of your questions for you? (Item 13)

Yes

No

If not, did he send you to someone who could answer your questions?
(Item 13a)

Yes

No
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For each of the set of circumstances listed below, indicate the likeli-
hood that you would contact your adviser for help or information.

1. I definitely would see my adviser

2. I probably would see my adviser.

3. I might see my adviser if no one else could help.

4. I definitely would not see my adviser.

You need to change your class schedule. (Item 14)

You are having a personality conflict with one of your instructors.
(Item 15)

You are having academic problems in one or more classes. (Item 16)

You are having emotional problems that interfere with your school-
work. (Item 17)

A friend of yours has a serious drug problem. (Item 18)

When you left your individual advising session, did you feel: (Item 19)

more confident in your role as a student.

no different than before the advising session.

less confident in your role as a student.

If none of the above alternatives fits your case, please explain.

Please use the space below to make any further comments you might have
concerning advising.
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APPENDIX B

Interview Schedule

The purpose of our interviews is to find out more about the advising
process. We are contacting freshman students at random to come in and
talk to us about curriculum advising so that advisers will be able to
do a better job of advising. Past research has indicated that mailing
out questionnaires is not an effective means of gathering the informa-
tion we need, so we are conducting interviews, which we are tape re-
cording, to gain the needed information. We are recording the answers
because we have found that this interferes less with the spontaneity
of the interview than do any other means of recording answers. You
will be indentified on tape by number only and any information which
you give us will be strictly confidential.

The information we are gathering is in the interest of students and
will be used in the interest of students. So please be as candid as
possible in the answers you give, and feel free to elaborate on your
answers. I would like to caution you not to identify your adviser by
name. Our interest is in how advisers act and what they do--not in
who they are.

Are there any questions before we begin?

1. First of all, we would like your views on what the role of an advi-
ser should be. How should an adviser behave and what services
should be provided for the student?

(If responses are brief, ask the student to elaborate. If he
mentions only behaviors or services, ask him to discuss the
area not mentioned.)

2. Now that you have given us some idea of how an adviser should be-
have, we would like you to describe how your adviser does behave
and the relationship between you and your adviser. Remember,
please don't mention your adviser's name. Now, tell us what
you think of your adviser, and Eta you see him this way.

(If answer is tor brief, prod the student to elaborate and ask
that he say nvh he reacts the way he does.)

3. Next, we would like to know how you think your adviser conceives
of his role. In other words, how does your adviser think students
should be treated and what services does he think he should provide
for his advisees.

4. One final question, how do your friends feel about going to their
advisers and the advising process in general?

5. Do you have any other comments you would like to make about your
adviser, advising in general, or the advising process?
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APPENDIX C
1

Codes Used to Evaluate Advisee Responses
puring the Interview

Item 20: Issue Involvement

How important does the individual feel the issue (curriculum advising)
is?

1. Uninterested: The individual shows a general lack of interest in
the topic and fails to express concern over possi-
ble decisions on the issue.

Example:

2. Aware:

The individual volunteers that he has little inter-
est in the topic and needs to be prodded to get
more than minimal answers.

The individual recognizes that there is a possi-
bility of changing the present system and displays
some interest in disucssing the issue. He expresses
some concern over possible changes willingly expres-
ses his own opinion, and probably has some idea of
his friends position on the issue.

3. Very
interested The individual voluntarily labels the issue an im-

portant one. He freely elaborates on his views.

Example: The individual stresses the importance of the issue
and relates the issue to his own experiences at the
beginning of the interview. He expresses concern
about possible decisions might effect the advising
system. He may show greater than average knowledge
of the system and use emotionally laden terms in
discussing. Will probably relate to other aspects
of the environment.

8. Other: The individual does not seem to belong anywhere in
the above set of categories.

9. Not appropri-
ate

I)

1
The format for the codes above is based on that used by the Survey
Research Center in its coding manual.
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Item 21: Position Involvement - Advising

How strongly does the individual hold to his position?

1. Low:

2. Open:

3. Mixed:

4. Closed:

8. Other:

9. Not
appropriate

The individual expresses voluntarily that he doesn't
particularly have any opinion about his adviser. He
probably qualifies his answers throughout the inter-
view.

The individual indicates a like or dislike for his
adviser, but recognizes that others might not hold
his view, i.e., recognizes Chat his adviser might
be a good (bad) adviser for some students.

The individual expresses mixed feelings concerning
his adviser. Descriptions of the adviser will be
good and bad and the student may appear to contra-
dict himself.

The individual expresses a definite like or dislike
for his adviser and is sure that other students will
(do) feel the same way.
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Item 22: Position Involvement - Advising

How strongly does the individual hold to his position?

1. Low: The individual expresses voluntarily that he does
not have any interest in the advising process nor
does he care how the program is run.

2. Open: The individual indicates a preferred approach to the
advising process while recognizing Chat different
students might do better under other approaches.

3. Mixed Open: The individual expresses a preference for two or more
approaches or systems and recognizes that yet other
systems or approaches might be workable.

4. Mixed Closed: The individual indicates that only two alternatives
are satisfactory to his point of view - he does not
see any others as being acceptable.

5. Closed:

8. Other:

9. Not
Appropriate:

The individual expresses a definite preference for
one system or approach and cites reasons in support
that alternative. He does not mention other alter-
natives as woAable.
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Item 23: Situational Involvement

In interview situation not synonymous with uneasiness.

1. Low: The individual is generally unresponsive to questions
asked and does not seem to be nervous.

Example: The individual comes in and seems comfortable tn the
interview situation. He does not seem to be concern-
ed with pleasing or displeasing the interviewer.
Needs prompting.

2. Medium: The individual is generally responsive to questions,
may seem a little nervous and show hesitation.

Example: The individual responds to questions, will begin to
respond again after briefjperiods of silence or his
response rate increases following hums from the

interviewer. Mild prompting.

3. High: The individual takes the interview situation very
seriously and seems to want to please tne inter-
viewer.

Example: He may try to elicit the interviewer's opinion, en-
hance his own position in the interviewer's eyes, or
elicit agreement from the interviewer. Involved in

the situation of being interviewed.

8. Other:

9. Not
Appropriate:
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Item 24: Attitude Position - Advising

How does the student feel about the advising process?

1. Strongly
Against:

2. Against With
Minor Reser-
vations:

3. Against With
Major Reser-
vations:

4. Neutral:

The individual flatly states that he thinks there is
no need for assigned advisers and does not express
any doubts concerning his position.

The individual states that he is against assigned _

advisers but allows that there ma be merits in
the system for some people.

The individual seems to be generally against the
advising system but expresses a great deal of doubt
about the validity of his own position and may ex-
press an understanding of the position advocated by
those who favor the system.

The individual does not seem to lean either way. He
may seem confused about the advising system and about
why anyone is concerned about the system.

5. For With
Major
Reservations: The individual states that he thinks advising is a

good idea but thinks that it is unnecessary for some
students. He may suggest a voluntary system.

6. For With
Minor
Reservations: The individual states that he favors the advising

system but sees room for changes in the system. He
will probably treat suggested changes as possibilities
which may or may not wark out in the long run.

7. Strongly For: The individual states that the advising gystem is a
11

good deal" and feels that it benefits all students.
He may suggest minor changes in the system but still
sees the advising system as necessary.

8. Other:

9. Not
Appropriate:
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Item 25: Attitude Position - The Adviser

How does the student feel about his adviser?

1. Strongly
Against: The student openly expresses a dislike for his

adviser. May express a desire to change adviser
and does not question his evaluation.

2. Against With
Minor
Reservations: The individual expresses dislike for his adviser

but hedges. May begrudge the adviser one or two
points but basically does like the adviser.

3. Against With
Major
Reservations: The individual doesn't seem to care for his adviser

and may say so. He probably recognizes that the
adviser may have some good points to go along with
the bad. May admit the adviser might be seen as a
good adviser by others.

4. Neutral: The individual does not seem to lean either way. He

may take the position that "an adviser is an adviser"
he does what he has to and it is no big deal one way
or the other.

5. For With
Major
Reservations: The individual may express a liking for or acceptance

of the adyiser but openly states that the adviser
did not meet expectations. The student may express

a positive affect accompanied by negative content.

6. For With
Minor
Reservations: The individual states that he likes his adviser

or the adviser is competent but hedges. May point

to irritating personal characteristics or suggest
specific changes in the adviser's approach but gives
an over-all positive evaluation.

7. Strongly For: The individual whole-heartedly endorses his adviser.

Probably expresses admiration and liking for the
adviser.

8. Other:

9. Not
Appropriate:
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Item 26: Characterizatior of the Ideal Adviser

1. Counselor: The individual feels that the "Ideal Adviser" is an
all-knowing counselor who can administer therapy if
needed and who will watch over and take care of the
advisee.

2. Concerned
Friend: The individual feels the adviser should be sympathetic

to his needs and problems and should serve (mainly)
as a source of information and counsel in curriculum
matters.

3. Administrator: The individual feels that advising is limited to
curriculum matters. He may see advising as a faculty
duty. Pe expects the adviser to give him information
when he asks for it and to otherwise leave him (the
advisee) alone.

4. Non-entity:

8. Other:

9. Not
Appropriate:

The individual sees the ideal as the adviser who gives
the student his advising number and tells him to do
whatever he wants to do.
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Item 27: Characterization of the Actual Adviser

(Categories the same as those for Item 26)

1. Counselor:

2. Concerned
Friend:

The iridividual feels that the "Ideal Adviser" is
an all-knowing counselor who can admtnister therapy
if needed and who will wateh over and take care of
the advisee.

The individual feels the adviser should be sympa-
thetic to his needs and problems and should serve
(mainly) as a source of information and counsel in
curriculum matters.

3. Administrator: The individual feels that advising is limited to
curriculum matters. He may see advising as a
faculty duty. He expects the adviser to give him
information when he asks for it and to otherwise
leave him (the advisee) alone.

4. Non-entity: The individual sees the ideal as the adviser who
gives the student his advising number and tells him
to do whatever he wants to do.

8. Other:

9. Not
Ap priate:
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APPENDIX E

Summary of Responses to Questionnaire: Percent of Student Advised (SA)
vs. Percent of Faculty Advised (FA).

This appendix summarizes the questionnaire data comparing SA§ and FAs.
Below each item is the data breakdown used for purposes of X4 analysis
when collapsing was necessary4 the obtained X2 value, the degrees of
freedom associated wjsth the X4 value, and, in those cases where the
probability of the X4 value is .05 or less, a statement of the proba-
bility. Collapsing of the X2 matrixes was done on the basis of the
original five adviser categories, always involved collapsing adjacent
categories, or dropping categories, and generally involved the col-
lapsing of the fewest number of categories possible to meet cell
frequency assumptions for X2 analyses. (Number of respondents is in-
dicated in parenthesis.)

Item 1 - Sex of Advisee

% SA % FA

Male 46.0 (33) 54.0 (80)

Female 54.0 (39) 46.0 (69)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2

1.000, df = 1

Item 2 - Sex of Adviser

% SA % FA

Male 33.0 (24) 74.0 (110)

Female 67.0 (48) 26.0 (39)

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 = 19.306, df = 1, 2 <.05

Item 3 - The location of my adviser's office is

% SA % FA

Could list 82.0 (59) 97.0 (145)

Could not list 18.0 (13) 3.0 (4)

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 = 16.155, df = 1, 2 <,05
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Item 4 - I have had curriculum advising contacts with my adviser.

% SA % FA

0 or 1 24.0 (17), 36.5 (54)

2 or 3 59.0 (42) 54.0 (80)

4 or more 17.0 (12) 9.5 (14)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
= 4.790, df = 2

Item 5 - Have you had any informal visits with your adviser?

SA % FA

Yes 33.0 (24) 28.5 (42)

No 67.0 (48) 71.5 (106)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2

1.0n0, df = 1

ltem 6 - In planning your fall schz.-.dule, would you say:

% SA % FA

My adviser planned my schedule for me 5.5 (4) 6.5 (9)

I discussed my schedule with my adviser and
he talked me into tal-ing the courses that
I enrolled in 10.0 (7) 11.0 (15)

I discussed my schedule with my adviser but
he left the final decisions up to me 71.5 (50) 50.0 (69)

My adviser expected me to plan my own
schedule 13.0 (9) 32.5 (45)

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 = 10.779, df = 3,11 <.05
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Item 7 - If I need to get in touch with my adviser:

% SA %FA
I knaw when and where to find him 62.5 (43) 36.0 (51)

I can get in touch with him if I make an
appointment 16.0 (11) 30.0 (42)

I can reach him after two or three attempts 14.5 (10) 20.5 (29)

I find it almost impossible to get hold of
him 7.0 (5) 13.5 (19)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
= 12.396, df = 3, sp. <.05

Item 8 - In your individual advising session, would you say your adviser
was:

% SA % FA.

Very friendly 46.0 (43) 33.5 (47)

Friendly 37.5 (27) 39.5 (56)

Neither particularly friendly or unfriendly 16.5 (12) 25.5 (36)

unfriendly or distant 30.0 (0) 1.5 (2)

Very unfriendly or distant 00.0 (0) 00.0 (0)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
= 4.191, df = 2 (X

2
based on 1st 3 response categories only)

Item 8a - Did your adviser:

% SA 7.FA
Try to sell you on his field of study

Encourage you to enter his field of study

Discourage you from entering his field

Encourage you to delay a final decision on
choice of major

*Most students could not describe their advisers as falling in any of
these categories and thus responses to this item were not analyzed.
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Item 9 - Would you say your adviser:

% SA % FA

In-reased your understanding of curriculum
matters and enrollment procedures 53.0 (38) 33.5 (48)

Did not provide much information which I Lad
not already gotten from other sources 43.0 (31) 61.0 (88)

Needlessly made things appear to be more
complicated than they are 4.0 (3) 5.5 (8)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
- 7.347, df = 1, 2 <.05 (X

2
based on 1st 2 response categories only)

Item 10 - Do you think your adviser:

% SA % FA

Is very interested in advising and helping
Freshman students 3.0 (2) 1.5 (2)

Is somewhat interested in advising and help-
ing Freshman students 18.5 (13) 38.0 (53)

Is not particularly interested in advising
and helping Freshmen 37.0 (26) 35.5 (50)

Dislikes having to advise Freshmen 41.5 (29) 25.0 (35)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
= 8.624, df = 2, 2 < .05

Item 11 - Did your adviser discuss general university requirer-r
with you?

% SA % FA

Yes 25.0 (18) 39.0 (57)

No 75.0 (53) 61.0 (89)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
= 3.377, df = I
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Item 12 - Did your adviser give you any advice on how to get through

registration?

% SA % FA

No 41.0 (29) 72.0 (105)

Yes 59.0 (42) 28.0 (41)

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 = 19.518, df = 1, 2. <.05

Item 13 - Did your adviser answer all of yOur questions for you?

% SA % FA

No 22.0 (16) 32.5 (47)

Yes 78.0 (56) 67.5 (98)

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 = 2.420, df = 1

Item 13a - If not, did he send you to someone who could answer your
questions?

% SA % FA

Yes

No

Yes alternative was used only 5 times. These were treated as yes
answers to Item 13 and this data discarded.

Item 14 - You need to change your class schedule.

% SA % FA

I definitely would see my adviser 29.5 (21) 27.5 (41)

I probably would see my adviser 27.0 (19) 23.5 (35)

I might see my adviser if no one else could
help 39.5 (28) 41.5 (62)

I definitely would not see my adviser 4.0 (3) 7.5 (11)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
= .569, df = 2 (X

2
bar-A on collapsing 3rd and 4th categories)



Item 15 - You are having a personality conflict with one of your
instructors.

% SA % FA

I definitely would see my adviser 10.0 (7) 9.5 (14)

I probably would see my adviser 18.0 (13) 21.5 (32)

I might see my adviser if no one else could
help 38.0 (27) 47.0 (70)

I definitely would not see my adviser 34.0 (24) 22.0 (33)

Total 100.0 100.0

2
X = 3.506, df = 2 (X4 based on collapsing 1st 2 categories)

Item 16 - You are having academic problems in one or more classes.

% SA % FA

I definitely would see my adviser 19.5 (14) 18.0 (27)

I probably wuld see my adviser 21.0 (15) 28.0 (42)

I might see my adviser if no one else could
help 45.0 (32) 34.0 (51)

I definitely would not see my adviser 14.0 (10) 19.5 (29)

Total 99.5 99.5

X
2
= .382, df = 1 (X

2
based on collapsing 1st 2 vs. 2nd 2 categories)

Item 17 - You are having emotional problems that interfere with your
schoolwork.

% SA % FA

I definitely would see my adviser 4.0 (3) 5.5 (8)

I probably would see my adviser 5.5 (4) 9.5 (14)

I might see my adviser if no one else Lould
help 29.5 (21) 24.0 (36)

I definitely would not see my adviser 60.5 (43) 61.0 (91)

Total 99.5 100.0

X
2
= 1.424, df = 2 (X

2
based on collapsing 1st 2 categories)



Item 18 - A friend of yours has a serious drug problem.

% SA % FA

I definitely would see my Adviser 1.5 (1) 2.0 (3)

I probably would see my adviser 4.0 (3) 3.5 (5)

I might see my adviser if no one else could
help 12.5 (9) 16.0 (24)

I definitely would not see my adviser 81.5 (58) 78.5 (117)

Total 99.5 100.0

X
2
= .445, df = 3

Item 19 - When you left your individual advising session, did you feel

% SA % FA

More confident in your role as a student 55.0 (39) 44.0 (63)

No different than before the advising session 39.5 (28) 44.5 (64)

Less confident in your role as a student 5.5 (4) 12.0 (17)

Total 100.0 100.5

X2 = 2.100, df = 2



APPENDIX F

Summary of Responses to Questionnaire: Percent of Student Advised (SA)
vs. Percent of Faculty Advised (FA).

This appendix summarizes the coding data comparing SAs and FAs. Below
each item is the data breakdown used for purposes of X2 analysis when
collapsing was necessary,7the obtained X2 value, the degrees of free-
dom assoclated with the X- value, and, in those cases where the proba-
bility of the X2 value is .05 or less, a statement of the probability.
Collapsing of the X2 matrixes was done on the basis of the original
five adviser categories, always involved collapsing adjacent categories,
or dropping categories, and generally involved the collapsing of the
fewe9 number of categories possible to meet cell frequency assumptions
for X analyses.

Item 20 - Issue Involvement

How important does the individual feel the issue (Curriculum Advising)
is?

% SA % SA

Uninterested 3.0 (2) 8.0 (12)

Aware 90.0 (65) 80.5 (119)

Very Interested 7.0 (5) 11.5 (17)

Total 100.0 100.0

X
2
= 3.727, df = 2

Item 21 - Position Involvement - Adviser

hold to his position? (like-dislike)

% SA % FA

How strongly does the individual

Low 5.5 (4) 2.0 (3)

Open 8.0 (6) 6.5 (9)

Mixed 28.0 (20) 45.5 (64)

Closed 58.5 (42) 45.5 (64)

Total 100.0 99.5

X' = 6.669, df = 2, r ( .05 (X2 based on collapsing 1st 2 categories)
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Item 22 - Position Involvement - Advising System

system

% SA

-- how strongly

% FA

doesIn terms of position taken regarding present
the individual hold to that position?

Low 3.0 (2) 2.5 (4)

Open 9.5 (7) 16.5 (24)

Mixed Open 26,5 (19) 20.0 (29)

Mixed Closed 16.5 (12) 26.5 (39)

Closed 44.5 (32) 34.0 (50)

Total 100.0 99.45

X2 = 5.448, df = 3 (X2 based on collapsing 1st 2 categories)

Item 23 - Situational Involvement

In interview situation not synonymous with uneasiness

% SA % FA

Low 0.0 (0) 1.5 (2)

Medium 84.5 (61) 82.5 (122)

High 15.5 (11) 16.0 (24)

Total 100.0 100.0

X2 = .032, df = 1 (X2 based on collapsing 1st 2 categories)



Item 24 - Attitude Position - Advising

How does the student feel about the advising process?

% SA % FA

Strongly against 0.0 (0) 3.5 (5)

Against with minor reservations 4.0 (3) 7.0 (10)

Against with major reservations 4.0 (3) 14.5 (21)

Neutral 1.5 (1) 7.5 (11)

For with major reservations 32.0 (23) 19.0 (28)

For with minor reservations 43.0 (31) 41.0 (60)

Strongly for 15.5 (11) 8.0 (12)

Total 100.0 100.5

X
2
= 13.810, df = 2, 2 <.05 (X

2
based on collapsing 1st 4 and last 2

categories)

Item 25 - Attitude Position - the adviser

% SA % FA

How does the student feel about his adviser?

Strongly against 7.0 (5) 10.5 (15)

Against with minor reservations 8.5 (6) 11.5 (16)

Against with major reservations 5.5 (4) 14.5 (20)

Neutral 4.0 (3) 1.5 (2)

For with major reservations 14.0 (10) 13.5 (19)

For with minor reservations 21.0 (15) 2.5 (35)

Strongly for 40.5 (29) 23.5 (33)

Total 100.5 77.5

X
2
= 7.184, df = 3 (X

2
based on collapsing 1st 4 categories)

48

54



Item 26 - Characterization of the Ideal Adviser

% FA% SA

Counselor 4.0 (3) 9.0 (13)

Concerned friend 78.0 (56) 75.0 (110)

Administrator 18.0 (13) 16.5 (24)

Non-cntity 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)

Total 100.0 100.5

X
2
= 1.569, df = 2

Item 27 - Characterization of the Atua1 Adviser

Which of these types fits the advisee's description of his/her adviser?

% SA % FA

Counselor 5.5 (4) 4.5 (6)

Sympathetic Adviser 69.5 (50) 40.5 (56)

Administrator 16.5 (12) 29.5 (41)

Formality 8.5 (6) 26.0 (36)

Total 100.0 100.5

X2 = 18.639, df aa 3, 2 <.05
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APPENDIX I

Tabulation of Interviewee Comments

Data presented below represent a tabulation of comments made on
tapes by interviewees. Each coder noted comments about the advising
system which he felt might provide insight into the system and re-
sponses noted by coders only partially overlap. All figures are con-
servative since the coders did not start tabulating some comments un-
til well into the coding. Only those comments with a frequency of at
least ten are reported.

Sense of Comments % of Tapes # of Tapes Coded

Advisers should look into
student's interests 15 94

System isn't important 28 94

Advising should be strictly
curriculum 18 94

Student advisers should be
upper classmen 20 223

Will not see adviser again 12 94

Friends do not see advisers 18 94

Advisers should be more directive 13 94

Advisers mdssed appointments 12 94

Advisers should give voca-
tional guidance 24 223

Should give information about
courses and instructors 26 223

System good but some advisers
are not 29 94

Didn't have office hours 26 223

Lighter advising load needed 10 223

Advisers should spend more time
with advisees 21 223

Should know and explain academic
requirements 41 129


