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Academic advising on American college and university campuses

has evolved into a professional activity supported by a growing body

of theory and research. Developmental psychology provided the

foundation for an approach to advising that emphasizes an holistic view

of the student by supplementing traditional advising functions with

career and personal counseling, decision-making strategies, and a

personal relationship between the student and advisor.

The majority of advising literature assumes that developmental

advising can meet the needs of most students in every postsecondary

setting. The purpose of this study was to discover whether this is the

case for community college students. Subjects in two Pacific Northwest

community colleges were surveyed using an instrument derived from

Winston and Sandor's (1984c) Academic Advising Inventory. The

instrument discriminated between prescriptive and developmental



advising and measured the degree of satisfaction expressed by students

in a variety of demographic categories.

The study found that most students who received advising

indicated that it was essentially developmental in nature and that they

were generally satisfied. No significant differences were found in the

style of advising (prescriptive or developmental) or in the level of

satisfaction expressed by students in a variety of demographic

variables. Significant differences were found both in the style of

advising and in satisfaction based on the format or settings in which

the advising took place. The highest level of satisfaction was

associated with an assigned advisor in an advising center. Students

who were advised by peers experienced the most developmental service,

but they were a very small proportion (N=5) of the overall sample,

causing the results on this dimension to be inconclusive. These results

suggest that for community college students, the format of advising may

be as important as the developmental or prescriptive style of advising.

The finding that 29% of the study subjects received no advising

underscores the issue of access and perceived need for advising. Of

this group, minorities and students who were enrolled for less than six

credits were not being advised at higher rates than other student

groups.
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PRESCRIPTIVE VS DEVELOPMENTAL ACADEMIC ADVISING:
AN EXAMINATION OF ADVISING STYLE EXPERIENCED

BY COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS

INTRODUCTION

Academic advising on American college and university campuses

has had a long and varied history. Students in early American

institutions could expect to be treated as wards of the college where

faculty acted "in loco parentis" and were involved in virtually every

aspect of students' lives. As a more individualistic view of students

and their responsibilities took hold, the relationship between student

and institution became more liberal. Today, students are responsible

for their own choices and the role of the faculty advisor has become

primarily one of assisting with program planning and course selection

(Brubacher & Rudy, 1976).

Several factors will combine to produce further evolution of the

advisor's role. First, demographic shifts will dramatically alter the

population from which students come. At the same time that fewer

recent high school graduates are available for college entry, the

percentage of persons of color in the population will increase

(Hodgkinson, 1985). Secondly, as technological innovations impact

business and industry, many more adults will be in need of further

education or retraining for new opportunities in the work force.

Thirdly, economic conditions have contracted institutional resources so

that the more varied student population must be served with fewer

resources ("Administrator's views," 1991).



These factors imply that an academic advisor will need to be

broadly aware of and sensitive to the complexities of circumstance that

students bring to their academic experience. Advisors must not only

understand the particulars of academic programs and their

requirements but be sensitive to the great range of social

characteristics and environments that students represent as well.

Prescriptive and Developmental Advising

Academic advising has developed in recent years into a profession

represented by national organizations (e.g., National Association of

Academic Advising) and codes of ethics and standards (e.g., The Council

for the Advancement of Standards for Student Services/Development

Programs) and supported by a growing body of theory and research

literature. One such theoretical focus is concerned with conceptualizing

styles of advising as developmental or prescriptive (Crookston, 1972;

Winston, Miller, Ender, Grites & Associates, 1984; Winston & Sandor,

1984b).

Prescriptive advising is defined as a program-focused activity in

which the advisor dispenses information to the student and monitors

progress (Winston & Sandor, 1984b). These essential activities serve as

a bridge in the relationship between the student and the institution.

Prescriptive advising provides the mechanism through which the

student is educated as to the expectations of the institution for meeting

the particular requirements for a specific program. The advisor

interprets the institutional requirements and assists the student in

2



3

negotiating the procedural complexities of the organization.

Whereas prescriptive advising provides the basic foundation for

the advising relationship, developmental advising expands the role to

include a full range of resources such as life and career planning,

decision-making skills, and mentoring through personal involvement

with the student (Winston, et al., 1984). The overall perspective of

developmental advising is an integrated, holistic approach to the

student and the academic experience in the larger life context.

Developmental advising is rooted in human development theory

which seeks to understand the individual as progressing through

increasingly sophisticated stages of growth toward realizing maximum

individual potential. This approach is especially relevant for

postsecondary education in that participation in these programs is often

associated with late adolescent preparation for adult identity and work

roles or, in the case of adults, a major life transition (Krager, Wrenn &

Hirt, 1990).

Research Activity in Advising

Research activity on the issue of academic advising has been

conducted in four-year colleges and universities. General themes of

these publications have been concerned with needs assessment,

evaluation of particular programs, recommendations for institutional

policy, program descriptions, and a variety of special advising issues.

The general assumption that prevails throughout most advising

literature apparently is that community college advising does not



significantly differ from the service provided by senior institutions.

The reality is, however, that community colleges serve more adult

learners, more minority students, more part-time students, and students

with a much wider range of prior learning experiences and social

backgrounds. The very nature of this student population would

suggest that community college advisors may need to be more

developmentally oriented in their approach to the advising process.

In addition to the shortage of research specific to community

college advising, there is little research to document actual outcomes of

prescriptive and developmental advising in terms of student

satisfaction. Most advising literature assumes that the developmental

approach will enhance the students' academic experience. The

assumption is that students will welcome and appreciate a

comprehensive involvement by their advisors.

Fielstein (1989), however, suggests that at least some students

prefer prescriptive to developmental advising with the inference that

personal involvement in students' lives by the advisor is not always

wanted or useful. Furthermore, no research to date has investigated

the expectations and experiences of community college students on the

prescriptive-developmental advising issue.

Yet another issue that bears investigation is the format or

advising system within which academic advising takes place. Habley

and McCauley (1987) suggest that no less than seven organizational

models can be found on American college and university campuses.

Indeed, in many instances, these authors found multiple systems in use



on a single campus. No research to date has investigated whether

students are more likely to be satisfied with any particular model, or

how these issues pertain specifically to community college students.

Advising and Community College Students

Since community college students represent a rapidly growing

percentage of the postsecondary population, student services personnel

within community colleges need to be able to respond to students'

needs and to appropriately apply institutional resources.

This study represents an extension of existing knowledge about

advising experiences of community college students. The community

college experience is qualitatively different than that of university

students for many structural, social and motivational reasons. Advisors

in this environment need to know more about their students in terms of

the appropriate style of advising and the factors that impinge on the

students' academic success.

Statement of the Problem

This study is an exploratory effort to more clearly define the

issues that effect the outcomes of academic advising in the community

college experience. Objectives of particular interest are: (a) the styles

of advising experienced by students with various demographic

characteristics, (b) the level of satisfaction with advising as expressed

by students with various demographic characteristics, (c) the degree to

which developmental and prescriptive advising are related to student

satisfaction with advising service, and (d) the degree to which the

5
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model or format of delivery is related to student satisfaction with

advising service. Generally, the study will examine the following

questions about the community college advising activity.

Is there a significant difference in the style of academic

advising experienced by students with various demographic

characteristics?

Is there a significant difference in the level of satisfaction with

advising expressed by students with various demographic

characteristics?

Is there a relationship between the level of satisfaction with

advising and prescriptive or developmental advising as distinguished

by the DPA scale?

Is there a significant difference in the level of satisfaction with

advising or the DPA score associated with the model or format of

service delivery of academic advising?



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The study of human psychology has evolved from a focus on child

development to the full range of concerns experienced by individuals

throughout the whole life cycle. Theories of life-long development

arose out of the humanistic view of psychology as expressed by

Erickson (1980), Gould (1978), Levinson (1978), and others. These

general frameworks have served as useful tools in articulating more

specialized models to address specific dimensions of human experience.

Student development models have their roots in developmental

psychology largely because academic life is recognized as impacting not

only the intellectual but the social and emotional life of the individual

as well. In recent years, developmental psychology has provided the

foundation for a particular approach to academic advising.

Developmental and Prescriptive Advising

Developmental academic advising has been applied to the problems

of retention (Habley, 1981), minority advising (Novels & Ender, 1988),

the concerns of adult students (Champagne & Petitpas, 1989), as well as

career planning and decision making. Indeed, the subtitle to a major

work on this issue claims to "address...students' educational, career,

and personal needs" (Winston, et al., 1984).

In a seminal article on developmental academic advising, Crookston

(1972) distinguishes between "prescriptive" and "developmentalt'

academic advising by defining these approaches in respectively passive

and interactive terms. This author views advisor-student relationship

7
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styles as essentially polar opposites with prescriptive style focusing on

extrinsic aspects of the relationship. That is, the advisor analyzes the

student's situation, dispenses information, and prescribes activities by

which the student can meet institutional expectations. The emphasis is

on the task at hand, which is the completion of an academic program.

Control and responsibility are understood to proceed in a vertical

fashion from the advisor down to the student.

Conversely, the developmental approach is concerned with a

broader range of intellectual, social, and emotional growth issues in the

context of a personal relationship between advisor and student. Here,

the focus is on life-long learning, life-style choices, and ultimately, an

integrated approach to developmental issues. In this instance, control

and responsibility are shared equally between advisor and student in a

collaborative, horizontal arrangement.

For purposes of this discussion, the definition proposed by

Winston, et al., (1984) for developmental advising and Winston and

Sandor (1984b) for prescriptive advising will provide a standard.

These authors suggest that:

Developmental academic advising is defined as a systematic
process based on a close student-advisor relationship
intended to aid students in achieving educational, career, and
personal goals through the utilization of the full range of
institutional and community resources. (Winston, et al., 1984,
p.19)

Prescriptive advising, on the other hand, consists of a process in
which:

. the advisor diagnoses the student's problems, prescribes
remedies, and gives detailed instruction. Formal academic
matters are the exclusive or primary focus . . . (Winston &
Sandor, 1984b, p. 11)
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Prior to the publication of these definitions, Habley (1981) had

argued that a developmental approach to academic advising was

essential. Despite the fact that his Advisement-Retention Model

proposed a continuum of several factors related to retention, many of

the activities he suggested are very prescriptive, such as dispensing

information, assessing the student's level of ability, prescribing class

schedules, planning programs, and intervening when the student

experiences difficulty. The focus of this model is primarily on content

rather than relationship of process.

A similar lack of specificity in terms applies to programs that

depend on academic class standing to organize advising activities (see

Kramer, Taylor, Chynoweth & Jensen, 1987). Again, these models may

prescribe different program content as the student progresses through

school but do not take into account that the actual student-advisor

relationship may be just as prescriptive in that context as in any other.

It is apparent then that care must be taken in designating a

particular model as "developmentalt' Because a program consists of

changing content levels in a chronological flow, it cannot be assumed

that its underlying principles include a focus on the student-advisor

relationship process nor on the student's progressing through

qualitatively more sophisticated levels of personal functioning.

Although Crookston (1972) cautioned that "(it) is possible that

some students are comfortable with the faculty member as an authority

figure and would wish to maintain a dependent relationship" (p. 16),

only recently has the issue of student relationship preference been
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raised. Winston, et al., (1984) briefly addressed the issue of student

preferences in advising type in their introduction and cite Larson and

Brown's (1983) study on student and faculty perceptions of the

advising process. These authors draw the conclusion that while

students want to retain their autonomy and decision making freedom,

they do prefer developmental advising. It is not clear whether these

authors refer to the process or content of the advising relationship.

Fielstein (1989, 1987) has addressed this concern with two studies

investigating the preferences of traditional-aged (recent high school

graduate) college students. In this case, however, the variable under

consideration is more clearly the process of interaction between student

and advisor. In the first study, groups of satisfied and dissatisfied

students were interviewed specifically about their interactions with

advisors. Respondents in this small, qualitative study expressed

preferences for a personal relationship with their advisors.

The results of her second study caused Fielstein (1989) to caution

that not all students prefer a student-advisor relationship that could

be defined as "developmental." In this case, results were obtained from

a survey questionnaire with a slightly larger, stratified, random sample

(N90). The author reported that "...students perceived prescriptive

tasks as more of a priority for their advising than the developmentally

oriented tasks" (p. 35).

In addition to a lack of specificity in terms of the content versus

the process of advising, no research exists to examine the needs of

special populations of students. In his address to a regional advising



conference, Habley (1986) articulated some of the questions around

academic advising that future research needs to address.

I wonder if there is a relationship between advisor styles and
student satisfaction . * . . I wonder how the advising needs of
nontraditional students differ from the advising needs of
traditional students and how we can best meet those needs.
(p.6)

Advising Evaluation and Student Satisfaction

Many colleges and universities have undertaken in-house surveys

of student opinions about academic advising. These efforts have

typically been designed by campus administrators of specific

departments or centralized advising activities.

During the past decade the evaluation of academic advising has

become a focus of the profession in that practitioners have begun to

share the tools they and their institutions have developed.

Grites (1981) surveyed both student satisfaction and faculty

advisor self rating on several dimensions of the advising process.

This study indicated that students rated faculty differently than

faculty rated themselves in both teacher and advisor roles. This

author also inferred a desire on the part of students for a personal

relationship with the faculty advisor. Finally, the study discovered no

significant effects of student demographic characteristics on the

results.

Ford (1985) provided an example of an institution-based evaluation

instrument which anonymously surveyed student opinion about advising

services. Results of the survey pertaining to each campus advisor,

11
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including unsolicited comments, were provided to the advisor and to

each supervisor. In addition to providing feedback to individual

faculty advisors, the survey supplied administration with a measure of

individual and overall service effectiveness.

Several other articles presented evaluation strategies based on

affective dimensions of the advisor-student relationship (Ford & Ford,

1989), performance appraisal (Cavender, 1990), and computer-assisted

advising systems (Ray, Moore & Oliver, 1991).

Srebnik (1988) reviewed available evaluation instruments

categorized as student opinion surveys to evaluate individual advisors,

student evaluations of advising centers, instruments directed to

advisors about their students and their work, general surveys related

to student services, and others concerning administrative issues. Much

of the available literature on student satisfaction with academic

advising is descriptive in nature and rarely based on any particular

theoretical perspective of student development.

Models and Formats of Advising

Advising literature pertaining to the model or format of service

delivery generally takes the form of descriptive studies investigating

the organizational formats that are being used on college campuses.

Crockett and Levitz (1984) reported on the second National Survey of

Academic Advising which was sponsored by ACT. Their findings

reinforced those of the first national survey, that is, faculty are still

responsible for the majority of advising, advising is still perceived to
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be without academic status, little recognition is attributed to the

advising role, few rewards and little recognition is available to effective

advisors, and few institutional policies and priorities address the

importance of the advising function.

Some progress was found in the number of institutions that now

recognize academic advising in stated policies and procedures. Advisor

training and evaluation continue to be areas of neglect at the

institutional level. Since the Crockett and Levitz study was addressed

to advising administrators, the issue of student satisfaction with

advising service was not incorporated into the study design. The style

of advising in prescriptive and developmental terms is omitted as well.

In another large survey, Habley and McCauley (1987) conducted an

institutional study to discover what organizational frameworks are in

place at a variety of institutions. Of 492 institutions, 27 percent (106)

were two-year colleges, and 73 percent (286) were identified as four-

year institutions. These researchers identified seven organizational

models in place at the surveyed institutions. One, the "faculty-only"

model is present when all advising on the campus takes place between

students and faculty. This model is more likely to be found in small

colleges with enrollments of 1,000 or less. Second, the "supplementary"

model also uses faculty advisors exclusively but with the support of an

advising office that organizes and monitors this activity. Third, the

"split advising" model is most descriptive of a situation where a central

advising office is responsible for students with undeclared majors and

where faculty advisors serve students who have declared majors.
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Four, the "dual advising" model shares advising responsibility between

an advising office which oversees general education and procedural

requirements and faculty who guide students through the requirements

of the major. Five, the "total intake" model assigns all students to a

central advising authority that is responsible for all aspects of advising

in its initial phases. Six, the "satellite" model is identified when

advising is associated only with specific programs and majors. Seven,

the "self-contained" model organizes advising entirely within a

centralized office. The Habley and McCauley (1987) study provides a

descriptive overview of the models or formats of service in place at a

variety of institutions. No attempt was made to determine the level of

satisfaction students experience as a result of these organizational

models nor the style of advising that takes place within them.

Community College Students

Much academic advising literature does not specify the type of

institution to which it relates. The assumption is that what may be said

about advising can be generalized to all advising and to all students

who use the service. Boyer (1987), in his treatise on undergraduate

education in America, chose to ignore community colleges altogether in a

survey that studied 29 institutions despite the fact that his work

purported to "represent the full spectrum in institutional types"

(p. xii). Such a perspective appears to be common in that while there

is a wide range of literature pertaining to advising in general, little

focuses specifically on community colleges.
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Another national survey concerning students who need alternative

advising reported information from only eight community colleges of 222

institutions included in the study (Gordon & Poulson, 1985).

Nearly 40% (1440 of 3535) of all the nation's postsecondary

institutions are two-year colleges without considering the additional

7,071 vocational institutions (Chronicle of Higher Education, 28 August,

1991). Since these are the colleges that supply many of the senior

institutions with transfer students, such neglect in the literature is

surprising.

In an article that is highly critical of community college education,

Rendon & Mathews (1989) report on the barriers to postsecondary

education particularly experienced by minority students. In a

reference specially directed at California's community colleges, the

system is described as an "unmitigated disaster" and that "(t)ransfer

is a state scandal--a major failure" (p. 316). These authors point out

that community colleges represent the primary source of higher

education opportunity for minority students and that these institutions

are not responding appropriately to the students' needs. They cite a

variety of barriers to student transfer opportunities based on a serious

lack of information, faculty resistance to advising, academic

underpreparation, racism, a lack of retention research, unavailable

transfer curricula, tracking into vocational training, and poor

articulation.

Another somewhat dated source (Thurston & Robbins, 1983) is a

collection of articles devoted to community college counseling. The first
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article (Robbins, 1983) in this series pointed to a perennial problem in

community college counseling and advising--the amorphous nature of

the role and the expectation that counselors would be all things to all

people. This author provides a definition of the role as:

[A] professional activity that provides help to students,
either as individuals or in groups, in meeting their personal
and educational needs for development and that is
characterized by consultation, advisement, instruction, and
collaborative skills (p. 7).

This perspective suggests a developmental style of advising but is

more descriptive of actual practice than it is related to any conceptual

foundation or framework.

This same volume includes Matson's (1983) article which outlines

the basic roles for advising professionals. She organizes counseling

activity around three major themes: operational and relationship

aspects and traditional role expectations. The operational dimension

includes such functions as educator, consultant, and milieu manager.

The relationship focuses on linkages with other college functions and

services while the traditional role expectations incorporate a

comprehensive array of services such as program advising, career

counseling, group counseling, student evaluation, and orientation.

Non-Traditional Students

Marlow (1989) proposed a research approach to identify the needs

of non-traditional students that incorporated most generally accepted

survey research procedures applied to the local situation and without

intent to generalize the findings.
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Adult Students

Adults engaged in learning are not a new phenomenon but only

recently have these postsecondary learners been recognized as a

significant segment of the college student population. Government

statistics indicate that 21.2 percent of full-time students and 66.8

percent of part-time learners are over twenty-four years of age

(Evangelauf, 1989).

Krager, Wrenn and Hirt (1990) surveyed the characteristics of

these students and several developmental theories that help to

understand adults in the student role. Generally, adult students are

viewed as serious students with many contextual issues, such as

personal transitions, work, and family responsibilities, that impact their

approach to continuing education. They constitute a very diverse

student group coming from many possible combinations of circumstance,

ability, and commitment to learning. Krager, Wrenn and Hirt (1990)

pointed out that the single most common motivation for continuing

education among adult students is some life change event or transition.

These authors further articulated a model for structuring adult

student services in their Mission Paradigm. This framework consisted

of four major elements that need to be considered in developing any

service program to meet the needs of adult students. These major

elements were:

1) developing a sense of belonging (affiliation and
community), 2) acquiring knowledge and skills (cognitive
development and problem solving), 3) choosing informed
attitudes (emotional and ethical development), and 4) assuming
self-responsibility (fostering behavioral commitment) (p. 44).
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Mangano and Corrado (1981) reported on adult student reentry

issues with the primary focus on academic issues such as remedial

education, course structure, appropriate course scheduling, and

efficient administration procedures for registration and other student

services.

Bitterman (1985) provided a rationale for an advising service

program structure based on Knowles' (1980) format for needs

assessment. This perspective took into account the special

considerations that adult students bring to the learning environment.

The recommendations took into account the developmental differences

adult students represent, but, in terms of advising process, the

strategies outlined imply that the responsibility for the advising

relationship lies with the advisor and the institution while the student

is relatively passive.

The same may be said of an adult student orientation program

proposed by Cohen (1980). Here, the assumption is that adult students

will present themselves in a readily identified cadre so that orientation

can be administered to them throughout their initial term of study. It

is more likely that adult students will be widely scattered throughout

the majority student population. They are also likely to have very

irregular schedules due to the fact that they often must take classes

after regular hours and will be part-time students with limited

opportunity to participate in an on-going program. While this program

may meet important needs of the traditional student, there is no

indication that adult students participated in this program planning.
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The issue of retention of adult students has been addressed by

Garrison (1988). He drew on general systems theory to suggest a

structure of motivation, capabilities, and constraint variables. This

framework represents a view that focuses primarily on the perceptions

and behaviors of the individual student while virtually ignoring the

role of the institution and the appropriateness of services, teaching

practice or socialization to the academic environment. The concern

appears to be diagnosing what may be lacking in the student to

prevent successful postsecondary study and predicting outcomes rather

than an interactive approach to individual problem solving and

prevention.

Program structures are addressed by several authors as well.

Most identify program content as developmental or stage-based without

specifying the nature of the interaction process between the student

and advisor. Nowak and Shriberg (1981) described what they perceive

to be the nature and needs of adult learners and what those factors

may imply for orientation and counseling for these students. Similarly,

Arbeiter (1981) discussed career guidance programs specifically

directed to adult students. These works outlined practical applications

for advising and counseling practitioners based on available resources.

Champagne and Petitpas (1989) proposed a structure of advising

interventions for adult students based on developmental theory. Here

again, the emphasis was on a theoretical definition of development which

describes individuals as occupying particular stages of life. The

emphasis is on " developmental" content as opposed to student-advisor
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interaction process. In this model, the student is educated, is referred,

is counseled, has programs planned, and is provided with special

services. Here, as with most programs, the student is seen as the

recipient of services chosen and planned by an authority figure.

Finally, research trends are examined and summarized by Brockett

and Darkenwald (1987). These authors point to a growing body of

research literature on the adult learner. They emphasize, however, that

much of this research lacks a solid theoretical base and has been

limited primarily to the areas of participation and self-directed

learning. These authors also suggest broader arenas of continuing

investigation such as the teaching-learning transaction, measuring

teaching styles, classroom social environments, life transitions,

psychosocial factors, and deterrents to participation in adult learning.

In addition, they recommend that qualitative research needs to provide

a contextual perspective that surveys alone cannot produce.

Most of the studies reviewed above are concerned with general

descriptions of the adult student population based on changed

demographics and program content that is sometimes founded on

developmental perspectives of adult students. Developmental advising

as considered from an interactive process point of view has received

little attention to date, particularly as it pertains to the growing adult

student population.

Minority Students

"[B]y around the year 2000, America will be a nation in which one

of every THREE of us will be non-white" (Hodgkinson, 1985, p.'?).
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Despite the fact that non-white minorities constitute a rapidly growing

segment of America's population, they still represent a relatively small

fraction of postsecondary students. Moreover, minority students come

from very diverse ethnic and cultural backgrounds such as American-

born subcultures, immigrants from many continents, English and non-

English speakers.

College and university mission statements sometimes express a

commitment to minority students and their development. Special

services for them can be found on many campuses in the form of Equal

Opportunity Programs, specialized language tutoring, international

student organizations, and cultural activity groups. Little is known,

however, about the kinds of advising services that may be most

appropriate for the needs of minority students. Even less is known

about the ways in which these needs may differ for specific minority

groups. What may work well for Black students may be completely

inappropriate for Native American, Thai-American, or Korean-American

students.

Jones (1990) pointed out that "by (2010), 75% of all new employees

entering the labor market will be either an ethnic minority member or a

female" (p.59). The literature reviewed by this author indicated that

many factors distinguish ethnic and racial groups from one another and

from White-Americans. Racial and ethnic groups differ widely in the

ways they experience the American social environment, how group

values interact with the mainstream, the role of language in that

interaction, and how ethnicity and social class may impact opportunity.
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A "Cultural Value Preference" table provided an instructive summary of

attitudes held by a variety of Americans, including those who are

Eurocentric, Sinocentric, and Afrocentric, as well as those who are

Hispanic and Native American, in terms of environment, time orientation,

and human relationships.

Novels and Ender (1988) addressed the issue of developmental

advising and its implications for high-achieving minority students.

These authors conducted a limited-scale survey of students who

participated in an extensive and structured curriculum of orientation

for twelve minority scholarship recipients and compared their

cumulative grade-point averages with twelve similarly talented minority

students at the end of their freshman year. The results indicated that

even students with lower SAT scores at the beginning of the study but

who participated in the program achieved higher grades than high SAT

scoring students who did not.

In a more culturally specific article, LaCounte (1987) provides

insight into the concerns of Native American students in the college

setting. Many of these students come from rural environments that are

culturally isolated and lack adequate academic preparation for

postsecondary study. Most retain significant attachments to tribe and

family and aspire to return to their homes to serve their people.

Nearly half are adult students, and many are married and/or single

parents. An historic distrust of mainstream White educational systems

combined with nearly overwhelming financial needs put these students

at significant risk.
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LaCounte (1987) recommends particular sensitivity to the need for

establishing personal trust, advocacy, and accessibility to professional

role models. There are further suggestions with regard to appropriate

programs for orientation, academic advising, financial aid, tutoring,

progress monitoring, and extracurricular activities.

Oppelt (1989) offers insights into some of the broader philosophic

and cultural issues that concern Native American students and how

those perspectives may be manifested in interaction with faculty and

service persons. Oppelt (1989) includes a list of references for

resources which provide cultural and behavioral background for Native

Americans.

In a study with Black students that uses methodology first

reported by Atkinson, Furlong, and Poston (1986), Ponterotto, Alexander

and Hinkston (1989) confirm results obtained in the earlier study with

some significant differences in the importance of preferred counselor

characteristics, such as gender, counseling experience, commitment to

culture and racial identity development. Both studies focused on Black

students but from different types and sizes of institutions. One major

difference was a preference for counselors of similar ethnicity.

Students who were exposed to many faculty members and students

of their own race did not regard this issue as important as those who

had fewer persons of their own race with whom to interact. The

authors suggested that geographic difference may have been a factor

as well. The first study took place in an urban, predominately Black

community college while the replication study surveyed students at a
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university where Black students were far more in the minority.

Caution was recommended by Pounds (1987) when advising Black

students. These students also differ considerably depending on

whether they are first or subsequent generation college students.

Further, they may come from a wide variety of geographic, economic,

and social backgrounds. These students may also suffer from academic

and social isolation as well as stereotyped assumptions about their

abilities to be successful. Recommendations for appropriate services for

these students included financial aid, appropriate preassessment of

academic preparation, strong orientation programs, integrated faculty

and staff, and culturally-based programs focused on cultural heritage

and leadership role models.

According to Chew and Ogi (1987), a distinction should be made

between American-born students with Asian heritage and immigrants

from Asian countries. These students may differ markedly in personal

values and political views. With this caveat in mind, the advisor of

these students is cautioned to be alert for strong values pertaining to

family loyalties, humility, restraint of emotional expression and a sense

of obligation.

Factors that are specific to Hispanic students were addressed by

Quevedo-Garcia (1987). This population, too, has become very diverse

in terms of socio-economic background, English language proficiency,

academic preparation, and heritage-based values. The author cited the

fact that Hispanics represent the fastest growing minority population in

the United States but that this increase is not represented in college
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enrollment. Recommended strategies for responding to the needs of

Hispanic students included specific training on cultural issues for

student services personnel, special orientation programs, and linkages

with the corporate community for program funding and job placement.

Needs assessment as it pertains to non-traditional students is

addressed implicitly by most of the authors cited above as well as by

Saunders and Ervin in their chapter in Developmental Academic

Advising (Winston, et al., (1984). These authors provide a general

summary of the needs represented by a variety of student groups with

recommended strategies for academic advisors on issues such as

academic preparation of students, personal and social development,

education and career planning, and advisor competencies. Though now

somewhat dated, an extensive reference list covers literature

addressing many student groups.

Several of the above cited articles incorporate general program

recommendations but do not directly address the issue of developmental

academic advising. Roper and McKenzie (1988), in their

recommendations for an advising program for Black student-athletes,

provide an exception. The program Roper and McKenzie (1988)

recommend outlines a chronological sequence of content that

incorporates Heath's (1980) model of student development. Specific

guidance activities are organized around themes of symbolization,

"allocentrism," integration, stability, and autonomy that are directed

toward the student's class standing. The process described, however,

suggests that "(i)nstitutions must assume the dominate role in the
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educational relationship with student-athletes" (p. 97). Here again, no

distinction is made between developmental program content as

distinguished from the advisor-student interaction implied by the

definition cited at the beginning of this review. The lack of specificity

about the meaning of "developmental academic advising" persists.

Summary

Much of the existing literature about academic advising for special

populations of students consists of descriptions of programs in use and

their advantages. Occasionally, these programs are based on theory as

it pertains to the developmental stages traditional students may

experience as they progress through their academic study. Few

address the issue of developmental advising which is defined in terms

of the interactive process as originally defined by Crookston (1972).

None consider the appropriateness of that developmental process for

specific groups of non-traditional students.

The present study is an attempt to enhance understanding of the

academic advising process by examining the experience and satisfaction

with advising among community college students with a variety of

demographic characteristics.



METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Independent and Dependent Variables

As stated in previous chapters, the purpose of this study was to

examine the styles and formats of academic advising experienced by

students in community colleges and the relationship these factors may

have to the satisfaction expressed by those students. The primary

focus was on the relationship between the student and advisor as

opposed to program content and conforms to the distinction between

prescriptive and developmental advising as suggested by Crookston

(1972). For initial data analysis, the dependent variables were

identified as the style of academic advising (prescriptive versus

developmental) as discriminated by the scores on the

Developmental/Prescriptive Advising scale (DPA) and degree of

satisfaction. Independent variables were the particular demographic

groups from which the subjects are drawn,

The Instrument

A survey instrument was designed for the study to gather

experience and satisfaction data from students at two Oregon community

colleges during late fall term of 1991. The questionnaire incorporated

two scales from the Academic Advising Inventory as published by

Winston and Sandor (1984c). Both the Developmental-Prescriptive

Advising (DPA) Scale and the Satisfaction Scale were extracted in their

original form from the inventory. Reliability and validity data for these

scales were derived from research the authors conducted in four

27
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research projects with subjects from nine institutions and were

provided in the administration manual (Winston & Sandor, 1984b).

Reliability coefficients for the subscales of the DPA scale of the

Academic Advising Inventory (Winston & Sandor, 1984b) ranged from .42

to .81 with an overall alpha coefficient for the total scale at .78. These

results were derived from data gathered from 470 largely traditional

postsecondary students.

Validity data were supplied by a study conducted by Winston and

Sandor (1984) designed to compare the style of academic advising

actually delivered to two groups of traditional students. The treatment

group consisted of students enrolled in a special program designed to

support academically deficient freshman students while a comparison

group of subjects received more traditional advising. The research

question concerned whether students receiving advising support

defined as developmental would evaluate the service they received as

more "developmental" than students who received traditional advising.

The authors reported that the instrument was successful in

discriminating the difference at the .001 statistical significance level on

the two major subscales.

Demographic information was supplied for a sizeable norm group

(N470) with respect to gender, racial-cultural background, class

standing, and age. Means and standard deviations for these groups

were provided as well.

The information that supported the Academic Advising Inventory

(Winston & Sandor, 1984b) served as baseline data for comparison with



29

results from the present study in an effort to understand the

similarities and differences between traditional and non-traditional

students and between university and community college students.

The Developmental-Prescriptive Advising Scale (DPA) was used as

published to allow comparison with norm data on the original traditional,

college student subjects. The DPA Scale consisted of 14 items arranged

in paired statements representing prescriptive and developmental

expressions of item content with responses ordered on an eight-point

continuum. The items were derived from a delphi-type process which

submitted 62 originally proposed items to an eight member panel of

advising experts.

The Satisfaction Scale was also taken from Winston and Sandor's

instrument (1984c) and was used as published. This scale measured

five dimensions of satisfaction with service received.

These two scales were accompanied by a newly designed

demographic information section which provided data about gender,

racial-cultural background, age, prior education, marital and parental

status, employment, intensity of class enrollment, class standing, type

of academic program, and plans for continuing study. Since they were

not directly relevant to the present study, the Advisor-Advisee

Activities Scale and the Demographic Information section of the

published version of the instrument were omitted.



The Sample

Two community colleges were surveyed (hereafter referred to as

College A and College B) in Oregon which were comparable in size with

an average student body of 4,150. Both colleges provide a full range of

advising and counseling services. Both assign counselors to fully

admitted students from faculty or specific program advisors. Service to

part-time or intermittent students is provided through advising and

counseling centers on the main campuses and/or satellite centers. In

some programs, advising is mandatory and part of the prescribed

curriculum. For most students, however, advising is voluntary and

often not pursued or perceived as readily available. Of the study

sample, 29% reported having received no advising at all.

College A is located in a rural area while College B serves a mid-

sized urban area. Both colleges are accredited by the Northwest

Association of Schools and Colleges and offer a broad range of curricula

including general education transfer courses, vocational training,

developmental education, and non-credit enrichment classes. The

survey instrument was administered during registration periods for

winter term.

College A scheduled registration by one-half hour windows of time

allocated alphabetically. Space was provided by the administration in

the registration area so as to distribute instruments as students waited

for their opportunity to register. Scheduling specific time blocks for

students to register created an optimum environment for both

registration procedures and data gathering in that at no time were

30
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more than six to eight students waiting for service. The resulting

atmosphere was calm and business-like without the frustrations that

often accompany this process. Students who agreed to complete the

questionnaire were instructed as to the purpose of the questionnaire

and its format and offered a small edible incentive for returning the

completed instrument. One hundred seventy-five instruments were

distributed at College A, of which 150 were returned for a return rate

of 86%. Of these, 20 instruments bore unusable data and were excluded

from the analyses that follow. The total number of subjects for College

A was 130.

Instruments were judged to be unusable when subjects marked

more than one response per item. The rate of unusable instruments can

be attributed to the difficulty of explaining a rather complex instrument

to subjects in a non-structured environment. Original norm data were

gathered from classroom samples where standardized instructions could

be made to a group of subjects. In the present research, classroom

situations for data gathering were not available, making it necessary to

give abbreviated instructions to individual subjects.

College B also provided a data gathering opportunity during

registration. The system used in this case was based on scheduling by

randomly chosen Social Security numbers. Unlike College A, however,

the registration process took place in a cramped environment with very

long waiting lines creating a frustrated and confusing situation for the

students. As in the first instance, instruments were presented to

students waiting to be served with instructions on its purpose and
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completion with the offer of the incentive on return of the

questionnaire to a table near the registration window. At College B, 125

instruments were distributed of which 94 were returned for a return

rate of 75%. Fourteen instruments were found to be unusable. These

data were also excluded from subsequent analyses. The total number of

subjects for College B was 80.

In sum, a total of 300 instruments were distributed with 244

returned for an overall return rate of 81%. Thirty-four instruments

had to be discarded due to unusable data for a rate of slightly less

than 14% rejection rate for returned instruments. The combined usable

sample for both colleges totaled 210.

In order to determine the extent to which the sample was

representative of each college's student population, sample distributions

were compared with 1990-91 enrollment data supplied by the colleges.

Following data collection, resulting information was coded and

entered into the Statgraphics, Version 5, computer program. The

original Academic Advising Inventory (Winston & Sandor, 1984c) was

designed to be machine scored from separate answer sheets. For this

study, subjects were invited to respond directly on the questionnaire

to make responses easier in an unstructured setting. The resulting

data then had to be manually coded.

Since several of the questions on the DPA scale were constructed

in reverse order to prevent a subject response set and items were

coded by letter, a special coding sleeve was constructed to enhance the

accuracy of coding. A clear acrylic envelope was constructed large
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enough that the instrument could be inserted opened flat. Appropriate

coding was permanently inscribed on the acrylic over the position of

each question. The instrument was then inserted into the sleeves and

lined up on guide markings, and responses coded numerically where the

subject had placed them.

Following a procedure recommended by Borg and Gall (1983),

missing values were replaced by the means of actual responses in DPA

total score variable and in the overall satisfaction variable (Item 16).

Hypotheses

The basic research questions outlined in the introduction of this

study have been formulated as null hypotheses for statistical testing. 1.

There is no significant difference in the style of academic advising

experienced by students with various demographic characteristics.

la. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by male and female students.

lb. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students with minority, White, and

other racial-cultural characteristics.

ic. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students of different age levels.

id. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students with different educational

backgrounds.



le. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by married and single students.

if. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students who have no children, one,

or two or more children.

1g. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students who are employed full-time,

part-time, in a work-study program, or not employed.

lh. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students who are enrolled for less

than six credits, six to eleven credits, twelve or more credits, or a

variable number of credits.

ii. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by freshmen, sophomores, or unclassified

students.

lj. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students who intend to complete an

Associate of Arts, Associate of Science, Associate of Applied Arts or

Science, certificate program, or are not planning to complete a program.

1k. There is no significant difference in the style of

academic advising experienced by students who do and do not plan to

transfer to a four-year college.

2. There is no significant difference in the level of satisfaction

with advising expressed by students with various demographic

characteristics.

34
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There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by male and female students.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students with minority, White,

and other racial-cultural characteristics.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students of different age levels.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students with different

educational backgrounds.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by married and single students.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students who have no children,

one, or two or more children.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students who are employed full-

time, part-time, in a work-study program, or not employed.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students who are enrolled for

less than six credits, six to eleven credits, twelve or more credits, or a

variable number of credits.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by freshmen, sophomores, or

unclassified students.
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There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students who intend to complete

an Associate of Arts, Associate of Science, Associate of Applied Arts or

Science, certificate program, or are not planning to complete a program.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising expressed by students who do and do not

plan to transfer to a four-year college.

There is no significant relationship between the level of

satisfaction with advising and prescriptive or developmental advising as

distinguished by the DPA scale.

There are no significant differences in satisfaction or DPA

score compared with the format of advising.

There is no significant difference in the level of

satisfaction with advising associated with the format of service delivery

of academic advising.

There is no significant difference in the scores on the

DPA scale as compared with the format of service delivery of academic

advising.



RESULTS

The analyses described in this section are organized to provide a

progressive view of the data. The initial section presents demographic

statistics that describe the sample under study. Section two consists

of several procedures that tested the representativeness of the sample.

In this section, comparisons were made with norm data provided by the

authors of the original instrument (Academic Advising Inventory,

Winston & Sandor, 1984c). Additional comparisons were made between

samples from the two colleges in the study to determine whether they

represented similar populations. Finally, the data set from each college

was compared with statistics provided by each institution in terms of

recent enrollment distributions. The data provided by College A were

for Fall Term, 1991, on credit-bearing course registrations. Data for

College B were for the 1990-91 academic year and for all credit and

non-credit courses.

In each set of comparisons, chi-square contingency tables were

used to determine whether observed frequencies in the respective

categories were significantly different from those expected.

The next step in the analysis involved ANOVA and correlation

testing of the four general hypotheses.

Sample Demographics

Demographic data for the total sample are displayed in terms of

frequency and percent on Table 1 beginning on the following page.
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Table 1 SAMPLE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS

(Table 1 continued on next page)
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GENDER
Male 79

131

38
62

RACIAL-CULTURAL BACKGROUND
Black
Asian

2
3

01
01

white 179 85

Hispanic 8 04

Native Aaerican 8 04

Other 4 02

Decline to Respond 5 02

No Response 1 <01

AGE
<=18 2 01

19-22 28 13

23-27 75 36

28-35 27 13

36-45 39 19

46-55 30 14

55+ 8 04

No Response 1 <01

EDUCATION BACKGROUND
H. S. Diplo.a 89 42

GED 23 11

Neither GED or H.S. 5 02

Soe College 76 36

Bachelor's Degree 6 03

Advanced Degree 1 <01

Technical Training 8 04

No Response 2 01

MARITAL STATUS
Married 64 30

Single 144 69
No Response 2 01

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
None 128 61
One 21 10

Two or More 59 28
No Response 2 01

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Full ?iae 25 12

Part Tie 85 41

Work-Study 22 10

Not E.ployed 76 36

No Response 2 01

ENROLLMENT LOAD
Less than 6 Credits 13 06

6-11 Credits 28 13

12 or More Credits 167 80

Variable 1 <01

No Response 1 <01

VARIABLE Frequency Percent



Table 1 (Continued) SAMPLE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS
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Sample Testing

The study sample was compared with norm data supplied by

Winston & Sandor (1984) on the two demographic characteristics that

were common to both samples. These were gender and racial-cultural

background. In each case, only categories that were common to both

sets of data were used. These data indicate that there was no

significant difference between the two data sets on gender, but there

was on the racial-cultural background dimension (see Tables 2 and 3 on

the following page).

CLASS STANDING
Freshaan >45 Credits 82 39

Sopho.ore =<45 Credits 95 45

Unclassified 28 14

No Response 5 02

PROGRAM COMPLETION GOALS
Associate of Arts 47 22

Associate of Science 62 30

Associate of Applied Arts/Science 43 20

Certification 18 09

No Co.pletion Planned 34 16

No Response 6 03

TRANSFER INTENT
Yes 146 70

No 60 28

No Response 4 02

FORMAT OF ADVISING RECEIVED
Assigned Advisor/Center 33 16

Any Advisor/Center 51 24

Individual Instructor 25 12

Group of Students 12 06

Peer Advisor 5 02

In a Course 9 04

Other Alternative 8 04

No Advising Received 61 29

No Response 6 03

VARIABLE Frequency Percent



Study 79.00 131.00 210.00

(Expected) (85.85) (124.00)

Nor. 199.00 271.00 470.00

(Expected) (192.00) (278.00)

Total 278.00 402.00 680.00

Chi-square = 1.39 Tabular value at .05 with ldf = 3.84146

In terms of gender, there is no significant difference between the

study sample and the group from which the norm data were taken.

Table 3

DATA SET Black

Study 2.00
(Expected) (12.40)

Nor. 38.00
(Expected) (27.59)

Total 40.00

Chi-square = 14.4460

RACIAL-CULTURAL BACKGROUND COMPARISONS--
STUDY SAMPLE VS NORM DATA

3.00 179.00
(3.72) (169.00)

9.00 367.00
(8.28) (376.00)

12.00 546.00

8.00 8.00

(6.82) (7.76)

14 00 17.00
(15.75) (17.27)

22.00 25.00

These data reveal statistically significant differences between the

study sample and the norm group on the racial-cultural dimension. A

closer examination of individual sets of observed and expected

frequencies reveals that the most obvious difference lies with the

number of Black subjects in the study sample. There were only two

subjects in the study sample where twelve would have been expected.

40

GENDER COMPARISONS--
Table 2 STUDY SAMPLE VS NORM DATA

DATA SET Male Female TOTAL

200.00

445 00

645 00

Tabular value at .05 with 4df = 9.4877

Native
Asian White Hispanic American TOTAL
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This difference may be accounted for by the homogenous nature of the

general population in the geographic area where the study samples

were taken while the norm data were drawn from the southeastern part

of the United States. All other categories on this dimension are nearer

the expected values.

Similar analyses were computed to compare the sample populations

for each college against enrollment data provided by the respective

institution on the dimensions of gender and racial-cultural background.

GENDER COMPARISONS--
Table 4 COLLEGE B SAMPLE VS COLLEGE B

College B Sanple 24.00 56.00

(Expected) (35.54) (44.46)

College B 16409.00 20503.00

(Expected) (16397.46) (20546.00)

Total 16433.00 20514.53

There was a significant difference found between observed and

expected values for gender for the College B sample.

RACIAL-CULTURAL BACKGROUND COMPARISONS--
Table 5 COLLEGE B SAMPLE VS COLLEGE B

College B Sap1e 1.00
(Expected) (0.40)

College B 196.00
(Expected) (195.89)

Total 197.00

80 00

36912.00

36992.00

Chi-square 49.1769 Tabular value at .05 with Sdf = 11.0705

DATA SET Male Ye.ale TOTAL

Chi-square 6.76 Tabular value at .05 with ldf = 3.8415

Native
DATA SET Black Asian White Miapanic Aaerican Other TOTAL

942.00 34153.00 3179.00 354.00 353.00 39177.00

(940.10) (34149.00) (3176.51) (359.27) (355.27)

942.00 34219.00 3183.00 360.00 356.00 39257.00

0.00 66.00 4.00 6.00 3.00 80.00

(1 92) (69.73) (6.49) (0.73) (0.73)
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On this dimension, too, a significant difference was found. Two

areas appear to account for much of the discrepancy: the values for

Native American and Other in the study sample. In both cases, the

actual N's exceed the expected numbers. The magnitude of the

difference in size of study sample versus the College B statistics is

explained by the fact that the figures supplied by the college

represented all enrollments for all classes for the entire 1990-91

academic year, both credit and non-credit, regardless of enrollment

site. For College B, then, the sample cannot be assumed to be

representative of College B's student population at all sites and types

of courses.

No significant difference was found for gender between the College

A sample and the College A population statistics (see Table 6).

GENDER COMPARISONS--
Table 6 COLLEGE A SAMPLE VS COLLEGE A

DATA SET Male Pe.ale TOTAL

liege A Sa.ple 55.00 75.00

£xpected) (58.37) (71.63)

College A 2870.00 3515.00

(Expected) (2866.87) (3518.14)

Total 2925.00 3590.00

130 00

6385.00

6515.00

Chi-square = .3593 Tabular value at .05 with ldf = 3.84146

On the dimension of racial-cultural background contingency table

analyses produced the following results for College A (see Table 7 on

the following page).



RACIAL-CULTURAL BACKGROUND COMPARISONS--

Table 7 COLLEGE A SAMPLE VS COLLEGE A

43

College A Sample 1.00 3.00 113.00 4.00 2.00 7.00 130.00

(Expected) (0.68) (1.82) (120.85) (2.08) (1.78) (2.78)

College A 32.00 85.00 5737.00 97.00 84.00 128.00 6163.00

(Expected) (32.32) (86.18) (5729.15) (98.91) (84.22) (132.21)

Total 33.00 88.00 5850.00 101.00 86.00 135.00 6293.00

Chi-square 9.8332 Tabular value at .05 with 5df = 11.0705

In this analysis, there is no significant difference in the sample

distribution as compared to the College A population. No significant

differences were found on gender or racial-cultural background

between the study sample and the population distribution for College A

but there were for College B. Given these relationships between the

study samples and enrollment data provided by each college, the sample

appears to be substantially representative in terms of gender and

racial-cultural distribution for College A only. Results for College B

must be interpreted with caution.

Summary Statistics

The DPA scale of the Academic Advising Inventory (Winston &

Sandor, 1984), which was used intact in the present study survey

(items 2-15) yields scores ranging from 14 to 112. The authors of the

scale assign a low score label to scores 14-56 and a high score label to

those 57-112. The low score range is indicative of prescriptive

advising while high scores are labeled developmental advising.

Native

DATA SET Black Asian White Hispanic American Other TOTAL
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The overall scores on the DPA scale are moderately high. Based on

Winston and Sandor's (1984b) categories, scores in none of the

categories fell below the high range. In terms of descriptive and

developmental academic advising style, all categories in both samples

may be said to have received developmental advising. These findings

support those reported by Winston and Sandor (1984b) in studies with

traditional-aged students at universities. Sample size, means, and

standard deviations for the study subjects in the demographic

variables are listed in the table that follows. In this and other means

tables, the racial-cultural background variable has been collapsed to

three categories due to small cell sizes. New groups are labeled

minority, White, and no report.

MEANS TABLE--
Table 8 DPA SCORES AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Sample DPA Score STANDARD

Size Mean DEVIATION

(Table 8 continued on next page)

J

Female 131 66.67 15.97

Male 79 65.57 9.93

RACIAL-CULTURAL BACKGROUND
Minorities 24 68.29 12.90

White 179 66.22 14.25

No Report 7 60.18 9.78

AGE
36-45 30 73.50 14.44

23-27 27 68.59 15.36

28-35 39 66.23 14.95

19-22 75 64.59 11.76

<= 18 28 63.13 14.50

46-55 8 62.04 14.34

No Report 2 56.63 13.62

55+ 1 54.00 00.00

VARIABLE

GENDER
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MEANS TABLE--
Table 8 (Continued) DPA SCORES AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Sample DPA Score STANDARD

VARIABLE Size Mean DEVIATION

EDUCATION BACKGROUND
GED
Some College
H. S. Diploa
Technical Training
Bachelor's Degree
Neither GED or H.S.
Advanced Degree
No Report

MARITAL STATUS
Harried
Single
No Report

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
One
Two or More
None
No Report

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Work-Study
Full Time
Not Employed
Part Time
No Report

ENROLLMENT LOAD
Less than 6 Credits
12 or More Credits
6-11 Credits
Variable
No Report

CLASS STANDING
Sophomore =<45 Credits
Freshman 45 Credits
Unclassified
No Report

PROGRAM COMPLETION GOALS
Associate of Applied

Arts/Science
Associate of Science
Associate of Arts
No Report
No Completion Planned
Certification

TRANSFER INTENT
Yes
No
No Report

(Prescriptive Advising =

23
76

89
8

6
5

1

1

64
144
2

21
59
128

2

22
25
77
85
1

13
167
28
1

1

95
82
28
5

43
62
47
6

34
18

146
60
4

14 - 56

74.20
67.07
64.48
64.01
63.01
61.80
59.00
47.00

66.50
66.28
56.63

70.92
68.24
64.63
62.50

70.08
68.53
66.55
64.55
47.00

68.31
66.38
65.31
65.00
47.00

67.15
65.84
65.40
60.86

59.79
66.53
66.35
63.88
63.74
62.17

66.61
65.55
64.07

Developmental Advising 57 - 112)

14.29
14.19
13.35
17.42
5.05

15.45
00.00
00.00

15.65
13.25
13.62

14.74
17.08
11.94
21.92

12.75
14.39
15.13
12.93
00.00

9.40
14.30
14.19
00.00
00.00

15.99
12.63
11.23
8.44

13.57
13.79
14.37
15.72
13.58
14.66

13.92
14.42
12.79



Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis 1

The first set of hypotheses tested for significant differences in

the style of advising, as demonstrated by the DPA score, experienced

by students in 11 demographic categories.

Sub-hypotheses la through 1k were tested using the one-way

46

None of the variables in this analysis demonstrated any significant

differences. Interpretations for the first set of sub-hypotheses are as

follows:

Sub-Hypothesis la: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

male and female students.

Sub-Hypothesis ib: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

ANOVA test. Results are displayed in the Table 9.

ANOVAS COMPARING DPA SCORE
AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Table 9 (Confidence Level = .95)

VARIABLE F-Ratio df p

Gender .301 1,208 .5896
Race .554 7,202 .7929

Age 1.897 7,202 .0622

Education Background 1.797 6,203 .0897

Marital Status .481 2,207 .6167

Number of Children 1.818 3,206 .1449

Employment Status 1.384 4,205 .2406

Credits Enrolled .577 4,205 .6799

Class Standing .433 3,206 .7295

Program Completion Goal .935 5,204 .4711

Transfer Intent .170 2,207 .8434
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significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students with minority, White, and other racial-cultural characteristics.

Sub-Hypothesis ic: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students of different age levels.

Sub-Hypothesis id: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students with different educational backgrounds.

Sub-Hypothesis le: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

married and single students.

Sub-Hypothesis if: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students who have no children, one, or two or more children.

Sub-Hypothesis ig: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students who are employed full-time, part-time, in a work-study

program, or not employed.

Sub-Hypothesis ih: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students who are enrolled for less than six credits, six to eleven

credits, twelve or more credits, or a variable of credits.

Sub-Hypothesis ii: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

freshmen, sophomores, or unclassified students.
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Sub-Hypothesis ii: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students who intend to complete an Associate of Arts, Associate of

Science, Associate of Applied Arts or Science, certificate program, or

are not planning to complete a program.

Sub-Hypothesis 1k: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the style of academic advising experienced by

students who do and do not plan to transfer to a four-year college.

Hypothesis 2

The study instrument also included an indicator of satisfaction

with experienced advising. The second set of hypotheses tested for

significant differences in the level of satisfaction reported by subjects

in 11 demographic categories. Scores on this dimension range from 1 to

4 with the highest value representing the highest degree of

satisfaction. The study sample yielded an overall satisfaction mean of

2.72 with a standard deviation of .93. Sample sizes, means, and

standard deviations for each demographic group in the study are shown

in Table 10.

(Table 10 continued on next page)

MEANS TABLE--
Table 10 SATISFACTION LEVEL AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Saple Satisfaction Level STANDARD

VARIABLE Size Mean DEVIATION

GENDER
Hale 79 2 80 0 80

Fe.ale 131 2.67 0.99

RACIAL-CULTURAL BACKGROUND
Minorities 24 2.77 1.02

White 179 2.72 0.92

No Report 7 2.57 0.79
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Table 10 MEANS TABLE--
(Continued) SATISFACTION LEVEL AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

SaRpie
VARIABLE Size

Satisfaction Level
Mean

STANDARD
DEVIATION

AGE
55+ 1 4.00 0 00

23-27 27 3.07 0 96

46-55 8 2.89 0.77

36-45 30 2.79 1 03

19-22 75 2.70 0.90

<: 18 28 2.61 0 83

No Report 2 2.50 0.71

28-35 39 2.48 0 92

EDUCATION BACKGROUND
CED 23 3.00 1 00

No Report 1 3.00 0 00

H. S. Diploa 89 2.79 0 88

Sc.e College 76 2.61 0 98

Technical Training 8 2 55 0 89

Neither CED or U.S. 5 2.54 0 87

Bachelor's Degree 6 2.45 0 81

Advanced Degree 1 2 00 0 00

MARITAL STATUS
No Report 2 2.86 0.20

Single 144 2.78 0.90

Married 64 2.56 0.99

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
No Report 2 3.50 0.71

One 21 2.76 1.00

Two or More 59 2.72 0.99

None 128 2.70 0.89

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Work-Study 22 3.00 1.02

No Report 1 3.00 0.00

Not E.ployed 77 2.82 0.89

Part Tise 85 2.64 0.87

Full Tiae 25 2.42 1.07

ENROLLMENT LOAD
Variable 1 4.00 0.00

No Report 1 3.00 0.00

Less than 6 Credits 13 2.72 0.92

12 or More Credits 167 2.71 0.95

6-li Credits 28 2.69 0.81

CLASS STANDING
Unclassified 28 3.02 0.75

Freshnan >45 Credits 82 2.69 0.87

Sophosore <45 Credits 95 2.67 1.01

No Report 5 2.54 0.87

PROGRAM COMPLETION GOALS
Associate of Arts 47 2.86 0.85

No Report 6 2.83 0.75

Associate of Science 62 2.77 0.86

Associate of Applied
Arts/Science 43 2.65 1.07

No Coapletion Planned 34 2.60 0.88

Certification 18 2.54 1.14

(Table 10 continued on next page)



Table 10 MEANS TABLE--
(Continued) SATISFACTION LEVEL AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

(Range of Satisfaction Scores = 1 (Highly Dissatisfied) to 4 (Highly Satisfied)

Students who reported satisfaction levels at or above 3.00 were

found in the "23-27" year old age category, in the high school diploma

group, those who had one child, or were unclassified in terms of class

standing. The "55+" age category rated satisfaction at 4.00, but only

one subject indicated this age. Other high scoring categories with

small cell representatives were "no report" in education background,

number of children, employment status, and enrollment load. Those who

indicated satisfaction levels at or below 2.50 were in the 28-35 year old

group, had bachelor's degrees, or were employed full time.

Hypotheses 2a to 2k were tested with the one-way ANOVA
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procedure. The results appear in Table 11.

ANOVAS COMPARING SATISFACTION LEVEL
WITH DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Table 11 (Confidence Level = .95)

VARIABLE F-Ratio df P

Gender .952 1,208 .3407

Race .659 7,202 .7067

Age 1.204 7,202 .2983

Education Background .759 6,203 .6222

Marital Status 1.289 2,207 .2779

Number of Children .507 3,206 .6779

Employment Status 1.565 4,205 .1851

Credits Enrolled .504 4,205 .7329

Class Standing 1.148 3,206 .3306

Program Completion Coal .980 5,204 .4399

Transfer Intent .123 2,207 .8845

TRANSFER INTENT
No 60 2.77 0.90

Yes 146 2.70 0.93

No Report 4 2.68 1.25

Sample Satisfaction Level STANDARD

VARIABLE Size Mean DEVIATION
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No significant differences were found between levels of these variables

on the degree of satisfaction with academic advising expressed by the

study subjects.

Interpretations for the second set of sub-hypotheses are as

follows:

Sub-Hypothesis 2a: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by male and female students.

Sub-Hypothesis 2b: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students with minority, White, and other racial-cultural

characteristics.

Sub-Hypothesis 2c: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students of different age levels.

Sub-Hypothesis 2d: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students with different educational backgrounds.

Sub-Hypothesis 2e: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by married and single students.

Sub-Hypothesis 21: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students who have none, one, or two or more children.
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Sub-Hypothesis 2g: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students who are employed full-time, part-time, in a

work-study program, or not employed.

Sub-Hypothesis 2h: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students who are enrolled for less than six credits, six to

eleven credits, twelve or more credits, or a variable number of credits.

Sub-Hypothesis 2i: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by freshmen, sophomores, or unclassified students.

Sub-Hypothesis 2j: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students who intend to complete an Associate of Arts,

Associate of Science, Associate of Applied Arts or Science, certificate

program, or are not planning to complete a program.

Sub-Hypothesis 2k: Retain the null hypothesis. There is no

significant difference in the level of satisfaction with advising

expressed by students who do and do not plan to transfer to a four-

year college.

These results offer a partial answer to Habley's (1986) concern

about whether traditional students differed from non-traditional

students in advising needs. Students in this sample did not differ

substantially on the style of advising they received (developmental) nor

on the relatively high degree of satisfaction they experience with it.
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Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis stated that there is no relationship between

the level of satisfaction with advising and the style of advising

(prescriptive or developmental) as distinguished by the DPA scale. A

product moment correlation analysis between satisfaction and DPA

yielded an r = .247 with a significance level of .0003. The level of

satisfaction with advising is positively correlated with scores on the

DPA. The null hypothesis is rejected. There is a significant, positive

relationship between DPA score and satisfaction with advising. The

amount of variance in satisfaction accounted for by the DPA score,

however, was only 6%. Furthermore, virtually all DPA scores fell in the

Developmental range of the scale with few falling in the Prescriptive

category. These results must, therefore, be viewed with caution.

Hypothesis 4

The fourth hypothesis tested for a significant difference in the

level of satisfaction and DPA scores experienced by students receiving

academic advising in different formats of service delivery. An ANOVA

was conducted comparing satisfaction level with item one of the

instrument which indicated the format or setting in which the majority

of advising took place. Categories for this item include no report,

advised individually by assigned advisor at an advising center, advised

individually by any available advisor at an advising center, advised

individually by an instructor, not through an advising center, advised

with a group of students, advised by a peer counselor, advised in

conjunction with a course, advised in a manner other than the
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alternatives described above, and no advising received. The level of

satisfaction with advising reported by subjects served by the different

formats evaluated advising on a four-point scale. In six cases the

format was not reported. Table 12 summarizes the results of the

satisfaction level by format of advising.

Here, subjects expressed the highest degree of satisfaction with

peer advisors (N=5, mean3.4) and the lowest for advising with a group

of students (N=12, mean=2,25). The ANOVA test for format of advising

and satisfaction produced F2.699; df8, 201; and p.O077.

A multiple comparisons test (Tukey method) for differences

between means on levels of format of advising produced statistically

significant differences at the .05 level between students who were

advised by assigned advisors in centers (N33, mean3.08) and students

who received no advising (N=61, mean2.43). Students receiving center-

based advising from assigned advisors were more satisfied with their

experience than students who received no advising (3.08 vs 2.43).

Students receiving peer advising scored the highest level of

Table 12
MEANS TABLE--

SATISFACTION LEVEL AND FORMAT OF ADVISING

Sapie STANDARD
FORMAT Size Mean DEVIATION

Peer Advisor 5 3.40 .55

Assigned Advisor/Center 33 3.08 .85

In a Course 9 2.89 .93

Individual Instructor 25 2.87 1.05

Any Advisor/Center 51 2.84 .83

Other Alternative 8 2.63 .52

No Report 6 2.50 1.05

No Advising Received 61 2.43 .89

Group of Students 12 2.25 1.14



satisfaction (3.40), but the small cell size (N5) diluted the weight of

that factor.

Interpretations for Sub-Hypothesis 4a indicate that the null

hypothesis must be rejected. There is a significant difference in

satisfaction based on the format of service delivery. An ANOVA was

conducted for DPA score and format of advising. This procedure

yielded F=3.535; df=4, 205; and p=.0007. An examination of the means

table for this factor shows that the highest DPA scores were among

students who were advised by peers and the lowest for those advised

with a group of students.

A multiple comparisons test (Tukey method) for DPA score and

levels of the format of advising produced statistically significant

differences at the .05 level between three pairs of format levels.

Students advised by any advisor at a center scored 61.72 (N51)

whereas students with peer advisors scored 87.70 (N=5). A second

significant comparison was between subjects advised with a group of

55

Table 13
MEANS TABLE--

DPA SCORE AND FORMAT OF ADVISING

Sanpie STANDARD

FORMAT Size Mean DEVIATION

Peer Advisor 5 87.70 19.91

No Report 6 71.33 20.35

Individual Instructor 25 71.16 14.97

Assigned Advisor/Center 33 69.03 14.99

Other Alternative 8 65.19 12.01

In a Course 9 63.22 19.05

Any Advisor/Center 51 61.72 17.16

Group of Students 12 59.25 9.46

No Advising Received 61 N/A N/A
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students (mean=59.25, N=12) and those with peer advisors (mean87.70,

N5). The third significant comparison was between students advised in

a course (mean63.22, N9) and peer advising (mean87.70, N5).

For Sub-Hypothesis 4b, the null hypothesis must be rejected.

There is a significant difference in the DPA score for format of advising

groups. For this sample, peer advising scored highest on the

developmental/prescriptive advising scale, and rated high in

satisfaction as well. The small number in this group (5), combined with

the large standard deviation (19.91), suggests that these results must

be regarded with substantial caution.

Since the group which reported receiving no advising did not

indicate a low level of satisfaction with this situation, it is likely that

they represent a group of significant size (61 of 210 subjects or 29%)

and that, for some reason, does not seek out advising or feel the need

for the service.

To investigate further the group of subjects who received no

advising (N=61), a review of the frequency data for each demographic

group provided a summary view of the characteristics of each group

and their distributions. Table 14 beginning on the following page

displays: (1) the frequency of subjects by demographic group within

each variable who received no advising, (2) the frequency of subjects

by demographic group within each variable who received advising, (3)

the total number of subjects by demographic group within each

variable, and (4) the percent of subjects by demographic group within

each variable who received no advising.



SUBJECTS WHO DID AND DID NOT
Table 14 RECEIVE ADVISING BY DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE

VARIABLE
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Subjects Subjects
Receiving Receiving Total Percent

No Advising Advising Group Receiving

(Total 11=61) (Total N=149) N No Advising

(Table 14 continued on next page)

GENDER
Male 28 51 79 35

Penale 33 98 131 25

RACIAL-CULTURAL BACKGROUND
Minorities 11 14 25 44

White 49 130 179 27

No Report 1 0 1 100

AGE
=18 1 1 2 50

19-22 6 22 28 21

23-27 22 53 75 29

28-35 6 21 27 22

36-45 14 25 39 36

46-55 8 22 30 27

55. 4 4 8 50

EDUCATION BACKGROUND
H. S. Diplo.a 22 67 89 25

GED 8 15 23 35

Neither GED or H.S. 0 5 5 00

So.e College 22 54 76 29

Bachelor's Degree 4 2 67

Advanced Degree 0 1 1 00

Technical Training 4 4 8 50

MARITAL STATUS
Married 20 44 64 31

Single 40 104 144 28

NoReport 1 1 2 50

NUMBER OP CHILDREN
None 35 93 128 27

One 7 14 21 30

Two or More 19 40 59 32

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
PullTine 9 16 25 36

Part Tie 27 58 85 32

Work-Study 5 17 22 22

Not E.ployed 20 56 76 26

ENROLLMENT LOAD
Less than 6 Credits 8 5 13 62

6-11 Credits 10 18 28 36

12 or More Credits 43 124 167 26

Variable 0 1 1 00

CLASS STANDING
Preshnan >45 Credits 26 56 82 32

Sopho.ore =<45 Credits 26 69 95 27

Unclassified 6 22 28 21

NoReport 3 2 5 60



SUBJECTS WHO DID AND DID NOT
Table 14 (Continued) RECEIVE ADVISING BY DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE

VARIABLE Subjects Subjects
Receiving Receiving Total Percent

No Advising Advising Group Receiving

(Total N=61) (Total N=149) N No Advising

The data reveal several categories of students who have not

received academic advising at percentage rates higher than the overall

sample percent of 29. Most notable in terms of cell size is the minority

group where 11 of 25 students were not being advised for a 44% rate.

Only 27% (49 of 179) of White students were not being advised. Other

student groups who were not being advised at rates over 40% were

those over 55 years of age (4 of 8 students), those with technical

training as prior educational background (4 of 8 students), those

enrolled for less than 6 credits (8 of 13 students), and no report for

class standing (3 of 5 students).

Several of these student groups are represented by small cell

sizes and interpreted with caution. However, the minority and

students-enrolled-for-less-than-six-credits groups are of sufficient

size to warrant further investigation to discover what factors may
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PROGRAM COMPLETION GOALS
Associate of Arts 17 30 47 36

Associate of Science 17 45 62 27

Associate of Applied
Arts/Science 10 33 43 23

Certification 4 14 18 22

No Co.pletion Planned 11 23 34 32

No Report 2 4 6 33

TRANSFER INTENT
Yes 43 103 146 29

No 17 43 60 28

NoReport 1 3 4 25
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account for these high rates.

Future research is needed to determine whether these proportions of

students who did not receive academic advising are typical on

community college campuses, what the determining factors may be for

the absence of service, and whether it is related to such factors as

demographic variables, recruitment, retention, and transfer rates.



DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

Because academic advising in community colleges has been studied

very little from a theoretical perspective, this research represented an

exploratory analysis of the factors that may be relevant to the

prescriptive or developmental style of advising and to the satisfaction

students have with the service they receive.

The basic questions at issue in this study have concerned: (1) the

prescriptive or developmental style of academic advising experienced by

community college students, (2) whether a variety of demographic

characteristics are related to satisfaction with advising, (3) what

relationship there may be between the style of advising experienced

and the degree of satisfaction with that service and 4) what formats or

service delivery modes may produce the most satisfaction and the

highest DPA scores.

Four general hypotheses, with accompanying sub-hypotheses, were

examined based on the responses of a sample of 210 students at two

mid-sized Oregon community colleges to a survey questionnaire. The

first set of hypothesis concerned whether there were significant

differences in the way subjects with a variety of demographic

characteristics responded to the DPA scale on the survey. This scale

distinguished prescriptive from developmental advising. In this

instance, no significant differences were found for any specific

demographic characteristic.

60
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Hypothesis two pertained to whether there were significant

differences in satisfaction with advising expressed by subjects in the

same demographic categories. In this case, too, no significant

differences were found.

The third hypothesis examined the relationship between the level

of satisfaction subjects expressed with advising and the DPA score.

There was found to be a significantly positive correlation. However,

because only 6% of the variance in satisfaction is attributable to the

DPA score, the results must be viewed with caution.

Finally, on the fourth hypothesis, the level of satisfaction and the

DPA scores subjects reported were compared with eight types of format

within which they received the service. Significant differences in both

satisfaction and DPA scores were found to be present. Multiple

comparisons tests were computed for satisfaction and DPA score with

the format of advising to determine the location of significant

differences. For the satisfaction measure, advising taking place with an

assigned advisor in a center was higher to a statistically significant

degree than that expressed by students receiving no advising. No

other pair of format types produced significant differences.

The multiple comparisons test for DPA score by format of advising

isolated three pairs of format types that were significantly different.

They were between peer advising and three other formats; any advisor

in a center, with a group of students, and in a course. In this case,

peer advising produced higher DPA scores than the other formats cited.

Because the peer advising factor was represented by a very small cell
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size, however (N5), these results must be viewed with caution.

There is a substantial body of literature that references the

concept of developmental academic advising either explicitly or by

inference. The references cited in this study indicate that

developmental advising is appropriate for non-traditional adult and

minority students (Arbeiter, 1981; Bitterman, 1985; Krager, et al., 1990;

Nowak & Shriberg, 1981; Novels & Ender, 1988; Oppelt, 1989; Ponterotto,

et al., 1989, Pound, 1987; Chew & Ogi, 1987; Quevedo-Garcia, 1987).

Developmental advising also provides an attractive and useful frame of

reference for practitioners who devote their professional activity to the

best interest of their students (Crookston, 1972; Habley, 1981 Winston,

et al., 1984).

Such empirical research as exists indicates that developmental

advising as defined in the literature is actually taking place when one

considers the kinds of activities and services that are available to

students. While these factors appear to be compelling in their

implications for the academic advising process, it is important to

remember that 29% or 61 of 210 subjects in this study received no

advising at all. Moreover, the data resulting from this survey indicated

that only the format within which advising actually took place produced

any significant differences in student satisfaction with the service.

The analysis of variance for the satisfaction indicator compared with

the format of advising yielded an F-ratio of 2.699 with a .0077

significance level. The highest levels of satisfaction were reported by

students who were advised by peers and by students assigned to
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specific advisors at a center. Other forms of advising scored in the

moderately high range (2.89 - 2.25 of a possible 4). Even students who

received no advising at all indicate that they were not dissatisfied

(2.43).

The ANOVA tests for DPA score and format of advising produced an

F-ratio of 3.535 at the .0007 significance level. Highest scores were

reported by students advised by peers followed by those who did not

report a format. However, the cell size of subjects served by peer

advisors was very small (N=5). Consequently, the results must be

viewed with caution. Of formal advising situations, students advised

by individual instructors reported the highest scores on the DPA scale.

Implications for Future Research

In addition to continuing investigation on the issue of

developmental/prescriptive advising and its relationship to satisfaction,

future research is needed to refine the distinction between program

structure and content and the process of interaction that takes place

between the individual student and the advisor. Program structure and

content have implications for the mode of service delivery while the

advising interaction process may be evaluated independent of the

setting in which it takes place. These factors imply that the

responsibility for evaluating the mode of service delivery lies with the

institution as a whole while the issue of the developmental or

prescriptive nature of the advising relationship might serve as an

internal evaluation tool for the advising center or those who coordinate



64

individual advisors.

Further investigation should also target those students who

receive no advising to discern more specifically who they are and what

their advising needs may be. Why are they not being advised? Do

they not need or want advising or is it not available to them at the

appropriate time and place? Are they successful students without

having the benefit of advising? Are they more at risk of dropping out

of school? Are there certain demographic characteristics that are

associated with receiving no advising at all?

This study identified several student groups that are not

receiving academic advising at rates in excess 40%. Two groups,

minority students and those who were enrolled for fewer than six

credits, were of sufficient sample size to warrant further investigation.

Some relevant questions for future research would be whether minority

students are not being advised because of cultural factors,

discrimination, lack of information about available services, or other

factors yet to be identified. Students who are enrolled in only one or

two classes during a term may lack information about services and/or

have problems with access to services.

Rather than devoting more research energy and resources to the

issue of developmental versus prescriptive advising, this study

suggested that such concrete issues of advising model and service

delivery may be more fruitful areas of investigation. Habley and

McCauley's (1987) survey of institutional models of advising found

seven discrete models of advising present on American campuses.
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These authors observed that advising service has evolved out of local

practices rather than having been the result of thoughtful, research-

informed design. This state of affairs calls for more research

comparing these models of advising and for administrative bodies to

become committed to and directly involved in streamlining advising

services with an institutional perspective.

Most colleges and universities acknowledge the importance of

academic advising in the catalogs they publish and the strategic

planning documents that guide their priorities. Advising professionals

and their national and regional organizations may need to devote a

greater proportion of their activity to participating in institutional

strategic planning and developing linkages with administrators and

planning personnel.

The issue of satisfaction with academic advising needs to be

distinguished from students' preferences for services. Because

students may indicate a degree of satisfaction with a service they use,

it does not necessarily follow that the service meets their needs at the

optimum level. More qualitative research from an inductive approach

should elicit information directly from students about their specific

needs, especially as they pertain to minority and part-time students.

Other areas needing further investigation include entry level

versus advanced students, attitudinal and personality factors of both

advisors and students, and comparisons of students who receive a

consistent level of advising with students who receive no advising.



66

Conclusions

The background of literature against which this study was

undertaken is based on the assumption that developmental academic

advising is appropriate and is needed and desired by students who use

the service. The results of this investigation showed that

developmental academic advising was taking place on the community

college campuses in the study and that students in a variety of

demographic categories were generally satisfied with the advising they

received.

The study further concluded that while there was a relationship

between developmental advising and satisfaction, there were no

demographic variables in this study that accounted for important

differences in satisfaction except for the format of advising or the

setting in which it takes place. These data imply that the mode of

service delivery may be at least as important to students as whether or

not it takes developmental or prescriptive form.

The presenting question for this research was concerned with the

style of academic advising as experienced by community college

students with a variety of demographic characteristics and the degree

of satisfaction they express with the service. The results of this

investigation suggest that future research also needs to be concerned

with what modes of service delivery are most needed and preferred by

students and whether students who receive no advising do not need it

or find it unavailable to them.
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There are many different models of advising service delivery in

use in colleges and universities; several different styles are likely to

be found in a single institution. Academic advising service is very

difficult to evaluate under these conditions and is likely to

indiscriminately scatter institutional resources. Such a scenario invites

duplication of services, inconsistency of information, and confusion for

the students advising is meant to serve. This study suggests that

evaluation of the structure of current advising practices is vital and

that needs assessment research should be a priority at both the

institutional and professional levels.

Academic advising as an area of research interest and focus is

relatively new. It is a fertile field for new ideas and questions about

effective practice, particularly in view of the increasing variability of

the student population and the needs they represent. On-going

research into these issues will provide the impetus for the continued

evolution of the profession toward more effective and efficient service.
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APPENDIX A

ADVISING EVALUATION E{VENTORY

Before begnuung this Invesuory, please answer the followtng question. Circle the letter of your response.

Which of the following best deaibes the MAJORITY of academic advising you have received this year? SeLect only
one.

Advised individually by assigned advisor at an advising center
Advised individually by any available advisor as an advising center
Advised individually by an instructor, not through an advising center
Advised with a group of scudent*
Advised by a pear (student) advisor
Advised in conjunction with a course in which I enrolled
Advised in a manner other than the aiternauves described above
No advising received

If you answered one of the iranr from a' through g', please complete Parts I. II, & III of this Inventory, if you answered
h. please :Idp Parr land complete ltn 16 of Part 11 and all of Part Ill'.

Please circle the letter of your response.

2. My advisor is interested in helping me learn how
find out about courses and programs for myself.
A B C 1)

very slightly
true true

My advisor tells me what would be the best
scheduLe for me.

A B C D
Tt7 slightly
true true

4. My advisor and I talk about vocational
opportunities in conjunction with advising.
A B C I)

slightly
true ttue

PART I

Part I of this Inventory concerns how you and your advisor approach academic advising. Even if you have had more than
one advisor or have been in more than one type of advising situation this year, please respond to the statements in terms of your
current situation.

There are 14 pairs of statements in Part I. You must make two decisions about each pair in order to respond: (1) decide
whichone of the two statements most accui-ately describes the academic advising you received this year, and thea (2) decide
how acCuSte or true that statement is (from very true to slightly true.)

OR Myadvisortellsmewhatlneedtokeowabout
academic courses and programs.
E P C H
slightly ,ery
true true

OR My advisor suggests importani considerations in
planning a schedule and then gives me
tesponsibility for the final decision.
E F C
slightly
true

OR My advisor and I do not talk about vocational
oppo1unitics in conjunction with advising.

slightly
true
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H

true

yery
true



12. My advisor suggests what I should major in

A B C
very
true

D
slightly

true

My advisor gives me tips on managing my time
better or on studying more effectively when I
seem to need them.
A B C
very
true

D
slightly

true

D
slightly

true

Page 2
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thsn.acidem_ic probleins
E F
slightly
true

C if
very
true

OR My advisor does not spend time giving me tips
on naxiaging my time better or on studying more
effectively.
E P C H
slightly very
true true

OR My advisor and Id adour expectations of
advising and of each other.
B F C K
slightly very
true true

OR MyadvisorestsstepslcantaketOhelpme
decide on a major.
B F C K
slightly very
true true

My advisor shows an interest in my outside-of-
class activities and sometimes suggests activities.
A B C D
very slightly
true true

My advisor assists me in identifying realistic
acedemic goals based on what I know about
myself, as well as about my test scores and grades.
A B C D
very slightly
true true

My advisor registers me for my classes.

A B C
very slightly
true true

When I' faced with difficult decisions, my
advisor tells me my alternatives and which one
is the best choice.
A B C D
very slightly
true true

My advisor does not know who to content about
other-than-academic problems.
A B C
very
true

OR My advisor does not know what I do outside of
class.
E F C H
slightly very
true true

OR My advisor identifies realistic academic goals for
me based on my test scores and grades.

E F C H
slightly very
true true

OR My advisor teaches me how to register myself
for classes.
E F C H
slightly very
true true

OR When I'm faced with difficult decisions, my
advisor assists me in identifying alternatives and
in considering the consequences of choosing each.
E F C if
slightly very
true true

OR My advisor knows who to contact about other-

Myadvisortellsmewhatlmustdoinorderto
be advised.
A B C D
very slightly
true true



My advisor iLses test Scores and grades to let him
or her iniow what courses are most aopropnate
for me to take

A B C 0
racy slightly
true true

My advisor talks with me about my other-than-
academic interests and plans.
A B D
very slightly
true true

My advisor keeps informed of my academic
progress by exaaninmg my files and grades only.

A B C D
very slightly
true true

PART U

Considering the academic advising you have participated in at this college this year, respond to the following five statements
by writing the letter of your response in the space before the statement.

A Strongly Disagree C = Agree
B Disagree D Strongly Agree

16.() I san satisfied in general with the academic advising I have received.
17.( ) I have roceived accurate inlormatjon about courses, programs, and requirements through academic advising.
IL() Sufficient prior notice has been provided about deadlines related to college policies and procedures.

Advising has been available when I needed it.
Sufficient time has been available during advising sessions.

Page 3

OR My advisor and I use information, suck as test
scores, grades, interests, and abilities, to
determine what courses axe most appropriate
for me to take.
E F
slightly
true

OR My advisor doci not talk with me about interests
and plans other than academic ones.
E F
slightly
true
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H
very
true

H
very
true

OR My advisor keeps informed of my academic
progress by examining my tiles and grades and
by tailting to me about my classes.
£ F H
slightly very
true true

PAR T DI

Please respond to the following questions. Circle the letter of your response.

What is your sex?
(a) male (b) female

What is your cultural/racial background?
(a) Black (b) Oriental/Ajan (c) White/Caucasian
(d) Blspaszie (a) American Indian (I) Any Other
(g) Decline to respond



What was your age at your last birthday?
(a) 18 or younger (b) 19-22 (c) 23-27 (d) 28-35
(e) 36-45 (0 46-55 (g) over 55

What was your educational background BEFORE enrolling at this college?
(a) high school diplomi (b) GED (c) neither diploma nor GED
(d) some college (e) bachelor's degree (I) advanced degree
(g) technicaL training

What is your inasjtal status?
(a) married (b) single

Do you have children?
(a) none (b) one (c) two or more

What is your employment status?
(a) full-tisue (b) part-time (c) work/study program
(d) not currently employed

23. For how many credits do you usually enroll each terre?
(a) less than 6 (b) 6-11 (c) 12 or more (d) variable

29. What is your class standing?
(a) freshman (less than 45 credits) (b) sophomore (more than 45 credits)
(c) unclassified

30. Which program do you plan to complete?
(a) Associate of Azt (b) Associate of Science (e) Asociaxe of Applied Arts or Science
(d) Certification Program (e) Not planning to complete

31. Do you plan to transfer to a four-year college?
(a) yes (1,) no

32. Plsaseusethespacebelowforanyaddidooalconrmentsyouwishtomake.

If you have any questions about
this research please coniac

Carol Eckhaxdt
P0 Box 297
Otter Rock, OR 97369

IKáNK YOU FOR YOUR TThIE!

(Item 1 and Pails I and II of this inventoty en reproduced
by penmialon of the publisher from the Aco4onic Advising Inventory.

copyright0 1984 by Student DevelopmentAaaociates, Inc. All sights reserved.)
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APPENDIX B

Student Development Associates, Inc.
110 Crestwood Drive
Athens, Georgia 30605
(404) 549-4122

May 1, 1992

Ms. Carol Eckhardt
P. 0. Box 297
Otter Rock, OR

Dear Ms. Eckhardt:

In regards to your request to reproduce scales from the
Academic Advising Inventory, permission is granted to use the
Developmental-Prescriptive Advising scale and the satisfaction
Items. Your instruments should carry the following: Copyright
© 1984 by Student Development Associates, Inc. All rights
reserved. Scales reproduced by permission of the publisher.

There is no fee for use of these scales and items. We do
request that you provide us with a copy of your dissertation once
It is completed because we are interested l'n learning of
research using the AAI.

,Sirely,
Signature redacted for privacy.
Roger . Winston, Jr., PII.YD.
Director

Educational Consultants Publishers
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