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*hers who were interested in clustering. (We called them hafd-cotc clusterers.)

;t_uden!s who chose to take the courses were generally ‘more serious and better
livated but not necessarily brighter. (Gryll rarely took clustered courses.) Finally, we
e tcach;rs moncy for class lunches, trips ta the theater, parties, panet disctﬁsioué —
a t i i .

: ;l\:r cy felt would Iostcr academic excellence and a sense of cornmunity among the
The experiment wm.kcd. The clustering of ‘ courseg was so Wfﬁ! that und& the
ns of .(he new curriculum of Fordham College, which took effect fall of 1980, alj
shmen now take two clusters, one in the fall and one in the spring. Although the Grjlls

the world — among the faculty and students (both, b '
‘ » by nature, very soft-core clusterers) -
o must teach and take clustered courses, the system continues to be successful in l’cisu.':r3 '

3

a sense of community in the classroor.

As [ look back. over what | have written here, I realize I have said a great deal about
cdham College, and I hope that my experience there, particularly with the Values Pro-
m, .'mt.ght be of some help to othess who must find ways to build community or com-
nities in their own institutions and in the process create an environment that will sup-

rt-the effort 10 advise students well. If the experience of Fordham proves not (o be

»’pful,.then fask tha;u when faced with cynicism, indifference, pessismism; selfistiness; or
igue in your own institution, you not despair, but rather, tike the palmer, shrug your
subders, remember Qryll, and continue the quest. It's the only way to live:
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Rewards for Academic Advising:
An Evaluation

' MAX D. LARSEN, Professor of Mathematics and BONNIE M. BROWN, Assistant

Profmér of Spanish, Assistant Dean, Arts & Sciences, University of Nebraska — Lincoln

The Aﬁademic advising profession does not rank high on the rewards ladder in higher
education. Evidence for this assertion is abundant. An increased interest to improve
academic advising renews concern for the plight of the advisor, and prompts more ques-

_tions about the topic.

The Final Report of A National Survey of Academic Advising concludes that there is
Yittle reward or recognition attached to the successful delivery of academic advising.! Inan
attempt to identify research priorities for academic advising on behalf of the National
Academic Advising Association, Polson and Cashin requested descriptions of things
which might improve the respondent's advising program. In an open-ended format the
targest number of responses dealt with improving the rewards for effective academic ad-
vising, either directly through pay raises or indirectly by wcighing advising more
significantly in promotion and tenure decisions.” Teague and Grites concluded that faculty
cannot be expected to perform advising adequately without appropriate recognition and

:support.” Dressel asserts that actions that can be taken to improve faculty advising systems

include reducing the teaching load for faculty who become advisors, and an acknowledg-
ment of that service at time of promotion and salary decisions.* Borgard, Hormbuckle,
and Mahoney state that if teaching, research, and service are 10 be the benchmarks of
faculty professional and personal advancement at a particular institution, the relative
merit of advising within this structiire must be defined. Faculty need to understand to what
degree performance in advising is related to review for salary, tenure, and promotion.’
Kramer said changes in the institution’s reward and incentive structure may be required if
the institution"s opcrational goals become, in part, the faculty’s professional and personal
goals,* The literature cited contains other instances documenting the low reward level for
academic advising.

iCarstensén, Donald 1. and Constance Siberhom, “‘Final Report: A National Sirvey on Academic Advising,"
American Callege Testing Program, lowa City, lowa, 1979. : ) ’
*Polson, Cheryl J. and William E. Cashin, "Research Priorities for Academic Advising: Results of Survey of
NACADA Mcembership,” NACADA Journal | (1981); pp. 3443, -~

*Teague, Gerald V. and Thomas 1. Grites, “‘Faculty Contracts and Academic Advising,” Journalaf College Stu-
dent Persannel, 21 (1980), pp. 40-44. - .

*Dressel, Fred B., “The Faculty Adviser,” Improving College and University teaching, 22 (1974}, pp. 57-38.
‘Borgurd, John H., Phyllis A. Hombuckle, and John Mah . *Faculty Perceptions of Academic Advising."
NASPA Joumnal 14 (1977), pp. 4-10. :

*Kramer, Howard C.. *“The Advising Coordinator: Managing from a One-Down Position,” NACADA Journal,
1 (1981), pp. 1%,
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ETHOD

A questionnaire addressing this issue was administeréd to l 367 faculty mbers in
. . y members in the
Weges of Arts and Sciences at the University of Wyoming, Mankato (Minnesota) State

aiversity, Kansas State University, and the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Usable:

iponscs were obtained from 541 for a response rate of 40 percent.

JBJECT:

For ;hg purpase of cross tabular comparisons, the faculty population can be subdivided
o Cll'al.rs (and heads) of departments, Advisors indicating facuity who have major
ponsibility for advising or coordinating advising, and Faculty consisting of the re-
under of the professional staff. Responses are used from 49 Chairs, 97 Advisors, and
5 Faculty for subgroup response rates of 62, 60, and 35 percent. : '

‘OCEDURE:

Responﬁe{lts were (O fegister agreement or disagreement using the following seven point
tle by circling a number: (1) strongly agree, (2) moderately agree, (3) slightly agres, (4)
shtly disagree, (5) moderately disagree, (6) strongly disagree, (7) no opinion.

Ob.sewal'ions regarding comparisons of faculty and student responses to items in the
f:?uonnafe are made by. considering the percent indicating *‘strongly agree' or *‘strong-
lisagree'” and by considering the ‘‘cumulative agreement’’ obtained by summiing the
cent of respondents circling 1, 2, or 3,

‘SULTS:

ll}ma!ly. the perceived importance of acadermic advising was ascertained by direct ques- ‘
ning. The answer: 92.5 percent of the respondents agreed that academic advising should
regarded as a significant part of the institution's mission. Strong agreement was record-
by 55.2 percent of the sample. Opinions were consistent across all subcategories.

To cxPlorc attitudes and perceptions regarding rewards for academic dehing two sets
Juestions were posed. The first, clearly labeled as dealing with current condilioné. ex-
ves perceptions of rewards for advising as they existed when the questionnaire was ad-
istered. The second set of questions asks how academic advising should be rewarded
I/or regarded. The lmportance of the results may be not so much in the attitudes ex-
::: by the population sampled but rather in the differences in opinions across the
groups.
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TABLE |

Perceptions of Current Rewards for Academic Advising
by Faculty, Advisors, and Chalrs

Strongly . Cumulative  Strongly
Agree.  Agreement  Disagree

Academic advising Is adequately  FAC 1.6% 15.2% A1.7%

rewarded at your institution. ADV 2.1 136 62.5
e CHR 20 204 408
Academic advising counts toward  FAC 21 16.1 50.9
merlt salary increases.. ADV 1.0 146 63.5

: S _ CHR 41 0.7 38.8
* “Academic advising Is considered ~ FAG - 1.1 16.5 516
inpromotionand. . ADV 21 9.5 1.6
tenure evaiuation. . CHR 2.1 g 36.2

The data for perceptions of rewards cusrently operating within the respondent’s institu-
tion are summarized in Table [. One-half strongly disagreed that academic advising was
adequately rewarded confirming opinions cited in the literature, However, note that while
62:5 percent uf Advisors disagreed only 40.8 percent of Chairs did. Concomitantly, one
fifth of the Chalrs feit that the rewards given currently for academic advising were ade-
quate. But only 13.6 percent of those with primary responsibility 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 specified reward mechanisms such
as merit salary increases and promotion and tenure evaluations were considered. While
63.5 percent of Advisors strongly disagreed that academic advising counted toward merit
salary increases, only 38.8 percent of Chairs strongly disagreed. In fact, 30.7 percent of
Chairs agreed that it did count towards merit. Inan open-ended format, respondents were
asked where the decision was made on merit salary increase for academic advising.
Responses to the questions were limited; “‘Considered with teaching’’ and *‘In overall ser-
vice record,"” were the answers often given. Table H lists the most frequent responses to the
question of decision on merit salary. '

TABLE I
Where Decision Is Made on Merit Salary Incraases for Academic Advising.

Times Mentioned
Department Chair T 41
In Departrent 25
Dean 17
Chair and Dean t4
Salary-Rewards Committee 10
University Governing Board 10
Pon't Know 8
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. The ‘rc‘str'tdc:l!'u were ukedncxt whether academic adv\smgwgs Wﬂs‘deted du :ﬁ'n'g';. o

omotion and tenure of facufty. The percent of Advisors (71.6 ing i
enure ly. .6 percent) denying that it
s considered, was nearly twice the percent of Chairs (36.2 percent) of that opinion,

iile 51.6 percent of Faculty strongly disagreed. In terms of a ' e
. of Faculty stre _ X greement, nearly as many .
wirs agreed as strongly disagreed that academic advising was considered in prommimyl :

“'d tenure; If it were coriside;ed in promotion and tenure evaluations, by whom and at

1at level was it considered? Answers 10 these open-ended questions are summarized in e
ble IIl. The deparimental chair, as in Table II, was pivotal in'tém'l's;of'aﬂ"cct of iy

wdemic advising on promotion and tenure evaluations.

TABLE Il - -

8y Whom and At What Level Is Academic Ad\ilsin'g Conslderéd in
Promotion and Tenurs Evaluations?

By Whom? ‘AtWhatLeval? ~

‘ Times Mentloned Times Mentioned .
akr 31 Department. 16
partment 26 All Lavels 15
an & Chalr 15 University Level . 11
?lura Caommittee ‘14 Dean’s Qtfice 5
Uege . 4 Dean & Vice Prasident 4
't Know 10 Don't Know 5

Dscisions al?oul rewards for academic advising performance in merit salary increases
1in promotion and tenure evaluations were made prima:ily by departmental chairs. A
‘her pe.rcen!agc of departmental chairs believed that academic advising was taken into
’ounl. in these decisions than did faculty members, especially faculty members with
ponsibility for advising or coordination of advising, This difference in perception was
»bably .d_ue to the imprecision of all evaluation and the lack of clean-cut statements of
ponsibility tied to evaluation. Larsen and Brown make the case for dcvclohmcnl of
tements of advising responsibilities.” If such statements and methods of evaluation of-
:mfng were available, there might be more agreement about the role academic advising 0
ys in the reward system.

SCUSSION

YW SHOULD ACADEMIC ADVISING BE REWARDED?

\T cbmpan’son across academic areas of responses from faculty regarding rewards for
ising shows a gradual change in attitude. Faculty in the fine arts feel less strongly that

irsen, Max . aad Bonnie Brown, “*Student and Facuky Perceptions of Acsdemic Advising, " esented
\merican Association of Higher Educaiion annual meeting, March 5, (982, " plperpr
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y academlc ad\*lslng was not rewarded adequately than i':_iculty in the humanities, the social
" sciences, and the physical sciences. For instance, the percentages expressing cumulative
‘agreement that academic advising was considered in prornoliot} and tenure ¢valuations

..-+.23.0 for fine arts,
" 17.6 for humanities,

© ® 17,2 for social sciences, and
»914.3 for physical scienices.

or full professor, of respondents made

Three questions were asked about how academic advising should be rewarded:

(1) Through reduction in teaching and research responsibilities;

) Through merit salary increases; or

@) Through promotion and tenure evaluations.

A summary of the repsonses s given in Table IV. Note that there was a higher percent of
agreement that reduction in teaching and research responstbilities should accompany
heavy advising duties than for rewarding academic advising with merit salary increases or
by considering it in promotion and tenure evaluations. In all cases faculty members who

- did not have ‘a mdjor responsibility for academic advising were less likely to agree that it

should be rewarded.

TABLEIV
How Should Academic Advising Be Rewarded?

SEmﬁly Cumulative Strongly
Agrae  Agreement Disagree

Whera a facully membar's advising FAC  499% 84.6% 5.2%
load Is particutarly heavy, she/he should ADV  60.4 927 1.0
recelve a commensurate reduction in CHR 510 81.7 6.1
teaching or research responsibllities. :
Effective or superlor academic advising FAC 358 155 9.1
should be rewardad with merit salary ADV 643 88.4 11
increases. CHR 404 84,7 8.4
The caliber of academic advising FAC 331 720 11.8
should be considered In promotion and ADV = 448 84.8 43
CHR 404 787 85

tenure evaluations.

~

Table V summarizes the opinions of faculty members by rank and by academic area
regarding appropriate ways of rewarding academic advising. In general, assistant pro-
fessors expressed more agreement with the notion that academic advising should be
rewarded than did associate or full professors. The strongest support for rewards came
from the fine arts faculty, followed by the faculty for humanities, social sciences and

physical sciences.
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TABLE V

How Should Academic Advising Be Rewarded?
Faculty Opinlon By Academic Rank and Discipline

Strongly  Cumulative = Strongly
Agree  Agresment .- Disagree

here a facultymember's advising ' asst.prof. 62.3% 89.5% 26%
id Is particularly heavy, she/he assoc.prof. 49.2 86.5 38
aouidrecelva a commensurata fullprol. 48.2 84.1 8.5
fuction i teaching or research finearts 595 90.5 (1]
iponsibilities humanities 54.2 86.6 4.2
social sclences 51.0 86.1 68
physical sclences . 48.9 84.68 5.7
tective or superior academic asst.prof. 386 746 8.8
vising should be rewarded assoc.prof, - 418 748 7.0
th marit salasy increases. fultprof. ~ 36.7 - 7184 10.2
fine arts = 35.1 79.7 5.4
humanitles - 394 73.2 10.6
soclal sciences  39.1 788 73
physicat sciences °40.0 6.0 9.7
~_:acallber of academic advising asst.prof.: 38.6 73.7 10.5
- ouid be considered in . assoc.prof.: - 36.2 ne 18
»motion and tenure evaluations. fullprof. 31.4 127 122
fing arts - 39.2 N8 8.8
humanities - 35.4 76.1 85
soclal sclences - 33.8 74.2 86
physical sclences 33.1 69.7 14.9

tn the conclusions of the Final Report of ‘A National Survey of Academic Advising,
rstensen and Silberhorn conclude that academic advising has been and still Is perceived
administrators as a low-status function.® In.contrast, the results of this survey indicate
it faculty members not having major involvement with advising fee! the strongest about
1 acknowledging it within the usual reward structure. Furthermore, the results of Table [
w that a higher percent of departmental chairs and heads than Faculty felt that rewards
re being given for. academic advising. Thus if chairs and heads are considered ad-
Astration, these results conflict with the conclusions of Carstensen and Silberhorn.

ALUATION OF ADVISING

The national survey of academic advising by Carstensen and Silberhorn provides infor-
tion about contemporary practices regarding evaluation of academic advisors.’ Kramer
:usses evaluation of academic advising of two types: Formative evaluation in which
aare gathered for the purpose of improving the effectiveness of academic advising and
skills of the individual doing the advising, and summative evaluation which seeks to

ustensen and Sifberhom.
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produce eviderice about the influence or success of an individual to be used in personnel
decisions, primarily regarding distribution of institutional rewards."® Beal and Noel ad-
vocate a carefully planned program of advisor evaluation to lead the way to improvements
in the advising system.!!

The structural analysis conducted by Hornbuckle, Mahoney, and Borgard warn of the
difficulty in evaluating the *“technical functions’* of advising.'* However their study was
performed without an established staternent of responsibilities for advisors and students as
partners in the academic advising process.*

Academic advising should be evafuated if it is going to be rewarded, according to 82.3
percent of the respondents of this survey. Opinions regarding this matter varied little
across the subcategorics, How and by whom should it be evaluated? Survey participants
were asked ta indicate their opinion about the appropriateness of four possible means of
evaluating advising. The results are summarized in Table V1.

TABLE V]
Appropriate Ways of Evaluating Advising.

;;*

S(ron'qu - Cunmulative Strongly

. g Agree Agresment Disagree
Evaluation by Students FAC 32.2% 73.9% 11.4%
i ADV 52.2 90.2 33
CHR 39.1 84.8 43
Peer Evaluation FAC 14.7 64.4 15.0
ADV 22,7 70.4 9.1
CHR 255 78.8 10.6
On Basls of Numbers Served FAC 7.7 50.0 226
ADV 151 54.6 19.8
CHR i7.4 65.2 8.7
Performance of Student FAC 938 378 329
ADV 41 29.4 388
CHR 1.1 39.0 244

Evaluation of advising by students Is appropriate according to 77.8 percent of the
respondents with- Advisors making the strongest response. Although 66.9 percent agreed
with peer cifaluatlon, the percentage expressing strong disagreement was nearly as high as
the percentage expressing strong agreement. Thus if peer evaluation were to be attempted,

*Carstensen and Silberhorn.

“Kramer, Howard C., “Evaluation Academic Advisors: Admmsmmt and Facuhy Perspectives,” NACADA
Journal (1982), pp. 30-36.

“'Beal, P.E. and L. Nodt, “‘What Works in Student Retention: A Preliminary Summary of a National Survey,”
The American College Testing Program and the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems:
lowa City, lowa and Boulder, Colorado, 1979.

YHombuckle, Phyllis A., John Mahoney, and John H. Borgard, **A Sructusal Analysis of Student Puccpuons
of Faculty Advising,"” loumal of College Student Personnel 20 (1979), pp. 296-300.

‘"Lagsen and Brown.
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eful definition and preliminary work would be essential. Neither performance by the
dent or on the basis of numbers served appear to be appropriate.

NCLUSION

Although academic advising is recognized asa sighiﬁcant part of an institution's mis-
n, it does not rate high in terms of the traditional reward structure, What rewards are
tilable come through departments and departmeni chairs. But chairs and faculty who
-¢ amajor involvement in advising differ in terms of the extent to which advising is cur-
dly being rewarded. However there is general agreement 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.

If advising is to be rewarded, it must be evaluated. First, an institutional description of

ponsibilities for advising must be developed and mechanisms using students and

ssibly peers for evaluating performance established. Second, the weight given to advis-
1in the overall rewards system will depend upon institutionat priorities antd missions,
ird, a clear definition and process for evaluating advising will help improve ihe current
uation.
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Producing A Comprehensive
Academic Advising Handbook

JERRY FORD, Dean of the Smith College of Generdl Studies, Houston Baptist Univer-
sity.

One of the basic elements in developing and implementing a successful academic advis-
ing program is the utilization of an advising handbook,' Producing a comprehensive
academic advising handboak that is attractive, useful, versatile and inexpensive has been a
point of concern on many college and university campuses. Administrators at Houston
Baptist University (H.B.U.) during the past four years have met the challenge of develop-
ing a faculty advising handbook to assist advisors in making their advisees’ educational
experiences more meaninghgl and significant.

A few brief comments concerning part of the administrative structure of H.B.U. are
essential for an understanding of the role 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 University, regardless of past experiences, 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 responsible for counseling a group of student advisees, and it is imperative that he
or she have the most current information available concerning H.B.U. academic advising
procedures. Fhus, the concept of disseminating ideas to the faculty advisors in the form of
an advising handbook was born, and the responsibility for developing and updating such a
handbook became operative under the Dean of the Smith College of General Studies.

Once the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Dean of Smith College made the
decision in June, 1979, 1o develop an advising handbook, the following questions arose:

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

{2) What should be included in the handbook?

(3) What format should be used? N

(4) What costs will 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 produced? In other
words, where do we go from here?

‘The American College Testing Program, Midstare: A Model Use of the ACT Assessment Progrom. lowa Clty,
lowa: 1979a. p. 478, ]
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