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1 . ‘Introduction !

-

Evén'tbe most superficial review of the literature on the state of .

{

the art in higher education points to an overwhelming concern with academic”.
.’[ .

IR ‘ 7. . B
advising systems (See for example, Astin, 1976; Chickering, 1973; Levine

i} and Weingarten, 1973). A closer look reveals inconsistent recommendations

[y .

as ‘to who should advise or whsf method tﬁey should use. ‘More important ‘f

thaﬁ-a definitive ansger‘tc the above questions :$u1d be for ins}itutions
to.éssess the status ofsthéﬁr current,advising sys;em. Mash (1978:36)
-
syggests, _ , ) -, - ‘ <
It is imperative that advisiqg‘systems be developed
which.will bring to ; halt the\patpetic 'student shuffle’

1

from office to office and usually back to peers for

. _ . /

© "inside' ‘information and coping meéhanisms.f _ ;

 The daga and discus;ion whigh follow are part of a l;rger study on
5 ) the use and aésessmen{iof various services and acti;ities by gtudénts‘hg
:Qeonge Mason University (Hickey, 1979). ﬁhilg the survey was exploraﬁory
iﬂ nature, an assessment of the academic advising system was an_;ntégral
part of the éuestjonnaire ;nd was a majqr focus for analysis. The format
for the questions on academic advising fesulted ﬁrom.discussions.with :
various sectors.of the university community. The questions';eflecte& the
concerns of those who are rgsponsibie for #hg policies regarding ac;demic

advising and the students' concerns. as far as their expectations for

advising and the assistance they actually received.




" The Study S | \m‘

The_hetérogéneity of the student population at George HSSOn_UniGérsity

was taken into éégguht in the chdice of a stratified random sample‘survey
design. The strata chosgn for the survey weré a cohbination of éhg age
of the thden: and the number.of credit hours attempted (F811'1978).

A mail questionnhire was cheosen as‘the method fo:’con&dcﬁing the survey
research...USQng aii approximation of tﬁe "total Sesign method" advocated
by Dillman (1978), the initialimailoéz was in late April 1979 with a post - - -
;ard-rémin%gr ten days later and ; second questionnaire to nonréépondents, |
one month after the iniﬁ;;l maildlit. The response rate for the total
sample was 70.8% £§=352). The response for each sg;ata.wa§ within + 102
of the overall resﬁonse rate. fhe external vaiidity of the sample was

checked. and no significant differences were found comparing the sample and

. population distributions for sex, marital status; race and citizenship.
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Note: . : o o ' .

The ‘discussion which follows refers to both Extended Studies

1

Counseling and Academic Advising. These terms were used to distinguish
: : >

between thelpivision of Continuing Education (Counselingi and all otﬁet

ot -

studehtsvadmittéd into a regular degree program (Advising).



Academic Advising
e ' In discpssiné the findings~regarding academic advising

Al

i reference wili be made to the use and rating of-both Extended

. ~ Studies Counséliﬂé and Academic Advising (frdm'Quqstion i), ..
' oo B | . . ~

- -4

¢ ‘ as well as.respdﬁses to Questions-3 and 4 dea;ing with the
number of times students met'Qith their advisor/counselor

\ durin§ the Fall °'78 semester and student expectatidns for‘

various levels of advising assistance. g S

Over half of those who report usxng E&;sade& Studxes

m«"“""""m -

o7
e

g ._{ ' Counsellng rate it gggnnexﬁéflent. One third of those who
€ - A ‘,.4.«"'* ‘
.-s:"" ¢,

useigsadﬁmxc advxslng rate it good- excellent In both cases,

..«e-\‘

4/f,K/a)§Kwhe older students tend to rate it more favorably. Unavail--
= 4

\

o, - abilxty of advising evenings and weekends was reported by

L}
- part~-time students, ages 25-34 more often than other strata;

Y _
the: percefit in this category who do not use Extended Studi'es /)'

*

-,

Counsgl%ng due to unavailability is 5.7 and the figure for
. § i . -
gﬂcademic Advising is 7.9%. For marginals within strata,
’ ¢ : -
2 g ) . - )
see Appendix 1, Tables 1 and 2.

B . ' :
. Percentage Use of Extended Studies Counseling
! . . i ahd Academic Advisjing

€ $ Use $ Use

B _ . % Extended Studies Academic
. é ‘ © Counseling Advising -
& )
. & %
Do not use: . ' T
A - - ..
Chodse not to use so.1 ¥ . 2503
Not available evenings/.
weekends o % ‘2.3 _ . 2.6
Don't know if available 14.5 ‘ ‘ 4.6 ;
Use: would rate i't . ' i~
Poor-Fair . - A T 10.7 - 44.9
Good-Excellent , 12.4 22.7

L : ' .
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,ﬁTﬁe br?akdown by strata for Question 3 §ho§§_tg;t for
the total sample, 62.;§ met'with their advisor at least ohce
’dufikg the Fall '78.semester. Within strata, tﬁose ﬁtudents
who ‘were full-éime, age 22 and over were most likely to‘

“have met at least once (71.7%). Those part-time students,

/
/

ages 25-34 were least likely to report meeting with their

ITRY PP

§§£§§9L"¢59«Qt+v~~?5empe:cenftgeSHbywstr&biﬁie:ﬂfo:;Qges—

..:qwm- PO TS i
-

t -

tion 3 are reported in Appehdix(l. Table 3.

-
L4 -

Percent Reporting Met With Academic Advisor- , .' »

Extended Studies Counselor Fall '78 Semester

. ) ' , “
' Didn't meet - 33.8
N , ‘Met once 36.6 )
> Met 2+ times - 25.5
- " NO answer = 14§ . + 3.9

4
¢

i/

The purpogg oé Question 4 was to degerﬁine how the .
student perceives the_tplé of his/her agaéemié advisor;.
To det;rmine-this, the students were asged to indicaté\which
of the various forms of assistance they expectedJﬁrom't£eir
v advisor and wh#ch of-éﬁgse they actually fecéived. Nénrespodée

to a parficular item would indicate that the stﬁﬂent does

not .expect this assistance frép the advisor (with a small

allowance for those who might have chosen to ignore the

'S
~

question totglly)i

\
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- \ - ._ 6 -
s .
i ‘ ) N L Y . :
Percent Expecting But“ggt Receiving . ~- .
. Following Assistance From Achdemic Advisor‘ d {&
) - Neo
-~ ¥ ‘Answer
Sign cdurse approval fcrm :. . 14,2 . .- ';5.3'
Explain requirements fcr gradﬁaticn ) S ‘'56.9 . ' 18.2
Consult on course. se;ectzon ~ . 45.1 - 1s.6
‘Offer qeneral advice . xtévr ASQ.B l‘ co2l.0
Refer to support setvicec | ) I 90.4 ' 49.4 '
Discuss‘graduate scthl:ctud&es _.' T 78t8 #0:9
Discuss job O#PQ{tG?ities-in‘ycur field “8@25‘_' . 40.3

' . ’ . o '
Since the intent of Qbestion4 was to dscettain the .-
. - b -4
degree to w@:ch student expectations were not bezng met t o B

by advxsors, %pe following discu531on will Sente: on the

~ -

percent of students expecting, but not receivipg, varlous
¢

types of assistance. Fzgures fcr 1tem 1 (sign course, apptoval

R Y

form) show that only 14. 1% of the sample expect thi's bnt

- L3

do not receive it. The strata havxng the most difficulty

»
gettlng a sxgnature on thexr course, approval form are those

part txme students less than 25 years of age (18 4% expect
but 4o not receive). Item 2 (explaxn requlrements for gr!ﬁua-
tion) has 56.9% of th fsample expecting‘but not receiving

-»‘“ ) .

an explanation of. graduation requirements. The part-time’

" and younger stud;Hks,hqve the greatest difficulty obtaining

- , -

this assistapce (70.3% expect but do not receive within
R

the part-time, under 25 years of age strata)i In item 3,

I

45.1% of the sample expect but do not receive -tonsultation

e

« . % — .

9 . ‘- | . .



\

- a

from their advisor regarding course selection. This is

&

particulazly true for those parte- txme students aged 25~ 34

(54 7% do not receive assistance thh course selection).
3 .

“ In item 4 (offer general advi?e), 56.8% Of ;he sample would’

s

like their advxsor to provide this axd buf do not' receive

it. Agaxn. the part-time studﬁnts ages 25-3% are least
. - “s » 4 ot
llkely to, receive general advice (68.2% expect but do not

receive). Nearly one~ haIf of the sample (49. 4%) did hot

answer-item 5 which 1nd1cates tha; many students do not

-

. feel their advisor should refer them to support services

(e.g. tutorial, finenciél aid, cohnseling. ethT'\\ﬂg:fveq 3

of those who did expect this of their advzsor, very few

actually received it, For example,{none of the full-time

-

students aged 22 aﬁh_ove; who expected this assistance

teceived it. The students who comprise the 40.9% who digd
not respond to item 6 apparently do not expect their advisor
to d;séuss graduate school.stuaies; For those in the sample-

who desire this assistance,” . 78.8% do not receive it. Within

AN

the strata, the full-ejgg younger student is least likely
to have an advisor who has discusged graduate school studies
with t@em {86.8% expect, but do not receive). The final

item (discuss'job opportuniti;;).shows 40.3% of the sample
\ dxd not respond and presumably do not expect this of their.

advisot.. Students in the sample who -do expeet ;pis, tep;rt
;hat 84.8% do not receive it. The strata least “likely to

i N\
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‘have these expectatians fuifil}ed.xs the‘part ximffstudent,

dnder 25 years of age . (93 lt of thdéé who expect. do not

.rechve). The next section will xntlude a reﬁoft of dross-.“

tabnl*tions looking at bhe quéstions on advisrng by othen T
- _.s,- * :5 ~ *
variables which - vere hYPbthesized¢to hage an effect on advising.
s )
- It waﬁ felt that difﬁereﬁt respg%ses to»Questhn 12
’ 3

(What is the hlghest academic degree th&t you intend to

obtain?) mxght determxne how students pereexve the role *\,
3 : B
of academxc advxsing in‘their educatxonal exp{}lence. The .

N A

matginals for Question 12 shqy.hearky zo.p% of the sample_ ‘;‘

- — » . LT . .
Plan to obtain at least a Magter's deg:ee.I.grosstabulations

i . ; . - i » o> _h( . o
were computed -using the responses- to Question 12 categorizedﬁ R §
. . . e . " . ¥ . ‘ .
. .

<

S .

_ in" two. groups: . B . ' - ’ . ‘

A

1) Plapéto op;aiﬂ ho degrée, Ass0C. degrée; Bachelor's -

2% Plan‘?q obtain Master's dﬁgreé. or higher graduate N
[ . -
Lo . / o : .

degree - T

[

-~ . 4 o .

- P "l . o \
Percent Reporting Highest Academic Degree o

-

Intend to Obtain . . oY _
'None, Assoc., Bachelors Degree. _ 30.{ ‘ g w N
Gradu:;e Degree a . 69.2 . ’
. i . ) L - v - .
Distributions for student use o0f Extended Studies Coun- -

" .
. . N 3

seiing[&cﬁdemic Advising do noé show significant diffé&enceSI

t
f

when compared with their intention to pursue a*graduate

-

'
f ~N »
. . - . -
. N -
-

Y | 7. / A S, .
. : . . i
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’ " . 'degree. This pattern- continues when yéu look at duestion

- %

. 3 and degree aspirations. NLookipg at degree plans wi:h_each

R s . . .

item in Question . 4, no significant reiationships (différenceg)

. apgear except for item 6.

»

>

' Student Expectations for Assistance from Advisor
« -~ (Discuss Graduate School Studies)

by Highest Degree Intend to Obtain

-

; . : ' Graduate
£ Bachelors _Degree_
Expecﬁ,'@o not recejve . 88.9. T I5.2
& éxpect‘end receive oy 11.1 . .24.8
\ ) .
——— . VR L
1 - fn"} - :
" Nymber of~cases 5¢ C 149 .
Chﬁquuare = 3. S%K l degree of freedom  p = 4‘.10

The fxgures in thxs table show that of those students who
ziljfexpect their advisor to discuss éraduate school studies.'

those intending to pursue a graduate degree are more likely

to teceive‘fhis_from their advisor,

-
-

The next variable crosstabulated with Extended Studies
Counseling/Academic Advising was the reported class level
. . [ ¢
T .«J) - of the student. Isignxficant differences do not appear when
%

use of counseling/adv1sxng and the number of- times the student

met wzth his academxc advisor Fall *78 are compared with

-~ -

the Studen:s; class level. However, there is a significant

difference when thel percent rating cauﬁseling?adkising good-

N

.12
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: - ‘excellent is crosstabulated wi th élass level. B ‘7,
C. . ‘."‘.‘1 > * o
o S ' L - : LU .
: R »User*s Ratihg 9f.Academ1c Advxsxng/Counselxng ‘o -t
o P“ - ) ‘. v “- - . * ’
PSS B e by Class Level N T
K ’ T * [ 2 ) . . ) _
§ - . P - . Poor- , Gaod-- $
S e, - Eair . . Excellent . cCases’
TS - ¥ Extended Studies  41.4. . 58. 6 T Y29
. oo *" _ e . . R N K
- ,Freshman . 62.8 . - 37.2 . 43
B - . ) . ) - . ] . . . ]
A $ophopore- . 78.7 21.3 - o a7
o - Junior S \ 69.8 . 30.2.. 43
_[\. . & Senior S 66,7 . 33.3 45
. ' . ’ . N
~ . . Graduate 68.6 - 31.4 . L 235
. ¢ - - . e ” -
. Chi 8quare'§’1{.83. 5 degrees of fieedom = p = < _gs
/ .
4 Ex&ended Studxes counselors receive the best ratxng from'
o users {28. 6% good-excellent) with Sophomores giving the1r
advisors the warst rating (21.3% rated good-excellent).
t . ’ . . e ~ ANy
‘Ong of the. items in Question 4 shows significant -differences
. ’ - 'y
K _ by class level.-iThe sxgnxficant Chi Square for item 2 shows
S . that Seniors and Graduate students are most likely to receive \
an explanatxon of the’ requirements for Qpaduatxon when they
-expect it (52.1 and 51.3%) and Freshmen are least likely
L . .
to receive this-informatiQn {26.9%).
.

A



"use an advisor. : «

g Student Expectatxons for Assistance from Advxsor

(3ecexvé Explanatiog of Requx&ements for. Graduaﬁ?gn}

Co . A - by Class Level : N
) : r_f; ’ Expect, Expect -,
D RERE U Dp Not 'an§ : ¥ of
. ¢ R 'Recelve _ gg%gigg_ - Cases
‘ -Ext.en.ded'Studies.. .,. : 60.9 - 39.1 14
 ‘Freshman . ) aad " 26.9 . 32
- Sophomore 6.1 ", 30.9 a1
Juniors : 57.?.‘ 42:3 43 -
Senior ' 31,9, 62.1 ‘{'34
- .Graduate ' . 48.7 o ¢ 513 36

p— ‘

p = £ 61

Chi 8quarew; 18.63 -5 degrees of freedom

+

-

The final variable c:QSStqpu}ateé with Questionéfpn

¢ R .

academic advising was school (division). There is a sig-

nifioant differencd between the schools in ferms of the

percent who use (have used) advising/counselzng.. The following

" table shows that undergraduates in the College of Professional

Studies and Extendpd‘Studies students are most likely to
. ) -‘ ) ) i .
report they ¥ave used an advisor/counselor.'\gfﬁdents in

the. School of Business Administration are least likely to



. . . M '
N .
s . RS - . )
- . )

'Use’ of Academic Advising/Counseling

L | : by School )

‘ ’ ; Do Not. - $ of

| _QE%_- _Use_ ‘Cases

’ ~* ' Arts and Sciéncegji P 242 5.8 128
) Professional Studi@é. ' . ib.? . _ 83.3° _. 4;5

. Business Admiﬁisﬁratioﬁ .o 31.1 62.5- 70

v o . Extended-stuﬁies (Division | i
‘ of Continuing Education) : 18.8 *.81.2 le
) Graduate ' 34.9 65.1 a6
Chi Square = 13.79 4 degrees of freedom = p = < .Oi

] -
Wy . ¢ .

a . -

There was not a significant difference by school for
the uyser's rating'of thei;.aﬁvisor/counselor.,'The cross-
tabulation of Question 3 was significant, yielding the same

pattern as the use reported in Question 1. - Students in the
' R
Professional School and Extended Studies were most likely

» »

to have met with their'advisor/counselot at least once during

<

the Fall '?é.semester. Again, Business Administration students

were the least likely to have met with their advisor.

. .~ —_The items_in Question 4 crosstabulated by school offer
further insights’'into the degree to which student expecta-
e R 'tion; for adyising are being meﬁ, The first:two }tems do
_not yield a significant difference crosstabulated by schoql.
In each»cnse;'however. qndergraduéﬁes in the Professional

School are most likely to receive the assistahce expected.

. ’
-

o | 15




-, | , | . l(.— - e X
. R . | ' E - 13 -
‘ ’ " [ - o o - .
Item ) does show a gigqfficant difference by sclool in as-

sisting students with their course selection.

' Student Expectations for Assistance- from Advisor

‘ (Consulit on Course Selection) .
‘* . by School "
. Y
. Expect, Expect
¢ " Do:Not _ and ¢ of
, Receive Receive Cases
T Arts and Sciences 45.6 54.4 114
oo *Professibnal“sxudies  2B.6 _ 71.4 ; @42
Besiness Administrgtioh" 59.6 40.4 - . 57
. } . e . .
Extended Studies (Div. . . ..
of Continpuing EdQuc.) 50.0. 50.0 12
Graduate 39.1. "~ s0.9 64
Chi Square =-10.57 4 degrees of freedom , P =< .05

Item 4 (offer general advice) also shows a éignificant dif-
ference by school. ’ ~¥ S
¢

Student Expecéations for Assistance from Advisor
(Offer General Advice)"

A .

by School
Expect, Expect )
bo Not . and N ¢ of
‘ Receive Receive Cases
. Arts and Sciences 55. 7 $4.3 ' 106
fProiessional'Studies 42.5 ) 57.5 QJ(
\ Business Administration 76.8 ¢ 23.2 56
, ) Extended Studies 41.7 . 58.3 12
, Graduate - 54.5 ~ 45.5 : 55
. T 2 7
. . Chi Square -‘13.75 4 degriﬂ? of freedom p = €.01

¥
»

L/d ~



Extended Studies studentg (Division of ‘Continuing Education)® .
. \ A

. . are most likely to receive general -advice from thefi coun~

~

‘selors (58.3%) and undergraduate Business Administfation

students are least likely to_tece;ve this assistance (23.2%).

LY -

The c:ogstabuldtiohs of Items 5,. 6 "and 7 by school

were.not computed. The large-number of persons not responding
- . ¢ * .. ._ . “ \g__‘ .
: _ ! _ L ‘ .
to these items would make claims of significant differences

tenuous. - The Re:centgées for'undétgrqduate responses to
the item on gradvuate school studies are presented for the

.

) .purpoée of - comparison w§€h those students planning to obtain - -

.

- at least a Master's degree. ‘

. Discuss Graduate Studies
Expect, : Expect Plan to
) Do Not ~ . and; Obtain -
Sthool . Receive Receive .| Grad. Degree
‘Arts and Sciences 87.2 . 12.8 | 69.3 .
. Professional Studies 83.3 ' "1 16.7 57.1
Business Adnmninistration 87.4¢ 2.6 . 53.7
Extended Studies (Div. | )
of Continuing Educ.) 80.0 20.0 37.5

An overview of the analysis on acadehic advising  indicates
‘e that nearly two-thirds of the éamgle met with their advisor

during the Fall ‘78 semester. However, over half of the

students\who expect assistance from their advisor report
‘F P

Q . ' | - 1}7




7

- - o las-

. o :thq | ) )
that thexr expectatxons are not bexngj et in the followanq iw
areas: d . ‘t | -, .

4 . . o ‘ ' ‘
Explain requirements for graduation "’
Offer general advice _ « ; .
Refer to support servides:"‘“ T | | )
'piscuss graduate schooi studiee:‘-i ' Lt | .
Diécuss:job oppotiunities in your .field. _ . P
Orossaabnlations reveal that only dne«fourth Of those N
students intendlng to pnrsue a graduate degree report that . o "~
¢heir advlsor has dxscuss;d graduate school studies with then.‘
Cross:abulations by class level show that: l) Extended | ," )
. o S ) e . -
Stud§e§ students rate their cqunéelor;s highest:‘Sophqnofes!* B '
rate aheiF'a&vieofLs loweet; 2) semfers are most likely .
L e e .o 3 ) N A v ‘
to reeeive'an-eaplanatign of tné requiréménté"fé& g;adgat;ongﬂ \ {
Freshmen are least bikely. - % N ) - ‘_'/JA;:

\

Whén questtgns on academic 'advising were cfosstabuf;ted

L4

with school (division)'many significant differences were

discovered. Students in the College of Professional Studies

-

are most likely to report they have used an advisor. Busi-

~
- £

ness Administration students are least likely. Significant\

differences were reported by students in the various schools
on the types of assistance they received from their advisor.
f
In general, the School of Professional Studles anq\:he Division

of Continuing Educatxon are meeting the expectatzons of their

students. The ecudents‘in the Scheool of Business Administra¥ .-
. o*.’_ P .

-

tion are least likely to report theilr expectations are being

. e
met by their advisor.
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a i ' Suggestions for Further Research

. v
- . ~Since academic advising received more volunteered written and
T _ . _ : . _

a and negative comments than any other: area in the survey of fstudent

- L opinions, an analysis of the total advising system was recommended. - It
. ¢ "
was felt that this analysis should include a clarification of the

: administtaticn's expectations for/students and faculty members and an

. ) . . ’ St : i
. assessment of the extent to which current academic policies reflect

" ' ~kf these expectétione.' In edditioﬁ, checks for consistency in policies

P

: B .

§ : v . for further reseatch inclgded an analysis of facnlty members ,perception
:‘ - L

\‘ ) R " R
across schools.di;§§ions,and departments were recommendeduffazge;\areaé\

of their fedd as advisor and\ﬁhe definition of needed provisions in ‘

advising to acccmmodste the- diversity and rapid growth bf the student

* .‘

‘ body at George Mason University. -
LN ? - .

Y

. e A Note'gnxlnst#tutional Response .
) . C N } o < . ..
. « . The. Univeqe}ty s respdhse to the data regarding academic advising .
S < -

g _ . . was both“ﬁwift and encouraging ‘A central office for advieing will be

.

o instituted thissommer. The staff wfil include a full—time director,

v

AR . faculty and graduate assistant§ . Provision for enlé?gement of the staff
has been included. The stated purpose of the newly created central
e - office for advising will be to complement (not replace) on-going advising

- at the depattpental level.

.
H

o ¥

()
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s . Table 1
f\. . B Pe;centége Use of Exténded Studies Counseling
Qﬂf_- | ‘ by‘StrSta )
FT FT o PT Pr
. €22 22 ¢+ <_ 25 25234 35_*
Do Not Use: - ! ‘ '
N A N\ - - ’ -
Choose Not to Use~ 70.6 61.2 56.8 55:7 . 48,2
- ‘ . . ',’ *
.‘Not |Available Evenings/ . : N\
Weekends 'j 2.8 - .0\\ .0 5.7 .0
) i - \
Don't Know if Available- 21.1 L 82 22.7 6.8 12.s
: : l
g . A T o - )
& - * -
Use: Would Rate It ' ’
Poor-Fair 3.7 . 14.3 10.0 19.4 ' 8.9
b ' JiJ / -
Good-Excellent. 1.8 16.3 11.4 ;%.5 30.3
i e
Nonresponse = 2" 0 1 3 0
. \ {
e
o =
{:
. 20
\ -
‘ | £ S
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_ . Table 2 . - Lo
Pftcentage Use of Academic Advising
° . . by Strata R
. \
. & oo '
} ’ _
: . " FT FT PT PT PT
c o €22 224 £225:  ~25-34 35+
Do Not Use: / . ) : | ‘ - -
4 - T : ‘ . o : . : -
- Choose Not to Use v~ 21.8% 20.8 28.9. . 28.8 32.7
L
Not Available Evenings/ : . .
Weekends ; _ " <0 2.2 7.9 .0
Don't Know f Available 1.5.4 g.2 o 3.4 9'ﬁ
dse: Wo Rate It . l
Poor-Bair : 51.3 45.8 44.4 46.0 29.1
. - > ¢ - ‘ . 3 - .
Good-Excellent 20.7 29,2 24.4 16.9 - 29.1
- f‘i.z ’ . e
. ‘ ’ . - AR '
Nonresponse = o /[, 1 0 ~ 2 1
) &
[ ]
. . 22 .




._ h ’ A. ,() & ) : ¢
- = ' . - . ™~ )
! . i ~ '(:5\ A )
N L]
‘ /
) f i : t .
O o
R \ ¢ f. . .
S L Table 3 - . 1
. ‘PercenéARepqrting Met with Academic Advisor
N . -~ Fall ‘78 Semester
. s
. FT FT PT PT . PT
£ 22 22 + < 25 25-34 35 +
—rw e - -—— J ——— — ———
Didn't Meet 31.8 28,3 38.6 41.0 36. 3
B k‘ . . . * ..‘ - M ’
, : - Met Once . 32.7 41.3 34.1 38.6 4_9.1/
\ " Met 2+ Times “35.6  30.4 27.3 7 _"20.5 14.5
- -\\n(\’
Nonresponse = 14 (3.9%)
L -
. \ 1
: L =%
z
h ’ F . -
. 24
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. . . 3.‘ .. | . ) . . ; i N . .
L . v g . N . Table 4 ) ' ' o K
- Percent Expecting But Not Receiving Following Service Fr_on.i.Advi‘sor"”
I ' > . . . t | ¢ . .
LI N . . . . : . X
. . >f" - ‘ - FT -~ FT PT PT . PT ~ Non-
S .. 0 422 22+ €25  25-30 Y35+ Resfomse .
. Sign Course Approval Form ~ 10.2  15.0 " 18.4 °  17.1 13.0 15.3
: Explain Refxuirements- for . ' : . i ’
Graduation 61.4 . 29.5 70.3 64.8 47.1 18,2
Consult on Course Selection 46.0 39,5 44.7 54,7 31.7 ..15.6
) Offer General Advice 54.7 48.8 59.5 . 68.2 48.7 ~ 21.0 -
Refer to Support Services ) " 92.5  100.0 96.3 8320 82.4 49.4
( DPiscuss Graduate School
. Studies , 86.8 74.1 81.3 78.2 . 61.5 40.9
) Discuss Job Opportunities : : ‘ .o -
in Your Field - 80.2 80.0 93.1 90.0 . 85.0 40,3
i e - - -
. l i ,




