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= for NACADA in 1985 and comparesthe results tothose of a similar study completed
4 in 1980,
5
- Like many aspects of higher education, academic advising is subject to change.
» Academic advising has evolved from a faculty advising system for freshmen in col-
it onial times (Rudolph, 1862) to a combination of faculty, full-time professionals, peer
* and paraprofessional advisors. Academic advising has received renewed recognition
as a vital service on many campuses in recent vears, The scope of advising has ex-
" panded, and an awareness of how students develop and what their unique needs are
*at many stages has broadened our perspectives on advising's purposes (Winston, et
- al,, 1884). These expanding roles make monitoring the changes in academic advising
a critical activity.

The American College Testing Program (ACT) has initiated several surveys over

- the |ast decade to determine the state of advising nationally (Carstensen & Silberhorn,

- 1879; Crockett & Levitz, 1983; Crockett, Habley & Cowart, 1987). The most recent

. surveyindicates‘‘. . . that academic advising continuesto lack coordinationand direc-

tion on many campuses. It continues to be a highly decentralized function with respon-

sibility left to the various academic units and departments' (Habley, 1988). The ma

Jjor change reported wasthat institutions were doing more systematic programeval ua-
tion. Other areas such as advisor evaluation had not improved significantly.

Polson and Cashin (1981) surveyed NACADA membersin 1980 to determine ad-
vising practitioners' perceptionsof the issuesand research priorities associated with
advising. An open-ended questionnaire asked advisors to state their impressions of
effective and ineffective practices on their campuses. Some of the concernsthat ad-
visors identified included lack of support for advising, usedf faculty advisorsand how
they were selected and trained, career advising, and thelack of communication and
ecoordination within their institutions. When asked what needed improving on their
campuses, respondents listed rewards for advising, organizational changes, advisor
training, career advising, and evaluation.

* CHERYL J. FYHLS0N, is on assistant professor i nthe Department of Adult and Continuing Educa-
o tiom, Kansas Stake {m:w-.rnty

VIRGINIA N. GORDON 45 eoor dinator of Academic Advising, University College, TheOhioSae Uni-
L LT h

$S900E 981) BIA 0Z-01-GZ0Z 1e /woo Alojoeignd-pold-swiid-yewssiem-pd-awiid//:sdiy woll papeojumoc]



ducted five yearslater using the same open-ended questions asin the Polson-Cashin
survey. Solicited were advisors perceptionsd advising personnel, clientsserved, and
characteristics of advising. Opinions about changes in available resources and how
they affect the quality and quantity o advisingwere aso requested. Advisorswere
asked to indicate what they considered to be the important issuesin advising from
their campuses perspective.

Theintent of this study is to provide a continuing assessment of the problems,
concerns,issues, and advancesin thefield o academic advising. Identifyingthe trends
and shiftsin perceptions and attitudes about administration, programs, and the pro-
cessesof advisingisimportant if thefield isto positively expand and improveitscon-
tributions and role in higher education.

Procedures

Membersd the NACADA board of directorsweresent thesurvey utilizedin the 1981
study and were requested to submit ideas for additional questions. Their feedback
was used in developing the final instrument. In addition to the original nine
demographic, general information questionsand thefour open-ended questionswhich
were originally used, seven open-ended questions wereincluded to determine if and
in what ways advising had changed in the last five years (the exact wording of the
questions appears in the results section which follows).

Thequestionnaire was mailed to all membersof NACADA, an organi zation whose
membership consists o faculty, administrators, advisors, counselors, and othersin
academicand student affairsconcerned with theintellectual, personal, and vocational
needs of students. During September 1985, the first mailing was sent to the entire
membership, 925 members. To obtain a maximum set o responses, asecond mailing
went out during November 1985. Six hundred usable responseswere returned from
the combined mailings. The data reported in this article derive from those 600
responses. When there were multiple respondentsfrom the sameinstitution the senior
author assigned a mean response, based on the entire group on questions 13, 14, 15,
and 16. These questions asked respondents to discuss specific changes on their in-
dividual campuses. It was thought that a more representative study would be con-
ducted if such stepswere taken. For each o the open-ended questionsthe senior author
read through approximately one hundred responses each in an effort to determine
the general topics respondents tended to address. Based upon these findings, aswell
as those identified in the first study, a number o categories were defined for each
question. Thesenior author then read all 600 responsesto the eleven open-ended ques-
tionsand categorized them. A frequency count for those categoriesin which a number
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of responses fell was completed. Two of the open-ended questions appeared to be

redundant o information gained from other questions and were not included in the
final analysis.
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" Results

~ . Responses to thenine general information questions received from the 600 NACADA
:;: members who returned the questionnaire are seen in Table 1. Comparative

'f‘ “demographic data were not available on the total NACADA membership, but with
. “the 60M people responding out of amembership of 925 at the time of mailing (65 per-
-:"".;em) it |s likely those responding represent the total membershlp The NACADA

* tion, however. For example, 64 percent of the respondents camefrom public colleges,
- while only 47 percent of the collegesin the United States are public. Typically, the
.+ respondents most likely were administratorsdevoting 75 percent or moreof their time
- to advising, with an average of 150 undergraduate adviseesand no graduateadvisees.

..~ They tended to have an eight-year history asan advisor and were employed in apublic-
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‘state-controlled institution where the highest degree offered is the doctorate.

. TABLE 1
 NACADA Membership Survey

Responses 10 General |nformation Questions
(N = &00)

Item Response

1. Are you primarily?

iy Teaching faculty 10%
Professional counsdlor 10%
Professional advisor 25%
Administrator 47%
Researcher 1%
Other 7%

2. What percentaged your time do you spend in activitiesrel ated to academic advising(direct-
ly advising students, managing advisingactivities, performing supportiveactivities, etc.)?

Mone 1%
] - 24% 21%
vl 2R - 40w 17%
= B - TA% 22%
el The 100% 38%
3.” How many undergraduate students do you advise? Median = 150

d s cmeces cemme o a s B el om__=_ _uw X JF L] -
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Table 2 providesthe reader with an opportunity to compare and contrast the advis- '

Is your institution?
Public-state-controlled
Public-local-contral (county, city, etc.)
Independent
Church-related
Other

What is the highest degree offered?
Associate's
Bachelor's
Master's
Doctord
Other

What is the total student enrollment?
Lessthan 1,000
1,000- 2,499
2,500- 4,999
5,000- 9,999
10,000 -19,999
20,000 or more

In what state (province, etc.) is your institution located?
51 of the United States plusthe District of Columbia

oE®
6%
17%
17%
B%

L2%
14%
26%
42 %
b%

B%
6%
14%
18%
18%
25%

52%

ingissuesoverthefive-year period provided by the open-ended questions. However,
the focus of this discussion will be specific findings of the latest study.

TABLE 2
Comparison d Responses over Five-Year Period o Advising |ssues

abrwhpE

Mog Effective Aspects of Advising Systems

1980

Provideindividual student contact 29%
Dedingwith student asa whole person 19%
Advisor availability 18%
Provide accurate information 17%
Help with career exploration 17%

WwHrDNE

1985

Provide individual student contact

Advisor availability

Provide accurate information
Help with career exploration

Faculty advisor training

42%
18%
12%
12%
16%

$S9008 93} BIA 0Z2-01-52Z0Z e /woo Alojoeignd pold-awiid-yiewlaiem-jpd-awiid//:sdiy wouy papeojumoq



advis-
vever,

o

..l: .I'r ’

ISSUES IN ACADEMIC ADVISING REVISITED

Types of Persons Who Are Most Effective Advisors

] F.g.q:}l‘ advisars 28% 1. Peer advisors 32%
. Combintion of faculty, 4. Combination of faculty & peer 10%

i professionals, peers 26% 2. Faculty advisors 30% 2
Faculty advisors 26% 3. Professional advisors 28% 5
Professional advisors 21% g

]
el Have Effective Programs for Particular Clients Z
b Gerrs 1} Undeclared/undecided 38% 2. Undecided 27%%‘
;%i 1% Freshmen 38% 1. Freshmen 31%-=
. ”"*z High risk 24% 2. High risk 27%
i 3. New students 15%2
Aspects of Programs That Are Not Effective Z
"' Requiring faculty to advise 33% 1. Aspects o faculty advising syslem  40%3
z-' Lack of support for advising 16% 4. Lack of faculty training 9%%
."Use of regular teaching faculty 15% 2. Availability of advisors 15%§
_'---1 Lack of faculty training 10% 4. Lack of communication and &
484 4 "Availability of advisors 10% coordination within institution 9%5
.5 Poor ]-m-]_]} with CAreRT -'|_|"'|_|||| L‘ﬁ:utﬂ 8% 3. UndeCl ded Students 11%:5
6. Lack of communication and 4. High-risk students 9%:=
S coordination within institution 7% 5. Lack of rewards for advising 7%
' 3
Aspects of Advising Program Needing | mprovement S
I. Rewards for effective advising 41% 4. Rewards for effective advising 16%§'
Z. Organizational changes 22% 3. Organizational changes 18%3
3. Improve advisor training 15% 1. Advisor training 24% &
4. Improve career advising 11% 6. Career advising 7%

8. Improve evaluation of advising 10% 6. Evaluation of advising 7%

2. Computer-assisted information 20%

5. Increase staff accessibility 9%

L 42
18%
12%
12%
15%




The NACADA members' responsesto thefirst three open-ended questions, to what
was or was not effective, and to a lesser extent, what might improve the advising
program, tended to fall into four general areas:

(1) who did the advising: regular faculty, professional advisors, etc.;

(2) clientele served: undeclared, freshman, etc.;

(3) characteristics of advising: individual contact with advisees, concern for the
whole student, inclusion of career development, etc.; and

(4) specia aids: curriculum guides, computerized information, etc.

More detail is given below for each individual item.

The first open-ended item read:

10. Please describe one or more aspects o your advising program which you
consider to be particularly effective.

The aspect most frequently described was providing individual contact with ad-
visees (72 responses). Other frequently mentioned subjects included being readily
available as advisors (33 responses), faculty training (26 responses), giving accurate
information (21 responses), and advising which included career exploration (21
responses). Several respondents mentioned the types of personsserving as advisors
as the " particularly effective™ aspect of their programs: peer advisors (34 responses),
faculty (32 responses), and professional advisors (29 responses). Othersidentified pro-
gramsfor particular clientele asbeing especially effective, for example, freshman (54
responses), high risk (48 responses), and undeclared (47 responses). When examining
differencesbetween institutional typesthere appeared to be only oneareain which
there was a significant contrast, that being in centralized advising. Twenty-five
respondentsfrom public-state-controlled institutionsthought their centralized advis-
ing centerswerethe most effective aspect of their advising program, whereasall other
categories reported this less than three times.

The second open-ended item read:

11. Please describe one or more aspects of your advising program which you
consider NOT effective.

Theindividual chosen to do advising wasthe areain which all institutional types
expressed as being not effective (106 responses). Themgjority (101) of these responses
focused on the use of regular teaching faculty as advisors. Thirty-two responses
specifically mentioned how ineffective it wasto requirefaculty to advise. Another
thirty-one responses dealt specifically with thelack of training for faculty advisors.
Twenty-three responsesindicated that lack of rewardsfor faculty advisorswasanother
trouble area. The availability of advisors and the poor student/advisor ratio elicited
fifty responses. When looking at advising for specific student populations, the un-
decided (37 responses) and high risk (29 responses) appeared to bethe groupswhich
needed most attention. Lack of coordination and communication between university
unitsseemed to beleast effectivein public-state-controlled institutions (29 responses).
This was seldom mentioned by other institutional types.
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i J2. Please describe one or more things which MIGHT IMPROVE your advising
program (things which you do not presently do).

moq

=

G Trainingfor advisorsappearsto bethe areain which al institutions could improve;
1 h.;qr advising (108 responses). Many respondentsal so indicated aneed for computer-i
assisted information (91 responses). Eighty-two responses dealt with some kind of=
organizational change, such asthe creation d acentralized advising center or the begi n33
* ning of an orientation program, or the like. Rewardsfor advising was another poten<

' tial area for improvement (71 responses). Increased advisor accessibility (43 responsm)w
ﬂ-@ ‘evaluation of advising (33 responses), and an increased career focusin advising (SGB'

i ' responses) were also mentioned. T
b 2
= . 5
b ﬂ. The fourth open-ended item read: )
R 1P 1 3
i\ Zauiif 13, How have resourcesto support advising changed since 1980 (e.g., personnel;:
e T financial support, materials, training costs, etc.)? g

;:' ... Responses(327) to thisquestionindicated that, with few exceptions, the reﬁources

s to support advising had increased universally in higher education. Themcreas&eseerr%
¢ tocluster in two magjor areas: increased personnel and increased funding. Ninety- tWQFr

i responses indicated there had been an increase in personnel; thisincluded personne!%

.-in general aswell as professional staff and support staff. A sizeable proportion of the

- increaseswerein the financingfor advising: fifty-nine responsesindicated their budgeg
had increased; and an even larger number (104 responses) expressed that fundsfor
training, professional development, support materials, and for special programs(i.e.
orientation, undecided) had increased. Other areaswhich aso saw an increaseincluded”
accessto computer-assi sted advising (36 responses), the creation of an administrative,
coordinator o advising (36 responses), and a more positive attitude toward advisi né’
(26 responses). A number o respondents indicated that there had been no changeﬁ
whether it be financially or in staffing areas, in the support for advising actlvme%
at their institutions (123 responses). Only eighty-six respondents indicated they had
experienced decreased support. Forty-seven o these were seen in the advisingbudget?
often related to an institution enrollment decline. The remaining responses tended
to be related to decreased personnel. The fifth open-ended responsehoped to discover
if the abovementioned changes had affected the advising.

_..The fifth item read:

14. How hasthe change(or lack of change) i nresour ces affected the quality and
guantity, of advising on your campus?

x  Only fifty-seven responsesindicated there had been no change. The chang%were
“more likely to have improved advising than not. Two hundred eleven responsesin-
dicated the quality d advising had improved. When specificimprovementswere cited,

'thev fell nredaminantlv intn twn areac the firct af whirh ware inctitutinnallvy hased




were student based (29), such as students can be seen on more personal basis, ad-
visors are more accessible, more helpful, and increased advisee/advisor contact. A
sizeable number of respondents (148) reported that their advising had not improved.
These responses tended not to cite specific reasons.

The sixth open-ended question focused on what wasresponsible for the above-
mentioned changes. The item read:

15. What is responsible for the change in resources (e.g., personnel, new ad-
ministration, funding sources)?

Predominantly, the responses to thisitem tended to focuson positivethingswhich
had happened to create the changesin resources. A large number (212 responses) of
these were attributed to administrative and institutional changes. For example, such .
things as new administrators (83 responses), administrative support (61 responses), < s
administrative concern for advising as a retention tool (37 responses), and ad-5
ministrators change in philosophy about advising (12 responses) were cited. Otherg
responses mentioned included increased budget from thestate, obtaining new grants, 5
and increased enrollments. Ninety-seven responsesto this question tended to imply=
that some negative force had worked against improving their advising system. Some:
factors which were mentioned included decreased enrollments (26 responses), dec
creased statefunds (34 responses), and lack of admmlstratlvesupport (21 responses). 2 3
Seventy-two responses were hard to categorize since they were stated in away that
would not indicateif it were a positive or negative — such asfunding (49 responses),= by
reorganization of theinstitution (13 responses), and a change ininstitutional pI’IOt’I'[IeS
(10 responses).

papeoju

wua

The seventh open-ended item read:

1d-awid e

16. What types of encouragement (e.g., incentive, rewards) does your campus«»
offer to those who excel i nadvising?

qﬂ

Universally, across al institutional types, the recognition or rewards by |nst|tu—‘”
tions for good advisorsis negligi bIe(413 responses). If institutions did reward good<
advising, it tended to beintheformof an " outstandingadvisor' award (47 responses),s ]
written recognition (21 responses), or a"' pat onthe back' (23 responses). For facultys
advisorstheformof recognition tended to be related to thingssuch as merit pay deci-2
sions (35 responses), and promotion and tenure decisions (39 responses). It was also” .
reported that advising was considered part of faculty load and thus affected thei rM
overall evaluation (20 responses). Such things as released time, stipends, reduced<
teaching loads, and extra money for summer enrollment advising were also. men—ﬁ
tioned, but they only accounted for thirty total responses.

900k 99,

The eighth open-ended question was designed to elicit information regarding”
current advising issues. Theitem read:

17. What do you think are the major issues confronting academic advising as
a professional activity?

The largest areaof concern centered on improving the status of advising within
and outside institutions. Respondentsindicated there wasa need toimprovethestatus
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i .;;.f, adwsmg (144 responses) as well as a need to make the field more visible (97
et o0 : esponses). A second issue identified was the recognition and reward for academic

T, advlsng (107 responses). Concerns related specifically to the advisor were also ex-
pressed. The concerns expressed included the following: how should advisors be
sel.ected (37 responses), what roles should advisors play (24 responses), how should
“advisors be trained (45), how should advisors be motivated (29 responses), and how
"should they be evaluated (21 responses). Forty-two respondents thought attention
eeded to be given to such things as certification of advisorsand development of pro-
¥ fesgional standards. Othersindicated the real issuesfocused on the relationship be-
“tween advising and retention (48 responses) and the relationship between advising
Z'and student development/student success (53 responses). The final issues suggested
' were related to advising diverse and changing populations (70 responses), such as
ndecided, freshman, and unprepared students. Not surprisingly, the greatest number
i ihiese responsesfocused on advising adults (26 responses).

18. Howdo these(major issues) differ from those most prominent five yearsago?

st Re: 'Sponses to this question were affected by the number of individuals who had
? not been in thefield for five yearswho, asa result, did not feel qualified to answer.

Almost one half of the respondents (274) felt there had been no changein theissues.
o |'il‘heonly areas which were mentioned morethan ten timeswere the decreased number
.-~ of students which had resulted in an increased attention on advising as a retention
4 tool (21 responses) and the fact that advising was higher priority now (20 responses).
. Dther responseswere very diverse, rangingfrom advisingof new populationsto legal
- aspects of advising to consumerism of advisees.

Discussion

When the results of the most recent survey of NACADA members concerning effec-

. tive program elements and areas o concern are compared to datacollected five years
edrlier, someinteresting changesare noted. While many of the effective and ineffec-
tiveaspectsof programsremain the same, the prioritiesin which they have been placed
haveshifted inafive-year period. Theability to provideindividual contact isstill con-
sidered the strength of many advising programs. Advisor availability, providing ac-
curate information, and helping advisees with career exploration continue to be im-
portant and effective aspects of many programs.

Faculty advisor training was not even mentioned by the 1980 respondents, but
was considered to be effectively provided by 15%af the group. Thismay mean that
Lraining is considered more important today and more resources have been diverted
Lo this effort. Although rewardsfor faculty advising was not mentioned in the 1980
gurvey as an effective aspect of advising programs, it was cited in the later survey.
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Special student populations receivingeffectiveservices On many campuses remain
the undecided, freshmen, and academically high-risk students. ‘‘New’’ students, listed
in the latest survey asimportant, was not mentioned by the earlier group. Thismay
reflect growinginterest in retention effortsfor special populations of students. Reward-
ing faculty for advising was not cited in 1980 but is considered an effective program
element by the 1985 respondents.

The program aspects that are not considered to be effective on some campuses
are still faculty advising systems, lack o training, availability of advisors, and com-
munication and coordination of services within institutions. It was also noted in the
current survey that more emphasisneedsto be placed on of f-campusand reentry adult
students.

When asked what aspects needed improving, computer- -assisted information re-
ceived the highest percentage. This area was not even mentioned by the 1980
respondents. Advisor training was aso cited as needing improvement by a greater
percentage of the 1980 respondents than the 1985group (inspite of thefact that pro-
gress was made on many campusesin thisarea). Increasing staff and its accessibility
was cited by the 1985 respondents as needing improvement but was not mentioned
in the earlier survey.

The critical issuesin the improvement of academic adwsmg programs have not
changed very much in the past five years, but their ardering as priorities has. Some
areas such as advisor training and evaluation have seen improvement on many cam-
puses but are still considered by othersto be critical areas yt to be worked on. The
basic advising issuesidentified by thissurvey are similar td'those'outlined in other
studies. Thismeansthat research prlorltlesand program dawr'luptm-nt can bedirected
intensively to the areas most in need. What is missing is an organized, coordinated
approach. NACADA isin an excellent position to provide the leadership needed to
assure that changesin the next five yearsreflect a united effort to improve advising
services across all sizes and types of institutions.
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