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ABSTRACT 
, 

A model of' facul ty a~~ising suggests that \~he tasks 

per&ormed by fa~ulty advlsors are explaine~ by ,. 
\ 

three. c~ceptual constructs differing in levels of 
\ 

complex'ity and bype of~ skill. The three constructs 

identify a routine ·set of tasks termed provi:ding 

Information and two oomplex sets of tasks' termed , 
~ ~ 

Deve~oping Ac-ademic and Educ~tio~al ~als; .and t 

prov i~ng Personal Supp.or.t. However, no empirical 
.~ - , 1 

data eXi~~'upport thi!. m~der", To 0 te,s't the 

model, a sample consisting of 481 u'niver's.f.ty of 

Vermont unde~.graduate students rated thelr. advisors 
\ 

on the thr ee sets of items J Th<e da.ta were 

subj ected to cO~firlliat1rvyt factor ana~yses using 
, ,-

': - ,'max imum li kelihood proced ures wi th. the L~El,. 
'. ~,,",,, , 

,.' in~d e~',' T.h~ eX1st.è~, ot .the three ':categori S 0: 
. adVis{ng tasks wa.$.' co'tlf~rmed" The na·~ure ana ) 

. c~mplex1ty .dT advising tasks must be ~ddfessed when 
, , '" §I , "1 

assessing faeul ty advisor per.formance and designing_ 

developtnent activitieQs for advisors. 
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RESUME ·l 

Selon un modèle d'orientation pédago9ique~ les 

tic~es.~ exécutées par les conseillers pédagogi­

ques s'explique~aient par trois concepts qui 

diffèrent par ~e~r niveau de complexité, et le' 
-<'" " "'" 

type de tâches. Les trois concepts identifien~ 
<9 

un ens~mble de tâches systématiques: la presta-

tion d'~nformations et deux ensembles de tiches 

. complexes so~ t 'ô 1 une part 1 Cé-J,.aboration 

/~ '~je.ctifs universitaires et pédagogiques, de 
~ J 

l'aut~e, l'apport 'de soutien personnel. 

Toûtefois, aucune donnée empiriQ4e n'existe qui 

, d"l" f' ~d - é 'f' pU1SSe" appuyer ce mo e e. A 1n e v r1 1er ce . 
modèle, on a demandé à un échàntillon de 481 

/ 
étudiants de premier cycle de l'Université du 

--------- . Vermont d'évaluer leurs conseillers" selon les 
d 

Les do~mées trois concepts. ont été soumises .. a 

des analyses de facteur afin de les confirmerr. 
10 

à,cette fin, on a utilisé 'le modèle LISREL,et 
" 

., " -
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lea démarçhes de probabilité maximale: On a 

confirmé, l'existenc~ de ,trois catégories de 

tâches d'orientation. on devra tenir compte de 
, .. ' 

la nature et de la èompl~xité des tâches 

'd'orientation lorsqu'on évalu~+a le 
, , .,,' 

conse-iller p'édago9iqu~ e,t' lofsqu 'on 

travail du 

élaborera 
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des activités de format ion Pou r, l~s 
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Ctlapter 1 

The Problem 

Facult~ advising has a long tradition within North 

Amer ican higher ed uca t"ion. In 1841, Ruther ford Ha yes, a 

student at Kenyon College, and later t~ become president of 

the United States, wrotea letter home to his mother in 

which he described a new college policy. The policy 

specifi~ that each student should choose from among the 
. 

faculty a professor who would serve as an advisor and friend 
J Â( ~ 

in aIl matters. In the late 1800's, Johns Hopkins and 

Harvard instituted faculty advising systems. By the 1940s, 

inearly aIl, universities and colleges had followed suit (Wren 

& Bell, 1942). Despite this long h~story, there have been 

few attempts.to investigate the nature and complexity of 

,~dvising ~asks, and little agreement exists on th~ range of 

activities ~o be performed within the advising framework.~ 

'~ l' 
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.. 2 

Historically, acad'emic advising has occupied low 

~nstltutlonal status in the United ,States' when compared w~th 

researo~ and teaching. Trombley and Holmes (1980) attribute-
. 

poor advi sing to i ts "mar:,ginal posi tion" ~supported, in larg-e 

part, by the Iack of institutional reoognition of advtsing 
1 

-+ 
efforts and few, if any, opportuoities for advisors' to 

obtain the requisite skills and knowledge. 

There are indications of change, however, promo~ed by 

developments"at both the national and institutional" level. 

In~1977, the first national gathering of faculty and 

admini'strators 'concerned about the quality of student 

aoademic ''support gather,ed at the Un iversi by of 'Vermont for a 

confèrenoe on academic advising. The oonference drew 275 

~~ofessionals from throughout tn~ nation and served as the 

impetus for the organization of a national aoademic advising 
10/ 

association (NACADA) incorporated in 1979 with nearly 500 
1 

m.embers. Concurrently, the American College Testing program 

released the ~sults of its nat~nal survey on academic 

advising and Kansas State University marketed ap advising 

"" evaluation forro. In its final report, Th~ Carneg~e Council 

on Polioy Studies in Higher Education f{ 1980) predicted: 

A new academic revolution i5 upon us. 

, 
1 

!n the '19605 

(. 
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( 

the revolution consisted of many institutions 

trying to become research universities and mostly 

failing. In the 1980s it will take more and more 

the form of fOllowing the long-time example of thê 
.( l; , . 

community colleges and adjusting to the (stud~nt]Q 

market. (p. 30) 

3 

Institutional vitality may well-depend upon the ability 
.,. 

to shift priorities to meet current needs. The Carnegie 

Council describes the next two decades as the "Golden Age of 

the Students" who will be recrui ted and, supported more 

aggressively then ever before. The events underlying tneir 

p'rediction are a shrinki?g pool of traditional students and 

the economic entrenchment of higher education institut~ons 

in the Unite~ States. Student recrui tm'ent / support an,d. 

satisfa~tion have become survival issues in an era of ,~ 

decline and change in enrollment patterns. 

Emergingr evidence of linkages between student outcomes t • 

and academic advising suggest that the responsive 

institution will elev~te the iin~rtance .of ~dvi'sing from a~ 1. 

)> 
\ '. 

peripheral to a central position (Lindqui~~, f982; Trombley 

& Holmes, 1981).' 
" 

\ 
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ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTION 

This esis addresses a missing element in the 

knowledge baee of academic advisiAg by linking emerging 

theory to advisbr practices. It contributes to knowledge , 
, 

(a) by being ~n empirical confirmation of an advising model 
8 

and (b) by fitting into the context of previous knowledge. 
'-

ACADEMIC ADVISING DEFIHED 
; 

Academie advlsing i3 an interactive process within 
'1". • 

which an informe9 faculty advisor qnd the involved advi~ee 

4 

seek to ensure the student's satisfactory completion o~ 

academic goals through disc~ssion, ~lannin~, deci;ion:ma~ing 

and feedback~ The term~ "~nteractiv~ proce3s" refer to the . 
, ' 

v~rbal ~nd nonverbal in~erchanges ~~~ween advisor and 
1 • 

advisee, for the purpose of promoting the advis~e"s academic <ST . . 
'and personal welfare. The prdces~ i3 viewed as actlvely 

demanding attention from at 1east two indtviduals, one of 

whom (the advisor) possesses k?owledge anq skill which tbe 

other (the advisee) seek3 or 13 eX'P93ed:"to in the pursuit of 

an ~ducation . .. 

0' 

,'1 
~' , 
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FACULTY ADVISING 

'Several types o·f advising models are reported in the 
i , 

literature, including' peer advi8ing (Bonar & Mahler, 1976; 
'\ 

Habley, 1979) and staff advisi~g (Dameron'& Wolf, 1974; 

Gr~tes, 1979; OIson, 1981; Spencer, Peterson & Kramer, 
~, 

1982). The preferred4Pbdel i8 the faculty-advising system 

which traces its beginnings to Johns Hopkins and Harvard 

.(Hardee, 1970). ln \a re,cent American College Testing 

Program.(keT) survey of acad~mic advising, Caratensen and 

( .. ,.,." Silberhorn (1979) reported that the pri~ry style ln nearly 
.f 

four-flfths of all advising systems nationally was to use 
, lit '( • 

teaching faculty as undergrad~a~&~advisors. Faculty 

5 

adyising continues ta be tqe system of choice for public and· 
,. 
private institutions samp~~q,nationally in a recent update 

~,~ 

of the American College Testlng program study (Crockett.& 

Levitz, 1983). Seldin (1980) reasons that th~ desire to 

"reduce ,studènt planning errora" promoted faculty adv,ising 

as···th~ ad,.vising model of ctioJce il1--l]igher educatio.n,. 
! . 

lIn the traditional advising aren,a,. faculty advisors 
", ~ , 

hav~ b~en expected ta info"r1Îl $tudènts of academic 

requirem~nts, options and polieies and to monitor the 
~ 

stud ents' pro&)"ams 0 f stud Y (Atkin & Conrad, 1977; Ga ff &- .. " , 



t 

" 6 . 

Wilson, 1971; Hardee, 1970;· O"Banioo, '1912). Yet ex'iating' 
, 

reward structu~es fa~led to r~cognize or to evaluat~ 

expertise in advislng (Biggâ, BrocHe:,&: Batnhar,t, 1~75j 
b 

Gr i tes, 1 97 9; M 111 er, 1 974) . 

Performance 

l '. 0 

Facul ty advi-sors have béen assai'led for the poor' 

quaI i ty 0 f their performance b y st udeo'ts, adJllin~ stra t'ors Flnd 

colleagues (Gr,ites,~ 1980; Hornbuckle, Mahon~y, &: Borgarq" " 
'-> \ "' 'L 

1979). Poor facultyadvising i5 attributed ta lack of role" 

preparation, little institutional 'support, dis~greement on, 

advising tasks and confusion over;" who' shoù3.d ~vtise '\ 
, , , 

(Ores,sel ~ 1981; Trombl ey & Holme~., 198'0)., Li t~~l e agree~eh ~ 
, . ' '. ~ , , 

exists on the characteristlcs of'good performance, 
" ' 

(/1 , " 

n,evertheless, competent advis,ing app'ears: ess~ntial to the . . , 

s·tudent' s suooessful compl.etion,~of ed,':lcattQnal:" goal.s 
~ • <' • ! ( r 

, .. '" ~ t "~ 

<Crocket't, 1978)~ Noe~ (1978);',\~eport:ed:,~,tia.t','in.adequate 
1\ 0 '.' " ~ () 0, l , 

ad~i$iDg' support serv'i,~es 'iréq~tntly iés'd' 'to dec:rea'ses i~ " 
, , l, .'. ,'1\..... '1~" c 

stude.nt ':r.etention. ' . . " 
s ~" 

., , 

l ' 
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,1 
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Thê,f960's ushered in an era of student un~es,t~ 
-~- " 

Students voiced loudly their dissatisfaction with the status 
, , 

q~o. ànd with the Iack of attention to ~ndividual and group 

rights. They demanded a yoice in shaping distinctive 

feat~r"es of their, OW,n education and desired more 

personal1zed ilil"t'éraction with faculty (Astin, 1977; 
" D /1 

, Ch!ckering, ;969). Academic advising presented a context in 
"r t (1 

"' " which to build the "racul ty and studen,t relationship. Yet 
, 

admin~strat6rs e~periencing unprecedented fiscal soundness 
, " 

" 
." ' "~nd growth placed little value on th'e nature 6f 

1. , l ' 
, • ~ , <t 

t Jl " 1) 

" ,,~ ," ,r.e+ationships between facul ty and students. Administrative 

&. 
, a 

, .L r ; ,'f 

," 

,1 

, , 

" , , 

, \ 

. , 

, ' , ...... 
priorities ~ere"in other directions. 

. 
Facul ty were ex pec,ted 

, , 

"ta tea~h, p,ublish and conduct fundeq research activities, 

wlth 'the advising r~le frequently ,subsumed under têàching. 

Tre re,~lities of surv'iv,al" for ,l'aculty, i.e:, 'emphases 9n 
, . 

qu'al.! ty in teaching, publ ica t 10ns and research, érea ted 
" , " 

dilemmas. • One solution was to liplit the time spent with'-

advi'sees to cri tical: moments 'such as preregistr:ation, thus 

ensuring ~dequat~ time for activities that would more likely 

have. a positive effect,op ihe fa~ulty member's professional 

deve19pment and surviva~. (Eble, 1976; t1aclean, 1953; Seldin, 

1980) ~ 

} 

, 
, ' 

" 
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--
,Unlike the 1960's, the decade of the 1970's was 

coaracterized ~y increasing economic problems, escalating 
'- ...... 

costs of an education, limited resources (e.g., energy, 

equipment and personnel) and a shrinking pool of students, 
" 

from which to draw traditional~y prepared applicants • 
. 

Hlgh attrition rates and changes in the student 

comp~si tion helped to rekindl e administrative attention to 

student concerns. There was greater access to higher 

education for raaial ~inorities, wornen, veterans, part-time 

8 

students and older students. Many.' ha<;l never been on a 

college ca~pus; rnany represented a first generation in their 

families to attend college; Many were discriminated against 

for their race, sex and age~ and, many had educationally 

disparate backgrounds. In·' academic advising, .administrators 
. " 

saw a mechanism for enhanc1ng student retention and 

satisfac~lon witl1" their educational experie"nces. Ideally, 
. , 

the student and advisor would work, together to devel_~p an 

a~adem~c p~an reflecting the student's specifie inte~ests' 

and capabil~ties. This contemporary approach to advising 

~naergraduate s~udehts was time,consuming and demanded a~ 

extraqm~a;ure of peisonal commitment. Thé,~enewed intere~t 
, 'r 

by administr'ators in faculty advising 90u'pled with the 
.'. 

" 

IJ,,'I 
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changing nature of the advising tole are important reasons 

for ~stablishing a theoretical framework upon which facultj­

advisor performance can be assessed and weighted. 

RETENTION IN COLLEGE 

1 
An important outcome recently tied to the quality of 

academic a~sing is student retentiort. BeaI and Noel 

(1980) conducted a national survey on student retention for 

the American College Testing program and the National Center-,-
for Higher Education Management Systems. One purpose was to 

d isdov er the relationship between improved cam-pus sery iees 

and student retention. Improvements in the delivery of 

academie advising support were cited by slightly m9re than 
1 

one-half of the institutions as the support effort leading 

. to increased student retention. 
;.1 

The quality and frequency of faculty-student contqcts 

beyond the elassroom are regarded as important predictor~ of 

.educational outcomes (Croekett, 1978; Pasca-refla & 

Terenzini, 1980). Quality refers ~o students' re~orts of 

~atisfaction with their education and frequeney refers t~ 
./ 

. ' 

the number of discuss~ons students have with faeultyon 

matters related' to the stuaents' academic life. 

... 

f' 
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l 

In a serie~ of investigations ~t a northern United 

States university, Pascarella & Terenzini linked the 
l­
I 

fre~uency of out-of-classroom contacts with fa9ulty to 
1/" 

freshmen attrition and the students' desire to persist to 

graduation. They reported that nonclassroom contacts 

be~ween faculty and students positively influenced 

retention, p~rticularly when discussions centered on 

10 

, 1 

academic in format ion and academic counsel lng needs. Gr i tes 

(1~80) believed such concerns~formed the primary dim~nsions 

of a quallty faculty advising system. Academic 'advising,' 

the only nonclassroom activity i~vdlving al~ under&~duate 

stûcfén,ts with faculty, pres'ents a natural context :-for 

promoting increased fa,cul ty-student contacts. 

NEED FOR RELIABLE AND VALID INSTRUMENTATION 

Advising has reemerged as a systematic and integral 

component of the educational process (Murry, 1912), yet 

frequently it is reported as inadequately performed (Grites, 

1919; McKi'nney & Hartwig, 1981; Moore., 1976). It has been , 
- evaluated from national (CaTstensen & Silberhorn, 1979; 

Kroamer, 1982; Pol son & Cash in , . 1981) and inst i tut ional 

per~pectives (Borgard, Hornbuckle, ~Mahoney, 1977; Grites, 

. ' 

l ' 
: ' 
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1981; Kapr a~l'l & Coldren,. 1979).' In sti tuti:onall y based 

evaluations rev~al~d little agr'eeIp,ent on how to define 

effecti,ve 'adv,i.st'ng. They furth~r define' the relative 
,~, 

nonexistence,iof po11cies and pr'ograms to àid facultyn in 

per,forming advisi'flg functions and a reward structure based . /' 

11 

almost entirely on the intrinsic v~l~e ~f helping students. 

Few inve,sti'gatio-ns have been. undertaken to develop 

reliable and va~id instruments to measure the performance of 

" faculty who adv1se ungergraduates. If academic advising ls 
. " 

i~port~nt, to the stu?ent~' successful completion of 

educattonal goals, then performance standards need to be 

develo-ped which' will differentiate the skilled (or expert) 
1 , 

advisor from the 'relatively unskilled (or novice) advisor. 

TOWARD A,DEFlNITION OF EXPERT ADVISORS 

Kramer (1979) suggested that competent advisors become 

.skill"ful 1n simul taneously 'addressing the technlca1 and 

i~terpersonal levels of advi~ing. A pilot study to this 
. 

'thesis (Trombley, 1984) suggests that two sets of discrete 
, 

fu'nc tions underl ie a comprehensive àdv1 sing process. The 

fir.st ar,.e-- techn ica1 com~etenc ies, 1n te~ pr êted as routine 

ta s ks whic h pl Be e ,rew, c o~nl t 1 v e d emand s on the Per fo rmer 1-
....-" 
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. They are "typified 'by form signing, record maintenance and 
/ 

( 

referral act'ivitie,s. ' The 'second are interpersonal 

competencies, and they 'presuppose the development of a 
1 

personal relationship" between 'the advisor and advisee. 

Typical tasks include helping, students to relate information 

td specifie careers and planping academic programs based on 

the studeI}ts' developmentai needs'. Such complex functians 

may require a /speciali zed knowledge damain and exper ience 

base, to per form weil, (Chase ~ Simon,' 1973; Larkin, 

McDermott, Simon, & Simon, ·1980) as performance is tied to 

the ability to establish rapport and add~ess the' student's 

maturation-dependent needs. 

Larkin et al. proposed a three.-foI'd explanation of 

exper't per fo,rmance. The first component of expert skill was 

labeled the superior indexing' of stimuli. This indexing 

might include information on strategiei.,· for examplé, 

r~ferring stu~ who appear confus.ed ,'about the direction 
-) 

of their. academic program and providing information on 
1) 

domain-spec ific 1 st imul i such as the grad e- po in t: aver age 

needed to de,clare a major in a particular discipline. 

A second component is related to the exper.t' s su"per'ior 

recognition ca~abilities. Larkin et al. theorized that 

.. " 

Q , 
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jexperts' quick recognltion of patterns :iLn external stimuli 
9 , 

. evokes a set of organized responses. Theoretically, -the 
\ 

13 

PfOducti9n system has two parts (a) a condition ,represented., 
\ 

by the e~ternal stimuli and (b) an action which is' the, 
l ' ' 

, \ 
response ~voked bY ~the condition. 0-JAccording to the model, 

1 
l 'r , 

an 'integral part of the experts' percept-ual knowledge base 

i3 the relatio'nship among the stimuli. When a condition 1S 

present, the performers' complex schemata evoke a solution, 

for instance, when the student expresses little interest in , , , 

school the advisor makes a referral to 'the appropriate 

support service. 
<, 

Finall y, the model suggests that chunks (or groups) oi" 
~ 

information representillg properties of '6timuli are li:nked by 

the relationships among them. T11:e experts' ability to chunk 

~nformation S0 that several bi ts of information are 

organ ized ta represent a single uni t of information' i8 known 

to greatly expand the amount of meaningful information tnat 

dan be rec alled (Miller, 1956). The el aborate network 18 

presumed to account for the super ior problem-solving abili ty 

of. experts. Experts are able to connect seemingly ~nrelated 

incidences. For example, knowledge of seudent development 

needs, program requirements and knowl.eçlge o,f advisees '. 

' .. 
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particular .sotrengths, ana w~aknes'ses ~e qùickly recalled 

vis-a ... vis an existing organizational s~cture to.form the 
"-

\ 
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basis of the adv isors 1 commun lc ation wi th adv isees. Larkin 
, 

'e~ al. suggest that the apparéntly automatic ~erformance of 
\ 

~xperts actually represents effialency in knowledge 

structur ing (proce ssing)'. 

Although a sizable body of knowledge is 

prerequisite to expert skill, that knowledge must 

be ind'ex ed by large numbers or' patter'ns, thatc' on 

recognition, guide the expert in a fraction of a 
...... J , J 

. $e'c'ond _ to rele~ant p~,rts of their knowledge store. 

'Tre' kn~~ledge forms c~m-Ple?C schemata that c~n guide 

al problem '.s. interpretatiol1 and-Solubion 
, , \ 

and chat 
, ' 

constitute a large part, of what- we <fal1 physical 
" ./ ' 

intuïtion'. " (p~ 133q) '. 

~~-"'~ 

Expert advisors, ~hen, can be sa(q ,~~ rea' t to 

studenta t need~ and demanda in a more efficient nd . ' 

1 

automa't i c manner th an n~)\' ice or less skB.l ed ,adv isots. 
, , 

, Exper.t' a'd'visors, for· e?C~mple ~ 'Ros,sess with!n their knowledge 

,str'uç'ttir-es a large repertoire of problem-solving strategies. 
l ' > • • , • 

,This knowledge i5 organi zed. în, donn,acting patterns enabl ing 
, 

" ", 

" ", 1 . , 

" 
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the skilled advisor to respond quickly to a wide variety of 

student situa,tions. In contrast, novice advisors have less 

domain-specifie knowledge stored in memory and it is not as 

weIl organized or interconnected as the experts'_kno~ledge. 

The novice makes fewer connections between external and 

internaI stimuli, inhibiting both the retrieval proces~ and 
l , 

the time it takes to respond, thàt is, the novice relies 

upon rote rather than automatic problem-solving strategies . 

These differenees May be reflected in the (a) speed and 

accuracy with which advisors of different, skill levels 

respond to advising problems, and (b) students' .,atings of\ 
\. 

their advisors' performance on tasks ~stinguished by type \ 

and complexity. 

The quest ion 0 f who is a~ ex pert facul ty ad" isor is notr 

directly addressed by the prese~tudY. Rather, the fo~us 

is on the confirmation of pilot ~tudy findings of multiple 

dimension$ in measures o~ faculty advisor performance. 

PURPOSE 

The primary purp9se of th~ present investigation i~ to 

confirm the existence of a theoretical. structure suggesting 

that the quality of undergraduate advising can be 

. '. 

1. 

\ 
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differentiated on_the basis of'task complexity and type of 
, .. , ---

skill, that is, t~ bu1Jd a model of a~vising which is 

mul tid imensional and to test that, model wi th data gener*ated' 

from interacti'ons, between -advisors and a<;JV'tsees. If a 

diverse set of,ski:lls 'underli'es the advising process, - - , 

advlsor' evaluation as ,weIl as advisor development programs 
, 1 

will need ta ~ddre~s the nature and complexity 6( thos~ 

skills when asses'sing per formanc'e or des ign ing {'acul ty 
, 

development activities. 

The ~entral question will be accompanied by two other 

questions of a preliminary and secondary nature. TQe 

preli~inary question will examine rei~tîonships bet~een 
i>. . , 

:background characteristics and students' reports of their 

advisors' performance'while the secondar.y question will .. 
, 

examine the effect of gender on the ratings. Background 

charac~~ristics,havs shown little influence on student 

ratings of teaching. Since the aqvising interaction occurs 

in a more. intimate context than teaching, these variables 
, 

May have a stronger effect on ratings of advisor 

performance. If so, the relative influence of these 

variables should be known tiefore interp,retations of the 

.......... ratings 0 are made. Nevertheless, tI:1ese' q~estions are oOly l' 

, , 

1 
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sI ightl y 
-y 

was underrepresented by 8% and 3%, re'Spect-i vely, -x: 
~ 

0 

(7, N = 925) = 118.94, .E. < .05-' The sample consisted of 28' 

freshmen, '25~ sophomores, 3,D% juniors 'and 17% seniocs. 

Freshmen sI ightly overre"presented (5%), sophomores , , 

approx1mated and juniors a"'nd seniors underrepresented (8% 

and 4%, respectively) the population of students at the 
... 

University rO, N = 925) = 44.79, .E. < .05. 

In strumen ts. A poo 1 of 40 items repr esen t ing tasks 

typically per formed by facu~ ty advisors was generated . from 
~ 

current instrum-en·ts for evaluat:ïng advising. An adv isory , 

group of faoult? members ranked,.e~h item according to -their 

perC'eptions of the item' s level of importance within' the 

A core of 26 items~ emerged from this 
, '" 

p1"ocess and became the independent variables. 
. ,">,. 

-/ ' 

:rhere were two l!1easures of 'advising prac~ices, (a) 
, . 

students' ratings of the importance of the items, and (b) 

students' ratings of'théir personal advisor's performance. 
, , " 

The 2'6 items were randomly divided between two surveys (l"orm 
. 

A and Form B) to minimi ze the class time needed to complete 

t\he instrument. Because Fot:m A and Form B were constructed 
~o 

f~:om d,ifferent items,' the results ,are presented according to 

f 0 rm (s e e A pp e n~cri xl) . 

, 
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Items were rated on a 5-point""scale ranging from "very 

important" and·" performed well" (1) to "very,unimportant" 

an~ "perfarmed poorLy" (5). For the analysis the f~rst: two 
, " 

scale points were collapsed to ,provide the" important" a·nd 

"performed 'adequately" c'ategories."! 
'. 

The d~ta ·were submitted to principal f~ctors analysLs. 
" 

'l Factors wi th eigenvalues greaterP than ~ne we-re retain·ed· and 

rdtated ta a varimax solution for interpretation. 

'-

Results 

Form A' CN =!:id87). The two fac tors ex tr ac ted {rom the 

imp,ortanc.e items accounted fo~. 45. 8~ of the total var iance. 

The factors wereJtermed "Informational ll and "Counseling. lI -

Table 1 reports the factor loadings. Three items were 
, 

" fac toriall y campI ex because they load signifie pn tl y on bath 
( 

factors • . , 

I.tem 9,' tfHelps me understand the compone'nts and 

requirements of my program," was Most representative" of 

Factor 1 (.r. = .72) .• > Item 10, "Hélps me deal effectively 

with my ,personal problems,1I produced tl1e high~st correiation 

within Factor 2 (.r. = .81). Table-2 presents the means for 

each factor. Few students rated Ite~ 10, "Helps me deal 

» " _. 
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Var:tmax Anabds' of ,S tudenta' .fere.ptions on the Importance of Tasks fer Two Factors (Form A) 

Item 
Number 

, t ' 

"i\dvising T;-Ilsks 
CObmon Fastor LoadinSa 
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(Infprmation) (Counaeling) 

1 

2 
j 

If 
5 
6 
7 

8 

9 

Encourages me to talk about my concerna 

Ke~ps track of my aeademie progresa 

Helps me find answera to my questions 
Cives me information about uni~ersity and connunity resources 

Helps' œe clarify my thinlting abQut careers or occupations 

Helpe me identify my educational interests and goals 
Responda to my r(iquests foX; adviaing meetings 

H~lps me plan my course of study 

Helpe me understanèl the eOlll;ponents and requirements of my 
program 

Helps me deal more effeetively with my personal' problems 

Helps ~e Lmprdve my deciaion-making ski1ls 
'Helps nie choose a ~j01',' 
."P:xtends friendship beyond academic advice 

Fàctor' contribuFlo~s 

/ P~rcent of total va,rlance 

(.558) 
(.573) 

(.663) 

(.537) 

(.641) 

b (.613) 

(.667) 

, (.613) 

(.721) 

.132 

.179 
(.335)' 

.259 

3.72 

28.6% 

.260 

.197 

.16~ 

.270 
(,343) 

(. 384.~ 

.157 'Q .236 

.107 

(.811 ) 
(.756 ) 

('.466) 

(.478) 

1 

Note. ,Values ~ .. 30 are' shawn in parenthesea and retainèd for irit~rpretation. 

effectiyely ;~iph my perSona! ~roblems," as an 
, 

advising functiop (mean = 3.29). 1 Tc;> 'test reliability, 
, 1 

soaies were coristruc'ted as, simple 's.ums "'of' the i·.tems' wlth 

l , 

, . , 

" 

~ 

loadings greater th~n ;3P.':, :~e respeativ~ rèli~bil,ity" " ." .-

coeffioie'nts for the i'nforrrl'ational and 'counse11ng soales, as 
, 

computed by Cronb~ch' s, aipha '; we're ,.87 and .75. 

A gen"eral evaluation factor was extracted from t,h~ c, 

" , 

/. 

.' , , 

" 
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.. Table. 2 

Mean. and Standard Deviations for Each Iteœ with SignifieanG 

Load1ng. on' a Factor (Form A) " \ . 
Faetor l Faetor 2 

Item M SD M SD , . . • 
il' l 1. 91 1.08 

2 1.83 0.99 
- --- 3* 1.60 0.90 

4 2.10 1.18 
5 1.65 1. 03 1. 65 1. 03 
6* 1.80 0.99 1.80 0.99 
7* 1.56 0.98 
8 1.68 1.01 
9 1.48 0.89 

10* 3.29 1.32 
11 2.76 (.25 
12* 2.51 1. 44 2.51 1.44 
1.3* 2.45, 1.28 

'roeals 18.12 14.46 
Mun. a .. 1.81 2.41 

!2S!. The starred items ara façtorially complex. 

&.rhe scale ranged frOlll "very iIIIportan t" (l) to' "very un1mportan ç: 'l'l'" (5). 

performance measure, expla1ning 63.5% of the unrotated total 

v~r rance. Cronbach's alpha reliability·coefficient was .95 • 
./ , ' 

'The" present!e of a halo effect ls,suggested ,by the high 

intercorrelations for th~ performance factor. 

F 0 rm --B (N = 5 3 8) • th~ three factors extracted from the 
'. 

importance measure accounted ~or 44.9% of the total~ 

) . ' .varlance. Table 3 displays the !act6r loadings for each 

item. -Six items loaded on more than one fact-or, reveàling 
~ ~ 

( 

t, 
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their eomplexity. The factors 'were lab~led "Academie 

Counseling,~ "Personal Counseling," 'and "Informational." 

Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients for the three 
f 

scales, as eomputed above} were .84, .SO, 'a,nd .73, 

re'spedtively. 
\ 

Table 3 

Vari8ax Anallii. of Student.' Perception. on the I.portanca of Ta.ka for Thrae Factora (For. St 

lt .. 
Humbar Advhina Taak. 

il 1Ie1p •• a undar.~and the regiatration proe ... 
2 Mak •• ma awara of relevant univaraity publieationa and 

information • 
3 Help ••• d.fine MY edueational'soal. 
4 Refera me to the appropria te office. ta rlceive r~dl.1 

.ervicell 
5 Help ... a relate Dly acadellie optiona to apeeifie ear.er. 
6 Halp.'.e build Dly aelf confidance 
7 Explain. untver.lty and colle,e requirementl 
8 Help. ae dav«lop Il major .rea cour •• of .tudy 
9 Make. lia aware of non-traditional Academie option. 

10 Suggelt. waYII to 1mprove .y balic .tudy habit. 
Il Providee Ile vith expIan.tione of univer.ity polteie. and 

procedure. 
12- Helpe DIe identify my Academie .r .. :. of inure.t 

(-

13 H.lp. DIe clarify my v~lue •• intere.t. and go.l. 

Factor contributions 

Percent of total variance 

,1 
Comaon Factor Loadins, 

( AClde.ie ) ( Personal ) 
(Coun.alina) (Coun.alins) (Iafor.atiqn) 

,127 .048 (.45.) 

.095 .237 (.419) 

(.609) (.3U) .161 

.22(, .231 (.514) 

( .661> .276 .222 
(.302) , (.545) .20S 
(.546) .031 (.452) 
(.667)' .262 .2lt9 

.282 .290 (.371) 

.040 .' (.546) ( .lS8) 

.193 .151 ( .630) 
( .431) (.590) ,178 

( .lOU (. 749) .109 

2.11 1.99 1. 74 

1Ci·2% 15.3% 13.4% 

Note. Value. ~ .30 are ehown in parenthee •• and ret.1ned for int.rpr.tation. 

'" 
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The item most re~resentative of Faotor 1 was Item 8, "Help~ 

me develop a maJpr area cour.se .of' study" -(l: = .67). ,Item 
.-

13, "Helps me clarify my values, intefests, and goals," 

typified Factor 2 (r = .7'); ~nd Item 11, "Prcivldes me with 
<-

".-1' 
explanations of university po~icies and procedures," was 

most representative of Factor 3 Cl: = ."51). 

each factor are shown in Table 4 • 

The means for 

iJ' 

... , 
Tabb 4 

Mean. ~d Standard Deviations for Each Item witb Signifieant 

Loadings on a Factor (Form B) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Item g S9 g S15 R ~ri 

1 2.30 1.29 

2 ,\ 2.57 1.21 
3*", 1.60 0.96 1.,60 0.96 
4 2.21 1.26 

5 1.53 

6* 2;39" 1-.28 2.38 ,'1 :28 

7* 1 •. 36 0.74 1,36 0.74 

8 1.61 0.91 

9 2.08 1.10 

10* 2.75 1. 27 2.75 1. 27 
11' 2.10 1. 05 

12* 1. 8~ . 1.00 1. 89 1.00 

13 2.15 1.16 2.15 1.16 

Tot;als 21.52 10.78 15.28 

Meansa 1.19 1. 80 2.18 

~. The starred items are fact:orially complex. .... ... 

aThe scale ranged 
, . from "very important" (1) to "very unimportane (5). 

.~ 
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A general evaluatio~ factor emerged from the performance 

measure and accounted for 59% of the unrotated total 
• 

variance. The reliability:ëoèfficient computed by 

Cro'nbach's alpha was, .94. IThe, high intercorrelations 

suggested the presence of a halo effect. 

Discussion 
! 

-Faculty competence in the advising raIe May require the 
'II. 

ability to address both the informationai and interpetsonal 

aspects of the' role (Kramer & Gardner, 1977). The resul ts 

of the exploratory factor analyses on the two surveys 

'reveaied the existence of two broad task constructs fo~ the 

survey labeled Form A and three constructs for Form B. The 

constructs were inte~preted as defining a routine, 
• 

informational role and ~wo complex, counseling raIes. The 

former con~~ruct was typified by maintenarice o~ clerical 
, r 

type tasks~while academic or personal counseling tas~s 

represented the latter. 

To master the elementary (routine) skills, ad~isors 

must make use of i~orma~ional tools availabl~ to them. 

These May inclu~e: C:>l\ege bull.etins, class scheduIes, 

listings of student personnel resources, student records 

( 

( 

1 

16'0, • 
J 
" 

,"1 

.' " 
. \ 

and 
i-

, . 

'1'1 
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departmental polieies which might affect the student's 

program of study. These tools must be easily accessible and 
" 

up-to-date 'or students may be misinformed. 

Informational items included providing information 

about university and community resources, making 

apPointm~~or advising meetings, iqforming, the stud,ent 

about program requirements and monitoring the student's 

" progress. Donk and :Oe~ting (1968) argued that the 

informational role might be better fulfilled by "trained 

clerks" free1ng the faculty for more personal involvement 

with their advisees. 

Counseling, whether academic or personal, 1s a complex 

process,maturing over' time. Evidence of this complexity 1s 

presented in the literature (Egan, 1975; Erickson & SChultz, 
~ 

1982) and by the range of tasks ,forming the counseling 

clusters. A working knowledge of developmental stages in 

student life would 1ay the foundation for estab1ishing 

rapport and providing gUidance at these critical junctures. 

Typical items forming the counseling cluster were: 

clarifying values, interests and goals, identifying areas of 

interest, defining educational goals, developing a major 

area course of study and relating acad~mic options t~ 
.. ' .. 

specifie eareers. 

! 
t-
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The counseling role can be further defined by t'he, 

nature of the counseling 'functions, that 'is, as àn aeademic 

or personal ?,ounsel1ng ta~~k. "For éxample, ~xtending 
t 

frlendship beyo,nd academic advice m1ght be interpreted as 
, , 1 

personai support while developing a major area course of 
r 

,study would be perceived as academic supp~rt. The 

relatively high number of factoriall~,compl~x items can be 

interpreted as (a) 'addi tional ev idence for the 'complex-i ties 

of the advising role (b) items wit~ multiple interpretitlons 

or (c) sugg,estive of se~ting a l~~ing value (> .30)',that 
/, 

was too low o,r items retained on interpretation. The t~ee 

constructs àre 1nterpreted as overlapping naturally, that 
" 

la, one would eXpect interactive variables to be correlated. 

The word "counseling"'frequently implies a dimension 

su~h as emotional support" which wâs not within the range of 

tasks rated by students as important faculty advlsor 
, 

responsibilities. Tti~s, within the cohtext of the thesis, 
' .... 

"' .... ---__ ~_ the more complex, c'ounsel.ing role will be referred to as 

~ ._-~ ';:t';h~r" pr oV id ing to n~l 0 r. a~ ad em 1e . suppo r t. Thr ee 

constructs will be ,tested and the labeling of each has been 

modïfied to more preèisely reflect the tas~s underlying each 

domain. The information dom~~ will be referred ta. as 

----------------- ---. -------

\ 
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Providing Information 'while the r~spective academic and 

personal support domaJns will be referred to as Developing 

Academie and Educational Goals and Providing Personal 

Support. 

THEORETICAL MODEL 

The advising model examines the relationship between 

and within three sets of advising construets. The model is 

based, in part, on a model of interaption propo~ed by Ty~er, , 

pargament and Gatz (1983). Tne first construct, Providing 

Information (INFO), defined by the routine and maintenance-

type task~, presumes little depth, in terms of the level of 

communication between advisor and advisee, that Is, it . 

places few cognitive demands upon the eommunicators. No 

spe~ial training or sensitivity to students is dee~ed 

neeessary to fulfilling the Informatio~al funetions. Only 

the advisor is perceived to have ::rtatus and influ'ence, 

although contact Is almo'st always Inl tlated by the advis~e. 

The second epnstruct, D~veloping Academie and 

Educational Goals (GOAL), defined by more eomp~ex aeademic 

cou~seling tasks, presumes inereased interaction and assumes 

a two-way pattern of communication. EVen though. 

" 

l" • 
, r 
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. 
comll'lunic ation 1s possible in two direc,tio,ns, i t May' oceur in 

only one direc,tion. Specialized training and knowledgè of 
, 

student development are viewed' as prerequisite to -successful 
" (.l 

\)\ 

completion'of the~e functions. Although the advisee 

g~nerally initiates contact, advisors May also contaot 

students, for example, t~ share insights regarding a career 

opportunity. The advisor is presumed to have more status 

,but both collaborate on setting goals. 

The third construct, Providing Personal ~upport (PER~), 

definèd as the Most complex set of advisors' tasks, presumes 

a high level of interaction and a weIl established pattern 

of reciprocal "communication. Preparation for performing 

tnese tasks May r,equire specialized training and knowledge. 
' . 

Each brings a unique perspective to the interaction and 

there 1s the presumption of shared status. Contact May be 

initiated by either the advisor or advisee. Both advisor 
. ' 

and advisee May change (grow) as a result of the 

interaction. For example, meaningful interchanges with 
• 

older students May result in new,apprec1ation ,o~ their 

utlique needs. 

·The realm of advisor's tasks is organized in terms of 

thé complexity of tasks, and the type of skills performed, 

• , 07 

.. 
r' 
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\ 

wi th the INFO -domai,n postulated as the m.ost routine and 

least complexe Th~ GOALS and PERS domains represen~ more 

complex skills that are differentiated on the basis of 

w~,~ther competêncy implies support of the student' s academic 
\ ' 1 

.or} personal need~. 
\ 

The advising,model may be hierarchical ti.e., 
o 

c,ompe~ency within each advisillg 'domain building upon mastery 
, , 

of skills at a lower level). This premise will not be 
\ 

~ addressed by ,th~s studj; rather, the basic question to 

answer ls whether the existence of tbree distinct advising 

domains can, .b'e ,ascertained. 

TÀSK ANALYSIS' 

Taak analysis has been descrlbed as the identification, 
J • / ' 

0'( subordinate skilla necessary to· achieving learning', 
• , 1 

outcomes (Gagne, 1974). Gagne d ev eloped a ta sk 

'c'lassification system' based on learning hierarcnies: He" 
l ' 

viewed the mastery.oi,hii~er l~~el sk~lls as depen~ent upon 

performance of lower level skill,s·. 

Task ana1ysis can a1so be des~ribed as the makiqg of 
" 

inferences about cognitive procèsses utilized in performlng 

tasks (Simon & Simon, 1978). Fo'r example, Dillard, Bhaskar, . -, 

\ 

\ 
t: ' , 
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and Stephans (1982), analyzing accounting tasks, defined a 
1.$1 
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hierarchical task stt:ucture based on' the degree of >'cogni tive 
, >' 

proce~sing. Other weIl known task-analysis schemes are the 

taxonomi~s of educational objectives in the cognitive 

'(Bloom,:Englehart, Furs'~ Hill, & Krathwohl, 195,6) and the 

affective (Krâthwohl~ Bloom, & Masia, 1964) domains. -t ' 
common element within these taxonomies is the attempt to 

, 
differentiate skills according to the nature of their 

complexity ahd to identify' a set of procedural criteria for 
. , 

performance within each skill area. ,The present study is 

not a task analysis but w{s unde~taken to confirm that 
) , ' 

advising skills differing'~W levels of cdmplexity ~Qd type 

are theoretically defensible. .' 
"0 A step toward defining a ,taxonomy of advising skills 

woulQ involve o~servations of faculty-student interactions 
\ ", w 

to map the cognitive and"noncognitive strategies used by , 

skilled (expert) and ,relatively unskiiied (noV,iee) advisors 

in performing the tasks u~derlying advising domains. 

o 
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ASSESSMENT OF FACULTY ADVISING 

~Few would challenge the necessity of advising 

undergraduate students, ,yet. furthe; advan~'s '~n. facult .. ( 

adv'iSing May depend upon the developn'ient of .. th~oretically 

defensible advising modela. Although there exista an 
o • , ft, • 1 

. abundance. of literature on the effect1veness of fâcùlt~' 

agvising systems there js wa paucity of empirical research on 
'. 

faculty advisor effectiveneas ,(POlSO~& Cashi~,. 1981t 
. .. 

Seppanen, 1982; Walsh', 1979):. .' 
" . 

A review of the adv,isinB literatùre r~veal's that the .'~ .... 
.,. ~... (1 .. • • J~ 

common farm of instJ.tutionallY base.d evaluation focuses on . ~ .. 
ass~ssment of the adv'ising .~yste~rather tl1an adv,isor 

• performance. rhe general conclusions are tha't advuing 

, 
\ 
\ 
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ho!ds low institutional stàtus," lacks adequate rewards, 

spon.sors few advisor performancé assessments and is defined 6 

'pr im,ar il y as" an. informati-onal acti vi ty (Car sten~en & 

&ilberhorn, 1979; Chickering, 1973; Crockett & Levitz; 1983; 

Hardee, 1970; Levine & ~eingart, 1973; Moore, 1976; 

Seligsot'ln, 1917; Winston, Ender, & Miller, 1982). 

,Even though the literature su~ports the need for 
~ 

.systematic advisor assessment, reliable. and valid 

instruments for this purpose do 'not ex4:s.~ -( Johnson, 1979; 

Mc.Kittrtey & Hartwig, 1981 L, In, general, at tent ion has not 

been given to stan!at'dizi~~g ei~her the ~~n'st'rumen-ts or' -"'" 
o 

process of gathertng student ratings of advisor performance • 

Considerable variat~on exists with res~ect to the , . 
characteristics, format and. process of compiling t~e 

ratings. 

-SARRIERS TO EFFECTIVE FACULTY ADVISING 

Moore (1976) report~ that discussion of registration 

and course selection typifiés faculty advising interactions. 
• A 

She c~ncludes that the res~ricteti range of advisor 
\ 

activities may Mediate against)a student's need for guiàance 

and support. Although no attempt was made te ~~fine 

effective advising, she states: 

o 

• 1 

-..:-
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The effective adviser in any discussion of cours'e 

selection will--customarily consider relev-ànt 

aspe~ts of the student's interests and plans. It 

is more often the unskilled or inept'advisers and' 

o 1 

the naive or timid students who fail to use the 

opportuni ty prov ided by the registra tion mechanism ~ 

"' to enhance the learning prr7' Nevertheless, 

wi~hin the realm of diredtly assisting the student 

as a whole person faculty advisers do not seem to­

be taking an active part no~ do they seek it, 

particularly. if it involves counseling or 

counseling-related skills and' activities. (p. 37~) 

33 

In a series of investigations, Borgard, Hornb~ckleJ and 
- . 

Mahoney (1917), Mahoney, Bqrgard, and Harn~uckle (1978) and 

Hornbuckle, Mahoney, and Borgard (1979l~~~ent evidence ta 
.... 

,suggest that faculty advising is a complex"" process lacking 

clearly defined parameters and lacking agreement among 

faculty on the relevance of the role. For example, B01'"gard 

et al. examined facul ty atti tudes on ,the adv ising system. 

They reported that 42% of. the overall variance in facu~tl 

.attitudes could.be explained by statements addressing role­

relevanoe (27~) and statements relating a?vis~ng' to 

pro fessional ' adv ancemen t 0 pportun i tie s (15%).0 
., ~ '. 

\ 

~: 
.' . . . 
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\ , 
In a fOl.low-,up study, Mahoney et al. jeport' evidence 

, , . 
suggesting 'that facul·ty atti tudes on advising ',are related to 

't~ 1 # 

their professional status., Facul ty wi th the mos.t rank, 

yE!ars of experience, or .. wpo were tenured, w~re more likely 

to view advlsing positively than junior faculty. This 
\ 

result ls not surprising when one considers that research \ 

and publicat:Lon continue to be the P,th to pro.m~.ti?n and 
~- ... 

status, particularly for junior un.,iversity faculty. -

Finally, HorQ,buckle et ,al. investigated students' 

perceptions of faculty advisor performance across a range of , 

tasks and interpersonal re~ations items. They repo~W that 

ral factor accounted for nearly nine-tenths (88%) of 

variance in the items measuring advisor's performance~ 

bipolar it'ems undet:"lying the general factor measured 

stûdents' feelings about the relationship with their 

advisor, 1ncluding "I feel\ l can have-. a casual discussion 
. . 

wic;:.h my advisor" ~nd "My advisor 'does not seem t'p beJ'f~are 
~ 

of my exis,~ence." The, results sug'gest a halo effect , 

interpreted' as-à response bias based on socially determined 

ad~isor attributes rather than competency in a~y advising 

d'omain. 

Little attention has been given to the impact of sex 

" 

" 
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differences on adviaing. McLaughlin and starr (1982), 

reviewing 'the-post '1965 advising li,terature, cited ooly one 

published reference. Grites (1979) connects the paucity of 

female role models on campus to female students t ret1cence 
" , 

to explore traditionally male dominated academic areas such 
,,' 

as mathematics. Grit'es (1979) and Lacher (1978) posit that 
.' 

advisors can help female students gain confidence by' paying , . 
special attention to their ~eeds for ~ole models, discussing , 

role stereotypes and encouraging them to ma'ke academic . 

choices based on knowledge of tQ,e full range cf avallable 

~ossibilitles. Their thesis Is indirectly suppor'ted by 

, Bradenburg' s (1981) investigation of student g-ender 
'1 

preferences for campus resource persons. She round 

signi ficant differences by sex wi th both groups preferr1lr1g 
~'. 

to in terac t wi th same-~ex resource p.-er-sôns. ' The preferences 
~ . ----
, ~---

were particu~fl-g-1or female students and the 

strength of the associations were related to the impl ied 

intimacy of the relations. For instance, she presented 

evidence of strong same-sex preferences for contacts with 

academic advisors and personal counselors but ~eak or 
. 

nonex istent preferences for instruc tors and academic 
. 

admin i strators. T~e e.ffec t 0 f gender di ffer ences .ton 
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advising needs further exploration. Find 1ngs of gender 

"~~ifferences would have implications for staffing . " .. 
considerations and improving façulty advisors' expertise. 

/ 

~/ 

FACULTY-STUDENT CONTACTS BEYOND THE CLASSROOM 
/' 

, //F 

There is sorne question whether the realit1es of 

"publish or perish" make the notion of increa-seq facul,ty- . 
~ _, 1 • ~ t ~ I-:""~ , -, '_ir ~ ." t _. ". / 

student contact defensible (Hallberg, 1965>.. In an 
/ (J 

inyestigation of a~ministrat~r and student,perqeptions of 

academic advising at a western university, McKinney and 

Hartwig (1981) found less th an 10$ of the students sampled 

viewed faculty as sources of support. From follow-up 

" 'intérviews, the authors determined students felt their 

advisors were unapproachable. ~They concluded that the high 

priority placed on 'r~search mây have limited student access 

to the 1 faculty, t,herefore students tended t,o seek..other " 
. ~;; ~ "t. 

sources of>- informa~ion ~nd guidance." , 

" There exists substantial support,ip th~ literature for 

. - increasing faculty-student contacts outside the classroom in 
(, " ... 

,terms of 'student, development. One of the more important 
~ • '1 t 

cha,ra'cteristics defining ',educatLonai 'environments is the 

rela~~onship betweeo facult~ ~pd, students (Hine's, 1981; 

, i 
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-. Redwine, 1980; cited in W1~·teler., 1981). Two decades ago, 

Robinson (1957;), in an examination of faculty advising on 20 

campuses j noted that facuJ.·1ty as well as students generally 
- " , 

benef1 ted from nonplassroom con tacts. He wrote "th1s 

broader more responsible reiationship between student and 

teacher can best be achieved through,an academic advising 

program" (p. 235).· He concluded that students who gained 

"maximum benefit" were ~ncourage~ to ques'tion the rationale 

pehind their choices. Walsh (1979) referred to the broader 
,Al, -

advis1ng context as supplyfng "multiple pe.rspectives." 

Robinson maintained that faculty would also gain fresh 

perspe~tives which wo~ld cariy over to the classroom. 
/ ot"~' 1 

cr~6kston (1972) referred to the a~itional perspectives as 

defining a developmental relationship. · He states: 
f' 

the rt!lationship i tself is one, in which the 

academic advisor and the student differentially 

-<,1 ',engage in a series of developmental tasks, the 

coin~e'tion of whic.h r,esul ts in varying degrees of 

l earning for both parties. (p. 13) 

Recently, Bess (1973) argued that the greates,t 
, 

pot~nt1al for faculty grbwth and de~elopment lies in their 

1. : ' 

/ 

/ 
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'. 
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ability to establish a mentoring relationship Wi~h' studen~--../ 
-=""'" 

Kramer·(1979) concurs: 

• The escalating feelings of gloom by faculty May be 

. alle-viated, perhaps displaced, by the ehalleng~s 

and the resultant satisfaction ,of providing 

competent and timely assistance and support for 

students. ,.(p. 206) 

. 
The ~requency of facul 'ty-student interaction outside 

the classroom is PositivelÇ assoeiated w~th desired 

. ---------'ed'ucational outcomes suc h as sa tisfae tion wi th C'o-i-lege , , 
, f 

(A~tin, 1977; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969;1 Pascarella. & 

Terenzini, 1978; Wilson, Gafr, Dienst, Wood, & Bavry, 1975) , 

and'edocational and career goals (Chickering, 1969; Gurin & 

Katz, 1966; Phelan, 1979; Wilson, Wood & Gaff, 1974). 

'p~sc~rella (1980) agrees in his comprehepsive r~view of the 

impact of facul ty-student ;onCla~sroom c~~tacts on \ 

~- educational outcomes. In general, the re,search reviewed b 

Pascare11a did not address academic advising, yet the 

con ten t (e.g., dise ussion 0 f acad emie ally-r ela ted concerna) 

suggested an advising proeess. 

Hart,nett and Centr~, (1977) reported that the extent of 
\ 

, ' , .. ' 

, . 
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than students who did poorly. Pascarella and Terenzini 
, '\ 

(1977) linked the students' desire _t~2~rsist to graduatipn 

with ,the frequency of the~r nonclassro,om contacts with 
'"' , , 

faculty. Interactions to discuss 'course related matters, . 
academic information or career 'concerns differentiated 

students 'who perslsted to graduation from nonperslsters. 

STUDENT RATINGS OF TEACHING AND ADVISINO 

Mayhew (1969) argued that teaching and advising demand' 

rela ted but separate sets 0 f skill s. He depic ted the 

teacher's role as primarily subject-matter oriented w~ile 

the faculty advisor's role was seen as student-oriented. 

The act of teaching is an act of forming and 

creating. Even though the teacher May adopt 

"rela~ively passive means, he is likely to have 

certain objectives that he wishes students to 

achieve. Advising, on the other hand, is much more 

concerned with facilitating the evolution of goals 

anEl soluti'ons to problems of students themselves. 



-e 
.' 
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Where the te~~tlÈi~}ec~is~ __ personality, the 

advisor needs to subdue riis own impact as a person • 

~__ In ,the classroom, a subject external to the 'student 
.... " . ~-- -.- ~ - .. 
~_'" is 'important to the teaching equation; but the 

___ ' -~ st~~ent himself i5 the sUbject in an advising 

r--elationship. In 'teaching, teacher responses tend-

to be less subtle than is demanded in the intimate, 
(1 

face-to-face advising function. (p. '172) 

-- -~~iven these consider,~;ions, the cri ter'ia for evaluation o:f. 

fàeul~ as advisors will likely differ fr.om those 

40 

establ ished to measur e the fac ul ty member' s té aehing 

effectiveness. Howèver, since students are the consumers of, 
~ , 

faeul ty expertise. in ei ther role, an 'effèctive process for 
\if.. .._ 

measuring advisj-ng competency would take into account the 

I1terature on students' evai:.4tat1on of teaching 

effec tiveness. 

Studen t ratings are an importan t componen t of a sse~f~i.ng 
Ir 

faculty adviS,ing)<Hardee, 1970). The key rationale for 

seeking student ratings of instruction has cen.tered on the 

concept of students as consumers. As the dir.ect recipien~s 

of instruction, students àre perceived as a 10g1cal source ;:----- ~-------------
- --"-"--- _\ .. 

of data on p;~e~s--~-âr--iabies, for e~_ample,-te-a-c-h-er---- -_ 

, 

" 
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"{-' / 
char-acteristics and outcome measu~es, such as educationâl 

goals (Aleamoni, 1981). Student r.atings havé been commonly 

used to measure faculty effectiveness in their teacping ro+e 

but not without weighty oriticism from the fac'ulty. Fac,ulty 
1 

often feel that student biases unrelated to teaching 

effectiveness affect the students' ratings. However, in an 
. 

investigatipn of - tlJ,e effect of student variables on ratings 

of instructors' performance, Marsh!(1980) found the bias 

introduced by these fac;tors to 'be slight. Less than 16 

percent of the total variance in 11 evaluation items was 

'explained by, a group of 16 background ~ariables. Feldman 

(,1977); in a comprehensive'revi'ew of ,the research related to 
, . 

student r~tings_, 'argued that on1y a few student variables 

h,ave, b~en sh~wn to affe9t ratings. His ana,lysis suggested 

fairly ~trong associations b~tween student motivational, 

variables and the evaluation of teacher performance. For 

ins:ta'nce, students who reported liking the subject matter 

const"stently reported more positive associations chan 

.stUdents articulating less lnterest or motivation to perform 

weIl. .It ~was unclear, however, whether this was an inherent 
~ 

studènt characteristic or related to teacher variables 

(e.g., the ability to motivlte students). 

, ' 

, 

r • 
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In the' studies Feldman reviewed, moderately posi tive 

associations were reported between rat1ngs and possession by'· 

the students of prior knowledge of the ~eacher or course. 
1 

Ther'e was a150 some evidence of a positive correlation 

between;the students' amount of prior knowledge and 

subsequent ratings. Weak associations, if any, were 

attributed to other student variables such as learning 

style-, year in school,. grade-point average, traits and 

at~itudes. Final~y, the influence of sex differences on 
. 

ratings and the interaction of sex with other student 

.variab1e~ were in'conclusi,,/O~ nonexistent. 

Reports of gender differences in the ratings.of 

instructor performance are in'consistent. Al though the 

reports of gender differences in student' s ratings of 
/ 

instr~~Jare inconclusive, differences found are 

general'ly attr ibltted to female students. "For exa~Ple, six, 
'. 

studies cited by Aleamoht (1981) reporte~ that females gave. 

instructors. higher performance ratings than males bwt rive 

studies cited reported no gender differences. Feldman 

(1977) cited 26 studies that reported no, gender d,ifferences 

and cited an equal number reporttng only small differences 

with females typically assigning the higher instructor 

, 1 
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ratings. Feldman also cited three studies with "mixed" . 
results, that is, ~emales.gave higher ratings 'for Jo~e items 

while males rated instructors higher on other items. 

Feldman concluded th~t the determination of whether the 

correlates of st~dent ratlngs are to be considered b1asing 

or not depends on the way the ratings are inter~reted. 
\ 

_, \-,. If the ratings are designed not so much to obtain' 
l ' . 

'!" objective descriptions of teachers and courses but 
~ 

to measure the subjective reactions of students to 

them; as important information in'its own right, 
.-

then some of the patterned variability in ratings 
< 

represer1'ts so-called true variance and not 

systematic error. In this orientation, differences 

among the background, charactéristic~, and 

experiences of students are se en as legitimate or' 
o --

genu1ne sourc~s of influenc&s on their ~atings. 

(p. 258) 

. 
/ . 

He concludès that the proportion of variance attributed to 

either student, teacher .or environment mutt be known if 

meapingful interpretat~ons of the ratlngs are to be made • 

. . 
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INSTRUM,ENT STANDARDIZATION 

Harris (1981) reported agreement among noted 

au~horities on the criteria for developing student-rating 

instruments. Theyagree'd tnat relia61e and valid 

~nstruments will (a) reflect stand ard .proced ures and 

proc esses, (b) conta in few high in ferenc e items, and (c) be 

composed by content and measurement experts. One way of 
r-

producing valid and reliable measures 13 to control for 

bias,es in the ~ a tings by standard i zing ~th'ë instrumen tation 
.~ ... ~ --

(Harris,~1982; Marsh, 1982). 

In an an~lysis of, teacher rating inst'ruments' used by 

departm~nts in one 'institutLion, Harris found' major 

instrument discrepancies in ,the content, format, item 

construction and response categories. Her findings 

l' underscored the ~eed for standardized proceduF"fs especially 

whe,n the ratings lIfay forIn tne basis for summat~ve judgments. 

For instance, when rating's mi'ght affect a faculty member' s . " . ---~, 

professional advancement, standardi)zing the instrument would 

en,slo1re that aIl facul ty are rated by the same and equal 

measures. As Harris, pointed out, the instrumentation "should 
l 

be flexibl~ 'enough to allow for the addition of items u,nique 

to each uni t' s ne,eds. Conc'Urrently, th~:- method of 

, ' 

," 
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'" 'adminis'tering th~ instruments' sho41.d control Cor bias,f!s. 
, ' 

45 

For example, Aleamonl' putported that both studeni1 and" the 

facul ty fel t threatened when instrumen,ts are a~':~~istered by' 
- , 

. adl!lin1strat1on. !hUï"fn ~ nonstandard situation, unw.anted 

error variance m,ay enter the da~a. 1 

RESPONSE BIAS IN PERFORMANCE RATINGS 

j'I, Performance rati~g s'cales are known to be particula'rly ,,/' 1 

susceptible td measurement ,error 1ntroduced by th~ halo 

effect '(Bergman & Kenny, 1976; Borman, 1975; Holzb'ach, 1978; 
" J 

Saa1" Dowey, & Lackey, 1980). The term tlha-lo effect" was 

f1rst descr1bed by Thorndike (1920) and refers to the 

tendency of individuals to "respo,nd in a specif1.c directi'on. 

W!th' specifie reference to ré)tings J Eng~,ish and Engl1sh 

(,1958) defined the halo effect as: 

. the tendency; iil making an estimate or rating of 

one charac,teristic of a person, to be influenced b~ 

another characteristic. (gr by one's g'eneral 

impression of that person. (p. 236)-

------The resu1ts of the pilot study to this research 
<> 

sugge~ted that students judged their' faculty advisor~sf 
J 

.-
1" 

... 

--, 
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, . 

performance on the basis of overa1l impres~ions of good or . , 

bad advising. Evidènce for this response bias is presented 
, l> 

~ by the high intercorre1at~ons withi~ the performance measure~ 

.. 

" . 

(Harvey, 1982). Response bias has been attributed to a ", ~: 
oc" 

"person-positivity" bias defined ~s the tendency to eva1uate 

individuals highel" th-an groups or ïnanimate objects J:j'ased on 

t~~ercePtion of simi1ar human qua1i~ies,(,~ears, 1283) • 
.-

Rater halo also has been, attributed te the tendency to give 

the "socia11y desi~able" r-esponse. Tllis bias' is defined as 

a predisposition toward style of respondlng which ls 
. . 

independent of the eontent being measured (Fowler, 1~82; 

ROCk,~81). .+" ,-v 

Halo error has been control1ed stat~sycally by-':Cactor 
-;.»--: :-

ana~ytic procedur~s (Hulin, 1982; Marsh, 1982) and by 
, 

.partial· correlation techniques (Landy, Vanèe, Barnes--
Farrell, & Steele, 1980). Harvey (1982) cautions against -

the use of partial correlation procedures as "correct use of 

the- [partialingo out] technique i5 seen' to depend o~ the 
o 

~alid~ty of specific causal ass~mptions that have yet to be, 

tested" (p. 173). Marsh reasoned that facto~ analysis 

"pr~viges a safeguard against a halo effectIf b,ecause 

underly:lng factor::ï wouldn' t be dlscovered when all items 
(' 

.~ - \' " . 
" é , \ 

.. ~ 
, ( 
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l, 
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~é.re"·highly 1ntercorrel:ated, that iB, th,e ànalyses '4>uld 

sugge,st' the presence of a genér'al factor. 

, 'SUMMARY 

Faculty involvement with stu~ents both i~~~e and 
, ~ 

outside t'he classroom affects student's' academic life,. 

'. , 

, . 

". 

. Specifleally, faculty-student ccnt.aet beyqnd the classroom Il 
.. 

has been shown to: affeèt students' perceptions of belG,ng1ng 
, '. ,..... ~ '" .. , 

on campus. I? principle, faculty advising represent.,one 
, 

schedulea activity within whiéh aIl s,tudents'~have 
, ,k 

n~nçlassroom contact witlJ faculty. In pract;iee, sever,al 
, 'f ' ~ . "' 

factors such as &tudent. or faeùl tY' responslve'ness and the 
, ' 

guality at;d frequency of the advising' sessions mit1gate the 

development potential ,( f~r both stu9~n:s an~,' facul ty) of a 

facul ty ,\dv iaing system.' 
, 

,The dual facult v l'oIes of instrucEor"and advisor 
J 1 -

, ' 

frequently inv'ol'{e different groups of students and demand a 
, . -.... 

, .,.0, ,~r~-" 

separate or,tentation. It was sqggested that the d{ffere·nc.ej~;:, 
, 1 

inherent 1n the teaching and ~dvising processes illustrate 

ttte-need for separate a'ssessments. Thus the criteria for 

evaliJating fàculty advisor effectiveness wou'ld likÉ!l',y diff.~r-, 

from those used to measure i~str':lctiona;:J. eff~ctiveness .• 

.! - l 
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MQ~t backgr.O,und. charact.eristics cohtri.bute little if 

any 'vâriance to mèasures ·o.f feacher effectiveness. Given , 
the contextual differences in teaching.and a~vising, such 

variables ~ould be expected to ~contribute more to the 

variance in students' ratings of faculty in their advising . ' 

role than their ~eaehing role.c 

48' 

Finally, there is seant· evidenee in the literature that 

student rating instruments of faculty advisor per(ormance 
, ~ ~ 

'have bee.n theoretically derived, standardized or des1gr1êct- to 
";r-rn. J ~ 

control for the effects of rater halo. 
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Primary: -Question 

!t9 

• 

Chapter 3 

Procedure ~, 

! 

. RisEARCH QUESTIONS 

'How weIl 1s ,f~culty adv1sors' performance 'explain'~d oy 

. three hypothetical constructs labeled: Prov1ding 

Infor~ation, Dev~lop1ng Academie and Educational Goals, and 

Providirtg Personal Support? The exploratory pilot study 

suggested that· the tasks measurin·g faculty advisors' 

performance could ~e grouped into these three domains. 

Preliminary Question 

\ 

What are the relations oetwee~ advisor backgrou~d 

~haracteristics and measures of faculty advisor performance? 

Few background variables have been shown to affect student 

• 

-, 

, 
J 
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rat1ngs of t:a;culty 1n .their· teaching role. Since lQost ,: . 
. " 

advislng occurS'in a more personal context than teaching, it._. 

was··assufDed' that' the three sets of background variable.s 

(student, faculty a~d èontext) 'would sign1f1cantly affect 

the ratings. ' 

Secondary Question' 
~. 

Gender pairings havJ'been shown to contribute 11ttle 
r . \ ( 

any variance to the/measùreIÎle~ts of tJacher performance. 
- ( 

Glven the personal nature of·éthe adv1sing environment, a 

secondary question to explore ls: Do gender dlfferences 

produce systema.ti7 variabili.ty in the ratings of faculty 
~ , ~ 

performance and, if present, are these dlfferences linked t'o 

same-sex pair1ngs? 

A,SSUMP,TIONS 

Th~-assumptions that advanced the study are listed 

beiow: , , 

. . 
1. Academie advising has become a complex process 

requiring both technical anp interpersonal 

competenc ies. 

2. The ta sks per formed by Tacul ty who adv ise ' 

, . 

" 

.t 

, ,.. 
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, .. 

'1 

undergraduate students appear ta range in tHeir 

level of complexity from routine" irtformation-
, 

giving tasks/to the more complex, personal 
,. 

support tasks. 

3. Effectiveness in advising praatices may depend on 

the,opportunities for advisors to obtain the 
~ 

requisite knowledge and skill base. 

4~ Should a diverse set of skills underlie the 
-

advising proeess, faculty evaluation as weIl as 

development programs will need ta address 'the 

relative aomplexity of those skills when 
) 

assessing performance or designing faaulty 

development aativities. 
/' 

5. There ls a need for va!id and reliable 

instruments to measure the performance of faculty 

J~ 
who advise undergraduates. 

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS 

Theoretical Definitions . " 

51 
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~ 

, 

Academic advising. ln interactive process within which 

an informed advisor and an involved advisee seek to ensure 

the advisee's satisfactory completion of academic goals. 

" 

\ 

1 
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Ad~ising. The act of academi advising. 

, .' 

52 

Academie advisor. A faculty m mbe~ who accepted or was 

assig~ed responsibility for providin ~~formation and 

guidance to students seeking to compl te their education • 
. 

Advisee. Any undergraduate student who chose or was 

\ assi~~e? to an advisor for the purpose of academic advising. 

- )~ 

Providing information. The advising ta$ks torming the 

. construct are characterized by routine, maintenance-type 

functions which demandLil.ittle, if any, two-way 

communication. The communication pattern is -generally from 

. adv isor to adv isee, as when the adv isee seeks in formation 

and the advisor supplies it. 

Developing academic and educational goals. The 

construct ls cparacterized by complex, academic support 
\ 4' 

ta·sks that change with the student~s developmental needs. .', 

Satisfactory completion requires interaction and demands a 

two-way pattern of communication as when both advlsee and 

advisor engage in a discussion of the student'.s academ.lc 

options. 

Providing personal support. This level of advising 

"'incorporates the Most complex set of tasks. It assume.s a 
• 

high level of interaction and a well established pattern of 

, 
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two-way communication. AIl of the elements of the preQeding 

Q·onstructs are presumed to b1! present as when advlsors help 

students come to terms with their academic strengths and 

l imi tations. " 

Emeirical Definitions ,. • 

Ben tl er and Wood ward" ( 19.79, p. 79) prov id ed the 

following, def1ni t1<"ns for construct val idat1ol1 and causal 

mOde11ng. 

/ 1. The construct validity of a theory refers to the 

emp1r1cal adequacy of a causal model, evaluated 

on relevant data by appropriate statistical 

methodsj .. 
2. A causal model e is the representation of a theory ., 

by a structural model and a measurement model; ~ 

3. A structural modél 1s a representat10n of the 

iqterrelatibns amo~g constructs through 

mathematical equations; 

4. A measurement model 1s a representat10n of the 

interrelations between'constructs'and observed 

variables through mathematical equations; 

5. A construct 1s a postt1ated attribute qf a 

l' 

' . 

) 

. '" 

r 

\ 

\ 
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measured otlject. Each construct is peld to 

occupy a specifie knowledge or skill~domain. 
1" 

Hy..pOTHES ES 

'Primary Hypothesis 

In respon.se to the primÇ'~,y res~'arp~ questlon,- it ls' 

predicted that-groups of· rating ,items 'formed by levels of 

complexity and type of task would account for the 

________ ~_S_igniflcant variance ln the items. Thus(tbe t~st theory 

model implies that the tasks measuring faculty advisors' 

performance are explained by three advising domains 

, ' 

, ,. 

- "" , . \ 
" 

,.., \ 

differing in their relative level of cQMplexity and the 

types of skill needed to perform them. 

Prel imi"nary Hypothesis 

In response to the preliminary questi9n, it is 

anticipated that there exists ~ significant correlation 
l ' 

be'tween a set of background variables and the r'atings o'f 
, . 

students' advisors. 

.~-\ 

\ 
Secondary Hypothesis 

ft 

In response to the secondary question" the third 

;' 
~, 

" .... 

• 

5,4 

'u 

~ l' t . , 



\ 

L'''; . 
~ . 

.. 

55" 
< 

• j 

hypothesis 1s that groups of students formed by gender /would 

~ ..... differ ~ith res'pect to judgments of advisors' performanc~ 

and that· the greate.st student gender differences would be 

associated with the more Intlmate Personal Support 
> 

construct. It ls further antlclpated that students with 

same-sex advisors would evaluate them more , favorably than 

students with opposite-sex advisors. 

SUBJECTS, 

Sample Representation 

The subjects were University of Vermont (UVM) 

undergraduate students drawn using_a random number 

generator. UVM has an undergraduate" enroll'ment of 

approximately 7500 undergraduate students and 764 full-time 

facufty. Approximately 55~ of the undergraduates are out-

of-state students. There are eight colleges and schools, 71 

,graduate-level programs of which 16 are at the doctoral 

reveI, and a Medical schoo~ ~lth 356 students. The 
,,1 ~ 

, ~ 

university is a land grant institution chartered in 1791 and 

"situated in th~ state's Iargest ci.ty (B,:rlington) with a 
f \ ~ 

people. 

Burlington population of approximately 100,000 
t 

The .environme~t can be classified as rural/urban. 

greater 

.' 
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A 14~ random sample was drawn on aIl 7526 ftur-.year, 

full timè students. Table 5 compares the samPle\and 
\ ' 

population distributions by academic unit and by academic 

year. As shown, freshmen are underrepresented by 13~ and 
- ''a, upperclassmen slightly overrepresented X (3, N = 479) = 

56, 

36.85, E < .01. Students from the College of Arts and 

Sciences are slightly underrepresented in the sample X~(5, N 
. 

= 474} = 12.16', .2. < .01. Female students represent 61~ of 
-, . 

the sample whereas they constitute 56~ of ~ampus enrollment. 

For mal:e student,s... the proportions are 38~ ana. 44~, 

respectively X1.(1, N = 479) = 6.175, ..2. < .01. Given the' 

relatively large sample size, the biases' introduced by the 
, ~ 

academic year .and gend~r variables are not serious. 

Based on an initial sample size of 1034 students, 481 
.-..r 

r 1 

(47~) usable surveys were return~. Twenty-nine students 
,f 

f 

for whom surveys could not be delivered (due to inco~plete 

maiiing addresses or no forwarding address) were subtraqted 
~ . 

from the sample to' produce the corrected response rate of . , , 

48~ (N = ,'l005). ' À series- of chi-sq'uare analy~es with a 

~mall random samp~e of nonrespondents' reve~led no 

significan,t differenoes between the two groups. 
~\ 

. -
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Table 5 

Fre~u.nct and Percencage of Respondents by Academie Unit 

and by Academic Year' 

./ 

Academie Uni t 

Agriculture 
Allied Hea1th 
Arts & Sciences 
Education & Social Services 
Engineering, Mathematics & 

Business Adminiscration 
Natural Resources 
Nursing 

Year 

P'resbmen 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

.9 

Re.pondents 
~ ',. 474 

fx (%) 

047 (Q9.9) 
027 (09.9) 
187 (39.5) . 
043 (09.1) 

119 (25.1) 
021 (04.4) 
030 (06.3) 

Respondencs 
!! 1" 479 

fi (%) 

106 (22.1 ) 
118 (24.6) 
119 (24.8) 
137 (28,6) 

Populationa 

~- 7526 

fx (%) 

0717 (09.5) 
0275 (09.5) 
3338 (44.3) 
0729 (09.6) 

1768 (23.4) 
0354 (04.7) 
0345 (04.5) 

Population 
~ .. 7526, 

fx (%) 

26*,2 (35.1) 
1654 (21. 9) 
1559 (20.7) 
1671 (22.2) 

~. The differences ,l.n the ~'s are explained by mssing 

data on the.parameter. The sample size .. 1034. 

aData fr~ Budgeting and Institut~onal Studies, 

university of Vermont, 1983-84 enrollment patterns. 

\ 
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DESIGN 

Instrument 
t .-- l .. J(1 

Four criteria were, 'us'ed ,to' revise the Pilot Surveys and' --
, to develop a single faculty advisor evaluation. form (see 

,Appendix B for complete derivation). The crfDteria were (1) 

'student ratings of item importance, (2) factor' analysis, (3) 

item rel iabil ~ties, and (4) fac ul ty and adm in istr ator , 

review. Thii is esseptially the same process utilized by 

Marsh (1982) in developing, and validating an instrument to . . 

mea,ure students' evaluation of ~niverslty'tea~hing •. 
" 

The Student Evaluation of Faculty Advisors )nstrument 

(SEFA)~eontained three parts. Parts i and 2 requested 

b~ek~round information related to students, faculty advisors 
, 

and advising,meeti~gs. Part 3 asked students to make 

, II' j udgmen t's cone ér~ing the-ir offie laI adv isor s f p(r. formanc e. 
, , $ 

There were ,a -total of 10 items grouped within the three 

adv Ising domain s. Only tasks 'which ,best measured each 

,', .constrùct, in' terms of imp~r'taq~è rating~ ;:md load ings ~ were 

retai~ed reducing ,the overall 'number of ltelbs to m~asur:"e 

/ fr,om 26 to 13,. 
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Independent Variables 
ç 

\ 

l " 

~ :' Thére were thr.ee sets of independént variables'; 

',\ 

~tuden~-related, f~culty-~elat~d and context~~elat~d.· The 

'stud'ent ch'aracteristics' were cOllege or school, sex, 
. 

~cademie year, grade pointr av:rage, advisor changes, rea~ons 

for chan~es and view 0j-.tmportane'e self and othe'rs at'tached 
\. . ,,"'. ~ 

to academic advising' •. ' Faculty advisor, ch.aracteristics 
< 

'included sex, advisor. sts'tus , grade average and advisor r 

, 0 

initiated contact. The context variables for advising 

meetings werè length, time frame, pr in"c 1 pal:- initiator and 

fr~que9cy • ... 

Dependent Variables 

The d epeqd'eri t variables .were 10· faeul ty advisor 

- --performance measures'constructed from the previously , , 

described eXPforatory st·udies. The three adv ising domains 

(Providing InfonDa~ion, Developing Education'al and Academie' 

Goals and Providing Pers~nal Sueport) , suppo~ted ~y the 
'< 

exploratory findings, constituted the performance subscales. 
, 

Examples.of statements frOni each domain ar,e: "Myadvlsor 
• • 

helps'me find'answers to my que~tions," "My advisor helps 

me r_late my academ~c options to specifie c~reers," "My 

( 

. ' 
• 0 

. () 
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. ;' 
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.,advi~ar.helps,me 
c, , 

build, my sel fl-con fidence." 
1"" ~ 

The .measur es 

"\o1ere' s.c~led 
Î ' -' 

• \ 0 

"ta 'stro.ngly 

on a L~kert-t~pe sC~l~ from strongly agree 

disa~ree (5)~ Students were also asked to 

(1) 

assig-n 'a' le'ç,'t.er ,grade (A-F) 'ta their official advisors'.'~_ ~ 
, -. 

overall per formao:ê. Final'ly'-· ~'Pen' ended ,G,omments 

c9ncerping the con~~t a~d pro~ ss'were solicited. 
• 'Jo 

, .. 0 reprad uces the r.èsearch instrument., 
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METHODOLOGY 
o : 

Causal Motieling 

Covariance matrix. An error-oorrelation matrj~'s 
constructed by' calcul'a'ting all possible pairs of values fOff 

the' ev al ua ti'on i tèrns·. ' ... Thi s method of cond i tioning matr ices 

reduces the tendency of inflated correlations in data sets 

with missing values' while taking into consideration all the 

daëa available for analY515 (Finn, -'1974). Table 6 

~eprod~ces the cQnditioned inpu~ matrix (Sigma). 

/ 

'Ob1o'/ ? 
.Êrl:'OT-Correlation Hatrix Formed from All POl8ible o Pairs. 

ijll 

"'-INF018 INFQ19 INF020 . INF021 GOAL22 GOAL 23 

INF018 1. 00000 

INF019 .59275 1. 00000 -'. 
.... , 

INF020 .65404 .58762 1:000~ , 
INF021 .64137 .53592 .77455 1. opooo 
GOAL 22 .59489 .46079 .63671 .69147 1. 00000 

GOAL23 .56387 .43912 .62362 .64809 . 77930 1.00000 

GOAL24 .58289 .44874 .62530 .65764 .75245 .83846 

PERS25 .60823 .44981 .56186 .509500 .68945 .66753 

PERS26 ,-, .60116 .45626 5551f. .58697 .67865 .68687 

PERS27 .5Q135 .51099 .55081 .55862 .66623 o .62385 

, , 

• 

_ J 

-G&AL24 P~2·S_ 

c, 

1.00000 

.70170 i. 00000 

73237 .87547' 

.63776 76910 

,-
~ 

.. 

PERS26 PERS 27 

'!' • 

- ",. 

1.00000 
0 

.75441 1.00000 
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Model fitting. Confirmatory factor analytic p~cedures 

were employed to fit the model specifications of multiple 

. dimensions in the items measu~ing faculty advisors' 

performance. LISREL IV, a powerful statistical package for 

anaIyzing covariance structure models tests the fit of the 

model chosen (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1978). Several comparative 
• 

~~ausal models (see the neslults chapter, p. 75) were 

dJ~v eloped to test for rival theor ies. 

( The analysis of covariance structure model seeks to 

explain the interrelationships among a set of observed, ," 
(manifest) variables in terms of a smaller set of unobserve~ 

(latent) variables. The latter are atSO known as 

hypothetical constructs sin~e they cannot be"measured 

directly but are inferred (theorized) by the clustering of 

the ma~fest variables. The covariance matrix structure 

created from the observed'correlations (covariances) among 

" the set of manifes~ variables tests whether the predicted . 
(reconstructed) correlations are meaningful or arbitrary. 

• > 

A 

covariance matrix of standardized variables is a correlation 

matrix and aIl of the information characterizing the' 

relationships is contained in the stannardized matrix 
''''", ' 

stru...,cture. 

.. 

, 
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~ Causal model~ng procedures are used -to de~ompose the 
l 

matrix revealing the structural pattern among the manifest -, 
variables imposed by the latent variables. LISREL 

64 

procedures estimat~ the model parameters on two 

mathematically derived levels. First, the measurement model . 

estimates the interrelationships among the manifest 

variables and latent constructs and second, the struct~ral 

model estimates the pattern of relationships among the 

laten t var iables. Q 

o Ev~luation of modela. The models are estimatedJu~ing . 
ma~imum likelihood procedures and the "large sample 

likelihood ratio chi-square statistic and secondarily by 

examination of the residual variances. The chi-square 
, 

statistic tests the theory model (hypothesis) against .. . 
competing hypotheses (models). It provides a test of the 

gOOdneSs-of-fit" that ls, it tests how weIl the 

or predicted corr'elations (Sigma) fits the data 

theory model 
r 

of,Obsectved 

,~ correlations (S). Because it is the null hypothesis of no 
, -

relationship that is tested, a nonsignificant chi-square 

statistic ls interpreted as evidence of a good fit. A 
~ 

" 
• favor abl e res ul t, there fore, would be non s ign i ficance . 

Bentl~r (1980) muses: r 
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, .. 
One frequently wan·ts to show that a model provides 

a plàusible representation of the data. This ls 

difflcul t to do wl th statistical hypothesis' testing 

procedures, s;nce it entails accepting the null 

hypothesis that the model provides a plausible 

representation of the data. Within such a 

framework, statistical power plays a paradoxical 

role. ( p. 428) 

For the chi-square statistlc, the best representation 

of ~ model occurs when the' degrees 9f freedom are larger 

than or approach the size of the chi-square statistic. , ~ 

'~ Larger data sets May produce significance regardless of 
1 

model fit sinee the size of the chi-square statistic is a 

function of sample size (Bentler,' 1980; Joreskog, 1978; 
• . Q 

Pedhauser, 1982). Bentler ~nd Bonnett (1980) explain: 
<'\ 

·While the ehi~~quare statistic provides valuable 

\ 
information about a statistieally false model, 

\ 
" 

probl ems assoe ia ted wi th sampI e si ze mi tiga te the 

value of the information that 15 obtained. The 

increase in ability ta detec~ a false model with~ 

increasing sample 5ize represents an important 

< " . 
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aspect of statisti,cal po~wer , but in the context oC 
~ 

f!1ost applications in which the exactly correct 

model ls almost certainly unknQowable, this effect 
• 

of' sample size is a mixed blessing. Since the c~i-. 
, 

square variate is a direct function of sample size, 
'\ ,-. \ 

the' probabili ty o'f reje~ng any model increases as 

N increases, even when . • the residual matrix 

(S-Sfgma) contains trivial discrepancies between 

dat.a and estimated model. (p. 591) 

For large samples, a care:ful ex amLpation of the 

residual var iances May prpv ide ambre str"aight forward 

estimate of model fit than the chi-square statistic 

,~ 

(Sentler, 1980; Joreskog, 1978). The residual matrix (S- ; 

Si~ma) estimates the amount of model misspecification 

(mea"Surement error) in the attempt to reconstruct the data 

from the model. 
J 

E'xplication of the theorY model. Figure 2 
t> 

schematically represents the causal ordering of the 
~ 

measurement model. As shown, the constructs were.. presumed 

to be correlated (designated by the curved arrows between 

constr~t.s). The one-way arrows in~icate the direction of 

plausible causal influence. . ,. 

1 
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The three latent factors (Yl to Y3) {were Providing 

Information (Yl), Developing Academie and Educational Goals 

(Y2) and Providing Personal Support (Y3) ~ The four 
9 0 \ 

, 
indicators for Y1 were: Inlo18--My advisor helps me find 

answer s to my questions (X 1 ), In fo 19--My ad v isor respond s to 

my requests for meetings (X2) 1 Info20--My advisor helps me 

und:'erstand the components and requirements of my program 

(X3), .and Info21--My advisor helps me plan my course of 
<. 

study (X4). Aîter studying the measures that defined Yl , 
J 

Info19 was el'iminated (for the model testing O procedures 

only) as the measure was not considered to reside within the 

domain but to define a precondition for advising. t 
There were' three indicators for Y2. TheBe were: 

Goal22--My advisor helps me develop a major area of study 
\ 

(X5), and GOal23-~M~ advi~or hEilps me r,elate my cademic 

options to specifie careers (X6), and Goal24--My a visor 

helps me d.efine my educational goals (X7). 

The three indicaMirs for Y3 ·were: Pers25--M~ advisor 

helps me build my self-confidence (XS), and Pers26--My 

advisor helps m-~ clarify my values, interests and goals 

(X9), and Pers27--My advisor extends friendship beyond 

academic advice (X10). 
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ReliaI> illt Y and Vàl idi ty 
r ' 

'l' 

Reliab 11'1 ty. Cronbach '. s alph~ (Cronbach, 1951) 

'prov ides measures of the internal cons! ~tency of the items 

for each cot1struct •. An alpha value is dependent upon an 

average item correlation and the number of items measu~d ... 
Carmines and Zeller (1979), for example, demonstrated th~t a 

2-item scale, with an average interrater correlation of .40 

r~sulted in an alpha 'of .57, while a 4-item scalè would 

produce a considerably higher alpha of .73. The magnitude 
, 

of increase in alpha, however, decreàses as the number of 

items Increases. Although the size of the scale could 1 

mitigate th~ interpretation, they suggested interpreting 
,,,, 
alphas above .80 as indicative pf high internaI consistency. 

This standard was used for the present study. 

The reliability coefficients (alpha) for the three 

scales were .8i, .87, and .90, respectively. The internaI 

conslst.ency for the set of 10 items measured as above was . 
• 93. These reliabilities were consistent with and somewhat 

higher than the internal consistency of the three scales on 

the pilot instruments (.84, .80, and .73, respectively) • 

Validity. Validity is commonly deffned as the extent 

to which an instrument measures what it was intended to 

-. ,1 

'i 
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measure. Cronbach (1971) reported that in the "strictest 

sense one validates, not a test, but an interpretation of 

70 

ta arising from a specific procedure" (p. ~41). A test 

may be valid in one setting,. wi th one group of subjects, yet 

invalid with different subjects in another setting. 
. 

A primary:purpose of the current study is to evaluate 
o • 

theoretical spec ifi'cations of mul ti pl e d imenSio~s in the 

i.tems measuring faculty advisor performance. Construct 

validation 1s viewed as the appropriat~approach to 

assessingfthe validity of theoretical concepts (SentIer & 

Woodward, 1979; Carmines & Zeller, 1.9'79; Nunnally, 1978). 

Replications in several settings ar'e deemed necessary 

to establish construct validity (Marsh, 1980). Thus the 

study provides a single measure of evidence for the validity 
, 

of the three hypothetical 'Constructs defining the 
.. t..-~ 

performance indicators. It is not a validation study. The 

intent 1.s not to validate any 1.n~trument but to confirm the 

ex i stene e 0 f the t hree hypothe t lcal (la ten t) con str uct s 

measured by the ten observed (manifest) variables. 

1 
ultivariate Anal ses 

A series of multlvariate analyses examined the -, 

1 
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1 

complex1t1es of;gende~ d1ffe~ences on the three s~ts of 

dependent variables. The two group1ng variables were 

student sex (SSEX) and faoulty sex (FSEX)-. The Statist1cal 

Package for the Social Sc~ences, Version SPSS-X (1983), was 

ut1l1zed to perform the mult1variate analyses of variance 

(MANOVA) • ~l.;" ' 

The ,MANOVA analysis was based on 452 cases. The' 

difference between the number of cases accepted w1th ,the 

means adjusted (N = 452) and the sample size (N = 481) 15 

explained ",by 29 cases el iiDina ted because they represen ted 

subjects who reported that they did not have an official' 

advisor. These 29 were instructed to prov ide only thè 

background information. 

Error-correlation matrix. A reconstructed s~t of means 
~ 

was used to producè the error-correlation lI!atrix for the 

MANOVA analyses (Table 7). This 1s desirable since the 

MANOVA procedure eliminates cases '(people) with miss1ng 

~alues on-any one item from the calculation of the entire 

set of means. For example, there were 27 cases with missing , . 
values on at least one of lthe four informational construct 

items. Values were coded as missing if 1eft blank, 
;1 

perceived not applicable, or if more than one scale point 

.1 

' . . . 
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Table 7' 

Error-C~rTel~t:1onMat:r,:i.x Formed by'Subsc1tution of Heana for M1ssing Data 

'. , -, 

l.NF01~ lNF019, ,Ilfi'020 I!iFO'21 GOAL 22 GOAL 23 GOAL24 PERs 25 PERS 26 PERS27 
, " 

-
:i:NF018 1.0.0000 

INF019 ' :574Z6 1.00000 
1-

" 
\rNF020 .64444 .57559 1.00000 , 

;NF021 .62777 .5,2471 .77010 1.00000 

GOAL22 . 56878 .43622 .,608'67 .65671 1.00000 . 

. 742.J/ 
~ ', . 

GOAL23 .54129 .41681 . 59944~ .62049 r~ilO'900 

,GOAL24 .56322 .42435 ' .60216! .62610 .71585 .80802 1.00000 
" 

PERS 25 .58778 .46727 .53720 .56372 .63705 .61367 .'6[,960 1.00000 

P~~26 .58452 ,42758 .52863 , .55391 .63734 .64593 '. 7009~ .85398 1.00000 ' 

PERS 27 .57298 .47985 .52878 .53560 .61252 .57954 .58745 .74319:' .72922 1.00000 

!!2ll. The effe~tI of atudents' 
J 

tex.,. were partialed out. 
t> 

'1 

, ' 

was ,circl-ed. All ·27 would be rejected even wl'ien the. values 

missing. perta ined to onl y D,ne item. Substi tuting means for 
, 

missing data' i's a conservative and acceptable method of 

treating missing data (Finn" 1974).' By assigning an item 

mean to any case INi th a missing value, the overall m~an 

remains the same but more cases are accepted by t-he MANOVA 
i 

1 procedure for calculating the Group means (21 to 76) • 
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Su.bstituting, means for the mi~,sing data decreases, the', 

variano('~nd result·s in a' na'rrower confidence" in'terval .• _ .... 

Thus one would be ,more likely ta ç.bserve.a given d~v1ation 

from the mean as ·significant. This risk'can b,e . "" . 
, , 

r , 

coun terbal anded by,' acceptir\g -.a more str ingen t cdnfid ence . . . ~, . 
level,., e.g.,..2. < .q·4 for the multivariate analyses. Since 

1 
little is known about tHe effect of gender on student 

1 

73 . 
.Jo [ 

ratings of advisor performance, the .05 le.vel of confidence 
( . ) 

is retained 'to all6~ for aIl possible r elationships for 
\. 

future 'research pur'poseqs. 
D 

Mul tiple R:,gression Analyses 

Multiple regréssion analyse's were performed to assess 

the relative importance of five background variables· il) 

predicting the three sets of criteEion variables. The 
, 

pr,edictor variables of interest are: length of advising , 

meetings, number of advising meetings" student' s sex,' 
\ 

faculty sex and ·academic year. The firs}t two fredïctors 

were chosen because a relationship between the ~uanJ,ity of 
ô . 

• t 
\, 

time s pen t in adv ising a'nd t he ev al ua,tion 'scor es pr e sents 
l ' 

impl ications fo resta blishi n"S teasonqbl e gufd èl ines t;pr 

faculty work load. The student and faculty .t' sex sex • 
" i 

" , ' 

r 
\ /' f1 \ 
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/ 

\ 
predictors were included to measure the direction and 

influence of gender in predicting scores. Finally, academic' 

year was included as pilot study findings indicated 

significant differences by academic year in the importance 

students attached to the evaluation items. 

--
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Chapter 4 

Results 

. The results of the central question will be preseited 

first, followed by a di~cussion of the incidental findings. 

PRIMARY QUESTION 

Model Building 

Approach to testing construct validity~ cdrifirmatory 

maximum likelihood procedures were used ta estimate the 

model specifications ~nd ~/comparative model fitting 
\, 

approach bested for rival èxplanations (LISREL IV, Joreskog 

& Sorbom, 1978). Figure 3 shows the nested structural 

models. The arrows indicate the direction and degree of 
~ 

constraint on the parameter space with the most constrained 

models being 2A and 2B. 

r. 



.. 

/ 

L 

\ 

, Model 2B 
: 1 general factor 

(aU eQuall 

Model 2A 
1 general factor 

(aIl free) 

-~ Model 3A 
l general factor 
3 orthogonal 

Model 3B 
1 general fact:or 
3 oblique 

! 
Correlat: l.on 

Matrl.X 

Fl.gure 3 Comparat:l.ve Model Structure 

Model lA 
3 orthogonal 

factors 

Model lB 
3 oblique fact:ors 1 

The unconstrained general model is model 38. It was 

postulated that three correlated'~Oblique) group factors 
" . 

plus a general (response bias) factor explained the data. 

76 

One logical progression ~as from model 3B to 3A. The only 

difference between the' two mudels was to restrict the group 

factors to an uncorrelated (orthogonal) solution. 

Models 2A and 28 are test theory models representing a 

second line of ,progression. 
~ 

They test the hypothesis that 

._-

" 
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l 
the items represent congeneric models, i.e., they are all 

equivalen~ and measure the presence of a unitary factor. 

Model 2B is the most constrained as it assumes that all the 

factor weights are the same. 

A third line of progression represented by models 1B 

and 1A eliminates the general factor and tests' for the 

presence of oblique (18) or orthogonal (lA) group fàctors. 

Results of model fitting. Table 8 presents 'the ,results 

of (itting the individual modelt to the data and displays 

the number of parame~ers te~ted, obtained cHi-square, 

degrees of freedom. and probability level for each model. 

The worst fit model was 1A with a chi-square of 769.3506 

wi th 27 d egr ees 0 f fr eedom. It W'aS obv ious t hat the data 

could not be explained alone on the basis of a group 
)q~ 

/ structure: A sizable reduction in the chi-square was 

obtained, in contrast to the drop in the degrees of freedom 

(687.642 vs. 3), w,hen the group' str ucture was allowed to 
\ 
./ 

correlate (18). Although th~ overall flt was imp~oved, the 
( 

size of t,he chi-square was still large in 'contrast to the 

degrees of freedom, suggesting that something other than a 

group structure accounted for the data. 
v 

A considerable reduction in the chi-square wa$ obtained 

fi 

, 

.' 



Table 8 

ComEarative Models Tested by Maximum Likelihood Confirmat0D: 

Factor Analytic Procedures 

.---------- ,----

Model # Parameters -K df P 

lA 3 factors 18 769.3506 27 .0000 
orthogonal 

lB 3 factors 21 81. 7086 24 .0000 
oblique 

2A 1 factor 18 
, 

468.1026 27 .0000 
aIL free 

2B 1 factor 10 491.4113 35 .0000 
aIl equal 

3A 4 factors 27 ~fi·4640 18 .0062 
1 general 
3 orthogonal 

3B 4 factors 30 ' 25.2948 15 .0461 
l,general 
3 oblique 

by testing the mixed models UB & 3A). The addition of a 

general factor reduced the overall size of the chi-square 

732.8866 with a 1035 of 9 degrees of freedom for the 

orthogonal solution and 744.0558 with a 10S3 of 12 degrees 

of freedom for for the oblique solution. 80th models 

approached acceptance, however, the best fitting model (38) 

occurred when the parameters were relaxed to allow the 

factors ta correlate. 

·r 
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The chi-square of 468.1026 for model 2A and 491.4113 
"'.~ .. 

fa.r model 28 with degrees of freedom of 27 and 35, 

respectively indicated a poor fit for the congeneric models, 
; 

i.e., the data could not be explained alone on the basis of 

a unitary factor. ModGtà., 2B tested the hypothesis that the 

effect of the g~neral factor was equal for all var~ables 

while Model 2A was not constrained bV the condition of 
~ .... 

equal i ty . . . 
Examination of the residuals (Table 9) provides 

additional' evidence that the mixed model (3B) reproduced the 

correlations among the variables nearly perfectly and, 

therefore 1 provides a plausible explanation of the data. 

Table 9 

Matru of Residuals for 'Madel 3B Tested bv LISREL Conf~=atorv Factor Analvtic Procedures 

Variable INF018 INF020 LNF021 GOAL22 GOAL23 GOAL24 PERS25 PERS26 PERS27 

INF018 o 000 

INF020 

INF021 -0.000 

GOAL22 -0 010 -0.004 -0.032 -0.000 

GOAL23 -O. 003 -0 004 -0.007 

GOAL2~ -0.015 -0 018 -0.003 -0 000 

PERS25 -0 001 -0.004 0.001 -0 014 -0 015 -0 002 -0.000 

PERS26 O. 001 a 001 0 005 - 0.020 o 006 0.032 

PE:RS27 0.016 o OO~ -0.016 a 024 0.012 -0 000 -0 000 

Note. Madel 3B tests for the presence of a general factor plu~ three obl~que group factors 

~ 
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Tests of specifie structural hypoth'~~;S. Figure 4 

illustrates the results of testlng the alternative models. 

\ 
Model 2B 

generai fae tor 
(all equal) 

• 
p <. 001 

Madel 2A 1 
l general fac tor 1 

1 (all frae) 

Model 3A 
1 general factor! 
3 orthogonal ' 

Model 3B 
l general factor 
3 oblique 

P(.0461Î 

Correlation 
Matrix 

p <.0001 

Model lB 1 

3 oblique factors! 

\ 

1 

Fl.gure 4 Confidence Levels for Tests of Comparative Hodels 

The least constrained model designated 3B includes aIl 

other models as special cases. The relative contribution of 

each model to the total parameter space can be understood by 

com par ing one mod el ag a inst the 0 ther as a max imum 

likelihood ratio. 
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Model 2A against Madel 3B tested the hypothesis of no 

group factor structure. This hypothesis was strongly \ 

li 
rejected Xa..(12,385) = 442.80, .E < .0,001 indicating that the 

data were represented by more than a single (general) 

factor. 

Model 18 against Madel 3B tested the hypothesis of no 

g ener al fac tor g i ven obI i que group fac tor sand 'was s trongl y 

rejected x.l. (9, 385) = 56\4138, .E < .0001. Thus the presence 

of a general disturbance or biasing f~c'tor is confirmed •. 

Model 1A against Madel 1B tested for the presence of 

correlations among the group factors with no general factor 

in ~e model. The hypothesis of no correlations among the 

group factors was str~ngly rejected indicating that if no 

gene'ral factor is incl~ed in the 7'odels the group factors 

ar'~~correlated x,'" (3, 385) = 687.64, .E < .0001. 

S~nce group factors rnay be correlated as a result of 

(a) a general biasing factor, (b) real correlations amông 

the latent factors, or (c) both, Model 3A was ~ested against 

Model 38 to test the hypothesis of orthogonality, that is, 

uncorrelated factors, when the general biasing factor is 

included as a separate factor uncorrelated with the group 

factors. Model 3A approached acceptance (nonsignificance), 

j. 
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• 
but was rejected whe'n tested against ~odel 3& -x.,1(3, 385)\..= 

/' 

'" 
11.1692, .E. <'.02 •. Therefo.re, the constr~cts were m9destly 

correlated. An examination of Table 10 shows that the 

82 

residual variances were relatively low for m,odel 3A ranging 

from -.02 to .06. However, a compa~iso~ of.Tables 9 and 10 
Cl 

reveals that the amount 'of m~sspec ification, in 

reconstructing the data from the models was slightly higher 

for model 3A than model 3B. 

Table 10 

Mat:::-ix of Residuals for Model 3A Tested b:i: LISREL Confirmat0r:/: Factor Analveic Procedures 
, .. ~ 

Variable INF018 INF020 INF021 GOAL22 GOAL23 GOAL24 PERS25 PERS26 "PERS27 

INF018 -0.000 

INF020 -0.000 -0.000 

INFÇl21 -0.000 -0 000 -0.000 

GOAL 22 -0 014 0.010 0.027 -0.000 

GOAL23 -0.023 0.019 0.008 -0.000 -0.000 

GOAL24 -0 025 -0.000 -0 00.5 -0 000 -0.000 -0 000 

PERS 2.5 a 045 -0.018 -0 019 -D,. 00 7 -0 004 0.007 -D 000 

PERS26 o 033 -0 029 -0 033 -0.023 0.010 o 032 -0.000 -0.000 

PERS27 C D60 a D04 -0 021 0.009 -0 009 -0 018 -0 000 -D.OOO -0.000 

Note Model 3A tests for the presence of a general factor plus three orthogonal 

(uncorrelated) group racco=s 
,; 

l' 
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Seve~al additional comparlsons among models were made, 
. 

~ ta further explore the nature of the group factor plus 

general factor structure. Model 28 against Madel 2A te~ted 

the hypothesis of tau equivalence, meaning that the response 

bias factor was lnvolved to the same extent in all tests. 

~ The hypothesis was rejected ~ (8, 385) = 23.3087, E < .0001. 

Madel 28 against Model 3A tested the hypothesis of tau-

equivalence plus no group structure and was strongly 

~ ~ 
rejected X (17, 38~) = 454.94, E < .0001. Model 1A against 

Madel 3A tésted the hypothesis of no general factor given 

orthogonal group factors. This hypothesis was a1so strongly 

rejected 1l~(9, 385) = 732.88, E < .0001. 

The lack of fit of the test theory models confirmed 

that a hybrid factor structure consisting of three oblique 

group factors plus a general factor model provided a 

reasonable explanation of ~he data. Table 11 presents the 

parameter estimates for model 38, which best represented the 

data. 

( 
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Table 11 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates of Parameters for Model 3B 

Loadings Factor Unique 
Variables General Group Intercorrelations Variances 

Factor Factors 

Manifest 
Xl .753 .148 

X3 .762 .432 
X4 ob .789 .404 
X5 .783 .342 
X6 .714 .640 
X7 .767 .455 
X8 .844 .398 
X9 .835 .425 
XIO .786 .252 

Latent 
Y2-Y3 .302 
Y2:'Y4 -0.446 
Y3-Y4 .. .310 

Note, The three sets of indicators for the group factors Yl-Y4 were 

respectively Xl, X3+X4; XS-X7; and X8-X10. 

.411 

.233 

.215 

.270 

.080 

.206 

.129' 

.12'2 

.318 
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PRELIMINARY QUESTION 

Description of Preliminary Findings 

Tables 12 and 13 portray the background variables of 
1 

lnterest. The majority of students were female while the 
, \ 

Most ma j or i t Y a f tac u lt y a d viso r 5 w e rem al e (61% vs. 71 % ) • 

students (78%) had attended UVM for .more than one semester> 

and typically met once or twice (68%) with their advisors. 

For 50%,~an advising meeting lasted less than 15 minutes. 

Table 12 

Frequency and percencage of Self-Report Characcer~stics 

for Respondencs on Selected Variab les 

Characteris tics 

Student's sex (~ - 479) 
Female 
Male 

New Student (n - 479) 
First semëster 
Returnlllg studen t 

Advisor status (n - 535) 
Student, coltege assigned 
Faculty, college assigned 
Faculty, self-chosen 
Self 
No advisor 
Ocher (deans' offices) 

Frequency of advisor changes 
(n a 453) 
-Never 

Once 
Twice 
rhree or more 

Frequency 

295 
184 

107 
372 

063 
364 
082 
014 
002 
010 

266 
128 
036 
023 

6U 
39 

22 
78 

01 
77 
17 
03 
00 
02 

59 
28 
08 
OS 

i 
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<;', Table 13 

FreCiuency and P'3rcen~age of Responden~s' Perceptions of 

Facalty Advisor and Context Characteristics 

Cha.rae teris tics Frequency Percentage 

Fac'Ll1 ty advisor 
.. 

Advisor' 9 sex (!! - 1s5) 
Female ; 

130 29% 
Male 325 71 

Advisor' s int:erest ares (!! - 452) 
Same as students '3501 ( 78 
Different from students 091 .' 20 
Other 010 02 

Advisor initiated a contact (Il • 455) 
Yes 081 18 
No 374 82 

Advisor' 3 grade U2 - 449) 
A 129 29 
B 144 32 
C 115 26 
D 044 la 
F 017 04 

Context characteristics 

Number of mee~ings (!!. . 451) 
Never 015 03 
Once 169 37 
Twice 139 31 
Three 071 16 
Four or more 057 13 

Length of meetings (n . 448) 
Less than 15 minucës 225 " 50 
15 to 30 mUlutes 210 47 
More than 30 minutes 013 03 

Adequacy of meeting tune (!! - 452) 
Not enough 147 33 
Just about right 299 66 
Tao much 006 01 

Principal initiator (11 '" 4S0) 
Advisor 019 04 
Adv~see 417 93 
Bo~h 014 03 

.;\ 
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In general, stu'dents were as~igned an advisor, however;:, 
., ~ 

a few reported they chose-a their a(n ~'d\iSOr <77% vs. 17%). 

Fort y-one percent changed advisors once or more often. 

Typical reasons given for the changes were a change in the 

student's college or major <39%), a ,lack of help, inaccurate 

information or dissi1!lilar inter~sts (35%), the advisor was 

unavailable, on sabba:;,al le~ve or left for other reasons 

" (14%)', and an administrative change (10%), e.g., to reduce 
"" 

an overload on the student' s adyisor. 
\ 't, 

Context. Nearly all students (93%) reported that they 

typically initiated advising meetings, although a few (18%) 

said their advisor made at least one first contact to 

discuss academic matters or to request a meeting. 

A little over one-third (37%) reported they averaged 

one advising session per semes ter while approximately 

ana ther third (31 %) sa id they averag ed two sessions. Of the 

remainder, 'fewer than a third reported more than two 

advising sessions each semester. 

Two.context variables, length of~~etings and judgments 

of the adequacy of meeting length, revealed differences. 

Students who averaged 15 to 30 minutes per advlsing session 

were more likely to be satisfied with the length of their 

-. 

l 

1 



\ 

1 

88 

'\..,. 

sessions. Fifty percent statè'd they'averaged less than 15 
~, "-

;' \,,' 
minutes per session. Of these; 51% felt the trine frame was 

'_, "just about right." 
...-. .. - ~ 

Nearly one-half (47%) averaged 15 to 30 

minutes with 81% comfortable wit~ the meeting length. Most 

o the r sin die a te d th a t the les s t han 1 5 min u tes ".a n ct the 1 5 t 0 

30 minute time frames were "not enough" (46% and 19%, 

respectively) . 

Gender. There were notable sex differences, with 

female students averaging more time per meeting than their 

male counterpartSl. Female students (54%) said they 

typically spent 15 ta 30 minutes with their advisor while 

male students (63%) generally reported their meetings lasted 

less than 15 m~nutes X~(2, ~ = 446) = 17.24, ~ < .~1. How 

do these students feel about the length of their advis~ni 

meetings?' Females appeared the rnost satisfied with slightly 

more than three-quart~~s (79%) indicating that the 15 ta 30 

minute time' frame was "~ust about right." Males seemed 1ess 

convinced with nearly one-half (43%) who met less than 15 

min ute s r epo rting di ssa ti 3 fac tio n wi th the time' fr ame. 

View of advising support on campus. In an attempt to 

ascertain the students' perce~tion of the importance of 

advising on campus, they were asked: Who on campus viewed 

o 
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advising as an important support service? In rank order 

(from highest to lowest) the responses were: Self (73%), 

the college or school (47%), the academic department (41 %), 

peers (34%) faculty (33%), central administration (33%), and 

no one (4%). 

The present study dld not directly address the effect 

of these differences on students' behavior. However, a 

relationship existed between the number of advisor changes 

and students view of the importance faculty attached to 

academic advising. Two-thirds (66%) who had never ehanged 

advisors also perceived advising to be important to the 

faeulty, while less than 10% of those who changed advisors 

two or more times agreed. 

Academie year. In general, students rather than 

advisors appeared to be the typical initiators of advising 

meetings (96% vs. 4%). Although not statistically 

significant, reports of first contact increa"sed by academic 

year from 20% for freshmen to' 30% for seniors. Of the 22% 

who were eompleting their first semester at UVM, 97% were 

freshmen. Of these, one-third sald their areas of interest 

d id no t mat c h the a d v i 50 r 5 ' in ter est are as. 

For the 78% who were ret'ur"ning students, reports of a 
} 

II' 
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mismatch in interest areas decreased by academic year with 

fewer seniors (9%) than either juniors (18%) or sophomores, 

(24%) assigned faculty aâvisors with academic interests 

unlike the students'. 

A comparison of the average length of advising sessions 

by academic year revealed no significant differences. 

Gender Compared with Other Background Variables 

In what ways did students and adviso~s compared by sex 

differ on indices describing the advising relationship? 

Though the sample contained more men than women, it was 

sufficiently large to permit meaningful analyses for gender 

differences. '1 

Length of 'session. A comparison of the aver:age length 

of sessions with judgments of the appropriateness of"the 

sessions' length yielded differences when controlled by 

students' sexe Male students (51%) thought less than 15 

minutes was the appropriate time frame for advising 

sessions. In contrast, females (64%) preferred Da 15 to 30 

minute session. 

There was a tendency for students to grade faculty 

higher as advising meetings increased in,length. The 
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propo~tion of female~ (89S) and males (50%) who gave faculty 

an "A" grade reported the average length of their a'dvis.ing 

sessions as 30 or more minu'tes. For short ~sJ.QJls (less 

than 15 minutes), males (28%) were more likely than females 

(18~) to assign a low grad(t CD or F). 

(Advisors' grade. A 'chi-s.quare for independence 
, 

indicated a tendency for female students (64%) to assign 

higher grades (A or B) fo~ overal,l performa~ce than ma~es 

(55%) X\. (4, ~ = 447) :; 15.66, .E < .01. A relationship 

existed between the number of advising meetings and the 

grades with 90S of both sexes who repor~ed four or morl 

advising meetings each semester assign~ng an A or B ~rade. 

Females, however, tended to assign slightly more "A" grades 
• 

than males (72% vs. 64%). 

Faculty initiated contact. In general, students said 

faculty did not co~~act them for advisi'ng purposes. Only 

18% of the faculty advisors were reported to have contacted 

students fir~ and ... they tended to contact female rather than 

male students (73% vs. 27%). 

Faculty sex differences were apparent. Proportionally, 

more female fac't.Îlty (29/130 = 22%) than male faculty (50/271 

= 15%) made first contacts. When there was a first contact, 
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both male and female faculty tended to contact female 

students rather then male students: Female faculty by a 

proportion of 9~1 and male faculty by a proportion of 6:4. 

Variance Explained by Background Variables 

Table 14 displays correlations among five predictor 

variables and the three sets of criterion variables. AlI 

five p~edictors of interest (see the procedures chapteri 

page 76) were entered at once into the model. The set of 

predictors accounted for 24% of the variance in Group 1: 

92 

Providing Information; 18% in Group 2: Developing Academie 

an~ Educational GOals; and, 32% in Group 3: Providing 

Persona~·Support. The best predietors of the constructs 

analysed separately were the length of advising meetings 

(LENGTH) and the number of advising meetings (MEETNUM). As 

indicated, LENGTH and MEETNUM were positi~ely correlated 

with Providing Information (INFO) , respectively .42 and .37. 

LENGTH and MEETNUM were also mOderately intercorrelated 

(.38)'0 

The pattern of associations for the second construct, 

Developing Academie and Educational Goals (GOAL) was similar 

but less.strong. LENGTH was less influential on the GOAL 
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than INFO sco~s (.33 and .42, respectively). The most 

important predictor was MEETNUM (.35). Again, LENGTH and 

MEETNUM were intercorrelated, however, the associations were 

weaker. 

/ 
! 

Text contInues on ~age 95 
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Table 14 

Correlacions Among Five Prediccor and Three Sets 

of Criter~on Variables 

Providing Informatwn (U ,. 437) 

Info 
j 

SSEX 'fEAR FSEX MEETNUM 

Info 1.000 ) SSEX -.126 1.000 
YEAR -.069 .024 1.000 
FSEX -r ~nl ** 

.218* -.006 1 :,QOO 
MEETNUM .082 .126 .021 1.000 
LENGTH .424 ** .186 .043 -.038 .384** 

LENGTH 

1. 000 

Developing Academic and Educacion Goals (n ,. 401) , , 
Goal SSEX YEAR FSEX MEETNUM LENGTH ... 

Goal 1.000 
SSEX -.074 1.000 
YEAR -.055 .027 1.000 
FSEX 

-r 5HI ** 

.202* , . 024 1.000 
MEETNUM -.090 .132 . 012 1.000 
LENGTH .334 ** - 195 - .111 -. 072 .313** 1. 000 

Providing Personal Support (n ,. 396) 

Pers SSEX YEAR. FSEX !1EETNUM LENGTH 

Pers 1.000 
SSEX' -.086 1. 000 
YEAR -.018 .039 1.000 
FSEX 

l~§àl ** 
.193 . 022 1.000 

MEETNUM -.071 .101 .051 1.000 
LENGTH .504 ** -.163 -.040 -.029 .419** 1.000 

,>,....j 

~. SSEX ,. students 1 sex; YEAR - acade1l!ic year, FSEX .. facul cy sex; 
( 

MEETNUM ~ number of advisl.ng meetings. LENGTH .. length of advisl.ng 
',' 

meecings; Info -Provl.d~g Information; 
, 

Goal - Deve1opl.ng Academie and 

Personal Goals, Pers - Providing Personal Support. 

*pC05. **pCOl. 

94 
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For the third construct, Providlng Personal Support 

(PERS) the pattern of associations were the same although 

the correlations were higher. As shawn, LENGTH and MEETNUM 

positiv~ly correlated with PERS (.50 and .45, respectively). 

Again, LENGTH and MEETNUM were intercorrelated (.41). 

Less than 10% of the variance in the 10 items was 

accounted- for by each of the other variables (.01 to .09). 

Faculty sex (FSEX) and student sex (SSEX) were 

lntercorrelated, however, the correlation merely indicates 

j
that there-were more male than female students and they 

tended to be advised by males. The least important 

predictor of the three sets of scores was the student's 

academic year explaining less than two percent of the 

overall variance. 

PERFORMANCE RATINGS 

Table 15 presents the means and standard deviations for 
- '1 . 

each measure. Respondents had the option of rating eaeh 

item or' chaos ing a "no t appl ~cÀbl eU res ponse category when ~ 

an item failed to portray a specifie advising need. Less 

than five percent indicated that any informational item was 

lnapplicable while approximately ten percent found the 

remaining two conceptual areas lrrelevant. 



Table 15 

Means and Standard Deviations for Faculcy Adviaors' Performance on EBch Task 

Evaluation Itemss 

Providing information (X - 2.09) 
Find anawers 
Reapond ta requeatl for meettngs 
Underatand program eompon~nc.1requireœenta 
Plan course of etu~y 

Developing acade~lc and educa~ionsl goals (X - 2 95) 
Develop major study area 
Relat. option. ta specifie careere 
Defina educationel goal. 

Providing perlonal support (X - 3.02) 
Build Bslf confidence 

!! 

438 
435 
442 
439 

396 
403 
405 

2.23 
1 69 
2 11 
2 37 

2.80 
3 04 
3.00 

S.D. 

1.15 
.90 

1. 21 
1. 23 

1 16 
1. 26 
1. 25 

1. 29 

96 

Clsrify values. tntere.ts and goals 
Extend frlendanlp beyond advlee 

392 
401 
406 

3.06 
3.15 
2.aS 

1. 25 
1.40 • 

artems have been paraphraaed from the research instrument. 

bThe scale ranged froq "strong1y egree" (1) ta "atrongly diaagree" (5). 

/ \ 

Overall, ~erf~rmance within the Informational area 

received the most positive mean rating (mean rating for 

construct = 2.09) while the Personal Suppor.t area received 

the lo~est rating (mean rating for construct = 3.03). The 

table reveals that ratings decrea~ed as the nature off the 

.. 



[j .J 

1 

97 

tasks became more complex. For example, the most positive 

mean' rating was given to the routine, maintenance-type 

tasks, such as "Responding to req~ests for meetings" (M = 

1.69) and "Understanding program components and 

requlrements" (M = 2.10). The least positive me an ratings~ 

were assign~d ta the more complex, developmental-type tasks 

including "Defining educational goals" (M = 3.00) and 

"Clarifying values, interests and goals" (~ = 3.15). 

The pilot study had revealed that the level of 

importance for the three conceptual areas differed with 

Providing Information (INFO) the most important and 

Providing Personal Support (PERS) the least important. 

Two diffe~jnt types of evaluation items were included 

on the survey instrument. First, students rated advisors' 

performance on 10 items clustered within the previously 

identified conceptual areas. Second, students assigned a 

letter grade to their advisors' overall perfor~ance. 

Crosstabulations of performance ratlngs with the grade 

assigned for overall performance showed high correspondence 

for INFO, ~oderately high correspondence for GOAL and 

moderate correspondence for PERS. For the latter two 

constructs, there was a tendency to inflate the advisors' 

l 
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grade in relation to their performance. For example, 20% 

who disagreed with the concept that their advisors helped 

develop academic and educational goals gave th~m an A or B 

" grade. A similar, but somewhat stronger pattern emerged for 

the person~l support area with 30% who disagreed assigning 

'" the higher grades. 

SECONDARY QUESTION 

Gender Pairings 

Table 16 summarizes the results of two-factor 

multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) for the three 

sets of performance criteria. The two factors, faculty sex 

(FSEX) and student (SSEX), had a combined effect on only one 

set of performance criterla. There were no significant 

, interaction effects for the Constructs termed Providing 

Information or Developing Academie and Educational Goals. A 

significant interaction was found for the';€onstruct termed 

Providing Personal Support, i.e., SSEX and FSEX jointly 

affected the ratings for the set of personal support items 
. . (' 

f ( 3, 446) = 3. 03, E. < • 05 . • Th e sou r c e 0 f the in ter a c t ion 

effect was not isolated. 

Providing Information. Slgnificant main effects were 

, 

<. 

?-
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Table 16 

Summary Table of Hultivar1üte Analyses for Two-Way Crossed Design 

Degrees 
Approx of 

Source Vslue f. Freedom f. 

Providing Information 
Faculty Sex (FSEX) .02702 3.00639 4 018 k 

Student Sex (SSEX) 02502 2. 18296 4 026* 
FSEX x SSEX .00811 .90922 4 458 

Dcve lop lng Goa la 
FSEX 01926 2.86383 3 .036* 
SSEX .01615 2.40034 3 .067 
FSEX x SSEX .01452 2.15903 3 092 

Prov1d1ng Support 
FSEX .02032 3.02011 3 010* 
SSEX 00203 3.27467 3 021* 
FSEX x SSEX 02039 3.03122 3 029* 

Note. The value. shown are for /lo[ell 1ngs' test of sign1f lcance 

*p < 05 

The found for the construct termed: provldln~nformation. 

main effect faculty sex was significant I(4,445)= 301, E < 

.05 with female faculty rated more positively than their 

male counterpart~for the set of informa41onal items. 

Univariate tests revealed significance for Info19-- Il My 

advisor responds to my requests for meetings" K( 1 ,448) = 
4.06, .E. < .05 and Info21--"My ad..vlsor helps me plan my 

j 
j 
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j 
" 
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cour/~~ st~y" FC1,448) = 6.09, n < .01. Both female and 1 - .s:.. 

male students\ scored female facul ty higher th an ·male facul ty ., ..... 
for Info19 (M = T.51 and 1.58, respectively for female 

facultYi M = 1.65 and 1.92, respectlvely for male faculty). 

A similar pattern prevailed for Inf021 although the overall 

rnean ratlngs were Sllghtly lower (~ = 2.05 and ~ = 2.33, 

r,espectively for female facultYi M = 2.38 and M = 2.60, 

respectlvely for male faculty). 

The main effect "student sex" was significant F(4.445) 

= 2.78, E < .05. The univariate tests revealed significance 

for Info19 I(1,448):: 9.78,.E. < .01" and Info21 I(1,448) = 

6.54), E. < .01. The student effect for Inf019 was 
,1 

statistically stronger than the faculty sex effect for that 

item. In addition there was a significant student sex 

effect for Info18: "My advisor helps me f.ind answers to my 

questions" !(1,448) = 6.33, .E < .01 and Inf020--1,t'ffy advisor 
" 

helps me understand the components and requirements of my 

program" F(1,448) = 15.21,..E < .05. Table 17 reports the 

signif.icant faculty{and student-sex mean differEtnces fo1" the 
,1 

'In fo rmation Con struc t • 
... 

, 
1 

l 
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Table 17 

Huns and Standard Deviationl 'for Tvo Factors on The Information 

Con.crueC 

Gender 

Fe1!Ial. student. 
femsle Eaeuley (~ • 103) 
male faculty (TI • 179) 

Male etuden 
female aeuley (n • 27) 
male f ulty (~ ~ 143) 

S8111Jlle mea 452) 

InfolS 
R 50 

2.08 1. 05 
2.17 1.17 

2.38 1. 07 
2.41 1.11 

2.24 1.12 

Info19 InlolO 
H SO H sb 

1. 51 .72 l. 91 1.06 
1.64 .84 2.08 1. 26 

1. 58 .78 2.33 1. 27 
1. 91 1. Dl 2.27 1.15 

1.69 .88 2 11 1.19 

li2.t! . 29 reepond~t. vere rejected who Indlcated Chey didn'c",--""-

have a 

text continues on page 102 

101 

Inf021 
R SO 

2.05 1.10 
2.38 1 27 

2.33 1. 17 
2.60 1.17 

2.37 1. 21 
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Developlng Goals. There were signifi~ant multivariate 

tests for the set of items labeled Developing Educational 

and Academie Goals. The main effect faculty sex lndicated 

differences in the scores on th~ items analyzed as a set 

I(3,446) = 2.86, E < .05. These differences were attributed 

to Goa123--"My advisor helps me relate my academic options 

to specifie careers" I(1,448) = 5.55, E < .05 and GoaI24·­

"My advisor helps me define my educational goals" I(1,448) = 

7 . 72, E < : 01 . 

Both female and male students rated same-sex advisors 

highest. For Goa123, female students rated same-sex 

advisors higher than opposite-sex advisors (~ = 2.64 and 
':lt~, 

3.18, respectively). Male students 'also scored same-sex 

advisors higher (!i = 3.18) than opposite-sex advisors (Ji = 

3.41). A similar pattern prevailed for Goa124, with both 

female and male students scoring same-sex advisors highest. 

Although the main effect rtst~dent sex" was hot significant, 

female studénts tended to rate their adviso~s higher than 

~-=-_ the ir peer s . Ta bl e 18 pre sen ts the mean, d ~ fferences • 

Providing support. Femaie faculty were rated more 

positivel~ than'male faculty on the set of Personal Support 

items. The significant faculty sex main effect IC3,446) = 

, 0 
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3.02, E < .05 resided 1n ~ers25--"My advisor helps"me build 

my self-confidence" f(1 ,448) = 7.22, .E < .05. The mean 

scores for the main effect students were al'so significantly 

different with female students assigning the most postive 

overall ratings F(3,446) = 3.27, . .2 < .05. These differences 

were aiso attributed to Pers25, however, the' student sex 

effect for Pers25 was statistically stronger l(1 ,4418) = 

7.57, E < .01. Table 19 reports the mean differences. 

Table 18 

Iieans and Standard Dev~ations for Two Factors on the Goals Construct 

( 

Gender Goal22 Goa123 Goa124 
li SO li SO li 

Female students 
fema1e faculty (n - 103) 2.57 05 2.64 1.19 2 58 
male faculty <n - 179) 2.84 16 3.11 1. 20 J 08 

Male Students 
fema1e faculty (n u 27) 3 00 1. 00 3.41 1. 03 3.25 
male facu1ty <n = 143) 2 86 99 3 18 1 12 J 15 

Sample means <~ - 452) 2 80 1 08 3.04 1.18 J 00 

Note. A total of 29 respondents were eliminated who indicated ~hey didn't 

have an offlcial advisor. 

SO 

1.15 
1. 20 

88 
1.15 

1.17 

/ 

( 
) 
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Table 19 

Means and Standard Deviations for Two Factors on The Personal Support 

Construct 

Gender Pers25 Pers26 Pera27 
fi SO M SO M 

Female students 
female faculty (n ~ 103) 2.68 l. 21 2.89. 1 14 2.80 
male facul ty (I! -;; 179) 3.09 1 26 3.18 1. 25 2.82 . 

Male students 
female faeulty (n - 27) 3 33 1.06 3.27 1.11 2 8t. 
male fsculty (!l -= 143) 3.25 l. 08 3.29 1 08 2 98 

Sample mesns (E!. - 452) 3.06 1. 20 3.15 1.17 2.87 

Note A total of 29 respondents were eliminated who indicated they didn't 

have an official advisor. 

• 1': 
l, 

SO 

1 33 
1. 37 

1. 34 
1. 24 

1.32 

104 



t 

1 

, 

105 

1 

1 

Chapter 5 

Dise ussion, Concl usions and Future Research 

There were three results, one of which was central te 
. 

the studYi the other two were incidental. 

DISCUSSION 

Primary Question 

"-
Theoretical model. The results of the confirmatory 

factor analyses (CFA) revealed that the theoretical 

framework tested provided a pl~usible explanation of the 

data. The small errer discrepancies obtained from . 
reconstructing the correlation matrix confirmed that the 

model wàS appropriate for the data. The items were,highly 

related to the construct the~ were measuring and, as 

expected, the constructs were i~terrelated. 

The theoretical mo~el was refined slightly by 
~ 1 

! 

! 
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-eliminating 1nf019 "Responds to requ~ts for meetings." 

This item was interpreted as measuring a precondition for 

advising. Advising, defined as basically an intera.ctive 

process implies that the conditions for interaction, for 

example, arranging a meeting, must bè estab1ished before 

,advising begins. 

" In their ro~~ as academic advisors, faculty are 

106 

expected to perform a wide range of tasks. The results lend 
~, 

support to emerg1ng theory that the range of advisors' tasks 

can be dichotomized on the basis of (a) levels of complexity 
Il 

and (b) type of skill. Three. 1evels were theorized to 

account for faculty advising activities. 

providing information. The first leve1 was 

characterized by informational tasks and placed few 

cognitive demands on advisors. The focus was on the 

collection and dissemina~ion of data and facts. However, 

fac ul ty need access to a wid ~ range 0 fin forma tion inc1 u(~iing 

student data, policies and procedures, program requirements 

and referral resources. The dissemination of incorrect 

Information could negatively affect the student's progress 

toward academic goals. ~s an illustration, incor·rect 

advisor informa'tion regarding the proper sequencing of 

, 
1 

/ 

'r 
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required courses might resul t in an addi tional semester of 

cour se work to complete the sequence. CI,early, the 

stud en t' s con fid ence in futur e adv isor in forma tion would be 

.shaken. 

Kramer and Gardner (1983) concurred when they referred 

to providing information as the "bare minimum" upon which 

all other indices of advising r;-est. They commented: "If 

the advisor doesn't have command of basie information, he or 

she will never be able to es:.tâb .. lish an advising relationship 

with a student," (P. 38). 

As revealed by the very high percentage of students who 

found the i~formation eonstruc~ appl icable ,/~;h~ generally 

expected their advisors to provide them wi~h info'\mation. 
r " 

Most telt their advisors performed inf~r~;;tional aà~,ising 

funetions fairly weIl in comparison to the higher level 

functions • .., 

Developing academic and educational goals.,.> The second 

level incorporates information dissemination with goal 

planning. The primary focus is on the student. At this 

stage, rnentoring charaeterizes the advisor's role. Academie 

goals are 

st'udent' s 

discfssed and refined in the context of the 

pe~~~nal growth and development needs. A 

/ 

J 
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sophomore, for example, wouid be expected to have a 

dl fferent set of needs tha'n a senior. 

The student's role is perceived as active. Effective 

advisors guide students through discussion and -1'eedback on 

academic choices and future possibilitie)S. A two-way 

pattern of communication is establishe<9and the 'information 

ex chang ed is g eared more to the stud en t' sun. ique need s . 

Ratings for the second advising level were consistently 

lower than the first level, yet Most (85%) repotted that 

developmental advising aPl?li.ed to their needs. 

Within the contex~ of goals, -the lower ratings were 

applied to tasks of increasing complexity, suggesting a 

relationship be'tween task difficulty and performance 

ratings. This was also true for informational advising, 

wi th the process-based task of arranging a meeting judged as 

performed.more adequately than content-based tasks, such as 

pl ann ing a cour se 0 f s,7-~ 

Providing personai support. ,The third advising levei 

incorporates all aspects of the first two Ieveis. 

Approximately the same percentage of students (84%) reported 

that the third level applied to their advising needs. 

Slightly lower ratings were assigned to the advisor' s 

t. 
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.. 
performance, albeit the ratings closely mirrored ratings on 

th~ developmental t~sks. Within the construct, students 
. 

assigned the lowest ratings to tasks where the students' 
, 1 

personal irtvéstment could be interpreted as gr'eatest and the 
.Y' 

element of trust the Most important (e.g., Helps me build my 

self-confidence and Helps me clarify my values, interests 

and goals). 

Overall, there was an inverse relation between the 

ratings and the complexity of tasks. Students assigned the 

highest performance ratings to tasks which placed little 

cognitive demand on the advisor. The lowe2~t ratings were 

reserved for tasks that required cognitiv~ integration of 

informational facts with developmental theory and awareness 

of the student's uniqu,e characteristics. 

Preliminary Question 

Influence of Background Characteristics. The results 

reveal that a set of background characteristics influences 

students' judgments of advisor performance. Two 

characterlstics, length of advising seSSIons and the number 

of adv.ising meetings, explained MOSt of the variance in the 

ten items, these were interrelated, indicating they were 

/' 
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measuring common elements such as "time on task" or the 

demand for services. This influence was particularly strong 

in the personal support domain where nearly all the 

patterned variance was attributed to the combination of 

these two variables. 

There are two possible reasons that the pe~sonal 

support domain is more susceptible to variance. First, 

indi~iduals do not ea,sily talk about themselves. The self-

disclosures necessary for real growth are frequently painful 

and no t e asil y shar ed • At the same time J fac ul ty 0 ften l ack 

the training that courd guide students through stressful 

moménts. Coupled with these constraints is a lack of 

privacy for meetings. Sessions may be interrupted by 

telephone c a11 s, a knoc k on the d oor or ct istr ac ting offic e 

arrang~ements (e.g., shared office space). Certainly, under 

. the best of circumstances, establishing rapport can be 

difficult and time-consuming. The barriers to effective 

communication imposed by faculty, student and environmental 

influences are viewed as true variance and not measurement 

e'rror since they measure real sources of influence on the 

ratings. 

Se? ond, the items cl uster ed wi thin the Per sonal Support 
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domaln are not behaviorally anchored and may be biased by 

alternate interpretations of the items. Thus measurement 

errors would account for a larger proportlon of the 

variability in the ratings. Kenny (1979) stressed that 

measurement errors are ta be expected in testing theoretical 

models. The high interrater reliabilities are eVldence, 
~ 

however, that the biases are inconsequential. Examinatlon 

of the residual var.iance created from estimatlon of the 

theory model confirmed that the effect of measurement errors 

was slight. 

Secondary Question 

Gender Pairings. The extent of faculty-student 

advising contacts were reporte? to affect students' 

judgments of their advisors' performance. These flndings 

concur, in part, with the results of a national 

in v e st i g a t ion 0 f , coll e g e i m p a c t s ( As tin 1 1 97 7 ). Th e 

importance of nonclassroom contacts o~ student satisfaction 

is underscored by Astii's conclusion that increasing 

opportunities for faculty and students to interact could 

promote greater student satisfaction with aspects of their 

educational life. 
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Advising may have a differential affect on male and 

female students. Although the relationships were small, the 

data show that male and female students tended to judge 

advisors differently and to present dissimilar reports of 

satisfaction with their advising interactions. Females , 

averaged more fréquent sessions with faculty advisors, 

longer meetings (15 to 30 minutes) and were more likely to 

feel satisfied with the advising time frame. In contrast, 

male students tended ta meet less frequently, for less time 

(fewer than 15 minutes) and nearly one-half were 

dissatisfied with their adviSing arrangements. These 

results parallel, in part, Astin's findings that female 

students tended ta ~e more satisfied with faculty-student 

nonclassroom contacts than t~eir male counterparts. 

Recently, Schaef (1981) characterized females compared 

to males as process-oriented versus time-dependent. Women 

are also viewed as the better listeners in interpersonal 

relationships. Markel, Long, and Saine (1976) noted that 

communicators of both sexes spoke longer when the listener 

was female. Similar distinctions are suggested from the 

advisor-advisee relations profile emerging from the present 

study. Students, in general, who reported that their 
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advisors performed weIl possessed the following 

c har,Jac ter i st ics : 

1. they were female, 

2. their advisors were female, 

3. they met with advisors four or more 

t imes e ac h terrn, 

4. they averaged more than 15 minutes 
". 

per advising meeting and, 

_ 5 ~----they had never changed adv isors. 

There were notable exceptions. Male students judged 

male advisors' performance more favorably than their femaie 

counterparts when the substan~ive content concerned goal 

setting, in particular, relating academic goals to specific 

career opportunities and helping students to define goals. 

Perhaps these ratings reflect a real lack of knowledge by 

femaie advisors of male dominated occupations. A more 

complicated interpretation suggests that male students may 

lack confidence in career related guidance fr,om female 

faculty because existing stereotypes of male or female 

societal roles support the notion of male superiority in the 

work force. 

\ 
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..... 

Differences in the socialization of men and women may 

account for the disparity in their attitudes about and 

partic ipation in academic adv ising. Men have been 

socialized to believe tha't "he who helps himself succeeds" 

and,' therefore, may 1nterpret <;tseekin g guidance as a,~sign of' 

weakness. Wowen, however, \oIould be more likely to interpret 

"reaching out" for help as a sign of inner strength. These 

issues may be particularly telling at a tim~ when students 
,'~ 

are testing their independence from family authority 

figures. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Primar!': Question 

l.','Empirically, the causal model that best fit the 

data confirmed the existence of three distinct 

adv i8i ng construc ts pl us a gen eral ,r esponse bia 5 

t'ac tor • The three advi 5 ing con struc ts were 

interpreted as ranging t'rom routine maintenance 
v 

tasks (Prov id ing In forma tion) to mor e corn pl ex 

developmental tasks (Developing Academie and 

Edueational Goals and Providing Personal 

S,upport). The gen eral factor was in terpr eted as 

a response bias Chalo effeèt) . 

" t 
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2. 'Several rival theories were tested against the 

theore t ic al mod el but d id __ not prov ide a good fi t . 

Thus the primary hypothesis that the range of 

faculty tasks could be diS~i~gui~hed on the basis 
,--- -- ,.....-- -., 

of task complexity and type of task was 

con fi rmed • 

Preliminary Question 

1. The hypothesis of a relationship between a set of 

background variables and the ratings was 

pa r t i a Il y s u p po rte d. . Em pi r i c a Il y, a sig nif i c an t 

relationship was found between the ratings and 

two of the background variq,bles. The 1ength of 

advising seesions and the number of sessions 

accounted for most of the variance in the 

construct ratings (range was .37 to .50). T,hese 

two contextual variables were positively 

correlated (.31 to .42) indicating they were 

measuring som'athing in common such as "time on 

task." 

2. A significant low positive relation between the 

1 
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gender variables merely indicated that there were 

more male than female students and they tended to 

be advised by male faculty. There was no 

significant correlation between academic year and 

the ratings. 

Secondary Question 

1. The hypothesis of significant gender differences 

in the ratings was supported. Significant 

differences were fO~Jld by gender across and 

within the advising construct~. The differences 

were linked to' same-sex pairings and to the 

interaction of student and facult,Y sex for the 

PERS domain. The source of the interaction 

effect was not determined. 

" 

RECOHMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Primary: Question 

1. A robust theoretical model differentiating 

faculty advisor tasks by levels of ,complexi ty and 

type of task emerged from the investigatio,n. The 

comparative model fitting approach provides the 

116 
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information needed fol" replications. External 

replications with repr sentative samples of 

students and faculty w·ll providè additional 

measures of construct alidity. 

2. This study did not test the assumption that the 

model is hierarchical. That is, information 

giving (Domain 1), forms the foundation upon 

which developing goals (Domafh 2), and personal 

~upport (Domain 3) are built. In such a, 

sequential scheme, adequate performance for the 
tr 

more complex, 'developmental-type tasks (Domains 2 

& 3) would presuppose the existence of a strong 

informational base. Future research should 

discover whether the three domains are 

sequentially dependent. 

3. The relationship of faculty self-ratings to 

student rating,s of advisor effectiveness remains 
\ 

to be de termin ed. Mar sh, Over aIl and Ke 131 er 

(1979) report fairl y high facul ty-student 

agreemen t for ra ting s 0 f in struc tor 

117 
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efÎec ti ven ess. Futur e rese arch should add ress 
Ir 

the quest ion 0 f agreemen t between advi sor- adv i See 

r ating s. High agreemen t would promote facul ty 

confidence in the ratings. 

preliminary Question 

1. The finding that the advising tirne frame, as 

measured by the length and number of advising 

meetings, was modestly related to the students' 

ratings pr~sents implications for the 

~nterpretation of student ratings. Future 

research should control for the influence of time 

to ensure that the relative contribution of these 

~ characteristics is known before interpretations 

are made. That is, one wa~ts to determine the 

pro portion 0 f v ar i~nce in t he ra t 1ngs 

attributable to characteristics other than 

advisor behavior. \ 

2. Assessment of other background variables 

including personali"ty indices, environmental 

constraints and generational differences are also 

1 

\ ~ 
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needed to determine the relative contribution of 

a comprehensive set of correlates. Feldman 

(1981) argues that consisterit variability in the 

ratings can only be attr:i...buted to' "legitimate 

influences" when the behaviers rated are measures 

of high inference (impersonal items) and not low 

inference Cinteractional items) • 

. 
Secondary Question 

1. Further ev idence is needed to support the 

findings of gender dlfferences in the ratings of 

advisor performance. Differences found were 

attributed, in pàrt, te the intimacy of advising 

relations in contrast ~ith classroom relations • 

.. 
2. Future resea~ch should attempt to assess the 

stability and leve~ of importance of gender 

differences in the advising context. 

General Comments on the Application of the Results 

Presently, student evaluation of faculty advisors is 

viewed as a tool to aid faculty in improving their advising 
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practices, therefore, it is suggested tha~ faculty use be 

voluntary. To ensure student confid~ntiality and to 

maximize survey return rates, exper1mentation with different 

methods of collecting ratings is encouraged. Unless aIl 

advisors on campus are evaluated, classroom implementation 

would not be effective (same teacher but different 

advisors). The methods for collecting the student data 

should be standardized with completed forms returned to a 

neu~ral or central office such as a faculty development 

cen'ter for analysis. 

An advisdr profile generated from the student data and 

other related information (e.g., faculty advisor impressions 

of the importance of each advi~rng domain) could be prepared 

and returned to the advisor for revlew. An example of a 

faculty adv{sor profile generated from a student evaluation 

and fac~ty data in a University of Vermont pilot. study are 

included in Appendix IV. 
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Pi lot Study on Academie Advising (Form A) 

( 
Your Co 11 ege Your Academie Major 

Your year in school (please circle) Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
1 

/ 

In Column A; please rate (on a scale fro~~w important it is to you for your advisor 
·to perform each function. In Column B; please r te how well you felt your ~dvisor has per-
formed each functi on. \ 

ADVISOR FUNCTIONS COlUMN A COlUMN B 

How important is Ooes your advisor 
each function? do a good job? 

Very Not Clearly Not 
.!!!!L ~ Yes at a11 

1. Encourages me ta tal k about my concerns 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
! 

2. Keeps track of my academic progress 1 2 . 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

" 3. Helps me find answers to my questions 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

4( Gives me information about University and 1 2 3 4 5 1, 2 3 4 5 
communi ty resources 

5. Helps me clarify my thinking ab/ut careers or 1 2 3 4 5 ' 1 " 3 4 5 l. 

occupations- ( , 
6. Helps me identify my,educati~nal interests and 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 '" 4 5 J 

goals 

7. Responds to my requests for advising meetings 1 2 3 4 , 5 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Helps me plan my course of study 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Hel ps me unders tand the components and requi re- l 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 '5 
ments of my pro gram 

10. Helps me dea 1 more effec tive ly wi th my personal 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
prob 1 ems 

Il. Helps me improve my decision-making skills 1 2 3 4 5 ~ 1 2 3 4 5 

12.-Hel ps me choose a major 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Extends friendship beyond academic advi,Çe 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

'" 
l~ 

, 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
CAdditional Function) 

15. 1 2 3 4 5 
l, 

1 2 3 4 5 ! (Addit i ana l Functi on) 
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(Form B) 

,~ 

~~ur Coll ege ____________ _ Your Academie Major ___________ _ 

Your year in school (please circle) Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 

In Column A; please rate (on a scale fram 1 to 5) how important it is to you for your advisor 
1 "to perform each funetion. In Column B; please rate how wel1 you felt your advisor has per­

formed each ,function. 

ADVISOR FUNCTIONS 

"" 1. Helps me understand the registration proçess 

2. Makes me aware of relevant University publica­
tions and information 

3. Helps me define my educational goals 

,~ Refers me to the appropriate offices to obtain 
remedial services 

5. Helps me relate my academic options to specific 
careers 

6. Helps me build my self confidence 

7. Explains University and college requirements 

8. Helps me develop a major area course of study 

9. Makes me aware of non-traditional aeademic op­
tions 

la. Suggests ways to improve my basic study habits 

Il. Provides me with explanations'of University 
policies and procedures 

12. Helps me identify my academie areas of interest 

13. Helps me clarify my values, interests and goals 

1J .... 
(Additional Function) 

15. 
(AdditTonal Funct;on) 

COLUMN A 

How important i s 
eaeh ,function? 

COLUMN B 

Ooes your advisor 
do a good job? 

Very Not Cl early Not 
at a11 .!.'!!L Imp Yes 

1 2 3 4 S' 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5· 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

'1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1""234 5 1 Z 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 '4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Evaluation of Facu1ty Advisol'S 
Research Questionnaire 

This evaluatlon IS mtended to measure student judgments of faculty advisor performance. Please 
respond carefully, as the rasults may affect program development and budgetary decisions. Ali 
indlvidual responses wln- be held in strictest confidence and only group responses will be 
reported. 1'-

PARTI 

PLEASE CHECK OR FILL IN THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE 

1. My college or school ... = ___________ _ 

2. Sex: 0 1) lamale 0 2) male 
3. Age: 0 1) 25 or under 0 2) oyér 25 

4. Is thls your flrst semester at thls lo,atltutlon? 
o 1) yes 0 2) no 

5. My academlc y.ar. 
o 1) Ireshman o 2) sophomore 

6. My overall grade point average Il: 

o 3) jUnior o 4) senior 

o 1) 3'00 to 4 00 0 2) 2.00 to 2.99 "·0 3) less than 200 

7. Whom do you conslderyourofflclaladvl.or? 
o 1) a student assigned by my collage o 4) mysell 
o 2) a faculty member âsslgned by my collage o 5) 1 don't have an advlsor 
o 3) a faculty member chosen by me o 6) other (please speclfy) 

The rest of thll questionnaire Il concemed wlth officiai ,.culty advlsors. If ln question /1 7 you selected 
responae 2 or 3, please continue. IF YOU DIO NOT CHOOSE RESPONSE NUMBERS 2 OR 31N QUESTION 1# 7 
ABOVE, PlEASE RETURN THE FORM WITH ON LY.PART 1 COMPLETEO, THANK YOU. 

PART Il 

9. My officiai faculty advlsor Is: 
o 1) a laculty member ln my Interest area 
o 2) :;1 faculty member /n my college but not ln my Interest area. 
o 3) other (please spec/fy),_~ _______ _ 

10. My faculty advlsor's sex: 
o 1) lemale 0 2) male 

11. 1 have changed facullY advlsors: 
o 1) neyer 0 3) lw/ce 
Id 2) once 0 4) thraeormorellmes 

12. Ii YO~ have changed or wanted to ohange advlsons, whal we,. the ressons? 

13. How many tlmes each semes ter do you meet wlth your facully advlaor? 
o 1) neyer - 0 4) three limes 
o 2) once 0 5) four or more tlmes 
o 3) Iwlce 

14. On the average, a meeting wlth my faculty advlsor lasts: 
o 1) less Ihan 15 minutes. 0 3) more than 30 minutes. 
o 2) 15 to 30 minutes 

15. The amou"t of tlm.1 Ipend with my faculty advlsor each lemest.r Is: 
. 0 1) not enough 0 2) lust about pght 0 3) tao much 

16. Has your Idvllor ever contacted you to dlscUl1 aeademlc opportunitle. and/or to request a meeting? 
/ 0 t) yes 0 2) no 

17. Who typlcally Inltlatesan advlslng meeting? 
o ') myaçlv/sor 0 2) me 

QUESTIONNAIRE CONTINUES ON REVERSE SIDE 
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PART III 

Below you are asked to make Judgments concernlrlg your lacl!lty advlsor's performance On a scale Irom 1 ta 5, 
please mdicate your degree 01 agreement or disagreement wlth each stl1lement. Please respond to each statemen

1
t 

for the faculty member you commented on Ih Part 1/ If you do nol Ihlnk thal your advisor Should perlorm a glven 
lunetlon. please Clrcle tMlast eolumn labeled NA, lor "not applicable .. , ~ 

For each statement clrcle: -
1. If you strongly agree wlth the slatèment 4, If you moderately dlsagree 
2. Il you moderately agree 5, If you strongly dlsagree 
3. Il you nelther agree nor dlsagree NA, Il you leei the statement does not aPf'Y 

" ~-\, { ?$-\' ",e 
o~ 0 ~o~ 'bf$j 

Provldlng Information: ~'b~~ c:;; ?Sc, 

18. ,My advlsor n,elps me find answers to my questions. 18. 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
19. i.f~agvlsor responds 10 my reques,s for meetings. 19. 1 2 3 4 5 NA .--
20. My advisor helps me understand the componenls 

and requlrements of my program. 20. 2 3 4 5 NA 
21. My advlsor helps me plan my course of study 21. 2 3 4 5 NA 

Dev.loplng Academie and Educatlonal Goala: 
22- My advlsor helps me develop a major area 01 study 22. 2 3 4 5 NA 
23. My advlsor helps me relate my academic options 10 specifie careers, 23- 2 3 4 5 NA 
24. My advlsor helps me deflne my educational goals. 24. 2 3 4 5 NA 

Provldlng Penional Support: 
25. My advlsor helps me bUild my self-confldence. 25. 2 3 4 5 NA 
28. My advisor helps me elanly my values. mterests and goals. 28. 2 3 4 5 NA 
27. My advlsor extends friendshlp beyond academie advlce. 27. 2 3 4 5 NA 

PART IV 

28. Consldaring (1) your aéademle and personal n .. da, (2) what you feal your aeademic advlsor's role should be, 
~<\ and (3) the efforts you have made to effectlvely aeek advlce trom hlm or her; pleas. asslgn a grade to your 

officiai advlaor's overall performance. ~ 

o 1) A40lrade 0 4) Dgrade 
o 2) B grade 0 5) F grade 
o 3) Cgrade 

29. Academlç Bclvlsl"g la vlewed as an Important aapect of my unlverslty's support services by: (Check ail that 
apply.) 

o ') taculty ln geReral. o 5) me 
o 6) mypeers 
o 7) noone 

o 2) my açademlc departmenl. 
o 3) my coll9!ie or sehool. 
o 4) my unlve~ity administration. • 

Comments: Plea.e make any cdmmenta whlch you feal are appropria te. 

PlEASE FOlO WITH THE RETURN AODRESS ON THE OUTSIDE 
AND DROP IN THE MAIL. THANK 'l'OU ' 

'l'OU MAY USE CAMPUS MAil 

111111 
BUSINESS REPLY MAIL 
FIIISTCLASI 'ER..,.. NO t41 BUALINGTON. VT. 

POaT"GE WILL lE '''ID .V "DOAI!SSEE 

Instructlonal Development c'enter 
cIo TOni Trombley 
589 Mam St. 
8urli~gton. VT ®OA.J Ù:S~C: 

NO POSTAGE 
NECESSARY 
IF MAILED 

Fall19B3 

INTHE 1 ( l U~NIT~D STATES! 

,lt 
\ 

( 

~ 
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1 nstructional Development Center 
Nolin House 
UniversiJ'y of Vermont 05405' 

/' 

o 1 have returned a completed Evaluation 
of Faculty Advisor Form. 

Name -' 
--------~(p~l~e-a-se--p-r~in~t)~----------------

Address -----------------------------------
PLEASE DROP IN A CAMPUS MAIL BOX 
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J' COMMEIUS 

~ Tlle EvallJatlon of Facult~ ArlvlSlfl~ profIle 15 avallable to faC;lJlt!; 
SeerlnS assE!>SRterlt of thell- arJvl~ln9 I-ract..ices. rOI' E'ë:ch dd'11SLlI 
eval1lilt.ed, data were cOlIlPlled when at least 5 adVlSp.",,, 01' 501. (\llill:1l 
evpr was ~reaLer) relurned a co~plpted Evalualion for~. 

Thp lE>d~~Url~ for dlscrepancles betweerJ the -total nu",be--r of advlse",=,~,· 
and the rllJfllbpr~ of 'adY'1~ees SIJrve:terj· occIJrred wh en IDe rec~lved ll.eU' 
f'ect <Jdvl~ee RI<Jlllrl9 addf'p5Sés. ildvlSees harJ left UV/Ir tlalosfel,e,j to 
dr,ot.he/' UVll c.)111!ge or school 01 lrlenllfled uthel' fat.IJlt.y as thell 
uff " 1.11 adv u.tJr. 
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