
:hen who were intuwcd in ciustcrinp. (We called them hard-core clwcren.) 
h ~ d m ~ ~  who chose to take the cwrscs were generally more serious and betla 
~ivated but not necessarily brighter. (GryU rarely took clustered courses.) Finally. we 
e teachers money for dass lunches, trips to the thaer ,  parties. paml dinuslons - 
Jtevcr they felt would foster academic cxcdlem and a senre of community among the 
Jents. 

Fhe cxpuimuu worked. The clustering of courses was so nrcowsful that under the 
ns of the new cuniculum of Fardham CoHege, which took effect fa8 of 1980, an 
,hmcn now take two clusters, one in the fall and one in the spring. Although the Grylls 

r he world - among the faculty and students (both, by nature, very softaue clusterers) 
o must teach and take duslered copses, the system mntinucs to be successful in fosta- 
a sense of cornmuoily In tho dassroom. 

Ir I look back over what I have written here, I realiie I have Jaid a great deal about 
rdham College, end I hope that my experience there. particularly with the Valua Pro. 
l r n ,  might be of some hdp to others who must fwd ways to build community or com- 
mities in their own institutions and in the process create M environment that will sup- 
1-1 the t f f m  to advise students weU. If the experience of Fordham proves not to be 
spful, then I ask that when faced with cynicism, indiffmnee, pessiunisrn. selfishness. or 
igue in your own institution. you not despair, but rather. Like the palma, shrug your 
~ufdcrs, remember Oryll, and continue the quest. It's the only way to live. 
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Rewards for Academic Advising: 
An Evaluation 
MAX D. M E N ,  Pro/egor o/ Ma(hemurics and BONNE M. BROWN, Assirrant 
P r ~ / c ~ s o r  oJSpaniJI, Asislant Dean, Arts & !2i?nw, Uniw~sity ofNebraska - Lincoln 

The Academic advkine profmion d w  not rank high on the rewards ladder in higher 
education. Evfdcnce for this assertion Is abundant. An i n u W  interest 10 improve 
academic advising renews concern for the plight of the advisor. and prompts more ques- 
dons about the topic. 

The Find Report of A Nailond Survey of Academic Advising concludes that there is 
lit& reward or recognition anached to the successful delivery of academic advising.' In an 
attempt to identify research priorities for academic advising on behdf of the Nationd 
Academic Advising Association. Polton and Cashin requested descriptions of things 
which might improve the respondent's advising prtagram. In an open~nded format the 
largest number of responses dealt with improving the rewards for effective academic ad- 
vising, either directly through pay raises or indirectly by weighing advising more 
significantly in promotion and tenum decisions.' Teague and Grites concluded that faculty 
cannot be expected to perform advising adequately without appropriate recognition and 
support.' Drasrl asserts that actions that can be taken to improve faculty advisingsystcms 
include reducing the teaching toad for faculty who become advicon. and an acknowldg- 
ment of that service at time of promotion and salary decisions.' Borgard, Hornbuckk. 
and Mahoney state that if teaching. research. and service are Lo k the benchmarks of  
facully proledona! and personal advancement at a particuh htitUtion, h e  relative 
merit ofadvising within this structure must bcdefmd. Faculty need to understand to what 
degree p u f m a n c c  in advising is related to review for d a r y ,  tenure, and promotion.' 
Kramcr said changes in the institution's reward and incentive structure may be required if 
the institution's operational goals become. in pan. the faculty's professional and personal 
goals.' The titaature cited contains othn instances documenting the low reward level for 
academic advising. 

*CarYe~~c~t ,  Donald I. nd ConYura SJbahom, "FmJ Rcpoct: A Nationd Swq on k d c m i c  Advising," 
A m e h  Col- Tcslm~ P r o m .  lowr Ci .  Iowa. 19'79. 
'Pohn. Cbayl I. and William E. (2hh1. "Rncuch Priclrici for A a W  Mvirin~ W t r  a1 Survy of 
NACADA Mcmknhlp." NACADA JounuJ 1 (1961). pp. 3+4f. 
'Tcague. GarM V. and T~IOIDU J. *ta, " F r u t c y  Cantracts and A e  Adfint." Journal of CoOcgc OU- 
dent P d .  21 (1980). pp. 40-44. 

'DRnd. Fred B., "The Fuulty Advisa." ImproviDt ColLp and Univenltytuching. 22 (IPTI), pp. 17-58. 
'hprrd.  John H.. Phy% A. Hotnbu~kk, and John Mahan-. "Facut~y Pucrp~ioas of A&c ~ d v i h g . "  
NASPA loumal 14 (1977). pp. 4-10. 

*KRma. Howard C, ' T h e  Advirios Cmrdinrtor: Mnnying Crom r Onc-DOW Podlh." NACADA J O U ~ ~ ,  
1 (1981). pp. 7-11. 
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4CADA Journal 

EfHOD 

A questionnaire addressing this issue was administered to 1,367 facuky members in the 
)Ilegts of Arts and Sciences at  the University of Wyoming. Mankato (Minnesota) State 
~iversiry, Kansas State University, and the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Usabk 
.porn were obtained from 541 for a response rate of 40 percent. 

IBJECX 

For the purposc of cross lablrlar comparisons, the facdty populitUan can be subdivided 
o Choirs (and heads) of departmenu, Advisors indicatin# faculty who have major 
.ponsibPty for advising or coordinating advising, and Faulry consiJLing of the re- 
dn&r of the professional staff. Responw are used from 49 Chairs, 97 Advisors, and 
5 ~ k u l t y  for subgroup response rates of 62.60, and 35 parmi. 

Respondents were to register agreement or disagreement using the fouowing seven point 
~k by circling a number: (I) strongly agree, 0) moderatdy agree, (3) slightly agree, (4) 
:htIy disagree, (5) moderately disagree, (6) strongly disagree, (7) no opinion. 

Observations regarding comparisons of faculty and student responses to hems in the 
ationriaire are made by considering the percent indicating "strongly agree" or "strong- 
Jisagrrr" and by considering the "cumulative agreement" obtained by summing the 
cent of respondents circling 1, 2, or 3. 

Inhfally, the perceived importance o f  academic advising was ascertained by dircct'qucs- 
rling. The answer: 92.5 percent of the respondents agreed that academic advising should 
regarded as a s ignifwt  part of the institution's mission. Strong agreement was m r d -  
by 55,2 percent of  the sample. Opinions were consistent across all subcatcgorics. 

To explore attitudes and perceptions regarding rewards for academic advising two .sets 
questions were posed. The fust, clearly labeled as dealing with m t  conditions, ex- 
re3 perceptions of rewards for advising as they exbed when the questionnaire was ad- 
histered. The second set of questions asks how academic advting shoutd be rewarded 
I/or regarded. The importance of the results may be not so much in the attitudes ex- 
sxd by the population sampled but rather in the differcnfu in opinions acmsr the 
fgroups. 

October 1983 
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TABLE I 

Academlc advlslng counts toward FAC 2.1 16.1 50.0 
merit salary Increases. ADV 1.0 14.6 63.5 

CHR 4.1 30.7 38.8 

Ac$demb advlafng Is considered FAC 1.1 f 6.5 51.6 
tn promotion and 2.1 9.5 71.6 

ADv 21 tenure evaluation. CHR 31 .Q 38.2 

The data for perceptions of rewards currently operating within the respondent's institu- 
tion are summarized in Tabk I. One-half swngly disagreed thal academic advising was 
adequately rewarded confming opinions cited in the literature. However, note that while 
62.5 percent d Advisors disagreed only 40.8 percenl of Chairs did. Concomitantly, one 
fifth of the Chairs feit that the rewards given currently for academic advising were a&- 
quate. But only 13.6 percent of those with primary mponsibity for advising, and thus 
presumably those most affected by the adequacy (or inadequacy) of rewards for advising. 
agreed. 

The differences of opinions were more striking when specifud reward rnechaaism such 
as merit salary increa~s  and promotion and tenure evduationr were considered. While 
63.5 percent of Advisors strongly disagreed that academic advising counted toward merit 
akry increases, only 38.8 percent of Chain strongly disagreed. In fact. .30.7 percent of  
Chairs agreed that it did count towards merit. In an open-ended format, respondents were 
asked where the decision was made on merit salary incrcase for academic advising. 
Responses to the questions were limited; "Considered with teaching" and "In overall ser- 
vice record,"wae the answers often &en. Tabk !I Usfs the most frequent responsa to the 
quation of decision on merit salary. 

TABLE ll 

Where Declsion Is Made on Merlt Salary Increases for Academic Advlslng. 

Department Chak 41 
In Department 25 
Dean 17 
Chalr and Dean 14 
Salary-Rewards Committee 10 
Unlversily Governing Board 10 
Don'! Know 6 
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Wsions about rewards for academic advising performance in merit su lw  hteases 
1 in promotion and tenure evaludtions were made primarily by departmental chairs. A 
her percentage o f  depanmental chairs believed that academic advising was taken into 
ounl in t h e  decisions than did faculty members, espceidy faculty members with 
ponsibility for advising or coordination o f  advising. Thi differenet in perception was 
jbably due t o  the imprecision of  all evaluation and the lack OF cleancut statements o f  
ponsiiility tied to evaluation. Larsen and Brown make the c w  for development o f  
tcments of advising responsibilities.' Ii such statements and methods of  evaluation o f  
rising were available. there might be more agreement about therole academic advising ' 

ys in  the reward system. 

SCUSSION 

)W SHOULD ACADEMIC ADVBING BE REWARDED? 

\ comparison across academic areas o f  responses from faculty regarding rewards for 
king shows a gradual chan~e in attitude. Faculty in the fine arts f& Icu strongly that 

fen. M u  D. mad B o d  Brown. "Srudcrw ud F r u l y  P ~ i o n r o l ~ c s d m i c  Adddo&" papa permed 
bnchn Arrakrion of H i g h  Educsiion annual mating. h c b  3,19132. 

October 1983 

TABLE IV 

How Should Academlc Advldng Be Rewarded? 

Whem a faculty member's advlslng 
load Is particularly heavy, shelhe should 
receive a commensurate reduction In 
teaching or research responslbliitles. 
Effective or superlor academic advlslng 
should be rewarded with merit salary 
Increases. 
The caliber of academlc advising 
should be considered In promotion and 
tenure evaiuatlons. 

Strongly 
Agree 

FAC 49.9% 
ADV 60.4 
CHR 51.0 

FAC 35.8 
ADV 54.3 
(;HR 40.4 
FAG 33.1 
AOV 44.6 
CHR 40.4 

SkonglY 
Disagree 

5.2% 
1 .o 
6.1 

9.1 
1.1 
8.4 

11.9 
4.3 
8.5 

Tabk V summarizes the opinions of faculty members by rank and by PCB- 
regarding appropriate ways of rewarding academic advising. In p n d .  assistan1 pro- 
f q w n  expressed more agreement with the notion that academic advfsing should be 
rewarded than 6id associate or full profmrs. The slrongcd suppon lor rewards came 
from the fine arts faculty, foltowcd by Lhc faculty for humanilies, social sciences and 
physical tcimces. 
October 1983 57 

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://prim

e-pdf-w
aterm

ark.prim
e-prod.pubfactory.com

/ at 2025-10-20 via free access



ACADA Journal Rewards for Academic Advising 

TABLE V 

How Should Academtc Advising Be Rewarded? 
Faculty Oplnlon By Academlc Rank and Dlsclpllne 

Strongly Cwnulatlva Strongly 
Agree Agreemenl Dlsagree 

here a facuW y member's advlslng asst. prof. 82.3% 89.5% 2.6% 
id  Is particularly heavy, shedhe assoc. prof. 49.2 86.5 36 
ould recelve a commensurate full prol. 46.2 84. I 6.5 
lucttan In teachlng or research hearts 59.5 90.5 0 
iponsiblllllea humanities 54.2 B6.6 4.2 

social sclences 51.0 86.1 6.6 
physical sclences 48.9 84.6 5.7 

fectlve or superlor academk asst. prof. 38.6 74.6 8.8 
vlslng should be rewarded assoc. prof, 4 1.6 74,6 7.0 
th merit salary Increases. fult prof. 38.7 78.4 10.2 

flne arts 35.1 78.7 5.4 
humanit tes 39.4 73.2 10.6 

soclal sciences 39.1 78.8 7.3 
physical sciences 40.0 76.0 8.7 

e callberof academic advlslnO asst. prof. 38.8 73-7 10.5 
ould be constdered In - assoc. prot. 36.2 71.8 7.6 
)mollon and tenure evaluations. full prof. 31.4 72.7 126 

flne arts 39.2 71.6 6.8 
hurnanltles 35.4 78.1 8.5 

soclal sclences 33.8 74.2 8.6 
physical sclences 33.1 89.7 14.9 

In the concturiom of the Final Report of A National Survey of Academic Advising, 
rstensea and Silberhorn condude that academic advising has been and stUl fs pcrcavcd 
administrators as a low-status function.' In contrast, the results of hi is  survey indicate 
11 faculty members not having major involvement with advising feel the strongest about 
I acknowledging it within the usual reward structure. Funhennore, the results of Table I 
tw that a higher percent of departmentalchairs and heads than Facuky felt that rewards 
re being given for academic advising. Thus i f  chairs and hea& are considered ad- 
istration, thcse results conflict with the conclusions of Carstensen and Siberhorn. 

ALUATlON OF ADVISING 

The national survey of academic advising by Carstensen and Siberhorn provides infor- 
tion about contemporary practices rcgardiag evaluation of academicadvisors.' Kramer 
:uses evaluation of academic advising of two types: Formative waluation in which 
a are gathered for the purpose of improving the effectiveness of academk advising and 
skib of the individual doing the advising, and summafive evaluation which seeks to 

produce evidence about the influence or success of an individual to be used in personnel 
decisions, primarily regarding distribution of iaslitutional rewards.lm &a1 and Noel ad- 
vocate a carefully planned program of advisor evaluation to lead the way to improvements 
in the advising system." 

The stnrdural anatysiu conducted by Hornbuckle, Mahoney, and Borgard warn of the 
diffidty in evaluating the "techrid functions" of advi~ing.~' However their study was 
performed without an established statement of responsibilities for advisors and students &t 

parmers in the academic advising  process.^ 

Academic advising should be evaluated i f  it is going to bc rewwded. according to 82.3 
perant of the respondents of this survey. Opinions regarding this matter varied little 
across the subcategories. How and by whom should it be evaluated? Survey participants 
were asked ta i nd i t e  their opinion about the appropriatc~css of four possible means of 
evaluating advising. The results are summarized in Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

Approprlate Ways of Evafuallng Advising. 

gree Agreement Dlsagree 
Evaluation 73.9% 11.4% 

ADV 52.2 90.2 3.3 
CHR 39.1 84.8 4.3 

Peer Evaluatlon 

On Basls of Numbers Served 

Performance of Student 

FAC 
ADV 
CHR 
FAC 
ADV 
CHR 
FAC 
ADV 
CHR 

Evaluation of advising by students & appropriate aaording to 77.8 percent of the 
respondents wkh Advisors making the strongest response. Although 66.9 percent agreed 
with peer evaluatlon, the percentage expressing strong disagreement was nearly as high as 
the percentage expressing strong agteement. Thus i f  peer evaluation were to be attempted, 

*Carstcnuo and Silbahwo. 
"Krams, tlowrd C., "Enluplion Acadanii Advisors: Ahinsirmior a d  Frclrhy Pnrpecliva." HACADA 
Iournal(19M), pp. 3036. 
"Beal. P.E. and L. Nod. ' 1  W h l  Works in Scudcat Rccentbn: A Prrllrsiouy Sumnwy of r National Survy." 
Thc Amtrlcu, Cdkgc Tuting P ~ r m  and the National Cater f a  H i g k  Eduution M m ~ c m m ~  Systems: 
lo- City. kwr and Boulda, Cobrado. 1979. 

"Hornbuckk. Pbyllja A.. John Mahoney, and John H. Borgwd. "A SMurrl M y i s  of Studcnl Paceptionr 
of F d y  Advising," Joumd of Cdle~e Sludcnt Pavnncl20 (1979). pp. 2 S 3 0 0 .  

us- and S i h o m .  
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eful defurition m d  prcliituuy work would be essential. Nither performance by the 
dent or on the basis of numbers sewed appear to k appropriate. 

Uthough academic advising is recognized as a signifwnt part of an institution's mis- 
n, it docs nos rate higb in terms of the lraditionel reward structure. What rewards arc 
tilable come through departments and department chaim. Rut chairs and faculty who 
lea major involvement in advising differ in k r ~ ~ ~ ~ o f  the extent to which advising b cur- 
d y  being rewarded. However there k gulcral agrcemcnt that it should be rewarded with 
nmensurate reduction in teaching and research responsibilities, with merit salary in- 
ases, and by  consideration in promotion and tenure evaluations. 

!f advising is t o  be rewarded, it must beevaluated. First. an j m l i t u t i d  dacriptionof 
ponsibilities for advising must be developed and mechanism using students and 
isibly peers for evaluating performance atablished Second, the weigh1 given to advis- 
: in tha overall rewards system will depend upon institutional priorities a d  rnlssions, 
ird, aclear definition and process for evaluating advising will help improve thecurrent 
uetion. 

October I963 
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Producing A Comprehensive 
Academic Advising Handbook 

JERRY FORD, Dclrn of the Smith College o/Genertd Srudier, Hourton Baptist Univer- 
sity . 

One of the bari elements in developing and implementing a successful academic advis- 
ing program is the utilization of an advising handbook.' Producing a comprehensive 
academic advising handbook that b attrmive, useful, versatileand inexpensive has been a 
point of concern on many coliege and university campuses. Administrators at Houston 
Baptist University (H.B.U.)during the part four years have met the challenge of develop- 
ing a faculty advising handbook to anlst a d v ' w  in making heir advisees' educational 
experiences more meaningful and signifmt. 

A few brief comments concerning part of the administrative structure of H.B.U. arc 
essential for an understanding of the rote of academic advising on this campus. The foun- 
dation unit in the organizational program of H.B.U. is the Smith College of General 
Studies. Since the Smith College is the academic advising arm of H.B.U., each student ad- 
mitted to the U~venity,  regardless of past expcdences, is assigned there for evaluation 
and guidance. The guidance and advising, both vocational and educational, are perform- 
ed by a staff of faculty advisors under the direction of the Smith College Dean. Each ad- 
visor is responsibk for counseling a group of student advises, and it is imperative that he 
or she have the most current information availabk concerning H.B.U. academic advising 
procedures. Thus, the concept of disseminating ideas to the faculty advisors in the form of 
an advising handbook was born, and the responsibility fordeveloping and updating such a 
handbook became operative under the Dean of the Smith Co lkp  of General Studies. 

Once the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Dean of Smith CoUege made the 
decision in June, 1979, to devdop an advising handbook, the following questions arose: 

(1) What should be the target date for the completion and distribution of the Arst 
handbook? 

(2) What shoufd k included In the handbook? 
(3) What format should be used? 
(4) What costs wilt be incurred? 
(5) How should the faculty advisors be informed concerning the purpose and use of the 

handbook? 
(6) How often should the handbook be updated, revised, and/or prgduccd? In other 

words, where do we go from here? 
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