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ABSTRACT 
 

The purpose of this study was three-fold: 1) assess the importance of academic 

advising characteristics as perceived by undergraduate students in the College, 2) 

examine faculty performance, as perceived by advisees, with regard to the academic 

advising characteristics, and 3) identify factors that influence students’ academic advising 

needs and satisfaction.  

The Faculty Advising Instrument and Insight Inventory® were distributed via 

email to all students enrolled in the College (N = 1619). A total of 726 students (44.84%) 

completed the instrument. Overall, students reported a high level of satisfaction with 

faculty advisors’ performance. Results indicated that students’ academic advising needs 

and their evaluation of faculty performance vary little based on sex, academic level and 

undergraduate degree program. Using the Borich needs assessment model, ten items were 

identified for potential enhancement. The three items with largest mean weighted 

discrepancy scores related to identifying employment opportunities after college, 

providing information about financial assistance and being aware of academic progress. 

The Insight Inventory® indicated that the largest proportion of students were slightly 

indirect, very outgoing, very steady, and moderate when dealing with details. No 

relationships were found between students’ personality/communication profiles and 

academic advising needs.  



1 
 

CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter, Introduction, describes challenges faced by post-secondary 

institutions with regard to retention and attrition of students. It further describes the 

significance of academic advising with respect to retention and attrition issues, introduces 

the problem, addresses the need for the study, and introduces the conceptual frameworks 

upon which the study is based. Finally, definitions of terms and limitations of the study 

are addressed.  

Background and Setting 

Academic Attrition & Retention 

Each autumn, thousands of students enroll in post-secondary institutions across 

the country for the purpose of receiving an education and earning a college degree. For a 

variety of reasons, not all of these students complete a degree. In fact, altogether too 

many students who begin college fail to earn a degree (Carey, 2004). Perhaps even more 

alarming, a substantial number of students do not continue their collegiate academic 

career past their freshman year. According to an ACT news release that is based on 

national data, nearly one-fourth of all undergraduate students do not return to their chosen 

four-year college or university for a second year (ACT, 2005). In addition, only 60% of 

entering freshman at four-year colleges or universities complete their bachelor’s degree 

within six years (Carey). 

Such attrition equates to substantial financial losses for post-secondary 

institutions (Lundquist, Spalding, & Landrum, 2002). According to Dyer, Lacey, and 

Osborne (1996) one institution reported an $11 million loss due to student attrition. Not 

only is there a financial loss as a result of lower student enrollment, many state 
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legislatures and boards of higher education are beginning to link retention and graduation 

rates to university budgets as a component of performance-based funding (Carnevale, 

Johnson, & Edwards, 1998). In an era of decreasing enrollments, increasing operating 

costs, budget reductions and decreasing state revenues, it is essential that institutional 

leaders take steps to address the issue of attrition (Glennen, Farren & Vowell, 1996). 

Not only does attrition create concern relating to funding, it can also lead to a 

negative public perception of an institution. According to Mangold, Bean, Adams, 

Schwab and Lynch (2002), low graduation rates lead to a series of problems and “are 

perceived to reflect the university’s inability to meet the educational, social, and 

emotional needs of students” (p. 96). Retention and graduation rates are also considered 

components of the rating schemes that produce lists such as America’s Best Colleges 

(Mangold et al.).  

As indicated in the recent publication entitled, A test of leadership: Charting the 

future of U.S. higher education (U.S. Department of Education, 2006), lawmakers and 

educators alike should be recognized for efforts to increase the number of young people 

seeking a college education. However, “too little attention has been paid to helping them 

graduate” (U.S. Department of Education, p. 13). Indeed, many higher education 

institutions continually struggle to address issues of student satisfaction and retention.  

What can be done to address these issues? Without a doubt, to adequately satisfy 

and thus retain students in institutions of higher education, proactive measures should be 

taken. Research has indicated a definite link between student involvement and student 

satisfaction (Tinto, 1985). Specifically, Astin (1984) and Pascarella (1985) suggested that 

regular, meaningful interaction with faculty members may impact student motivation and 
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involvement. Frost (1991) expanded on the positive benefits of such involvement, stating 

that “involved students are more likely to be academically and socially integrated into a 

college community” (p. 2). Such integration is likely to increase students’ success in 

college (Tinto, 1987).  

When students are motivated and involved in their college experience, they are 

more likely to persist. One study, conducted by Janasiewicz (1987), sought to identify 

reasons for students to leave college. The findings indicated that dissatisfied students 

appeared to be “discouraged” (Janasiewicz), confused, unsuccessful in the classroom, and 

likely to withdraw from college (Frost, 1991, p. 12-13). Chickering and Gamson (1987) 

offered that “frequent faculty-student contact in and out of classes is the most important 

factor in student motivation and involvement. Faculty concern helps students get through 

rough times and keep on working” (p. 4). Astin (1984) suggested that increasing student-

faculty interactions “could be a highly productive activity on most college campuses” (p. 

304). 

Academic Advising 

Perhaps, one of the antecedents to student satisfaction and persistence is the 

development of meaningful interaction with faculty. Academic advising certainly 

provides such an opportunity. In some cases, academic advising may provide the only 

structured opportunity for a relationship between a student and an institutional 

representative (Frost, 1991). Mohr, Eiche, and Sedlacek (1998) found that senior students 

with meaningful relationships with faculty and advisors were more likely to finish their 

degree program than those who were referred to student services. 
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Gordon (1992) described academic advising as a “dynamic process that can have 

a significant impact on both student and institution” (p. 47). Frost (1991) indicated that 

quality academic advising programs provide an opportunity for systematic academic 

planning and enhance retention through student involvement. Metzner (1989) found 

similar findings, reporting that academic advising can increase students’ satisfaction with 

college and reduce institutional attrition.  

When students engage with faculty, they feel valued and important (Cox & 

Orehovec, 2007). As one student explained, “You become more than just a number. 

...You’re no longer just another one, you’re an individual, you have a name...” (Cox & 

Orehovec, p. 355). Conversely, according to Gardiner (1998), “the poor quality of 

academic advising they receive must surely have a powerful retardant effect on our 

students’ development” (p. 81).  

Ender, Winston, and Miller (1982) compared academic advising to the hub of a 

wheel, stating than an advisor can be the “hub” of a student’s college experience, from 

which radiates other developmental experiences, including courses, co-curricular 

activities, career development, personal counseling, and employment. Chickering (1969) 

described advising as the “the most important kind of teaching” (p. 252). Campbell 

(1972) further stated, “students without an advisor to whom they can go for counsel and 

guidance are somewhat like a horse without a bridle to guide it” (p. 68).  

Several researchers have addressed the multiple roles and responsibilities fulfilled 

by academic advisors. Gordon (1992) identified seven skill areas in which advisors must 

be able to perform including information dissemination, teaching skills, counseling skills, 

mentoring skills, referral skills, monitoring and decision-making skills. Indeed, “advisors 
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play many roles – expert, advocate, rubber stamp, judge, teacher, and friend” (Kramer & 

Gardner, 1983, p. 18) Cuseo (in press) synthesized these roles and responsibilities into 

four areas including Available/Accessible, Knowledgeable/Helpful, 

Personable/Approachable and Counselor/Mentor.  

Regardless of what role academic advisors serve, few faculty members receive 

formalized preparation to enhance their abilities to advise. Most, in fact, begin advising 

without any professional experience or preparation (Habley, 1997). According to the 

1987 ACT survey, fewer than 30% of all institutions had a training program in place for 

academic advisors. Even more discouraging, approximately 70% of the institutions had 

no selection criteria identified for choosing academic advisors. In many cases, it seems as 

though serving as an advisor is simply viewed as another aspect of a faculty position. 

However, according to Gordon (1992), “advising skills must be learned and refined on an 

ongoing basis” (p. 67). Effective advising requires extensive and ongoing training 

(Gordon, 1992).  

Statement of the Problem 

Extensive research has been conducted regarding academic advising to determine 

what type of advising works best, what students need and/or expect from advisors, what 

advisors and administrators think about the importance of advising; the list goes on and 

on. However, the findings vary widely. As Propp and Rhodes (2006) indicated, quality 

advising is an issue of concern for students, parents, faculty members and administrators 

alike.  

How is the issue of academic advising to be addressed? How can quality 

academic advising be assured? According to Boers (2001), the only way to meet the 
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expectations of students is if educators know the exact nature of the expectations. The 

same can be said for academic advising expectations. In order for academic advisors, 

faculty or others, to meet expectations of their advisees, they must first know advisees’ 

expectations and seek to understand how the expectations are formed (Propp & Rhodes, 

2006). Therefore, the primary problem addressed in this study was to determine to what 

extent College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources (CAFNR) students’ academic 

advising needs were being met by CAFNR faculty advisors.  

Need for the Study 

Considering the importance of student-faculty contact to academic persistence, it 

is critical that faculty advising is recognized for its potential contribution to the social 

integration of students. Without a doubt, additional research needs to be conducted with 

regard to this issue. According to Gardiner (1998), “when we subject our work as 

educators to the same close examination we demand in our disciplines, we find a 

substantial body of evidence that clearly demonstrates a crisis of educational quality…” 

(p. 71). However, Gardiner continued, “…rather than a strong sense of urgency for 

change, we too often find complacency within our ranks” (p. 71).  

According to Jim Collins’ (2001) book, Good to Great, good is the enemy of 

great. Specifically, Collins stated, “We don’t have great schools, principally because we 

have good schools. We don’t have great government, principally because we have good 

government. Few people attain great lives, in large part because it is so easy to settle for a 

good life” (p. 1).  

In the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources (CAFNR) at the 

University of Missouri, academic advising conducted by faculty advisors is believed to 
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be quite good. In fact, even providing faculty advisors for each student is a selling point 

for the College. However, with the evidence provided through literature about the 

relationship between academic advising and student retention, what could be done to 

further enhance the academic advising experiences of students? What steps are necessary 

to make CAFNR academic advising truly great? To answer such questions, more must be 

learned about the existing status of undergraduate academic advising within the College.  

Conceptual Framework 

There are few, if any, specific frameworks that apply directly to the process of 

academic advising. However, a large number of theoretical and conceptual frameworks 

have certain aspects or components within them that make them relevant to academic 

advising. Many existing research articles and literature on the topic of academic advising 

are based on student development or career development theories, however learning and 

personality theories, theories about meaning making and identity theories have also been 

used in addition to many others (Creamer, 2000).  

For this particular study, two frameworks seemed especially applicable and 

relevant. Specifically, the frameworks identified to serve as the foundation of the study 

included Terenzini and Reason’s (2005) model for studying college impact and Tinto’s 

(1975) theory of social integration. Each of the frameworks recognizes the complexity of 

the college experience and the multitude of factors that contribute to the success and/or 

failure of college students. Each also reinforces that important role that academic 

advising plays in a student’s college experience.  

Study of College Impact 

Terenzini and Reason’s (2005) model for studying college impact was developed 

based on the work of Pascarella and Terenzini (1991, 2005) and Terenzini and Reason. 
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The framework takes into consideration a multitude of forces which help to shape 

students’ first year of college and, ultimately, identifies three primary components of 

variables involved in the study of college impact. The three components include: pre-

college characteristics and experience, the college experience, and outcomes. The initial 

framework was adapted to meet the needs of studying college student development and 

success from an agricultural perspective. The specific aspect of the college impact model 

that incorporated academic advising focuses on the institutional environment of the 

college experience.  

Social Integration Theory 

Terenzini and Reason’s (2005) model contains many components based upon the 

work of Tinto (1975, 1993) as evidenced by the many factors and variables in their 

studies of college impact and the college experience. Not surprisingly then, Tinto’s 

studies of academic persistence and causes of attrition (1975) also suggested that 

interactions with faculty, peer groups and extracurricular activities are quite important to 

students success. Tinto referred to such interactions as “mechanisms of social 

integration” (p. 107). Therefore, Tinto’s (1975) theory of social integration served as a 

framework for this study as well. Social integration refers to the level of congruence 

between an individual and the social system they are a part of (Sullivan & Johnson, 

1997). Tinto’s (1993) theory also suggested that the contact a student has with faculty 

and staff is extremely important. According to Tinto (1993), such “interaction by itself 

does not guarantee persistence, the absence of interaction almost always enhances the 

likelihood of departure” (p. 117).  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was three-fold. First, this study sought to assess the 

importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by undergraduate students 

in the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources at the University of Missouri. 

Additionally, this study examined faculty advisors performance with regard to the 

academic advising characteristics. Finally, the study sought to identify factors that 

influenced the academic advising needs of CAFNR undergraduate students. 

Research Objectives 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of College of Agriculture, Food and 

Natural Resources undergraduate students (sex, academic level, undergraduate 

degree program). 

2. Describe academic advising tendencies of CAFNR undergraduate students 

(frequency of advising meetings, length of advising meetings, additional 

sources of advising information). 

3. Describe the importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by 

CAFNR undergraduate students. 

4. Compare the importance of academic advising characteristics by CAFNR 

undergraduate students’ sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree 

program. 

5. Describe faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students. 
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6. Compare faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students by sex, academic level, and 

undergraduate degree program.  

7. Prioritize the academic advising characteristics, according to CAFNR 

students, in need of enhancement by using a modified Borich needs 

assessment model.  

8. Describe the personality/communication styles of CAFNR undergraduate 

students in academic/work settings. 

9. Describe the relationship between the four constructs of academic advising 

needs and four personality/communication style dimensions. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined to provide clarity. Each of the terms is used 

periodically within the dissertation.   

 

Attrition: According to Merriam Webster Online (2007-2008), attrition can be defined as 

“a reduction in numbers usually as a result of resignation, retirement, or death.” With 

regard to this particular study, the term attrition will specifically refer to student attrition 

from an academic institution. This term is used to refer to the discontinuing of an 

educational program or degree.  

 

Developmental advising: Kramer (2000) describes developmental advising as advising 

when it is based upon “student growth and success” (p. 84). Specifically, advisors who 

utilize a developmental approach focus on three major themes which include: academic 
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competence, personal involvement, and developing or validating life purpose (Ender & 

Wilkie, 2000).  

 

Faculty advisor: Multiple academic advising delivery models are utilized by educational 

institutions (Reinarz, 2000). Specifically, faculty advising models rely upon institutional 

faculty as the primary provider of academic advice to students. 

 

myZou: University of Missouri’s web-based student information and registration system 

 

Prescriptive advising: Crookston (1972) described the traditional relationship between an 

academic advisor and students as prescriptive in nature. In prescriptive advising, students 

will bring problems to their advisor seeking solutions. Such relationships often promote 

the advisor as the authority and limit the student’s rights and involvement (Crookston).     

 

Retention: In contrast to the definition of attrition, retention is defined by Merriam 

Webster Online (2007-2008) as “the act of retaining: the state of being retained.” The 

academic nature of this study will utilize the term, retention, to discuss students who 

remain in their respective educational program or degree from one year to the next. For 

many institutions, the issue of academic retention is becoming more and more important 

because of financial implications relating to retaining students.  
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Basic Assumptions 

The following assumptions guided this study: 

1. The respondents had a vested interest in improving the quality of faculty 

advising in the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources.  

2. The respondents possessed sufficient experience with their faculty advisor to 

complete the online instrument.  

3. Respondents completed the instrument honestly and objectively.  

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations were recognized by the researcher: 

1. Assignment of CAFNR faculty advisors is handled by individual divisions or 

departments. Differences among advisor preparation, distribution of advisees, 

number of advisees, and so forth, could not be controlled.  

2. The College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources Academic Programs 

Office provided the names and email addresses for currently enrolled CAFNR 

students. Although the frame was scrutinized for errors and purged of 

duplicates, the researcher had no formal means by which to verify accuracy. 

3. Data collection was limited to CAFNR students enrolled during the spring 

2008 semester.  

4. Data collection was conducted in February, at the start of the spring 2008 

semester. Respondents may have responded differently to items on the 

instrument had they reflected on the entire academic year, as opposed to only 

reflected upon the first semester.  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the literature relating to academic advising and 

is divided into five sections. The first section serves as an introduction to academic 

advising and addresses the background and importance of advising, how advising 

services can be organized and structured, and includes brief overview of common 

advising approaches. The second section consists of literature related to the role fulfilled 

by academic advisors and leads into the third section, which addresses the varying 

academic advising needs and preferences of college students. The fourth section of the 

chapter addresses faculty perceptions toward academic advising and cites potential 

methods of improvement. The fifth section elaborates on the conceptual frameworks 

which serve as a basis for the study. Finally, the chapter concludes with a brief summary 

of the literature. 

Academic Advising 

Background and Importance of Academic Advising 

In a keynote address to the National Academic Advising Association, Byrd (1994) 

defined an advisor “as one who guides, imparts knowledge, leads, and ultimately helps 

others become self-sufficient and independent” (p. 4). Of course, serving as an advisor is 

not quite so simple; it has become increasingly more complex over the years (Frost, 

2000). Nonetheless, it remains a critical component of and factor in ensuring student 

satisfaction with an institution, their academic success and retention (Astin, 1984; 

Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Pascarella, 1985; Tinto, 1987). 
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In the article titled Could Fixing Academic Advising Fix Higher Education?, 

Hunter and White (2004) emphasized the importance of academic advising to institutions 

of higher education in the following quote.  

Our belief is that effective advising is now more important and relevant than ever. 

…Resources from federal and state government as well as private granting 

agencies are drying up. The outlook for students is equally worrisome. Some 

states are pulling scholarships from students who take longer than four years to 

graduate. The job market is not as good…and tuition costs are climbing for 

students and their families. As the cost of higher education increases, so do 

expectations of students and families. …In terms of maximizing resources, 

building a sound advising system is an investment in effective goal clarification 

by students and more efficient process to program or degree completion (p. 21). 

Hunter and White suggested that the challenge facing institutions is in creating an 

advising system that is viewed as essential, not optional, by all stakeholders involved. As 

they suggested, the potential result could be substantial.  

Administrators, faculty, and staff at institutions of higher education continually 

seek to make the college experience personal for students. Indeed, one way to accomplish 

that is through academic advising. Richard Light (2001) stated “students who get the 

most out of college, grow the most academically, and who are the happiest organize their 

time to include activities with faculty members” (p.10). Similarly, Berdahl (1995) stated 

that “students completing a bachelor’s degree often report that their initial apprehension 

upon entering the new world of a university was reduced considerably by the person or 

persons who helped them get started” (p. 10). 
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Students recognize the importance of advising as well. In a study conducted by 

Noel-Levitz in 2006, which involved over 600,000 undergraduate students representing 

880 institutions across the United States, students reported that academic advising was a 

highly important component of the college experience. Students attending four-year, 

public institutions ranked academic advising as the most important factor, with quality 

instruction, campus safety, registration, and recruitment and financial aid completing the 

top five. This same study also noted that approximately 74% of students were satisfied 

with their academic advisor’s knowledge, and approximately 67% were satisfied with the 

level of concern their advisor had for their success as individuals. This is good, but can 

higher education institutions do even better? 

Organizational Structures and Models for Academic Advising 

 College campuses across the country utilize a variety of academic advising 

systems to provide students with the academic information and guidance needed. 

Specifically, Pardee (2000) described three organizational structures and seven 

organizational models often utilized to deliver academic advising services to students. In 

this context, organizational structures are described as the “framework for delivering 

services” (Pardee, p. 192), while organizational models are described as the “formalized 

way advising services are structured” (p. 192). Neither of these terms should be confused 

with who delivers the advising services.   

 The three organizational structures for academic advising services are referred to 

as 1) centralized, 2) decentralized, and 3) coordinated or shared (Gordon, 1992; Pardee, 

2000). In a centralized structure, there is typically an advisement center, complete with a 

director and staff advisors all located in one place (Pardee). Such a structure allows for 

easy accessibility of academic information for all students.  In a decentralized structure, 
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advising is provided to students by faculty or staff within academic departments and 

advising takes place in many different locations across campus (Pardee). This type of 

structure enables students to have close interaction with faculty or staff in a certain 

department, usually the educational area of the student (Gordon). A coordinated or shared 

academic advising structure simply is a combination of the two previously mentioned. In 

this structure, advising services may be provided from a campus advising center as well 

as individual faculty or staff within academic departments.  

 Within each of the three organizational structures for advising, there are specific 

models of academic advising, initially identified by Habley and McCauley (1987). 

Specifically, within the centralized structure, the self-contained model exists (Pardee, 

2000). The self-contained model is best described as a solitary advising unit provided for 

all students. Two models are considered to be decentralized. They include the faculty-

only model and satellite model (Pardee). The faculty-only model relies completely on 

faculty members within students’ respective academic departments. The satellite model is 

structured so that advising is offered by several college or unit advising offices on an 

institution’s campus. Within the coordinated or shared structure there are four Habley 

models, including supplementary, split, dual and total intake. Each of these four models 

involves some type of collaboration between advising centers or units and individual 

faculty or staff (Habley & McCauley).  

With so many options for advising structures and models, how does the leadership 

at an institution determine what is best for their students? According to Habley and 

Morales (1998), the decision depends upon the fit between the model and the culture of 
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the institution. The institutional type, curriculum, policies and requirements, and 

resources available all must be considered as well (Pardee, 2000).  

With regard to who advises students, King (1993) identified seven criteria to 

consider when selecting individuals or groups to provide academic advising services:  

1) accessibility and availability of the advisor; 2) priority placed on advising by the 

advisor; 3) the advisor’s knowledge of his or her major field of study; 4) the advisor’s 

knowledge of student-development theory; 5) the amount of training required; 6) cost; 

and 7) credibility with faculty and staff.  

Academic Advising Approaches 

 Regardless what structure or model is utilized, or even who advises, students have 

a wide variety of needs that must be met (Upcraft & Stephens, 2000). Often, the approach 

which advisors take in meeting student needs vary greatly. In general, there are two basic 

approaches to the academic advising described in academic advising literature: 

prescriptive and developmental (Bland, 2004).   

 As described by Bland (2004), “prescriptive academic advising merely addresses 

course selection and academic regulations. It is a one-way street – the advisor holds the 

control and power” (p. 6). In such an advising approach, advisors will provide students 

with answers to specific questions and closely supervise students’ progress (Crookston, 

1972).  Crookston elaborated on the prescriptive approach to advising by using the 

following analogy:  

The advisor is the doctor and the student the patient. The patient comes in with 

some ailment. The doctor makes a diagnosis, prescribes something, or gives 

advice. Therefore, if the student follows the advice, the problem will be solved 
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and all is well! In this context, the advisor presumably “teaches” and the student 

“learns” (p. 12 - 13).  

Conversely, developmental advising is an ongoing process. Specifically, 

developmental academic advising is described 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. 538). 

In a developmental approach, the academic advisor empowers and encourages 

students to explore existing options and expects students to be involved in decision 

making regarding their future (Bland, 2004). This differs from prescriptive advising, in 

which the advisor is empowered, through directing and dictating to students (Bland). 

“Developmental advising facilitates and guides, thus strengthening the advisor/advisee 

relationship and empowering the student for personal, academic, and career success” 

(Bland, p.7). 

According to Winston et al. (1984), 

 “academic advising can be understood best and more easily reconceptualized if 

the process of academic advising and the scheduling of classes and registration 

are separated. Class scheduling should not be confused with educational planning. 

Developmental academic advising becomes a more realistic goal when separated 

from class scheduling because advising can then go on all during the academic 

year, not just during the few weeks prior to registration each new term. Advising 

programs, however, that emphasize registration and record keeping, while 

neglecting attention to students’ educational and personal experiences in the 
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institution, are missing an excellent opportunity to influence directly and 

immediately the quality of students’ education and are also highly inefficient, 

since they are most likely employing highly educated (expensive) personnel who 

are performing essentially clerical tasks” (p. 542). 

Kramer and Gardner (1983) suggested that, at a minimum, an advisor must 

provide informational advising. This type of advice relates to an institution’s 

requirements, policies and procedures as well as to course offerings and campus 

resources and services. Without a doubt, an advisor who does not possess the knowledge 

and information to accurately advise students will have dissatisfied students. In addition, 

if an advisor is not fully comfortable with the knowledge and information components of 

advising, he or she will not be able to cultivate relationships with students (Kramer & 

Gardner). Students will grow tired of an advisor who does not have answers to the 

simplest of questions (Kramer & Gardner).  

Advisor Roles and Responsibilities 

Although students seek information from academic advisors, generally that is not 

all that students want. As Frost (1993) indicated, students also seek mentors that can 

assist them in planning their futures. No longer are students content with prescriptive 

advising and advisors that merely “keep records of students’ progress…and make sure 

that students have fulfilled both college and major requirements” (Walsh, 1979, p. 446). 

Today’s academic advisors must wear a variety of hats. In fact, Kramer and Gardner 

(1983) identified a multitude of roles advisors may be required to play, including adult, 

expert, teacher, researcher, friend, and judge, to name only a few. Petress (1996) 
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identified four primary roles of advisors, including resource people, student advocates, 

referral resources and friends.  

Kozloff (1985) posited that a faculty advisor can even fill the role of a “significant 

other” for some students, binding them to the campus. Indeed, Campbell (1972) 

suggested that the “personal touch” is what characterizes great relationships with 

students. Campbell further explained, “a university in itself is impersonal; it must depend 

upon its faculty to give it personality” (p. 46).  

Ultimately, Glennen (2003) summarized the diverse role of an academic advisor 

to involve providing academic advice, helping to establish student goals, providing career 

guidance, assisting students in selecting a major course of study, clarifying graduation 

requirements, disseminating information, and generally assisting students in achieving 

academic success. Academic advisors must be able to humanize school for advisees, 

counsel them, and devote time to helping them solve academic problems (Glennen). 

Further, “advisors should be ‘models’ for advisees to emulate… their own academic 

experience influences the advice and direction he or she gives to their advisees” 

(Glennen, p. 42).   

Good advising is crucial to an institution and to the success of students (Glennen, 

2003). According to Raushi (1993), “quality advising has been shown to impact both the 

student and the college community in general.” In fact, the Council for Advancement of 

Academic Standards (CAS) concluded that academic advising is a critical aspect of 

higher education for all students (Council for the Advancements of Standards in Higher 

Education, 2000). For many, advisors represent the principal connection between 

students and an institution. To be successful advisors, faculty members must thoroughly 
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know the institution and be able to effectively relate to students in one-on-one settings 

(Glennen). When properly advised, as stated by CAS, students can find meaning in their 

lives, make appropriate decisions about their future, have the support necessary to reach 

their fullest potential and take advantage of all that higher education offers (Council for 

the Advancements of Standards in Higher Education). Habley and Crockett (1988) 

suggested that those students who formulate an educational/career plan which is 

connected to their personal values, interests and abilities will be more likely to experience 

academic success, satisfaction and persistence. 

While there is no definite recipe for successful advising, suggestions have been 

made with regard to potential means for improving academic advising and meeting 

students’ needs. Spicuzza (1992) encouraged institutions to take a customer service 

approach to academic advising, citing a business oriented belief, “Treat ‘em right. They’ll 

be back and they’ll tell others” (p. 49). Specifically, the six aspects of the customer 

service model cited include: 1) customer needs, 2) employee attitude, 3) administrative 

commitment, 4) training and resources, 5) recognition, and 6) evaluation. Winston et al. 

(1984) suggested an appropriate contribution of time per student, offering that “every 

student deserves at least three hours a year of individual attention that focuses on 

personal assessment, academic and personal growth goal identification, and strategies for 

accomplishing those goals” (p. 544). 

Faculty Advising 

From the beginning of higher education in America, faculty advising has existed 

(Glennen, 2003).  According to Habley (2003), faculty advising is the primary advising 

delivery method at all types of institutions. Indeed, faculty members are nearly always 

involved in the academic advising process in some form or fashion.   
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King (1993) highlighted strengths and weaknesses of academic advising delivery 

systems. With regard to faculty based academic advising models, the following strengths 

were identified: knowledge of academic discipline, credibility with faculty and staff, and 

cost (King).  Belcheir (2000) and Titley and Titley (1982) also emphasized the 

programmatic knowledge that faculty advisors possess; many students prefer to receive 

academic advice from faculty as a result.  

Potential weaknesses of the faculty model include limited accessibility due to 

varying demands, the priority placed on advising, and possibly limited knowledge of 

student-development theory (King, 1993). King noted the importance of advisor training 

when institutions choose to utilize the faculty advising model.  

Advising as Teaching 

Burns Crookston was one of the first authors to describe advising as a component 

of teaching (Kramer, 2003). Indeed, when faculty members serve as academic advisors, 

quite often this is the case.  Bland (2004) posited the following: “whether we teach or 

advise students – and some would say that advisors are teaching – we have a 

responsibility to enhance students’ collegiate experiences by understanding who they are 

and what needs they have” (p. 6). 

 Within the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources at the University 

of Missouri (MU), academic advising is considered a component of teaching 

expectations. In fact, a section of the University’s Promotion and Tenure Guidelines 

indicate that advising is considered an important element (CAFNR, 1997). The following, 

regarding advising, appears in Part I – Faculty Selection (Assistant Professor): “…should 

exhibit elements such as the following…an interest in and potential for growth in the 
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advisement of students; an interest in and potential for growth in the advisement of 

student organizations” (CAFNR, 1997, p. 2).  

Additionally, academic advising is referenced specifically in the Guidelines for 

Promotion of Full-time, Ranked, Non-regular Academic Positions. The guidelines state:   

Teachers are also expected to demonstrate a successful record of advising of 

undergraduate, graduate and/or postdoctoral students relevant to the teacher’s area 

of interest, appointment, and academic standing” (CAFNR, 2007, p. 8). Further, 

success in advising must be documented by faculty advisors in promotion 

portfolios. Specifically, the promotion portfolios must include a section titled 

“Advising, Service and Professional Activities (CAFNR, 2007, p. 15).  

Student Preferences 

Student Perceptions of Advising 

The question remains, what is successful advising? What do students need, or 

desire, in an advisor-advisee relationship? Findings from an assessment study conducted 

by Light (2001) indicated ‘successful’ advising includes:   

 an interest in what matters to students 

 asks questions that unite 

 assists students in connecting academic work to their interests and passions 

 tailors advising to students’ unique situation 

 develops a mutually rewarding human relationship 

 helps students think about the relationship between academic work and 

personal lives 

 personalizes advising by asking about students’ goals in college 

 discusses how students spend their precious time 
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 encourages students to join a campus organization 

 advocates ethical and professional conduct in academic endeavors 

Studies have revealed four major factors most often cited as important to students 

with regard to academic advising (Crockett, 1982; Frost, 1991; Gordon et al., 2000; 

Ender et al., 1982; Winston et al., 1984). Though the descriptions may vary slightly from 

publication to publication, the four factors include accessibility, specific and accurate 

information, advice and counsel, and a personalized relationship (Crockett; Cuseo, in 

press). Belcheir (2000) found that when students were asked about the greatest problem 

in the current advising system at Boise State University, the top two responses could be 

categorized into “lack of knowledge or help when conferring with the advisor” and 

“accessibility of advisors and time” (p. 5).  Similarly, according to Creamer and Scott 

(2000) the ability to provide accurate guidance in a timely manner is one of the most 

important characteristics students desire in an academic advisor.   

Cuseo (in press) clarified each of the four factors and provided the following 

definitions, which ultimately serve as the four academic advising constructs upon which 

the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument was based (see Chapter III). 

1) Available/Accessible: An advisor is someone who effectively communicates 

and interacts with students outside the classroom, and does so more informally, 

more frequently, and on a more long-term basis than course instructors. 

Instructors will vary from term to term, but an academic advisor is the one 

institutional representative with whom the student can have continuous contact 

and an ongoing relationship that may endure throughout the college experience.  

2) Knowledgeable/Helpful: An advisor is an effective consultant—a role that may 
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be said to embrace the following functions: (a) Resource Agent—one who 

provides accurate and timely information about the curriculum, co-curriculum, 

college policies, and administrative procedures. (b) Interpreter—one who helps 

students make sense of, and develop appreciation for the college mission, 

curricular requirements (e.g., the meaning, value, and purpose of general 

education), and co-curricular experiences (e.g., the importance of out-of-class 

experiences for student learning and development). (c) Liaison/Referral Agent—

one who connects students with key academic support and student development 

services. (d) Teacher/Educator—one who helps students gain self-insight into 

their interests, aptitudes, and values; who enables students to see the “connection” 

between their academic experience and their future life plans; and who promotes 

students’ cognitive skills in problem-solving, decision-making, and critical 

thinking with respect to present and future educational choices. 

3) Personable/Approachable: An advisor is a humanizing or personalizing agent 

with whom students feel comfortable seeking out, who knows students by name, 

and who takes a personal interest in individual students’ experiences, progress, 

and development. 

4) Counselor/Mentor: An advisor is an advocate who students can turn to for 

advice, counsel, guidance, or direction; who listens actively and empathically; and 

who responds to students in a non-judgmental manner—treating them as clients to 

be mentored—rather than as subordinates to be evaluated (or graded). (Cuseo, in 

press, p. 2-3) 
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While the academic advising characteristics described previously are desirable to 

most students, a definite challenge exists trying to meet the diverse needs of an 

institution’s study body (Kramer, 2000). Today’s students are quite different from 

students forty years ago. Demographic differences exist in terms of race, ethnic diversity, 

sex, enrollment status, age, residence, disabilities, and sexual orientation (Upcraft & 

Stephens, 2000). According to Barrow et al. (1989) students’ need perceptions were 

found to vary by race, sex and class standing. However, in addition, students of today 

very likely possess different attitudes and values, have experienced society’s changing 

family structure, have been impacted by mental and/or physical health, may have 

diminished academic preparation, and be struggling to finance their college education 

(Upcraft & Stephens). How does an academic advisor adequately meet students’ needs 

considering all that?  Certainly, trying to do so can be quite frustrating for advisors who 

may struggle to understand the current generation of students (Upcraft & Stephens).   

The truth is that students have a variety of needs relating to advising which often 

change as they proceed through college (Berdahl, 1995; Gordon, 1992). Strommer (1995) 

also noted this change in students’ advising and mentoring needs. Particularly, Strommer 

noted that first-year students, especially if they are first-generation college students, face 

unique struggles becoming acclimated to college. Gordon described freshman as typically 

more dependent, distracted, and require greater assistance with academic planning. In 

addition, freshman often need assistance determining educational and career goals, while 

sophomores may begin to question their initial choice and require guidance working 

through that dilemma (Gordon).  Kramer et al. (1987) suggested that advisors could also 

assist sophomores experiencing the “sophomore slump” by arranging appointments to 
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review degree plans, formalize career plans and encourage them in their educational 

pursuits. 

Most upperclassmen have learned to navigate through the college requirements 

and procedures and have begun taking more responsibility for their futures (Gordon, 

1992).  In many cases, this means that upperclassmen are more focused on learning ways 

to improve their academic performance and enhance their post-college marketability, as 

opposed to being concerned with schedule planning or course registration (Gordon). 

Strommer (1995) also noted that seniors often need guidance relating to the next stage of 

life and decisions related to career plans and continued education.  

In addition, there are many special populations of students, including 

academically unprepared, academically gifted, those undecided about a major and student 

athletes, all whom may have unique needs as well. As McCollum (1988) suggested,  

the overall challenge to the advisor is to meet the advisee’s developmental needs 

whether they are emotional, academic, or career oriented. To do so, the advisor 

must recognize career helping as a legitimate advising responsibility and be aware 

that some student groups may face unique problems in career development 

 (p. 15). 

According to Kramer et al. (1987), “advisors who recognize academic-class 

differences and who successfully coordinate institutional resources to promote students 

development will be in a position to anticipate needs and discriminately offer students 

information and planning assistance” (p. 26). Based on the differing needs, it would seem 

logical that students would have differing preferences and expectations regarding the 

advising they receive. 
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A number of studies have been conducted to determine student preferences; 

however there have been contradictory results. Much of the data collected through 

research indicates that faculty advisors are satisfactorily meeting the needs of most 

students, although there remain areas where improvement could be made (Habley, 2003).   

A student satisfaction assessment conducted by Pennsylvania’s State System of 

Higher Education in 1996, which sought to develop a model for predicting attrition, 

found five factors that accounted for the most variance in reenrollment (Bailey et al., 

1998). Those factors included: major, overall experience, campus community, faculty, 

and advising. Most students in the study were satisfied with advising, however, they were 

least pleased with the process of registering for courses (Bailey et al.). 

A survey of academic advising needs, conducted at the University of Northern 

Colorado, found that the most important advising functions centered on degree 

requirements, job opportunities, and applying to graduate or professional school (Kozloff, 

1985). Findings from this study also indicated that freshmen and sophomore students had 

higher attrition rates and were more critical of advising (Kozloff). Further, the study 

sought to determine what type of advisors were preferred by students; the results showed 

no clear preference with many functions, although faculty advisors were preferred when 

advising functions included selecting courses, selecting a major or minor, or making 

decisions relating to professional or graduate school preparations (Kozloff). When 

functions related to employment opportunities or academic appeals, professional advisors 

were preferred (Kozloff).   

In a research report from Boise State University, Belcheir found that only two-

thirds of students surveyed felt the current advising system met their needs, while one-
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third of students felt that it did not (1998).  In addition, some students shared that they 

felt like “just another face” to their advisor (Belcheir, 1998). Less than forty percent of 

the students felt that their advisor met their needs in terms of keeping them informed of 

degree changes, helping them with exploring career fields of interest or helping them 

identify obstacles to meeting their goals (Belcheir, 1998). However, a follow up study 

conducted by Belcheir (2000) reported that 80% of Boise State students felt the current 

advising system was meeting their needs.  

Students academic advising needs also vary based on other characteristics. One 

study, conducted by Crockett and Crawford (1989) sought to determine the relationship 

between freshmen students’ Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) scores and their 

academic advising preferences. Utilizing the Academic Advising Inventory (AAI), which 

measures advising preference (prescriptive vs. developmental), researchers found the 

majority of students preferred developmental advisors on three of the AAI scales: 

personalizing education, academic decision making, and selecting courses. When 

grouped according to MBTI results, all eight types also preferred developmental 

advising. This study also reported that women scored higher on the academic decision 

making scale than men (Crockett & Crawford). Mottarella, Fritzsche, and Cerabino 

(2004) also studied advising preferences and personality, using the five-factor model of 

personality, but found no significant differences based on personality dimensions.  

Hale, Graham, and Johnson (2008) recently conducted a study involving nearly 

500 undergraduate students at a southern land-grant institution to determine additional 

factors that may impact student satisfaction with advising. The study, which also utilized 

the AAI sought to determine if congruence between advisors’ academic advising style 
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and students’ ideal advising style had an effect on student satisfaction. Ultimately, the 

research indicated that students who were advised by an advisor with a congruent 

advising style were more satisfied than students advised by an advisor with an 

incongruent style. Additionally, approximately 96% of all students indicated they would 

prefer a developmental advisor, while only 80% of students perceived their advisor to be 

developmental (Hale et al.). Overall, however, students were generally satisfied with the 

advising they received (Hale et al.).  

According to Light (2001), students’ college experiences vary widely. Although 

for some students, college can be a time of personal development, growth and success, 

for others college can be characterized as a frustrating struggle to meet deadlines and 

requirements or, perhaps, as a rather uninspiring continuation of secondary education. 

Academic advising is one factor that Light, as well as many others, identified that may 

contribute to such differences. In fact, Light offered that faculty members play a major 

role in students’ success, satisfaction with experiences and academic retention. Wilbur 

(2003) concurred, stating, “academic advising, when done right, offers students and 

faculty an additional opportunity to connect in meaningful ways” (p. 201). 

Academic Advising Effectiveness 

As previously addressed, students have different academic advising needs and 

preferences; therefore, students may assess advising effectiveness differently. According 

to Afshar and Dhiman (2007), 

 Students with different cultural, personal, and academic attributes may assess the 

effectiveness of their advisors quite differently. Apparently, freshman students’ 

perception of advisor’s effectiveness could be quite different than that of a senior 
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student. Gender difference, age, GPA, class status, longevity with the current 

advisor, number of visits to the advisor and their duration, all these variables may 

call for new considerations in assessing the excellence in academic advising”  

(p. 1).  

While few studies indicate what factors influence advisor effectiveness, some 

research has addressed this issue. A recent study involving 225 students in an urban, 

private university found gender and academic level to be factors in determining advising 

effectiveness (Afshar & Dhiman, 2007) Female students’ expectations for “excellence” 

were found to be higher than the male counterparts. In addition, freshmen students were 

less satisfied with their academic advisors than older students, indicating higher academic 

advising expectations or needs that than sophomores, juniors, or seniors (Afshar & 

Dhiman).  

What can be done to increase our knowledge about the effectiveness of academic 

advising?  As noted by Wilbur (2003), “every strong advising program identified by 

NACADA or other national organizations has integrated an effective system to monitor 

quality” (p. 214).  Without a doubt, evaluation is the key. The purpose of advisor 

evaluation is to improve effectiveness (Creamer & Scott, 2000).  With that in mind, one 

would wonder why more institutions are not conducting evaluations of academic 

advising? If academic advising is recognized as a factor in academic retention (Myers & 

Dyer, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993), contributes to student 

satisfaction (Light, 2001), and is viewed as a form of teaching (Crookston, 1972), why 

did less than one-third of the institutions responding to the American College Testing’s 
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national academic advising survey respond that they utilized performance evaluations of 

advising (Habley & Morales, 1998)?  

According to Creamer and Scott (2000), there are four primary options an 

institution can utilize to evaluate its academic advising services: student evaluation, self-

evaluation, supervisory performance review and peer review. Regardless of the 

evaluation format, feedback is needed to help advisors be more effective (Creamer & 

Scott). Wilbur (2003) noted that many academic advising instruments exist on a national 

level, however “each campus has to determine what system of data collection will 

provide them with the most accurate and timely feedback on the advising process”  

(p. 214-215). Wilbur further offered,  

Sometimes something as simple as a short feedback form that can be completed 

by students at the end of an advising session proves quite helpful to advisors. 

Other times, more comprehensive survey instruments and focus groups are 

needed to capture broader student experiences with advisors and related campus 

resources over time. In addition to monitoring advising for current students, some 

of the best programs assess students’ expectations prior to arriving on campus, as 

well as regularly contacting alumni regarding their reflections on the advising 

process and how it helped or failed to help them achieve their educational goals 

(p. 215). 

Bryd (1994) also suggested two options to improve the quality and effectiveness 

of academic advising. As mentioned previously, Byrd supported the development of 

quick, easy and reliable assessment instruments that could be used to assess advisors, 
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with hopes of improving the services offered. Additionally, Byrd encouraged more 

training for faculty members serving as academic advisors.  

Faculty Perceptions of Advising 

One reason for the reduced attention or effort toward academic advising may be 

related to the findings of a study conducted by Meyers and Dyer (2005). The study noted 

that college of agriculture faculty and administrators across the country value advising, 

with 99% of respondents indicating that advising plays an important role in retaining 

students (Meyers & Dyer).  However, respondents expressed concern because academic 

advising is not valued in promotion and tenure.  Additionally, professors and 

administrators viewed graduate advising as more scholarly than undergraduate advising 

(Meyers & Dyer).  

Some faculty believe advising, particularly the developmental approach, is too 

much like counseling and have dismissed the approach as “requiring too much 

involvement with students’ personal lives” (Kramer, 2003, p. 6). Additional faculty 

concerns with academic advising center on increased demands on faculty time because of 

class loads, research, and service requirements, and the lack of a reward system for 

faculty advising (Kozloff, 1985).  

Other faculty members complain that they are not properly prepared to offer 

advising services to students (Kramer, 2003).  Research supports the concept that there is 

a lack of training provided for university faculty in student advising (Myers & Dyer, 

2005; Kramer). Most faculty members enter into an advising position without 

professional experience or preparation (Habley, 1997). Despite this lack of training, often 

faculty members are immediately expected to serve as an undergraduate and/or graduate 
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advisor once hired into a faculty position (Meyers & Dyer, 2005). Strommer (1995) 

described this situation as “the ‘dump and run’ method of advisor selection…(Good 

news! You’re the new departmental advisor. Registration is next Tuesday.)” (p. 25). This 

situation cannot make the academic advising process any easier for faculty members.  

According to Wilbur (2003), nearly all individuals involved in academic advising 

will agree that the process is complex and demanding; very few, if any, faculty feel 

prepared for the task without additional training and support. A study conducted among 

college of agriculture faculty and administrators at thirty-one institutions found that only 

58% of faculty members had received training in how to advise students on academic and 

professional matters (Meyers & Dyer, 2005). Even more alarming, only 18% of those 

surveyed had received any type of training on how to advise students on personal matters 

(Meyers & Dyer).  In a similar study, conducted by Peiter-Horstmeier (2006), 80% of 

respondents indicated that they had no formal advising training. Selke and Wong (1993) 

offered some explanation for the limited training for advisors; a common misconception 

related to academic advising is that faculty advisors know all that is needed to be a 

successful as a result of their own experiences as a student advisee. 

Faculty advisors also have a number of demands on their time. As Frost and 

Brown-Wheeler (2003) note, “it is understandable that faculty, and untenured faculty in 

particular, might be tempted to give advising less attention than some of their more 

quantitative pursuits (such as publishing and teaching)” (p. 239). However, Frost and 

Brown-Wheeler suggested that academic advising be made more “quantifiable” by 

considering it as a component of teaching and having advisors document it as such.  Most 

faculty members are accustomed to being evaluated on their classroom teaching and 
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performance; an evaluation of advising should simply be viewed as an evaluation of one-

to-one teaching. Hanson and Huston (1995) agreed, saying “If one regards advising as a 

form of teaching, advisers should be as well prepared for an advising appointment as they 

are to teach a class” (p.89).  

Gardiner (1998) supported the fact that most faculty members work long and hard 

and care about educating students. However, he also noted that “we seem to turn a blind 

eye to the quality of our educational processes and results. The busyness of daily routine 

and the seeming rightness of the familiar obscures the need to change” (Gardiner, p. 71). 

With regard to faculty advising, institutions simply cannot ignore the need to change; 

outcomes such as student satisfaction, success and academic retention are too much to 

risk.  

Conceptual Framework 

Study of College Impact 

The conceptual framework which served as the basis of this study was an 

adaptation of Terenzini and Reason’s (2005) model for studying college impact. The 

model, created from research by Pascarella and Terenzini (1991, 2005) and Terenzini and 

Reason, was designed to address issues relating to student success and persistence in the 

first year of college. The framework takes into consideration a multitude of forces which 

help to shape students’ first year of college and, ultimately, identifies three primary 

components of variables involved in the study of college impact. The three components 

include: pre-college characteristics and experience, the college experience, and outcomes. 

To meet the needs of studying college student development and success from an 

agricultural perspective the initial framework has been slightly modified (see Figure 1). 



36 
 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of influences on student learning and persistence.  

As the model indicates, the pre-college characteristics and experience component 

encompasses a variety of demographic variables as well as other relevant factors that may 

impact or influence their experiences in and after college. According to Terenzini and 

Reason (2005), “this portion of the framework is intended only to recognize that students’ 

pre-college characteristics can have powerful influences on students’ subsequent college 

experiences, learning, development, change and persistence” (p. 6). In order to address 

the factors over which faculty members, administrators and policy makers have some 

influence, the characteristics with which students enter college must be considered first 

(Terenzini & Reason, p. 7).  

 The center component of the model introduces two additional categories of 

factors: the institutional environment and student experiences. In the original model of 

Terenzini and Reason (2005), institutional environment was referred to as organizational 
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context. In the modification of the model, this was changed in an effort to be more 

descriptive of what the category contained.  

According to Terenzini and Reason (2005), institutional effects “are more a 

function of what institutions do rather than what they are” (p. 8). At times, such factors 

relating to institutional history and culture are overlooked in college impact literature. 

However, such “structures, practices, and policies…are more likely to influence student 

outcomes through the kinds of student experiences and values they promote or 

discourage” (Terenzini & Reason, 2005, p. 8). As shown in the model, the institutional 

environment category consists of three factors: 1) structures, policies, and practices; 2) 

academic and co-curricular programs, policies, and procedures; and 3) faculty culture and 

experiences.  

The structures, policies and practices factor includes such things as administrative 

structure, staff support, financial aid policies, collaboration among institutional 

employees, and communication of institutional mission (Terenzini & Reason, 2005). The 

second factor, academic and co-curricular programs, policies, and procedures, 

encompasses the formal academic and student affairs program policies and procedures of 

an institution (Terenzini & Reason). This factor includes such things as personnel 

policies, faculty workload, course limits, professional development for faculty and staff, 

utilization of teaching evaluations, and other programs and policies that further support 

the integration of students’ academic and non-academic lives (Terenzini & Reason). 

Finally, the third factor, faculty culture and experiences, is based upon the philosophies 

and behaviors of faculty members toward teaching, research and service. According to 

Terenzini and Reason, faculty culture is reflected in a variety of ways, including how 
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faculty interact with students (both formally and informally), how involved faculty are in 

activities and opportunities relating to teaching and learning, the emphasis given to 

“promoting student encounters with diverse people, cultures and ideas in their 

classrooms,” (p. 11) and so forth. This is the area of the model in which academic 

advising, particularly faculty advising, would be located. 

The student experiences component of the college experience consists of three 

factors including: 1) formalized learning experiences, 2) out-of-class experiences, and 3) 

peer interaction. Formalized learning experiences are defined as interaction with students 

and faculty members while completing coursework. These experiences may take many 

forms; however are typically more structured than informal learning experiences. Out-of-

class experiences encompass a variety of college opportunities such as student 

organizations, Study Abroad opportunities and internships. Finally, peer interaction 

specifically occurs as a result of involvement with other students. This interaction may be 

as a result of personal networks, living situations (residence halls, learning communities) 

or sorority/fraternity organizations (Terenzini & Reason).  

The outcomes included in the framework, including learning/development, 

persistence and career/job satisfaction all are impacted by the other components of the 

model (Terenzini & Reason). By no means are these the only outcomes that occur as a 

result of the combined pre-college characteristics and college experience; however, 

outcomes listed were the primary outcomes of interest.  

Social Integration Theory 

Terenzini and Reason’s (2005) model contains many components based upon the 

work of Tinto (1975, 1993) as evidenced by the many factors and variables in their 

studies of college impact and the college experience. Not surprisingly then, Tinto’s 
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studies of academic persistence and causes of attrition (1975) also suggested that 

interactions with faculty, peer groups and extracurricular activities are quite important to 

students (see Figure 2). In fact, Tinto referred to such interactions as “mechanisms of 

social integration” (p. 107). Therefore, Tinto’s (1975) theory of social integration serves 

as a framework for this study as well. Social integration refers to the level of congruence 

between an individual and the social system they are a part of (Braxton, Sullivan & 

Johnson, 1997).  

 

Figure 2. Tinto’s (1975) model of student attrition. 

In order to reach an acceptable level of congruence between a college student and 

an institution, many of the components of the conceptual model of student learning and 

persistence must be present. While researchers have explored attrition and departure from 

college, many seem to share a common perspective. In fact, many researchers (Eccles, 

1983; Ethington, 1990; Rose & Elton; 1966, Summerskill, 1962) have primarily focused 

on departure as a reflection of the individual student and his or her shortcomings (Tinto, 
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1993). Typically, in much of the past research, the institutional impact on student 

behavior has been disregarded.  

Tinto’s (1993) theory emphasizes the importance of “incorporation into the 

society of college” – a concept based upon Van Gennep’s Rites of Passage idea (p. 98). 

“Individuals in college are rarely provided with formal rituals and ceremonies whereby  

such connectedness is ratified…it is still the case that most new students are left to make 

their own way through the maze of institutional life” (Tinto, p. 99).  

Based on Tinto’s (1993) theory, it becomes apparent that the contact a student has 

with faculty and staff can be extremely influential. And, although “the presence of 

interaction by itself does not guarantee persistence, the absence of interaction almost 

always enhances the likelihood of departure” (Tinto, 1993, p. 117). 

 Each of the two frameworks discussed emphasize the multitude of factors that 

may influence an undergraduate student’s college experience. If the components of 

Terenzini & Reason’s (2005) model for studying college impact are not continually 

addressed by higher education institutions, it is likely that increased attrition will result. 

Both frameworks recognize that students enter college with a number of pre-existing 

attributes that cannot be changed; however, other factors, which can be influenced or 

controlled by institutions of higher education, definitely can positively impact individual 

student outcomes. Particularly, by making efforts to create a welcoming, supportive 

institutional environment and student experiences that are positive, institutions are likely 

to decrease attrition (Tinto, 1993). Without a doubt, quality faculty advising services 

offered for students can aid in this initiative. 
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Summary 

Academic advising services may be organized in a variety of structures, may 

utilize vastly different approaches and be provided by a variety of individuals, including 

professional advisors, faculty advisors, or peer advisors. Regardless of the delivery 

mechanism, academic advising is a critical component of college students’ collegiate 

experience. If the academic advising provided meets the needs and expectations of 

students, it has the potential to increase student satisfaction, contribute to academic and 

social integration, and decrease attrition.  

To effectively meet the academic advising needs of students’, an institution must 

first identify what the needs are. While needs may vary based on differing student 

characteristics, previous research has identified some foundational needs that seem to be 

consistent across student populations.  

When faculty advising is utilized, unique possibilities and challenges are 

experienced. While faculty advisors offer a great deal of technical, content knowledge to 

students, in some cases, the availability of faculty advisors, extensive teaching and 

research obligations, and their limited knowledge of student development theories have 

been of concern. In such cases, it is essential that advising is portrayed as a scholarly 

endeavor, worthy of faculty time. In addition, efforts must be made to adequately prepare 

faculty members for the diverse roles expected of an academic advisor.  
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CHAPTER III 
 

METHODOLOGY 

Chapter III describes the methodology of the study. Included in this chapter are 

the research objectives, research design, population, instrumentation, data collection, and 

data analyses procedures utilized.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was three-fold. First, this study sought to assess the 

importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by undergraduate students 

in the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources at the University of Missouri. 

Additionally, this study examined faculty advisors’ performance with regard to the 

academic advising characteristics. Finally, the study sought to identify factors that 

influenced the academic advising needs of CAFNR undergraduate students. 

Research Objectives 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of College of Agriculture, Food and 

Natural Resources undergraduate students (sex, academic level, undergraduate 

degree program). 

2. Describe academic advising tendencies of CAFNR undergraduate students 

(frequency of advising meetings, length of advising meetings, additional 

sources of advising information). 

3. Describe the importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by 

CAFNR undergraduate students. 

4. Compare the importance of academic advising characteristics by CAFNR 

undergraduate students’ sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree 

program.  
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5. Describe faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students. 

6. Compare faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students by sex, academic level, and 

undergraduate degree program.  

7. Prioritize the academic advising characteristics, as perceived by CAFNR 

students, in need of enhancement by using a modified Borich needs 

assessment model.  

8. Describe the personality/communication styles of CAFNR undergraduate 

students in academic/work settings. 

9. Describe the relationship between the four constructs of academic advising 

needs and the four personality/communication style dimensions. 

Research Design 

This study utilized descriptive-correlational research methods to address questions 

regarding CAFNR undergraduate students’ perceptions of academic advising. According 

to Gall, Gall and Borg (2003), “many research studies involve the description of natural 

or social phenomena – their form, structure, activity, change over time, relationship to 

other phenomena” (p. 3). Such studies focus primarily on describing existing conditions 

(Gall et al.). Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (2002), explained that often this type of research 

“uses…questionnaires and interviews to gather information from groups of subjects” (p. 

25). Consistent with the literature on research design, this study employed the use of an 

online instrument to gather information regarding academic advising needs, preferences, 

and experiences.  
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In addition to describing “what is” with respect to academic advising, this study 

also utilized correlational research methods to investigate potential relationships between 

variables of interest (Gall et al., 2003). Specifically, correlational research is used to 

address the “strength and direction of relationships” (Ary et al., 2002, p. 25) among 

selected variables. This study sought to address the relationships among selected 

characteristics, including sex, academic level, undergraduate degree program, 

personality/communication style and students’ academic advising needs. This aspect of 

the research attempted to explain or predict the variability within academic advising 

needs and advisor evaluation in terms of the selected characteristics, including sex, 

academic level, undergraduate degree program, and personality/communication style.  

Gall et al. (2003) stated that “much educational research has a strong inclination 

toward discovering cause-and-effect relationship” (p. 290); however, such causation is 

not the purpose of this study. In fact, as Gall, Gall and Borg (1996) explained, “unless 

researchers first generate an accurate description of an educational phenomenon as it 

exists, they lack a firm basis for explaining or changing it” (p. 374). 

In this study, there were two dependent variables – importance of academic 

advising characteristics and faculty advisors’ performance as perceived by students. In 

addition, there were several independent variables of interest. Independent variables 

included: sex, academic level, undergraduate degree program, and 

personality/communication style. 

As with all descriptive research, there are two primary concerns that must be 

addressed: internal and external validity. Internal validity of a study ensures that the data, 

or findings, are true. To ensure internal validity, measurement error must be minimized 
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and the instrument(s) used for data collection must be trusted. External validity addresses 

the question, “to whom can the findings be generalized?” Factors that influence external 

validity of a study include sampling error, selection error, frame error, and non-response 

error. Internal and external validity concerns will be addressed in the instrumentation 

section.  

Population 

The target population consisted of undergraduate students enrolled in 11 of the 15 

academic degree programs housed within the CAFNR during the spring 2008 semester 

(N = 1,619). Because of differences in program structure and advising processes, the four 

academic degree programs in the School of Natural Resources (SNR) were not included 

in the population.  

A census of the population, as opposed to sampling, was used for two reasons. 

First, all students were accessible because of the availability of MU student email 

addresses. Second, by distributing the instrument online to students, cost was not a factor.  

The frame for this study was obtained from the CAFNR Academic Programs 

Office. To address potential frame error and ensure accuracy, the list was scrutinized for 

errors and omissions and purged of duplicates. Student numbers, names and email 

addresses were reviewed to make certain information was correctly reported. Corrections 

were made as necessary prior to the start of data collection.  

Instrumentation 

One primary source was utilized for the collection of data. An online instrument, 

the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument, was distributed via email to all currently 

enrolled CAFNR students to obtain quantitative information relating to undergraduate 
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student perceptions of academic advising (Appendix A). An online instrument was used 

because of the advantages it offers over other instrumentation methods in terms of cost-

effectiveness and timeliness of responses. With such a large population, the cost 

associated with printing hardcopies of the instrument and postage would have been cost 

prohibitive.  

The online CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument was created and distributed 

using Hosted Survey™, a web-hosted software application.  Hosted Survey™ was 

selected in lieu of other online hosting options because of its affordable academic pricing, 

extensive question design and layout options, and excellent customer service.  

The CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument consisted of three sections. Section I 

utilized a modified Borich needs assessment format to identify the level of importance 

and advisor performance for given characteristics, or behaviors, of a faculty advisor. A 

total of 34 items were included in this section, which was divided into four pages in the 

online format to reduce scrolling.  

The items were developed after reviewing academic advising literature as well as 

many academic advising evaluations, student satisfaction instruments and related 

research materials.  Ultimately, the instrument incorporated elements of a variety of 

instruments including existing CAFNR Advisor Evaluations and the Survey of Academic 

Advising (SAA) designed by the ACT organization. Once instrument items were 

identified and/or generated through the literature review, items were placed into one of 

four academic advising constructs (Availability/Accessibility, Knowledge/Helpfulness, 

Personable/Approachable, and Counseling/Mentoring), as identified by Cuseo (in press).  
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CAFNR students were first asked to identify their perceived level of importance 

for each item. A five point Likert-type scale comprised of not important, of little 

importance, somewhat important, important, and very important, was used to elicit 

responses. Next, students were asked to evaluate the performance of their faculty advisor 

with regard to the given characteristics, or behaviors. Again, students responded to the 34 

items using a Likert-type scale. This particular scale offered the following choices: not 

applicable, poor, fair, satisfactory, good, and excellent. Not applicable was included in 

the choices for performance ratings so that students were not forced to rate the 

performance of an advisor if the characteristic or behavior had not been addressed or 

observed.   

Also included in Section I of the instrument were 11 items addressing academic 

advising tendencies. Many of these items were adapted from the SAA or developed as a 

result of feedback received from the panel of experts or students in the pilot test 

discussed later. This section included such items as the primary method of 

communicating with the faculty advisor, how often they had met with their advisor and if 

that was sufficient, how long a typical meeting with their advisor lasted, and what other 

sources, if any, a student uses for academic information. In this section, the student also 

reported his/her undergraduate major and indicated the name of his/her respective faculty 

advisor by selecting them from a list provided. 

Measurement Error 

In all research, one must make a concentrated effort to reduce error. Admittedly, 

measurement error can never be entirely eliminated, however by recognizing both 

random and systematic type error exist, error can be minimized. To control for systematic 
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error in this particular study, several steps were taken. The following section outlines the 

steps taken to minimize measurement error.  

Validity of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument 

Gay and Airasian (2002) described validity as “the most important characteristic a 

test or measure can have” (p. 169). “Validity in quantitative research depends on careful 

instrument construction to ensure that the instrument measures what it is supposed to 

measure” (Patton, 2002, p. 14). For the purposes of this study, two specific types of 

evidence were used to determine the validity of the online CAFNR Faculty Advising 

Instrument.  

According to Ary et al. (2002), face validity is simply whether or not the 

instrument appears valid for the intended purpose. Face validity is especially important to 

determine because respondents are more likely to complete an instrument that appears to 

be meaningful and appropriate (Ary et al.).   

Gay and Airasian (2000) identified construct validity as the most important form 

of validity, because “it asks the fundamental question: What is this test really 

measuring?” (p. 167). Often times, construct validity is determined by utilizing statistical 

procedures, such as factor analysis. While this would perhaps be a preferable approach, 

the time available did not allow for factor analysis to be conducted. Instead, those 

academic advising characteristics which would potentially be included on the instrument 

were placed onto individual note cards. Using a card sort method and guidance from 

members of the dissertation committee, the characteristics were placed into relevant 

constructs.  
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To ensure the instrument was carefully constructed, a panel of experts (Appendix 

B) reviewed the instrument and addressed face and construct validity. The panel of 

experts consisted of 11 university faculty members representing higher education 

institutions from across the United States. Members were selected based upon faculty 

advising experience and expertise and/or extensive knowledge about faculty advising 

within colleges of agriculture. In early January, panel members were sent a letter via 

email (Appendix C) asking for their help in addressing the validity of the instrument. 

Attached to the email were two documents. One document contained the purpose and 

research objectives of the study and the other contained proposed items grouped by the 

four relevant academic advising constructs. These attachments were included so that 

expert panel members could familiarize themselves with the overall purpose of the study 

prior to providing feedback regarding construct validity. Specifically, the expert panel 

members were asked to comment on word choice, ambiguity and whether or not they 

agreed with the constructs and item alignment. A link to the online instrument at 

HostedSurvey™ was also provided so that expert panel members could determine face 

validity. Based on the approval of the panel of experts, items were officially assigned to 

one of the four academic advising constructs (Appendix D).  

Pilot Testing 

According to Gall, Gall and Borg (2005), “it is impossible to predict how the 

items will be interpreted by respondents unless the researcher tries out the questionnaire 

and analyzes the responses of a small sample of individuals before starting the main 

study” (p. 133). Similarly, Ary et al. (2000) support such pilot testing, or field testing, 

because of the potential ability for such efforts to help clarify or eliminate items.  
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Ary et al. continue support of pilot testing by offering the following issues that can be 

addressed by doing so:  

1. Do the respondents seem comfortable with the questionnaire and motivated to 
complete it? 

2. Are certain items confusing? 

3. Could some items result in hostility or embarrassment on the part of the 
respondents? 

4. Are the instructions clear? 

5. How long will it take a respondent to complete the questionnaire? 

6. Do all respondents interpret the items in the same way? (p. 402) 

Prior to distributing the online instrument to students within the target population, 

a pilot study was conducted with December 2007 graduates of the CAFNR. This group of 

students was selected because of its similarity to the target population and its familiarity 

with the faculty advising structure used by CAFNR. Since students were recent 

completers of a CAFNR degree program, no major changes had to be made to the 

instrument in order to conduct the pilot test. Undergraduate degree programs and lists of 

faculty advisors were relevant and accurate. The recent graduates were asked via email to 

complete the instrument, estimate the amount of time the instrument took to complete, 

and share concerns/suggestions for improvement.  

A total of 139 students were invited to participate in the pilot test of the 

instrument. Of the graduates, 35 began the instrument and 33 completed all items in 

Section I. It was not known whether or not those students who did not complete all 

components experienced technical problems with the instrument or simply opted out 

prior to finishing. While this response rate seemed low, the pilot test was sent out over 
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the holiday break and many recent graduates may have already discontinued their use of 

the MU email system.  

As a result of the pilot test, some modifications were made to the instrument. 

Clarification was made within instructions to indicate where one section of questions 

ended and another section began. Additionally, a more accurate time estimate for 

completion was also provided in the email to participants as a result of the information 

provided by students in the pilot test group. Finally, a few items, regarding academic 

advising tendencies, were removed that were deemed unnecessary with regard to the 

objectives of the study.   

Reliability of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument 

Reliability refers to the consistency of measures produced by a measuring 

instrument (Ary et al., 2002). Borg and Gall (1989) also defined reliability as the 

“stability of the measuring device over time” (p. 257). While it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to design a measure that is perfectly reliable, efforts must be made to 

determine the reliability of a measure and increase reliability, if at all possible. There are 

a variety of methods utilized for determining the reliability of a measuring instrument, 

many of which involve computing a correlation coefficient between two sets of 

measurements (Borg & Gall).   

For this particular study, reliability coefficients for the four constructs included in 

Section I of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument were calculated using the pilot test 

data (see Table 1). Cronbach’s alpha, the most common form of internal consistency as 

an estimate for reliability, was used. The resulting Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged 

from .82 to .94. In social science research, .70 is often noted as the lower limit for an 



52 
 

acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for a set of items (Garson, 2008). Nunnelly 

(1978) also identified .70 as the level at which a scale may be considered internally 

consistent. Based on the resulting coefficients, the Section I of the CAFNR Faculty 

Advising Instrument was deemed reliable.  

Table 1 
 
Reliability Estimates of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument (n=33) 

Construct Importance 
Faculty Advisor’s 

Performance 

Available/Accessible .94 .85 

Knowledgeable/Helpful .83 .89 

Personable/Approachable .92 .82 

Counseling/Mentoring .86 .84 

Section II of the CAFNR Academic Advising Instrument asked subjects to 

provide demographic information. The demographic information requested included sex, 

academic level, whether or not the student’s parents, siblings, or legal guardians 

graduated from college, and race/ethnicity. In accordance with the recommendations of 

Salant and Dillman (1994), reliability estimates were not calculated on demographic data 

because very little measurement error results from asking respondents about personal 

attributes and behaviors.  

In addition to the items specifically addressing academic advising a 

personality/communication component was desired in effort to explore additional factors 

that may contribute to undergraduate student academic advising needs and satisfaction 

with advising. Indeed, the personality and communication style of a student may be one 

factor. With that in mind, the Insight Inventory®, developed by Patrick Handley, Ph.D. 
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and marketed by the Insight Institute was selected. Grounded in theory, the Insight 

Inventory® was designed to provide users with a quick and easy way to learn about 

themselves (Handley, 2004). Such information is helpful in improving communication, 

ultimately enhancing a person’s relationships with others, both at home and in 

academic/work settings.  

Dr. Patrick Handley provided written permission allowing the Insight Inventory® 

to be incorporated into the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument (Appendix E). 

Therefore, Section III of the instrument consisted of the Insight Inventory®, designed to 

assess the student’s personality/communication style when in academic/work situations 

and at home and/or in personal situations. While only the academic/work profile was of 

interest to this particular study, both sections of the Insight Inventory® were included 

based on the desires of Dr. Handley. A total of 32 items addressed each style. 

Respondents were asked to read a term and its definition, and then respond with regard to 

how appropriately that term described them. A semantic differential scale ranging from  

1 = not very descriptive to 4 = very descriptive was used.  

Initially, plans were to have CAFNR students complete the Insight Inventory® 

portion of the instrument using the online version offered by the Insight Institute. 

However, because of challenges with programming the instrument, ultimately, Dr. 

Handley agreed to allow the Insight Inventory® items to be entered into Hosted Survey™ 

and distributed to students as one instrument. Typically, completers of the online Insight 

Inventory® are able to print a personalized report, “Gaining Insight into Yourself,” valued 

at $24.95, which helps explain the meaning of an individual’s scores on the Insight 

Inventory®. To provide CAFNR students with access to this report, Dr. Handley 
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graciously assisted in setting up a specific portal to the Insight Inventory® so that students 

could use a free keycode and receive the personalized report.  

Validity & Reliability of the Insight Inventory® 

The Insight Inventory® is a research-based instrument designed for use with 

“normal populations of adults and students, therefore the norms, reliability and validity 

are based on these population samples” (Handley, 2004, p. 2). Specifically, face validity, 

content validity, discriminant validity and construct validity were each addressed in the 

Insight Inventory® Training Manual (Handley). Further, Insight Inventory® scores have 

been compared to scores on similar instruments, including the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator (MBTI), Sixteen Personality Factors (16PF), and Self-Directed Search (SDS) 

(Handley).  

Reliability for the Insight Inventory® has been evaluated using two methods, 

including test-retest and internal consistency. Test-retest reliability scores for the 

academic/work portion of the Insight Inventory® ranged from .75 to .82 when tested with 

a group of college students (N=90), with six weeks between administrations (Handley, 

2004). Internal consistency coefficients ranged from .71 to .81 on the academic/work 

portion of the Insight Inventory®.  According to Nunnelly (1978), this range is 

acceptable. 

At the conclusion of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument, students had the 

opportunity to type any comments or concerns regarding faculty advising into an open 

ended text box. The student also had the opportunity to report his/her MU identification 

paw print in order to be entered into the drawing for randomly selected participation 

incentives.  
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Special efforts were made to enhance the visual appearance of the online 

instrument. Official MU and CAFNR colors and graphics were incorporated and a 

simple, sans serif font was selected for most of the instrument to make the instructions, 

questions, and responses more readable.  

Data Collection 

A modified version of the Dillman (2004) Tailored Design Method was utilized to 

guide the data collection process. Typically, this method is employed for mailed 

instruments and includes five potential contacts including: first contact (a prenotice 

letter), second contact (the instrument mailout), third contact (a postcard thank 

you/reminder), fourth contact (the first replacement instrument), and fifth contact (the 

invoking of special procedures) (Dillman). Since this instrument was delivered via the 

Web, as opposed to being mailed, the five contacts were modified slightly.  

No prenotice email was sent to CAFNR students; instead, the first contact 

contained an email letter (Appendix F), personalized for each respondent, briefly 

explaining the purpose of the study, process of completing the instrument and incentives 

available. The email also explained that participation in the study was indeed voluntary, 

in accord with IRB policies and contained contact information for those involved in the 

study. The email was co-signed by Dr. Paul Vaughn, Associate Dean of Academic 

Programs for CAFNR, which demonstrated his support for the study. Also contained in 

the email, sent on Wednesday, February 11, 2008 was an embedded link to the 

instrument web address.  Because of the structure of the online instrument, students were 

not provided with a respondent identification code; each received a unique web address.  
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According to Dillman (2004), without follow-up contact, response rates will 

typically be substantially lower than those obtained with follow-up. Therefore, on 

Sunday, February 17, 2008 six days after the first contact email was sent, the second 

contact (Appendix G) was made with students who had not yet begun the online 

instrument. The second contact email urged students to complete the instrument, by 

reiterating the importance of the study and reminding students about the available 

incentives.  

The third contact (Appendix H) was made on Wednesday, February 20, 2008 and 

contained information similar to the second contact. While in a study relying on mailed 

instruments, the third contact would be a postcard thank you/reminder. Similarly, the 

third contact in this study was written in such a way as not to “overcome resistance, but 

rather to jog memories and rearrange priorities” (Dillman, 2004, p. 179). Indeed, a 

college student receives numerous emails each day and has a multitude of activities and 

assignments to balance as Dillman indicated, high nonresponse is more often due to 

simple oversight than to conscious refusal.  

The fourth contact (Appendix I), which went to all CAFNR students who had not 

yet begun the instrument, was sent on Monday, March 3, 2008. This contact was a very 

brief email, highlighting the importance of the instrument. There was no formal fifth 

contact sent to nonrespondents. The fourth contact, sent via email, utilized a more 

conversational, informal tone, which according to Dillman (2004), is suggested for the 

fifth contact.  

Additionally, because of the follow-up options provided by Hosted Survey™, an 

additional email (Appendix J) was sent to respondents who began the instrument, but 
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failed to complete it. Instrument features allowed these respondents to begin the 

instrument from where they last left off, rather than requiring them to start over.  

Students who completed the entire instrument immediately were sent a 

confirmation email (Appendix K) which explained the process for obtaining the free 

online Insight Inventory® report and how incentives for participation would be 

distributed. 

A financial incentive was offered to encourage student participation. Students 

who completed the online instrument had their names entered into a drawing to win one 

of twenty Visa® Cash Cards. While this does not particularly align with Dillman’s (2004) 

suggestion of providing the financial incentive with the instrument, this option seemed to 

be most logical when conducting a web-based instrument. A pre-paid incentive was 

simply not feasible; therefore, a lottery was offered. Following the end of data collection, 

a total of twenty, $25 Visa® Cash Cards were awarded to randomly selected students. To 

ensure a fair process of selection, Randomizer.org (Urbaniak & Plous, 1997) was utilized 

to generate a list of twenty numbers; those students with corresponding numbers on the 

data spreadsheet were selected, notified via email and received a gift card. In accordance 

with IRB policies and campus accounting procedures, all gift cards were stored in the 

Agricultural Education Department safe until distributed and students who received gift 

cards were asked to sign a document starting they had received the incentive.  

Non-Response Error 

Non-response error was a relevant concern. As Miller and Smith (1983) stated, 

“data gathered from self-selected respondents may not represent the opinions of the entire 

sample or population” (p.45). To address the issue of non-response, several steps were 

taken. As indicated in the preceding sections, multiple contacts were used, all emails 
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were personalized and a link to the instrument was included with reminder emails. 

According to Dillman (2004), each of those steps helps to increase response rate. In 

addition, efforts were made to ensure “respondent friendly questionnaire design” (p. 81) 

that included simple layout and wording. To reduce the likelihood of important items 

being skipped by respondents, the online feature which required answer was utilized. If 

respondents skipped a question and tried to advance to the next section, a notification 

appeared in red text indicating some item was omitted.  

While many efforts were made to increase the response rate, additional techniques 

must be employed to ensure respondents represent the target population (Ary et al., 

2002). To address this need, respondents were compared to the entire CAFNR student 

enrollment on selected demographic variables including sex, ethnicity, academic level 

and undergraduate degree program to ensure the accepting sample was representative of 

the total CAFNR undergraduate population.  Frequencies and percentages for the 

accepting sample were then compared with frequencies and percentages for the CAFNR 

population. Differences between the two percentages which were less than or equal to 

10% were considered to approximate one another. 

A total of 788 CAFNR undergraduate students (48.67%) began the online 

CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument with 726 students (44.84%) completing all the 

components. This discrepancy may be due, in part, to the length of the instrument. 

Subsequently, varying numbers will be reported in tables throughout this chapter. In all 

cases, the maximum number of respondents who completed a respective component of 

the instrument was utilized as n when analyzing and reporting results. 
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First, enrollment statistics and response rates for each of the eleven academic 

degree programs were examined (see Table 2) to determine if the response rate obtained 

from each undergraduate degree program approximated its enrollment percentage.   

Table 2 
 
CAFNR Students by Academic Degree Program (n = 726) 

 
 CAFNR Enrollment  Respondents 
 
Degree Program f 

 
%  f 

 
% 

 
Animal Science 373  23.04  176  24.24 
 
Hotel & Restaurant Management 359  22.17  105  14.46 
 
Biochemistry 259  16.00  107  14.74 
 
Agri-Business Management 139  8.59  76  10.47 
 
Plant Science 94  5.81  47  6.47 
 
Agricultural Systems Management 89  5.50  42  5.79 
 
Agricultural Education 71  4.39  67  9.23 
 
General Agriculture 70  4.32  20  2.75 
 
Agricultural Economics 51  3.15  32  4.41 
 
Food Science 41  2.53  19  2.62 
 
Agricultural Journalism 37  2.29  22  3.03 
 
Undeclared 36  2.22  13  1.79 
 
Total 1619  100.00  726  100.00 
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The three undergraduate degree programs with the largest enrollments were 

Animal Science (23.04%), Hotel and Restaurant Management (22.17%) and 

Biochemistry (16.00%). Conversely, the three CAFNR undergraduate degree programs 

with lowest enrollments were Agricultural Economics (3.15%), Food Science (2.53%), 

and Agricultural Journalism (2.29%). An additional 36 CAFNR undergraduate students 

were undecided on a degree program (Undeclared).  

When comparing the response rates for the eleven undergraduate degree programs 

with CAFNR enrollment within the major all were deemed acceptable, as none of the 

differences exceeded 10% (see Figure 3). Specifically, nine of the undergraduate degree 

programs’ response rates were within 1.5% of the enrollment percentages of the CAFNR 

student body. The response rates for Agri-Business Management (+1.88%), Agricultural 

Education (+4.84%), and Hotel and Restaurant Management (-7.71%) differed slightly 

from CAFNR enrollment percentages. Because this study was conducted by an 

Agricultural Education doctoral candidate, the response rate for students enrolled in 

Agricultural Education may have been affected. Many undergraduate Agricultural 

Education students may have been familiar with the doctoral candidate as a result of 

having courses in which she served as a teaching assistant or from other departmental 

activities.  
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Figure 3. A comparison of respondents to the CAFNR population by undergraduate 

degree program. 

In addition to evaluating the enrollment percentages for the 11 undergraduate 

degree programs of interest, other demographic characteristics, including respondents’ 

sex, ethnicity and academic levels were also analyzed. According to the CAFNR 

Academic Programs Office, approximately 46.89% of current CAFNR students are 

female, while 53.13% are male (see Figure 4). The respondents’ self-reported sex was 

similar with approximately 55.23% of the respondents female, while 44.77% of 

respondents were male. Based on the comparison of percentages, the respondents were 

deemed to be representative of the CAFNR population with regard to sex.  
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Figure 4. A comparison of respondents to the CAFNR population by sex.  

Ethnicity of respondents was representative of the CAFNR student population 

(see Figure 5). Approximately 89.53% of the respondents self-reported that they were 

White. This is comparable to the CAFNR statistics, which indicated that 87.52% of 

currently enrolled students were White.  Respondents who self-reported their ethnicity as 

Asian American, Oriental or Pacific Islander, Mexican American or Mexican Origin, 

Native American (Indian, Alaskan or Hawaiian), Puerto Rican, Cuban, Other Latino or 

Hispanic, or Other were also comparably represented. The largest disparity in ethnicity 

percentages was with students who self reported their ethnicity as African American. 

According to CAFNR statistics, 5.96% of the CAFNR student population is African 

American, while only 3.44% of the respondents represented that ethnicity.  
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Figure 5. A comparison of respondents to the CAFNR population by ethnicity. 

With regard to academic level, CAFNR Academic Programs Office data indicated 

that 15.56% of the enrolled students were freshmen, 26.63% were sophomores, 36.13% 

were juniors, and 21.66% were seniors (see Figure 6). Approximately 20.66% of the 

respondents self-reported that they were freshmen, while 20.66% were sophomores, 

27.13% were juniors, and 31.54% were seniors. Percentages for all academic levels, with 

the exception of seniors, were deemed acceptable in comparison to the CAFNR 

percentages. 
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Figure 6. A comparison of respondents to the CAFNR population by academic level. 

Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences® (SPSS) 

15.0 for Windows. Data analysis methods were selected as a result of determining the 

scales of measurement for the variables.  

 

Objective One – Demographics of Respondents 

Describe the demographic characteristics of College of Agriculture, Food and Natural 

Resources (CAFNR) undergraduate students. 

  

Descriptive statistics were reported to address research objective one, and analyze 

the demographic characteristics of undergraduate students in CAFNR. Specifically, 

frequency counts and percentages were used to adequately describe nominal and ordinal 

data. Demographic characteristics analyzed included sex, academic level, and 

undergraduate degree program.  
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Objective Two – Academic Advising Tendencies  

Describe academic advising tendencies of CAFNR undergraduate students (frequency of 

advising meetings, length of advising meetings, additional sources of advising 

information). 

 

 Descriptive statistics, including measures of central tendency and variability were 

reported to address research objective two. Frequency counts and percentages were used 

to describe the data which was nominal or ordinal in nature. 

 

Objective Three – Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

Describe the importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by CAFNR 

undergraduate students. 

 

Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated to describe the items’ level 

of importance of each item investigated as perceived by students to answer research 

objective three. Each of the 34 characteristics, or behaviors, of a faculty advisor included 

in Section I of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument were summated according to 

construct and treated as interval data because a modified Likert scale was used.   

 

Objective Four – Comparisons of the Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

Compare the importance of academic advising characteristics by CAFNR undergraduate 

students’ sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree program.  
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Research question four sought to assess the importance of academic advising 

characteristics by specific independent variables. Mean scores and standard deviations 

were used to describe data that were interval or ratio, such as the importance of academic 

advising characteristics by students’ sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree 

program. Cohen’s d was then utilized to compare the mean scores of dichotomized 

groups for each variable of interest such as sex (female/male), academic level 

(underclassmen/upperclassmen), and undergraduate degree program (physical/biological 

science/social science). Specifically, the undergraduate degree programs included in each 

of the respective categories are provided in Table 3. Because of the nature of the 

dichotomy, students that were General Agriculture majors or undecided on a major were 

not included. 

Table 3 
 
Categorization of Undergraduate Degree Programs 

 
Physical/Biological Science Social Science 
 
Ag Systems Management 

 
Agricultural Economics 

 
Animal Science Agri-Business Management 
 
Biochemistry Agricultural Education 
 
Food Science Agricultural Journalism 
 
Plant Science Hotel & Restaurant Management  
 

According to Thalheimer and Cook (2002), Cohen’s d is frequently preferred over 

other methods for measuring effect size. Not only is it becoming the standard based on its 

growing popularity in academic research, it also allows for an immediate comparison 
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(Thalheimer & Cook, 2002). Effect sizes were calculated and interpreted according to 

Thalheimer and Cook’s (2003) Excel spreadsheet (see Table 4).  

Table 4 
 
Thalheimer and Cook’s (2003) Descriptors for Describing the Relative Size of Cohen’s d  

 
Value of Cohen’s d Effect Size 
 
>  1.45 Huge effect 
 
>  1.10 and < 1.45 Very large effect 
 
>  0.75 and < 1.10 Large effect 
 
>  0.40 and < 0.75 Medium effect 
 
>  0.15 and < 0.40 Small effect 
 
≥ - 0.15 and < 0.15 Negligible effect 
 

Objective Five – Faculty Performance Ratings on Academic Advising Characteristics 

Describe faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics as perceived 

by CAFNR undergraduate students. 

 

To analyze the performance of faculty advisors on academic advising 

characteristics, mean scores and standard deviations were calculated. Once again, 

responses to each of the 34 items were summated and treated as interval data because of 

the use of a modified Likert scale.   
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Objective Six – Comparisons of the Faculty Performance  
Ratings on Academic Advising Characteristics 

Compare faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics as 

perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students by sex, academic level, and undergraduate 

degree program.  

 

Descriptive statistics were utilized to address research question six and assess 

faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics by specific 

independent variables. Mean scores and standard deviations were used to describe data 

that was interval or ratio, such as the importance of academic advising characteristics. 

Once again, Cohen’s d was used to compare the mean scores of dichotomized groups for 

each variable of interest. These variables were sex (female/male), academic level 

(underclassmen/upperclassmen), and undergraduate degree program (physical/biological 

science/social science). Effect sizes were calculated and interpreted according to 

Thalheimer and Cook’s (2003) Excel spreadsheet. 

 

Objective Seven – Prioritizing Academic Advising Characteristics for Enhancement 

Prioritize the academic advising characteristics, according to CAFNR students, in need of 

enhancement, by using a modified Borich needs assessment model.  

 

A discrepancy analysis was conducted utilizing a modified Borich needs 

assessment model to prioritize, or rank, the 34 academic advising characteristics 

addressed.  A discrepancy analysis, as described by Borich (1980), helps examine two 

polar opposites: what is, and what should be. Such examination, Borich offered, can then 
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be used as an indication of a program’s effectiveness. To conduct such an examination, a 

discrepancy score must be calculated by using a weighted importance value which 

indicates what should be. According to Borich, this process is useful determining 

revisions in a given program, since items with the greatest discrepancy score “would have 

the highest priority when making suggested revisions” (p. 40).  

In this specific case, a discrepancy score for each respondent was calculated for 

each of the 34 items by subtracting the advisor’s performance score from the level of 

importance score. A weighted discrepancy score was then determined for each 

respondent on each item by multiplying the discrepancy score by the mean score of 

assistance needed. A mean weighted discrepancy score (MWDS) for each of the 34 items 

was then calculated by adding all weighted discrepancy scores and dividing the sum by 

the number of respondents. Finally, the 34 items were ranked by the mean discrepancy 

score. Ex post facto, the ranked items were evaluated and categorized into three 

categories based upon naturally occurring breaks.  

  

Objective Eight – Personality/Communication Traits of CAFNR Students 

Describe the personality/communication styles of CAFNR undergraduate students in 

academic/work settings. 

 

Research objective eight was answered by generating frequencies, percentages, 

mean scores and standard deviations to analyze the personality/communication styles of 

CAFNR undergraduate students. Analyses were based upon the four traits measured by 

the Insight Inventory® (see Figure 7) which include: Getting Your Way (Direct: Indirect); 

Responding to People (Outgoing: Reserved), Pacing Activity (Steady: Urgent), and 
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Dealing with Details (Structured: Unstructured) (Handley, 2004). Only the responses to 

the academic/work portion were analyzed.  

INDIRECT       DIRECT 

RESERVED       OUTGOING 

URGENT       STEADY 

UNSTRUCTURED       PRECISE 

 
Figure 7. Four traits measured by the Insight Inventory®. 

 Each of the four summated trait scores are calculated by adding the points of eight 

individual items that relate to the trait. Summated trait scores are then plotted on a graph, 

similar to Figure 7 in appearance. The shaded areas represent differing intensity levels for 

each respective trait (see Figure 8). The summated scores which correspond to the 

differing intensity levels are based upon norms established by prior research with the 

Insight Inventory® (Handley, 2004).   

   Slightly Moderately Very 

 

 

 
 
 
Figure 8. Intensity of Insight Inventory® scores. 

 

Scores in the non-shaded area 
indicates a person uses that trait 
more than 55% of the general 
population. 

Scores in the light shaded 
area indicates a person uses 
that preference more than 
75% of the general 
population. 

Scores in the dark 
shaded area indicates a 
person uses that 
preference more than 
90% of the general 
population. 

Getting Your Way 

Responding to People 

Pacing Activity 

Dealing with Details 
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Objective Nine – Relationship between Advising Needs  
and Personality/Communication Traits 

Describe the relationship between the four constructs of academic advising needs and 

four Insight Inventory® personality/communication traits. 

 

To address research objective nine, a Pearson Product Moment correlation was 

calculated between the four summated construct scores for academic advising importance 

and the four personality/communication traits of the Insight Inventory®.  Resulting 

coefficients were then interpreted using Hopkins’ (2002) descriptors (see Table 5).  

Table 5 
 
Hopkins’ (2002) Descriptors for Describing the Magnitude of Relationship  

 
Value of r Description 
 
0.9 – 1.0  Nearly perfect, distinct 
 
0.7 – 0.9  Very large, very high 
 
0.5 – 0.7  High, large, major 
 
0.3 – 0.5  Moderate, medium 
 
0.1 – 0.3  Low, small, minor 
 
0.0 – 0.1 Trivial, very small, insubstantial 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Chapter IV addresses the findings of the study. Following the purpose and 

research objectives, results of the statistical analysis procedures used to address the nine 

objectives of the study are described.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was three-fold. First, the study sought to assess the 

importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by undergraduate students 

in the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources at the University of Missouri. 

Additionally, faculty advisors’ performance with regard to the academic advising 

characteristics was examined. Finally, the study sought to identify factors that influenced 

the academic advising needs of CAFNR undergraduate students. 

Research Objectives 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of College of Agriculture, Food and 

Natural Resources undergraduate students (sex, academic level, undergraduate 

degree program). 

2. Describe academic advising tendencies of CAFNR undergraduate students 

(frequency of advising meetings, length of advising meetings, additional 

sources of advising information). 

3. Describe the importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by 

CAFNR undergraduate students. 

4. Compare the importance of academic advising characteristics by CAFNR 

undergraduate students’ sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree 

program.  
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5. Describe faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students. 

6. Compare faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students by sex, academic level, and 

undergraduate degree program.  

7. Prioritize the academic advising characteristics, as perceived by CAFNR 

students, in need of enhancement by using a modified Borich needs 

assessment model.  

8. Describe the personality/communication styles of CAFNR undergraduate 

students in academic/work settings. 

9. Describe the relationship between the four constructs of academic advising 

needs and the four personality/communication style dimensions. 

Findings 

 Objective One – Demographics of Respondents 

Research objective one sought to analyze the demographic characteristics (sex, 

academic level and degree program) of CAFNR undergraduate students. Because the 

characteristics were nominal or ordinal in nature, each was reported using frequency and 

percentages. Table 6 displays respondents’ sex by undergraduate degree program.  A total 

of 401 (55.23%) respondents were female, while the remaining 325 (44.77%) were male.  
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Table 6 
 
CAFNR Students’ Sex by Academic Degree Program (n = 726) 

 
 

Sex 

 
 

Female  Male 
 
Degree Program f %  

 
f %  

 
Agricultural Economics 10 31.25  22 68.75 
 
Agri-Business Management 30 39.47  46 60.53 
 
Agricultural Education 52 77.61  15 22.39 
 
Agricultural Journalism 20 90.91  2 9.09 
 
Agricultural Systems Management 0 0.00  42 100.00 
 
Animal Science 140 79.55  36 20.45 
 
Biochemistry 57 53.27  50 46.73 
 
Food Science 13 68.42  6 31.58 
 
General Agriculture 2 10.00  18 90.00 
 
Hotel & Restaurant Management 54 51.43  51 48.57 
 
Plant Science 15 31.91  32 68.09 
 
Undeclared 8 61.54  5 38.46 
 
Total 401 55.23  325 44.77 

 

CAFNR students’ academic level, by undergraduate degree program, is shown in 

Table 7. The greatest percentage of respondents, 31.54% (229 of 726), were seniors. Both 
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freshmen and sophomores accounted for 20.66% of the total respondents, with 150 from 

each academic level completing the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument. 

Table 7 
 
CAFNR Students’ Academic Level by Undergraduate Degree Program (n = 726) 

 
 Academic Level 
 
 Freshman  Sophomore  Junior  Senior 
 
Degree Program f %  

 
f %  

 
f %  

 
f %  

 
Agricultural Economics 7 0.96  5 0.69  8 1.10  12 0.17 
 
Agri-Business Mgt. 13 1.79  14 1.93  27 3.72  22 3.03 
 
Agricultural Education 8 1.10  22 3.03  19 2.62  18 2.48 
 
Agricultural Journalism 2 0.28  7 0.96  5 0.69  8 1.10 
 
Agricultural Systems Mgt. 10 1.38  7 0.96  10 1.38  15 2.07 
 
Animal Science 45 6.20  41 5.65  39 5.37  51 7.02 
 
Biochemistry 37 5.10  22 3.03  26 3.58  22 3.03 
 
Food Science 6 0.83  2 0.28  6 0.83  5 0.69 
 
General Agriculture 1 0.14  2 0.28  6 0.83  11 1.52 
 
Hotel & Restaurant Mgt. 10 1.38  13 1.79  37 5.10  45 6.20 
 
Plant Science 8 1.10  10 1.38  10 1.38  19 2.62 
 
Undeclared 3 0.41  5 0.69  4 0.55  1 0.14 
 
Total 150 20.66  150 20.66  197 27.13  229 31.54 
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Objective Two – Academic Advising Tendencies  

The second research objective sought to describe the academic advising 

tendencies of CAFNR undergraduate students. Advising tendencies addressed included: 

students’ primary method of communicating with their faculty advisor, frequency of 

advising meetings, length of advising meetings, and additional sources of advising 

information.  

When asked to select their primary method of communicating with their advisor, 

over half of the respondents (52.61%) reported that their primary method was via email 

(see Table 8). Face to face meetings ranked second, with 45.88% of respondents 

indicating that was their primary method. Only 1.00% of respondents selected telephone 

as their primary method.  

Table 8 
 
CAFNR Students’ Primary Method of Communicating with Advisors (n = 728) 

 
Method f %  
 
Email 383 52.61 
 
Face to face 334 45.88 
 
Telephone 7 0.96 
 
Other 4 0.55 
 
Total 728 100.00 
 

 When students were asked how many times they had met with their advisor 

within the past year, only 13 students (1.79%) reported never (see Table 9). Over 80% of 

students reported meeting with their advisor at least twice. As a follow up question, 

students were asked whether or not the number of meetings they indicated were sufficient 
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for their advising needs. A total of 623 students (85.58%) reported that the number of 

meetings was sufficient, while 46 students (6.32%) indicated the number of meetings was 

not sufficient. A number of students (8.10%) were undecided as to whether the number of 

meetings was sufficient or not.  

Table 9 
 
Frequency of Advising Meetings (n = 728) 

 
Occurrence  f %  
 
Never 13 1.79 
 
Once  99 13.60 
 
Twice 181 24.86 
 
Three Times 187 25.69 
 
Four Times 94 12.95 
 
Five or More Times 154 21.15 
 
Total 728 100.00 
 

 Students were asked to indicate on average, how much time they typically spent 

meeting with their advisor. The most common responses to this item were 6 to 15 

minutes (40.52%) and 16 to 30 minutes (41.62%) (see Table 10). Approximately 5% of 

students reported that they either had not met with their advisor or meetings averaged less 

than 5 minutes.  
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Table 10 
 
Length of Advising Meetings (n = 728) 

 
Time f %  
 
Have not met 8 1.10 
 
5 minutes or less 32 4.40 
 
6 to 15 minutes 295 40.52 
 
16 to 30 minutes 303 41.62 
 
More than 30 minutes 90 12.36 
 
Total 728 100.00 

 Next, students responded to a branching question that asked them to indicate 

whether or not they had sought academic information from someone other than their 

faculty advisor. Of the 728 students who responded to the question, 556 (76.37%) 

indicated they had sought academic information from another source. Those students 

were then asked to indicate their primary source for academic information aside from 

their faculty advisor. As indicated in Table 11, the largest proportion of students 

(36.69%) indicated they sought academic information from another MU faculty member 

or instructor. Other undergraduate students and electronic resources were identified by 

many students, being selected by 128 and 102 students, respectively.  
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Table 11 
 
Primary Source of Academic Information Aside from Faculty Advisor (n = 556) 

 
Source of Academic Information f %  
 
MU  Faculty/Instructor (Not Advisor) 204 36.69 
 
Undergraduate Students 128 23.02 
 
Electronic Resources 102 18.35 
 
Friends 52 9.35 
 
Parents 31 5.58 
 
Print Materials 15 2.70 
 
Siblings 14 2.52 
 
Other 10 1.80 
 
Total 556 100.00 

 

Objective Three – Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

Research objective three sought to describe the importance of academic advising 

characteristics as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students. For added clarity in 

reporting means and standard deviations, each of the 34 academic advising characteristics 

were grouped by the four advising constructs and then ranked, in order of importance, 

based on the mean importance rating. Of the six academic advising characteristics 

included in the Availability/Accessibility construct, three were found to have mean 

importance ratings of 4.50 or greater (see Table 12).  These items included “available 

when I need assistance” (M = 4.59; SD = .61), “responds to my requests in a timely 

fashion” (M = 4.58; SD = .59), and “on time for advising appointments with me”  

(M = 4.51; SD = .72). The lowest mean importance within the Availability/Accessibility 
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construct was 4.22 (SD = .80), which was for the item “provides an effective process for 

scheduling advising appointments.” 

Table 12 
 
Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Availability/Accessibility 
 
 Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M 

 
SD 

 
Available when I need assistance  4.59  .61 
 
Responds to my requests in a timely fashion (email, phone 
calls, etc) 4.58  .59 
 
On time for advising appointments/meetings with me 4.51  .72 
 
Maintains an open line of communication 4.49  .68 
 
Provides sufficient time for advising appointments 4.43  .69 
 
Provides an effective process for scheduling advising 
appointments 4.22  .80 

 
Summated Score 4.47  .52 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. 

 Fourteen academic advising characteristics were included in the 

Knowledge/Helpfulness construct, of which three items had mean importance ratings of 

4.50 or greater (see Table 13). The three items included “communicates degree 

requirements” (M = 4.73; SD = .57), “encourages academic success” (M = 4.56;  

SD = .70), and “aware of my academic progress.” Six items within the 

Knowledge/Helpfulness construct reported mean importance ratings less than 4.00. Those 



81 
 

particular items included “assists in selecting/changing my major” (M = 3.95; SD = 1.19), 

“encourages involvement in co-curricular student activities” (M = 3.86; SD = 1.11), 

“provides information about using myZou” (M = 3.50; SD = 1.06), “helps obtain 

employment on campus” (M = 3.46; SD = 1.29), “suggests academic resources”  

(M = 3.43; SD = 1.07), and “provides information regarding study skills” (M = 3.37;  

SD = 1.15). 

Table 13 
 
Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Knowledge/Helpfulness 
 
 Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M 

 
SD 

 
Communicates degree requirements 4.73  .57 
 
Encourages academic success 4.56  .70 
 
Aware of my academic progress  4.54  .67 
 
Assists in identifying potential areas of  
employment after college 4.41  .82 
 
Knowledgeable about general education courses 4.39  .74 
 
Helps clarify life goals 4.18  .90 
 
Provides information about educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 4.11  .93 
 
Provides information about obtaining financial assistance  4.02  1.04 
 
Assists in selecting/changing my academic  
major 3.95  1.19 
 
Encourages involvement in co-curricular student 
activities  3.86  1.11 
 
Provides information about using myZou 3.50  1.06 
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Table 13 (continued) 
   

 
Construct Item M 

 
SD 

 
Helps obtain employment on campus 3.46  1.29 
 
Suggests academic resources  3.43  1.07 
 
Provides information regarding study skills 3.37  1.15 

 
Summated Score 4.04  .55 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. 

 The Personable/Approachable construct consisted of six academic advising 

characteristics. Of the six items, two had mean importance ratings of 4.50 or greater, 

while only one item had a mean importance rating of less than 4.00 (see Table 14). The 

two items which yielded mean importance ratings over 4.50 included “easy to talk with” 

(M = 4.59; SD = .64), and “respects my decisions” (M = 4.50; SD = .68). The item, 

“acknowledges me in social settings” yielded a mean importance rating of 3.78  

(SD = 1.08).  
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Table 14 
 
Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Personable/Approachable  
 
Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M 

 
SD 

 
Easy to talk with 4.59  .64 
 
Respects my decisions 4.50  .68 
 
Provides a caring, open atmosphere 4.38  .77 
 
Seems to enjoy advising 4.32  .82 
 
Familiar with my academic background 4.29  .74 
 
Acknowledges me in social settings 3.78  1.08 

 
Summated Score 4.31  .56 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. 

 Eight academic advising characteristics were included in the 

Counseling/Mentoring construct. One item, “helps select courses that match my interests” 

(M = 4.53; SD = .66) resulted in a mean importance rating that exceeded 4.50 (see  

Table 15). Conversely, only one item generated a mean importance rating that was less 

than 4.00. That particular item was “willing to discuss personal problems” (M = 3.14;  

SD = 1.27). 
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Table 15 
 
Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Counseling/Mentoring  
 
Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M 

 
SD 

 
Helps select courses that match my interests 4.53  .66 
 
Encourages me to assume an active role in planning my 
academic program  4.35  .79 
 
Encourages me to explore career areas of interest 4.24  .85 
 
Expresses concern for my personal development 4.16  .94 
 
Helps me identify obstacles to overcome before I reach 
my educational goals 4.14  .87 
 
Stimulates my interest in an academic discipline 4.08  .91 
 
Suggests strategies to cope with academic challenges 4.07  .97 
 
Willing to discuss personal problems  3.14  1.27 

 
Summated Score 4.09  .63 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. 

Summated mean importance ratings for each of the four academic advising 

constructs are also reported in the preceding tables. The greatest summated mean 

importance rating was reported for the Availability/Accessibility construct (M = 4.47;  

SD = .52), with the lowest summated mean importance rating reported for the 

Knowledge/Helpfulness construct (M = 4.04; SD = .55). For greater detail regarding the 
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distribution of responses, frequency counts and percentages for each item see  

Appendix L.   

Objective Four – Comparisons of the Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

The fourth research objective sought to compare the perceived importance ratings 

of academic advising characteristics by CAFNR undergraduate students’ sex, academic 

level, and undergraduate major.  

To compare importance ratings by students’ sex, means and standard deviations 

for each of the four advising constructs are provided in Table 16. Cohen’s d was then 

utilized to compare the means for females and males, with the effect size reported  

(see Table 16). The magnitude of effect sizes were calculated and interpreted using 

Thalheimer and Cook’s (2003) descriptors. Small effect sizes were found for all 

constructs, except the Personable/Approachable construct, which yielded a medium effect 

size (Cohen’s d = 0.44). 
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Table 16 
 
A Comparison by Sex of the Perceived Advising Needs by Constructs (n = 726) 

 
 Sex 

  

 
 
 

Female 
n = 401 

  
Male 

n = 325 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD 

 
M SD  Cohen’s d 

 
Personable/Approachable 4.42 .51  4.18 .59  0.44 c 
 
Availability/Accessibility 4.56 .46  4.36 .56  0.39 b 
 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 4.11 .54  3.95 .57  0.29 b 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.17 .60  3.98 .64  0.29 b 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for describing 

relative size of Cohen’s d: b = small, c = medium. 

Three academic advising characteristics exhibited medium effect sizes, including 

“provides a caring, open atmosphere” (Cohen’s d = 0.48), “maintains an open line of 

communication” (Cohen’s d = 0.47), and “respects my decisions” (Cohen’s d = 0.44). 

Twenty-three items had small effect sizes, ranging from 0.16 to 0.38. A comparison of 

the means by students’ sex for the eight remaining academic advising characteristics 

resulted in negligible effect sizes.  

To compare importance ratings by students’ academic level, means and standard 

deviations for the four academic advising constructs are provided in Table 16. In order to 

appropriately compare means using Cohen’s d, freshmen and sophomores were grouped 

as underclassmen and juniors and seniors were grouped as upperclassmen. Cohen’s d was 
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then utilized to compare the means for underclassmen and upperclassmen, with the 

reported effect size (see Table 17).  

Table 17 
 
A Comparison by Academic Level of the Perceived Advising Needs by Constructs  
 
(n = 726) 

 
 Academic Level 

  

 
 
 

Underclassmen 
n =300 

  
Upperclassmen 

n = 426 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD 

 
M SD  Cohen’s d 

 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 4.13 .53  3.97 .56  0.28 b 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.15 .59  4.04 .64  0.18 b 
 
Personable/Approachable 4.32 .54  4.30 .58  0.03 a 
 
Availability/Accessibility 4.47 .51  4.47 .52  0.02 a 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for describing 

relative size of Cohen’s d: a = negligible, b = small. 

Negligible effect sizes were found for two constructs, including 

Availability/Accessibility and Personable/Approachable. A comparison of means on the 

Knowledge/Helpfulness construct yielded a small effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.28) as did 

the Counseling/Mentoring construct (Cohen’s d = 0.18). 

Ten academic advising characteristics’ means, when compared by academic level, 

resulted in small effect sizes, ranging from 0.15 to 0.28. The specific academic advising 

characteristics included “provides information about obtaining financial assistance” 
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(Cohen’s d = 0.28), “helps obtain employment on campus” (Cohen’s d = 0.26), “assists in 

selecting/changing my academic major” (Cohen’s d = 0.25), “provides information 

regarding study skills” (Cohen’s d = 0.25), “suggests academic resources”  

(Cohen’s d = 0.24), “provides information educational opportunities beyond my 

Bachelor’s degree” (Cohen’s d = 0.18), “encourages me to assume an active role in 

planning my academic program” (Cohen’s d = 0.16), “helps me identify obstacles to 

overcome before I reach my educational goals” (Cohen’s d = 0.16), “provides 

information about using myZou” (Cohen’s d = 0.15), and “suggests strategies to cope 

with academic challenges”  

(Cohen’s d = 0.15). The remaining 24 academic advising characteristics resulted in 

negligible effect sizes when means were compared based on academic level.  

To further analyze potential differences by academic level, the perceived advising 

needs of freshmen were compared the perceived advising needs of senior students in 

Table 18. One of the academic advising constructs, the Knowledge/Helpfulness 

construct, resulted in a medium effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.59). The 

Counseling/Mentoring construct resulted in a small effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.32).  

Availability/Accessibility and Personable/Approachable constructs yielded negligible 

effect sizes.  
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Table 18 
 
A Comparison by Academic Level of the Perceived Advising Needs by Constructs  
 
(n = 379) 

 
 Academic Level 

  

 
 
 

Freshmen 
n =150 

  
Seniors 
n = 229 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD 

 
M SD  Cohen’s d 

 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 4.23 .50  3.91 .57  0.59 c 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.20 .59  4.00 .66  0.32 b 
 
Availability/Accessibility 4.53 .45  4.46 .52  0.14 a 
 
Personable/Approachable 4.34 .53  4.28 .57  0.11 a 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for describing 

relative size of Cohen’s d: a = negligible, b = small, c = medium. 

To compare importance ratings by students’ undergraduate degree program, 

means and standard deviations for each of the four advising constructs are provided in 

Table 19. To compare means using Cohen’s d, degree programs were dichotomized and 

grouped as either physical/biological science or social science. Cohen’s d was then 

utilized to compare the means for students in the two areas, with the effect size reported 

(see Table 19). Because of the nature of the dichotomy, students that were General 

Agriculture majors or undecided on a major were removed from the analysis (n = 693).  
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Table 19 
 
A Comparison by Academic Degree Program of the Perceived Advising Needs by  
 
Constructs (n = 693) 

 
 Major 

  

 
 
 
 
 

Physical/ 
Biological 

Science 
n =391 

  
 
 

Social Science 
n = 302 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD 

 
M SD  Cohen’s d 

 
Personable/Approachable 4.28 .58  4.37 .51  0.16 b 
 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 4.02 .60  4.07 .49  0.10 a 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.07 .67  4.12 .55  0.09 a 
 
Availability/Accessibility 4.47 .54  4.50 .46  0.05 a 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Important, 1.51 – 2.50 = Of Little Importance,  

2.51 – 3.50 = Somewhat Important, 3.51 – 4.50 = Important,  

4.51 – 5.00 = Very Important. Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for describing 

relative size of Cohen’s d: a = negligible; b = small. 

Negligible effect sizes were found for all but one of the advising constructs, 

Personable/Approachable, when summated mean importance ratings were compared. The 

effect size for the Personable/Approachable construct was considered small  

(Cohen’s d = 0.16). 

A total of eight academic advising characteristics resulted in small effect sizes, 

including “provides information educational opportunities beyond my Bachelor’s degree” 

(Cohen’s d = 0.20), “communicates degree requirements” (Cohen’s d = 0.19), “assists in 

identifying potential areas of employment after college” (Cohen’s d = 0.18), 
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“acknowledges me in social settings” (Cohen’s d = 0.16), “provides a caring, open 

atmosphere” (Cohen’s d = 0.16), “provides information about using myZou”  

(Cohen’s d = 0.15), “knowledgeable about general education courses”  

(Cohen’s d = 0.15), and “seems to enjoy advising” (Cohen’s d = 0.15). A comparison of 

the means for the remaining 32 academic advising characteristics resulted in negligible 

effect sizes.   

For greater detail regarding the comparison of individual academic advising 

characteristics according to sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree program, 

means, standard deviations, and Cohen’s d for each of the 34 items are provided in 

Appendix M. 

Objective Five – Faculty Performance Ratings on Academic Advising Characteristics 

Research objective five sought to describe faculty advisors’ performance on 

academic advising characteristics as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students. For 

added clarity in reporting means and standard deviations, each of the 34 academic 

advising characteristics were grouped by the advising constructs and then ranked, in 

order of performance, based on the mean performance rating. All six academic advising 

characteristics included in the Availability/Accessibility construct were found to have 

mean performance ratings of 4.24 or greater (see Table 20). One item, “on time for 

advising appointments with me” received a mean performance rating that exceeded 4.50 

(M = 4.58; SD = .78).  
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Table 20 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within the  
 
Availability/Accessibility Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M SD 

 
On time for advising appointments with me  4.58 .78 
 
Provides sufficient time for advising appointments 4.41 .90 
 
Responds to my requests in a timely fashion 4.39 .96 
 
Available when I need assistance 4.25 1.02 
 
Maintains an open line of communication 4.24 1.07 
 
Provides an effective process for scheduling advising 
appointments  4.24 .99 

 
Summated Score 4.36 .78 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent.  

 Of the 14 items included in the Knowledge/Helpfulness construct, four academic 

advising characteristics received performance ratings of 4.00 or better (see Table 21). The 

four items included “encourages academic success” (M = 4.38; SD = .97), 

“communicates degree requirements (M = 4.21; SD = 1.13), “knowledgeable about 

general education courses (M = 4.12; SD = 1.12), and “assists in selecting/changing my 

academic major” (M = 4.03; SD = 1.14). Two items within this construct reported mean 

performance ratings of less than 3.50. The five items receiving the lowest performance 

ratings included “provides information about educational opportunities beyond my 

Bachelor’s degree” (M = 3.69; SD = 1.26), “suggests academic resources” (M = 3.51;  

SD = 1.24), “provides information about obtaining financial assistance (M = 3.50;  
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SD = 1.27), “provides information about using myZou” (M = 3.47; SD = 1.25), “provides 

information regarding study skills” (M = 3.37; SD = 1.26).  

Table 21 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within the  
 
Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M SD 

 
Encourages academic success  4.38 .97 
 
Communicates degree requirements 4.21 1.13 
 
Knowledgeable about general education courses 4.12 1.12 
 
Assists in selecting/changing my academic major 4.03 1.14 
 
Encourages involvement in co-curricular student 
activities 3.97 1.18 
 
Aware of my academic progress 3.93 1.14 
 
Helps clarify life goals 3.77 1.24 
 
Assists in identifying potential areas of employment 
after college 3.77 1.23 
 
Helps obtain employment on campus  3.72 1.26 
 
Provides information about educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 3.69 1.26 
 
Suggests academic resources 3.51 1.24 
 
Provides information about obtaining financial 
assistance 3.50 1.27 
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Table 21 (continued) 

  
 
Construct Item M SD 

 
Provides information about using myZou 3.47 1.25 
 
Provides information regarding study skills 3.37 1.26 

 
Summated Score 3.92 .91 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent.  

 Four of the six items included in the Personable/Approachable construct reported 

mean performance ratings that exceeded 4.20 (see Table 22). The two items receiving the 

lowest mean performance ratings in this construct were “acknowledges me in social 

settings” (M =4.18; SD = 1.14), and “familiar with my academic background” (M = 3.87; 

SD = 1.13). 
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Table 22 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within the  
 
Personable/Approachable Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M SD 

 
Easy to talk with 4.40 .98 
 
Respects my decisions 4.39 .84 
 
Seems to enjoy advising 4.37 .97 
 
Provides a caring, open atmosphere 4.29 .99 
 
Acknowledges me in social settings 4.18 1.14 
 
Familiar with my academic background 3.96 1.13 

 
Summated Score 4.29 .82 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent.  

 With regard to the eight academic advising characteristics within the 

Counseling/Mentoring construct, four items received mean performance ratings which 

were greater than 4.00 (see Table 23). “Encourages me to assume an active role in 

planning my academic program” (M = 4.25; SD = 1.00), “helps select courses that match 

my interests” (M = 4.20; SD = 1.09), “expresses concern for my personal development” 

(M = 4.10; SD = 1.10), and “stimulates my interest in an academic discipline” (M = 4.03; 

SD = 1.04) were the highest ranking items in this construct. The four remaining items 

reported mean performance ratings between 3.72 and 3.92. Two items, “suggests 

strategies to cope with academic challenges” (M = 3.73; SD = 1.25), and “willing to 
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discuss personal problems” (M = 3.72; SD = 1.20) reporting a mean performance score of 

less than 3.75.  

Table 23 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within the  
 
Counseling/Mentoring Construct (n = 730) 

 
Construct Item M SD 

 
Encourages me to assume an active role in planning 
my academic program  4.25 1.00 
 
Helps select courses that match my interests 4.20 1.09 
 
Expresses concern for my personal development 4.10 1.10 
 
Stimulates my interest in an academic discipline 4.03 1.04 
 
Encourages me to explore career areas of interest 3.92 1.20 
 
Helps me identify obstacles to overcome before I 
reach my educational goals 3.88 1.13 
 
Suggests strategies to cope with academic challenges 3.73 1.25 
 
Willing to discuss personal problems  3.72 1.20 

 
Summated Score 4.05 .91 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent.  

Summated mean performance ratings for each of the four academic advising 

constructs are also reported in the preceding tables. Three constructs had summated mean 

performance ratings that exceeded 4.00, including the Availability/Accessibility construct 

(M = 4.36; SD = .78), the Personable/Approachable construct (M = 4.29; SD = .82), and 

the Counseling/Mentoring construct (M = 4.05; SD = .91). The summated mean 
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performance rating for the Knowledge/Helpfulness construct (M = 3.92; SD = .91) was 

less than 4.00. For greater detail regarding the distribution of responses, frequency counts 

and percentages for each item see Appendix N.  

Objective Six – Comparisons of the Faculty Performance Ratings  
on Academic Advising Characteristics 

Research objective six sought to compare the performance of faculty advisors on 

the 34 academic advising characteristics by students’ sex, academic level, and 

undergraduate degree program.  

To compare performance ratings by students’ sex, means and standard deviations 

for each of the four advising constructs are provided in Table 24. Cohen’s d was then 

utilized to compare means for females and males, with the effect size reported (see Table 

22). The magnitude of effect sizes were calculated and interpreted using Thalheimer and 

Cook’s (2003) descriptors. Negligible effect sizes were found for all constructs, except 

the Availability/Accessibility construct, which yielded a small effect size  

(Cohen’s d = 0.19). 
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Table 24 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Constructs by Sex (n = 726) 

 
 Sex 

  

 
 Female 

n = 401 

  
Male 

n = 325 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD 

 
M SD  Cohen’s d 

 
Availability/Accessibility 4.43 .76  4.28 .79  0.19 b 
 
Personable/Approachable 4.32 .85  4.26 .78  0.07 a 
 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 3.90 .92  3.93 .89  0.03 a 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.04 .95  4.06 .86  0.02 a 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent; Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for 

describing relative size of Cohen’s d: a = negligible, b = small, c = medium. 

Three academic advising characteristics exhibited small effect sizes, including 

“responds to my requests in a timely fashion” (Cohen’s d = 0.21), “provides an effective 

process for scheduling appointments” (Cohen’s d = 0.20), and “provides information 

about obtaining financial assistance” (Cohen’s d = 0.19). A comparison of the means by 

students’ sex for the 31 remaining academic advising characteristics resulted in negligible 

effect sizes, ranging from 0.02 to 0.14.  

To compare performance ratings by students’ academic level, means and standard 

deviations for the four academic advising constructs are provided in Table 25. To 

appropriately compare means using Cohen’s d, once again, freshmen and sophomores 

were classified as underclassmen and juniors and seniors were classified as 

upperclassmen. Cohen’s d was then utilized to compare the means for underclassmen and 
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upperclassmen, with the reported effect size (see Table 25). Negligible effect sizes, 

ranging from 0.01 to 0.10, were found for each of the four constructs when means were 

compared by students’ academic level.  

Table 25 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Constructs by Academic Level (n = 726) 

 
 Academic Level 

  

 
 

 
Underclassmen 

n = 300 

  
Upperclassmen 

n = 426 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD 

 
M SD  Cohen’s d 

 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 3.97 .86  3.88 .94  0.10 a 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.09 .86  4.01 .94  0.09 a 
 
Availability/Accessibility 4.39 .78  4.35 .78  0.06 a 
 
Personable/Approachable 4.30 .82  4.29 .82  0.01 a 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent; Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for 

describing relative size of Cohen’s d: a = negligible. 

Two academic advising characteristics exhibited small effect sizes, including 

“provides information about educational opportunities beyond my Bachelor’s degree” 

(Cohen’s d = 0.19), and “assists in selecting/changing my academic major”  

(Cohen’s d = 0.15). A comparison of the means by students’ academic level for the 32 

remaining academic advising characteristics resulted in negligible effect sizes, ranging 

from 0.01 to 0.14.  

To further analyze potential differences by academic level, freshmen responses 

were compared to responses of senior students in Table 26. One of the academic advising 
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constructs, the Knowledge/Helpfulness construct, resulted in a small effect size  

(Cohen’s d = 0.25). All three remaining constructs yielded negligible effect sizes.  

Table 26 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Constructs by Academic Level (n = 379) 

 
 Academic Level 

  

 
 
 

Freshmen 
n =150 

  
Seniors 
n = 229 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD 

 
M SD  Cohen’s d 

 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 4.13 .76  3.92 .92  0.25 b 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.17 .84  4.06 .95  0.12 a 
 
Availability/Accessibility 4.44 .74  4.35 .82  0.11 a 
 
Personable/Approachable 4.31 .82  4.28 .85  0.04 a 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent; Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for 

describing relative size of Cohen’s d: a = negligible, b = small. 

To compare faculty advising performance ratings by students’ undergraduate 

degree program, means and standard deviations for the four advising constructs are 

provided. To utilize Cohen’s d in comparing means, degree programs were dichotomized 

into two groups, physical/biological science or social science. Cohen’s d was then 

utilized, with the effect size reported (see Table 27). Because of the nature of the 

dichotomy, students that were General Agriculture majors or undecided on a major were 

removed from the analysis (n = 693).  
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Table 27 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Constructs by Undergraduate Degree  
 
Program (n = 693) 

 
 Major 

  

 
 
 
 

 
Physical/ 
Biological 

Science 
n =391  

  
 
 

Social Science 
n = 302 

  

 
Advising Construct M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
 
Availability/Accessibility 4.33 .85  4.42 .68  0.12 a 
 
Counseling/Mentoring 4.08 .95  4.00 .85  0.09 a  
 
Personable/Approachable 4.26 .89  4.33 .73  0.07 a 
 
Knowledge/Helpfulness 3.93 .98  3.91 .82  0.02 a 
Note. Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Poor, 1.51 – 2.50 = Fair, 2.51 – 3.50 = Satisfactory,  

3.51 – 4.50 = Good, 4.51 – 5.00 = Excellent; Thalheimer & Cook’s (2003) descriptors for 

describing relative size of Cohen’s d: a = negligible. 

 A comparison of mean performance ratings by undergraduate degree program 

yielded a negligible effect size for each of the four academic advising constructs. The 

construct reporting the largest effect size was the Availability/Accessibility construct 

(Cohen’s d = 0.12), while the construct with the smallest effect size was 

Knowledge/Helpfulness (Cohen’s d = 0.02).  

A total of four academic advising characteristics exhibited small effect sizes, 

ranging from 0.15 to 0.18. The three highest effect sizes were reported on the following 

items: “responds to my requests in a timely fashion” (Cohen’s d = 0.18), “available when 

I need assistance” (Cohen’s d = 0.16), “helps obtain employment on campus”  
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(Cohen’s d = 0.16), and “provides information about educational opportunities beyond 

my Bachelor’s degree” (Cohen’s d = 0.16).  Thirty items yielded negligible effect sizes, 

with the three smallest effect sizes being reported for “provides sufficient time for 

advising appointments” (Cohen’s d = 0.01), “encourages academic success”  

(Cohen’s d = 0.01), and “respects my decisions” (Cohen’s d = 0.01).   

For greater detail regarding the comparison of students’ perceptions of faculty 

performance on individual academic advising characteristics according to sex, academic 

level, and undergraduate degree program, Appendix O provides means, standard 

deviations, and Cohen’s d for each of the 34 items. 

Objective Seven – Prioritizing Academic Advising Characteristics for Enhancement 

Research objective seven sought to prioritize the academic advising 

characteristics, according to CAFNR students’ perceptions, in need of improvement using 

a modified Borich needs assessment model. A Borich needs assessment model is 

designed to use discrepancy scores to simultaneously measure two constructs. For this 

particular objective, a discrepancy score was calculated for each of the 34 academic 

advising characteristics by subtracting the raw performance rating from the raw 

importance rating for each respondent. Once the discrepancy scores were calculated, a 

weighted discrepancy score was figured by multiplying each discrepancy score by its 

corresponding academic advising characteristic’s mean importance rating. Finally, a 

mean weighted discrepancy score (MWDS) was calculated by totaling the weighted 

discrepancy scores for each academic advising characteristic and dividing the sum by the 

total number of respondents (n = 730). To prioritize the academic advising characteristics 

and potentially identify those in need of enhancement by faculty advisors, three 

categories were created to group the mean weighted discrepancy scores (see Table 28). 
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Category I consisted of all MWDS greater than 2.25 and was considered a large 

discrepancy. A total of ten academic advising characteristics were grouped in Category I. 

Category II included 17 items with MWDS ranging from 1.03 to 2.16. The remaining 

seven items, with MWDS less than 1.00, were placed into Category III.  

Table 28 
 
CAFNR Students’ Perceptions of the Advising/Advisor Characteristics Using Mean  
 
Weighted Discrepancy Scores (n = 730) 

 
Category 

 
Advising/Advisor Characteristic MWDS 

 
I 

 
Assists in identifying potential areas of employment after college 4.46 

  
Provides information about obtaining financial assistance  4.04 

  
Aware of my academic progress 3.11 

  
Provides information about educational opportunities beyond my 
Bachelor’s degree 2.95 

  
Suggests strategies to cope with academic challenges 2.83 

  
Communicates degree requirements 2.71 

  
Assists in selecting/changing my undergraduate degree program 2.69 

  
Helps clarify life goals 2.61 

  
Helps obtain employment on campus 2.57 

  
Helps me identify obstacles to overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 2.48 

 
II 

 
Encourages me to explore career areas of interest  2.16 

  
Helps select courses that match my interests 1.97 

  
Provides information regarding study skills 1.91 
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Table 28 (continued) 
 

 
Category 

 
Advising/Advisor Characteristic MWDS 

II  
Available when I need assistance 1.89 

  
Familiar with my academic background 1.81 

  
Stimulates my interest in an academic discipline 1.79 

  
Knowledgeable about general education courses 1.67 

  
Maintains an open line of communication 1.43 

  
Provides information about using myZou 1.38 

  
Encourages academic success 1.31 

  
Suggests academic resources 1.28 

  
Responds to my requests in a timely fashion 1.26 

  
Expresses concern for my personal development  1.16 

  
Easy to talk with 1.13 

  
Respects my decisions 1.10 

  
Encourages involvement in co-curricular student activities 1.07 

  
Willing to discuss personal problems 1.03 

 
III 

 
Encourages me to assume an active role in planning my academic 
program 0.89 

  
Provides a caring, open atmosphere 0.76 

  
Provides sufficient time for advising appointments 0.50 

  
Provides an effective process for scheduling appointments  0.32 

  
Seems to enjoy advising 0.15 
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Table 28 (continued) 
 

 
Category 

 
Advising/Advisor Characteristic MWDS 

III  
On time for advising appointments with me 0.05 

  
Acknowledges me in social settings -0.02 

Objective Eight – Personality/Communication Traits of CAFNR Students 

 The eighth research objective sought to describe the personality/communication 

styles of CAFNR undergraduate students in academic/work settings, according to the 

Insight Inventory® assessment. The Insight Inventory® measures behavioral preferences 

on the following traits: Getting Your Way (Indirect: Direct), Responding to People 

(Reserved: Outgoing), Pacing Activity (Urgent: Steady), and Dealing with Details 

(Unstructured: Precise). A total of eight items align to each of the four traits, with points 

assigned to responses based on the intensity of preferences. Raw scores can then be 

plotted on a graph.  

 Respondents’ scores on the 32 Insight Inventory® items which comprise the 

academic/work profile were summated and analyzed. Mean scores and standard 

deviations for each of the four traits are reported in see Figure 9. The highest mean score 

for CAFNR undergraduate students was on the Pacing Activity trait (M = 35.26;  

SD = 8.54), with the lowest mean score on the Getting Your Way trait (M = 29.29;  

SD = 7.43). 
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INDIRECT       DIRECT 

RESERVED       OUTGOING 

URGENT       STEADY 

UNSTRUCTURED       PRECISE 

Figure 9. CAFNR undergraduate students’ means and standard deviations on 

academic/work Insight Inventory® dimensions.   

 
Frequencies and percentages for each of the four traits are provided in Table 29. 

Columns are shaded in accordance with Figure 9 to aid in clarifying the trait intensity. 

Based on the descriptive statistics provided, the largest proportion of respondents could 

be classified as “slightly indirect” on the Getting Your Way trait (27.66%), “very 

outgoing” with regard to Responding to People (31.40%), “very steady” with Pacing 

Activity (34.72%), and “moderate” when Dealing with Details (27.11%).  

Table 29 
 
CAFNR Students’ Academic/Work Personality/Communication Traits (n = 723) 

 
 Very Slightly Moderately Slightly Very 
 
Trait 

 
f 

 
%  

 
f 

 
%  

 
f 

 
%  

 
f 

 
%  

 
f 

 
%  

 
Getting Your Way 128 17.70 200 27.66 191 26.42 138 19.09 66 9.13 
 
Responding to People 49 6.78 102 14.11 126 17.43 219 30.29 227 31.40 
 
Pacing Activity 17 2.35 88 12.17 132 18.26 235 32.50 251 34.72 
 
Dealing with Details 73 10.10 145 20.06 196 27.11 187 25.86 122 16.87 

Getting Your Way 

Responding to People 

Pacing Activity 

Dealing with Details 

M = 29.29 
SD = 7.43 

M = 33.12 
SD = 8.54 
M = 35.26 
SD = 7.34 
M = 34.45 
SD = 7.55 
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Objective Nine – Relationship between Advising Needs  
and Personality/Communication Traits 

Research objective nine sought to describe relationships between the four 

academic advising constructs’ summated mean importance ratings and the four 

personality/communication traits assessed by the Insight Inventory®. Coefficients were 

calculated using Pearson Product Moment correlations (see Table 30). The highest 

correlations existed between the Personable/Approachable construct and Responding to 

People trait (r = .26), Counseling/Mentoring construct and Responding to People trait (r 

= .25) and Knowledge/Helpfulness construct and Responding to People trait (r = .24). 

According to Hopkins’ (2002) descriptors, each of these three correlations can be 

described as positive and low. This would indicate that the more outgoing a student, 

based on the Responding to People score, the higher he or she will rate the importance of 

academic advising characteristics within the Personable/Approachable construct, the 

Counseling/Mentoring construct and the Knowledge/Helpfulness construct. Six 

additional correlations also can be classified in that manner, with the remaining seven 

correlations being described as positive, yet trivial according to Hopkins’ descriptors. 

The lowest correlations were found between the Availability/Accessibility construct and 

Getting Your Way trait (r = .06) and Knowledge/Helpfulness construct and Pacing 

Activity trait (r = .06). 
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Table 30 
 
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Matrix for Academic Advising Constructs’  
 
Importance Ratings and Insight Inventory® Personality/Communication Traits (n = 723) 

 
 Personality/Communication Styles 
 
 
Advising Construct 

 
Getting Your 

Way 

 
Responding to 

People 

 
Pacing 

Activity 

 
Dealing with 

Details 
 
Availability/Accessibility  .06 b .18 a .07 b .21 a 
 
Knowledge/Helpfulness  .10 a .24 a .06 b .16 a 
 
Personable/Approachable  .07 b .26 a .08 b .21 a 
 
Counseling/Mentoring .08 b .25 a .09 b .16 a 
Note. Hopkins’ (2002) descriptors for describing magnitude: a = low; b = trivial. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents an overview of the study, including purpose, research 

objectives, limitations, research design, population, instrumentation, data collection and 

data analyses. Additionally, a brief discussion of the findings for each of the nine 

research objectives is included. Conclusions and implications for each of the nine 

research objectives are provided based on the findings and existing academic advising 

literature. Finally, recommendations for potential faculty development within the 

CAFNR and further research are offered.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was three-fold. First, this study sought to assess the 

importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by undergraduate students 

in the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources at the University of Missouri. 

Additionally, this study examined faculty advisors performance with regard to the 

academic advising characteristics. Finally, the study sought to identify factors that 

influenced the academic advising needs of CAFNR undergraduate students. 

Research Objectives 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of College of Agriculture, Food and 

Natural Resources undergraduate students (sex, academic level, undergraduate 

degree program). 

2. Describe academic advising tendencies of CAFNR undergraduate students 

(frequency of advising meetings, length of advising meetings, additional 

sources of advising information). 
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3. Describe the importance of academic advising characteristics as perceived by 

CAFNR undergraduate students. 

4. Compare the importance of academic advising characteristics by CAFNR 

undergraduate students’ sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree 

program.  

5. Describe faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students. 

6. Compare faculty advisors’ performance on academic advising characteristics 

as perceived by CAFNR undergraduate students by sex, academic level, and 

undergraduate degree program.  

7. Prioritize the academic advising characteristics, as perceived by CAFNR 

students, in need of enhancement by using a modified Borich needs 

assessment model.  

8. Describe the personality/communication styles of CAFNR undergraduate 

students in academic/work settings. 

9. Describe the relationship between the four constructs of academic advising 

needs and the four personality/communication style dimensions. 

Limitations of the Study 

 The study was limited to undergraduate students enrolled in one of eleven 

undergraduate degree programs within the CAFNR at the MU during spring 2008 

semester. Because the study was designed as a census of the eleven CAFNR degree 

programs, no generalizations can be made from the findings of this study, therefore 

inferential statistics were not utilized.  
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Research Design 

This study was descriptive correlational in nature and designed to address the 

CAFNR undergraduate students’ perceptions of academic advising. Such studies focus 

primarily on describing existing conditions (Gall et al., 2003). Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh 

(2002), explained that often this type of research “uses…questionnaires and interviews to 

gather information from groups of subjects” (p. 25). This particular study employed the 

use of an online instrument to gather information regarding academic advising needs, 

preferences, and experiences.  

In addition to describing “what is” with respect to academic advising, this study 

also utilized correlational research methods to discover relationships between variables of 

interest (Gall et al., 2003). Specifically, correlational research is used to address the 

“strength and direction of relationships” among selected variables (Ary et al., 2002,  

p. 25). This study sought to address the relationships among selected characteristics, 

including sex, academic level, undergraduate major, personality/communication style and 

students’ academic advising needs.  

In this study, there were two dependent variables – importance of academic 

advising characteristics and faculty advisors’ performance as perceived by students. In 

addition, there were several independent variables of interest including: sex, academic 

level, undergraduate degree program, and personality/communication style. 

Population 

The target population for this study consisted of all undergraduate students 

enrolled in 11 of the 15 academic degree program housed within the CAFNR during the 

spring 2008 semester (N = 1,619). Because of differences in program structure and 
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advising processes, the four academic degree programs in the SNR were not included in 

the population. The frame was obtained from the CAFNR Academic Programs Office. 

A census of this population was used for two reasons. First, all students were 

accessible through MU email system. Second, by distributing the instrument online, cost 

was not a factor.  

Instrumentation 

An online instrument, the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument (Appendix A), 

was the primary data collection instrument. The instrument was distributed via email and 

utilized Hosted Survey™, a web-hosted software application.   

The CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument consisted of three sections. Section I 

was organized as a modified Borich needs assessment to allow students to assess both the 

level of importance and advisor performance for 34 given characteristics, or behaviors, of 

a faculty advisor. The items were based upon existing academic advising evaluations, 

student satisfaction instruments, and literature addressing academic advising in higher 

education. Students were asked to indicate a level of importance for each of the 

characteristics using the following scale: not important, of little importance, somewhat 

important, important, and very important. 

With regard to assessing the performance of the CAFNR’s faculty advisors, 

students were asked to rate their faculty advisor’s performance on each of the advising 

characteristics using the following scale: poor, fair, satisfactory, good, excellent, and N/A 

(not applicable) was provided as an option in case students did not feel capable of 

evaluating their advisor on the academic advising characteristic.  
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Section I also included 11 items addressing academic advising tendencies. This 

section inquired as to students’ primary method of communicating with their faculty 

advisor, how often they had met with their advisor and if that was sufficient, how long a 

typical meeting with their advisor lasted, and what other sources, if any, a student uses 

for academic information. In this section, students also reported their undergraduate 

major and selected the name of their faculty advisor from a list provided. 

Validity of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument 

 To ensure validity of Section I of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument, face 

and construct validity were addressed. A panel of experts comprised of 11 faculty 

members from across the United States (Appendix B) reviewed the instrument and 

addressed face and construct validity. Slight modifications were made to Section I of the 

instrument as a result of the feedback provided by the panel.  

Reliability of the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument 

The reliability of the instrument was also a concern. A pilot test was conducted 

with 139 December graduates of the CAFNR. The former students were asked via email 

to complete the instrument, estimate the amount of time it took to complete the 

instrument, and share concerns/suggestions for improvement. Based on the responses 

generated through the pilot test, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each of the four 

academic advising constructs. Cronbach’s alpha levels ranged from .82 to .94. Such 

results indicated that Section I of the instrument possessed internal reliability when 

measuring the variables of interest.  

Section II of the CAFNR Academic Advising Instrument asked respondents to 

provide demographic information. The demographic information requested included sex, 
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academic level, whether or not the student’s parents, siblings, or legal guardians 

graduated from college, and race/ethnicity.  

The final section of the instrument, Section III, incorporated a 

personality/communication assessment. Specifically, the Insight Inventory®, developed 

by Patrick Handley, Ph.D. While the Insight Inventory® assesses both academic/work 

situations and at home and/or in personal situations, only the academic/work profile was 

of interest to this particular study. A total of 32 items addressed each style. Respondents 

were asked to read a term and its definition, and then respond with regard to how 

appropriately that term described them. A four-point semantic differential scale ranging 

from not very descriptive to very descriptive was used.  

Validity & Reliability of the Insight Inventory® 

The Insight Inventory® is a research-based instrument designed for use with 

“normal populations of adults and students, therefore the norms, reliability and validity 

are based on these population samples” (Handley, 2004, p. 2). Specifically, face validity, 

content validity, discriminant validity and construct validity were each addressed in the 

Insight Inventory® Training Manual (Handley). Reliability for the Insight Inventory® has 

been evaluated using two methods, including test-retest and internal consistency. Test-

retest reliability scores for the academic/work portion of the Insight Inventory® ranged 

from .75 to .82 when tested with a group of college students (Handley, 2004). Internal 

consistency coefficients ranged from .71 to .81 on the academic/work portion of the 

Insight Inventory®.   
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Data Collection 

The Dillman (2004) Tailored Design Method guided the data collection process. 

However, since this method is typically employed for mailed instruments and this 

instrument was delivered via the web, the five contacts were modified slightly.  

The first contact with students was a personalized email letter explaining the 

study and provided a unique link to allow for easy access of the instrument. The email 

also explained that participation in the study was voluntary and was co-signed by Paul 

Vaughn, Associate Dean of Academic Programs.  

In the two weeks following the first contact, two additional contacts were made 

with non-respondents to encourage completion of the online instrument. The fourth and 

final contact was sent to all non-respondents approximately three weeks after the first 

email contact. An additional fifth contact was made with students who had begun the 

instrument, but had not completed it. As a result of the five contacts, 788 of the 1619 

CAFNR undergraduate students began the instrument, with 726 completing all sections. 

This resulted in a 44.84% response rate. To address non-response error, respondents were 

compared to the CAFNR population on known variables. Based on the comparison, 

respondents were considered to approximate the CAFNR population.  

Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

15.0 for Windows. Data analysis methods were selected as a result of determining the 

variables’ scales of measurement. In most cases, descriptive statistics including measures 

of central tendency and variability were calculated in order to “describe and summarize 

the data” (Ary et al., 2000, p. 154).  
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Research objectives one and two were addressed by calculating frequencies and 

percentages for variables of interest. To address research objectives three and five, mean 

scores and standard deviations were reported for individual items comprising each of the 

four academic advising constructs. Summated means and standard deviations were also 

calculated. Research objectives four and six were addressed by calculating mean scores 

and standard deviations four each of the academic advising constructs by students’ sex, 

academic level, and undergraduate degree program. Cohen’s d was then used to compare 

mean scores.  

To prioritize the academic advising characteristics in need of improvement, 

according to the CAFNR students’ perceptions, research objective seven used a modified 

Borich (1980) needs assessment model. A discrepancy analysis, as described by Borich 

(1980), helps examine two polar opposites: what is, and what should be. To conduct such 

an examination, a discrepancy score must be calculated by using a weighted importance 

value which indicates what should be. Items with the greatest discrepancy score “would 

have the highest priority when making suggested revisions” (Borich, 1980, p. 40). Once 

discrepancy scores were calculated, the 34 academic advising characteristics were ranked 

by the mean discrepancy score.  

Research objective eight was addressed by generating frequencies, percentages, 

mean scores and standard deviations for each of the four Insight Inventory® 

personality/communication traits of the CAFNR undergraduate students. A Pearson 

Product Moment correlation was calculated between the four summated construct scores 

for academic advising importance and the four personality/communication traits of the 

Insight Inventory® to address research objective nine.   



117 
 

Summary of the Findings 

Objective One – Demographics of Respondents 

Of the 726 CAFNR undergraduate students completing the CAFNR Faculty 

Advising Instrument, 401 (55.23%) were female and 325 (44.77%) were male. With 

regard to academic level, 150 (20.66%) of respondents were freshmen, 150 (20.66%) 

were sophomores, 197 (27.13%) were juniors, and 229 (31.54%) were seniors. The 

undergraduate degree program with the highest response rate was Agricultural Education 

(94.37%), while Hotel and Restaurant Management (29.25%) and General Agriculture 

(28.57%) had the lowest response rates.  

Objective Two – Academic Advising Tendencies  

Over half (52.61%) of the respondents reported that their primary method of 

communicating with their advisor was via email, with face to face meetings (45.88%) 

ranking second. A total of 616 (84.62%) respondents indicated that they had met with 

their advisor at least twice within the past year, while only 13 respondents (1.79%) 

reported never meeting with their advisor. Most respondents (85.58%) reported that the 

number of meetings was sufficient, although 46 (6.32%) responded that the number of 

meetings was not sufficient. Respondents indicated that advising meetings ranged from  

6 to 15 minutes (40.52%) or 16 to 30 minutes (41.62%). 

Over three-fourths of the students (76.37%) reported that they had sought 

academic information from someone other than their faculty advisor, with 37% of them 

identifying the source as another University of Missouri faculty member or instructor.  
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Objective Three – Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

According to the respondents, all 34 of the academic advising characteristics are 

considered at least somewhat important, with 26 of the characteristics rated between 

important and very important. CAFNR students perceived the following three academic 

advising characteristics to be the most important: “communicates degree requirements,” 

“available when I need assistance,” and “easy to talk with.” The three characteristics 

considered the least importance were “suggests academic resources,” “provides 

information regarding study skills,” and “willing to discuss personal problems.”  

Specifically, with regard to the summated mean importance ratings for each of the 

four academic advising constructs, the greatest rating was reported for the 

Availability/Accessibility construct (M = 4.47; SD = .52), with the lowest summated 

mean importance rating reported for the Knowledge/Helpfulness construct (M = 4.04;  

SD = .55). 

Objective Four – Comparisons of the Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

When comparing summated mean importance ratings for the four academic 

advising constructs by students’ sex, academic level and undergraduate degree program 

using Cohen’s d, few effect size magnitudes of small or larger were found. When 

comparing importance ratings by sex, small effect sizes were reported for the following 

constructs: Availability/Accessibility, Knowledge/Helpfulness, and 

Counseling/Mentoring. However, the Personable/Approachable construct yielded a 

medium effect size. With regard to comparing construct means and standard deviations 

by academic level, the Knowledge/Helpfulness construct and Counseling/Mentoring 

construct produced small effect sizes. A medium effect size on the 
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Knowledge/Helpfulness construct was noted when mean importance ratings of freshmen 

CAFNR students were compared to senior CAFNR students. When means were 

compared by undergraduate degree programs, negligible effect sizes were found for the 

following constructs: Availability/Accessibility, Knowledge/Helpfulness, and 

Counseling/Mentoring. The effect size for the Personable/Approachable construct was 

considered small. 

Objective Five – Faculty Performance Ratings on Academic Advising Characteristics 

Respondents indicated that faculty advisors in CAFNR were performing 

satisfactorily or better on all 34 of the academic advising characteristics with the lowest 

mean performance rating being 3.37. CAFNR students evaluated faculty highest on the 

following three academic advising characteristics: “on time for advising appointments 

with me,” “provides sufficient time for advising appointments,” and “easy to talk with.” 

Faculty advisors received the lowest performance rating on “provides information about 

obtaining financial assistance,” “provides information about using myZou,” and 

“provides information regarding study skills.”  

Three of the four academic advising constructs had summated mean performance 

ratings over 4.00, including the Availability/Accessibility construct (M = 4.36; SD = .78), 

the Personable/Approachable construct (M = 4.29; SD = .82), and the 

Counseling/Mentoring construct (M = 4.05; SD = .91). The Knowledge/Helpfulness 

construct (M = 3.92; SD = .91) had a summated mean performance rating less than 4.00. 

Objective Six – Comparisons of the Faculty Performance Ratings on Academic Advising 
Characteristics 

In general, relatively few differences were found when comparing faculty advisor 

performance ratings by students’ sex, academic level, and undergraduate degree program. 
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Using Cohen’s d to compare means for female and male respondents, negligible effect 

sizes were found for all constructs, with exception of the Availability/Accessibility 

construct, which yielded a small effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.19). Negligible effect sizes, 

ranging from 0.01 to 0.10, were also found for all of the four academic constructs, 

Availability/Accessibility, Knowledge/Helpfulness, Personable/Approachable, and 

Counseling/Mentoring, when means were compared by students’ academic level. A 

comparison of summated mean performance ratings by undergraduate degree program 

yielded a negligible effect size for each of the four academic advising constructs. The 

construct with the largest effect size was the Availability/Accessibility construct 

(Cohen’s d = 0.12). The construct with the smallest effect size was 

Counseling/Mentoring (Cohen’s d = 0.02). 

Objective Seven – Prioritizing Academic Advising Characteristics for Enhancement 

According to the modified Borich needs assessment model, students perceived 

“assists in identifying potential areas of employment after college” and “provides 

information about obtaining financial assistance” to be the two academic advising 

characteristics in greatest need of enhancement by faculty advisors. Ten items were 

identified as having a high discrepancy score (greater than 2.25) and placed in Category I. 

Category II included seventeen items while the remaining seven items were placed into 

Category III.  

Objective Eight – Personality/Communication Traits of CAFNR Students 

Based on the mean scores on the four personality/communication traits addressed 

by the Insight Inventory® assessment, the highest mean score for CAFNR undergraduate 

students was on the Pacing Activity trait (M = 35.26), which measures the speed at which 
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students make decisions and take action (Handley, 2004) with the lowest mean score on 

the Getting Your Way trait (M = 29.29) which assesses how students express thoughts, 

present ideas and assert themselves (Handley). In general, the largest proportion of 

respondents could be classified as “slightly indirect” on the Getting Your Way trait 

(27.66%), “very outgoing” with regard to Responding to People (31.40%), “very steady” 

with Pacing Activity (34.72%), and “moderate” when Dealing with Details (27.11%).  

Objective Nine – Relationship between Advising Needs and Personality/Communication 
Traits 

Pearson Product Moment correlations were used to describe the relationships 

between summated mean importance ratings for each of the advising constructs and the 

four personality/communication traits assessed by the Insight Inventory®.  The highest 

correlations existed between the Personable/Approachable construct and Responding to 

People trait and Counseling/Mentoring construct and Responding to People trait and 

Knowledge/Helpfulness construct and Responding to People trait. These correlations 

indicated that the more outgoing a student was, based on the Responding to People score, 

the higher he or she rated the importance of academic advising characteristics within the 

Personable/Approachable construct, the Counseling/Mentoring construct and the 

Knowledge/Helpfulness construct. The lowest correlations were found between the 

Availability/Accessibility construct and Getting Your Way trait and 

Knowledge/Helpfulness construct and Pacing Activity trait. 

Conclusions and Implications 

Objective One – Demographics of Respondents 

With nearly a 50% response rate, it can be concluded that academic advising is an 

issue of importance to many students; however one would question why females would 
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be more willing to participate than males. Could this suggest that female students place a 

larger priority on advising and want their personal needs considered? Additionally, 

because academic advising of some sort is certainly needed to adequately complete a 

degree program in CAFNR, why are all degree programs not equally represented by 

respondents? Could this indicate that some degree program areas and academic 

departments are doing very well and therefore, students do not feel the need to complete 

an assessment of the services provided? Or, conversely, could it suggest that certain 

academic areas are not providing appropriate academic advising services and students 

therefore do not care to provide feedback?  

Objective Two – Academic Advising Tendencies 

 CAFNR students indicated that they utilized email, face to face meetings and 

telephone in order to communicate with their academic advisor; however, over half of 

students suggested that email was their primary method. With the ever-increasing use of 

technology in society, particularly on college campuses, this should not be a surprise. 

Should it, however, be a concern? Fewer than half of the respondents indicated that face 

to face meetings were their primary method of communicating. So, what type of advising 

is possible using primarily email? Are students missing out on the developmental aspects 

of academic advising when they merely email their faculty advisor to obtain an answer to 

a specific question?  

 Approximately 15% of the respondents indicated that they had never met with 

their faculty advisor in the past year, or had met only once. Who were these students? 

One would posit that these students may be freshmen, early in their academic career, and 

that they have not had a need to meet with their advisor more than once prior to enrolling 
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for the spring semester. Over 80% of respondents indicated they met with their faculty 

advisor at least twice. While this is positive in certain respects, could this indicate that 

students are engaging in semi-annual advising meetings prior to semester registration? If 

so, what else could faculty advisors be providing for our students? In comparison with 

Habley’s (2000) observations of advising frequency which indicated that students 

averaged four contacts per term with their faculty advisor, CAFNR students, on average, 

were below this level.  

Interestingly, 85% of the students responded that the number of advising meetings 

they had was sufficient; however, 6% of the students responded that the number of 

meetings did not suffice. While it is extremely positive that such a large portion of 

respondents’ needs were met with regard to number of advising meetings, what must be 

done to appropriately satisfy all CAFNR students? This question becomes increasingly 

important when one considers how closely satisfaction with an institution and retention 

are related (Chickering & Gamble, 1987; Glennen et al., 2003; Janasiewicz, 1987; Tinto, 

1985). More and more institutions are seeking to improve retention rates as a method of 

improving the fiscal situation. In order to keep CAFNR students satisfied and enrolled, 

what else can be done?   

 With regard to the length of academic advising meeting, the most frequent 

response provided by students was 16 to 30 minutes, with 6 to 15 minutes being selected 

nearly as often. Few students (4.4%) indicated advising meetings lasting five minutes or 

less, which may suggest that when students and faculty advisors meet, adequate time is 

allotted and students are not rushed in and out. In fact, more than 12% of the respondents 

indicated the average advising meeting lasted longer than 30 minutes. While there is no 
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magic length assigned to advising meetings, it could be presumed that extremely short 

advising meetings may not be meeting the developmental needs of students.  

 More than three-fourths of respondents indicated that they had utilized some 

source, beyond their faculty advisor, for academic advising information. Of the options 

provided for students, three sources were selected by over 75% of the students. The most 

frequently used source indicated was another MU faculty member or instructor. This may 

suggest that although students are assigned to one particular faculty advisor, they seek the 

counsel of other faculty members as necessary. Whether this is done because of an 

established relationship, availability, or knowledge possessed, this may indicate that all 

CAFNR faculty and instructors should possess some knowledge of academic advising 

protocol and institutional information so that students are receiving accurate, appropriate 

advice and information.   

 The second most frequently selected source was undergraduate students, 

including peers, fellow members of student organizations and/or living communities. 

This finding is of no surprise considering students often turn to peers for assistance when 

selecting course instructors or seeking scheduling assistance. The third source indicated 

was electronic resources. CAFNR students have access to a wide range of academic 

information through the university website, CAFNR website, and myZou. Such resources 

may encourage students to take a more active role in their educational planning and 

provide accessible means for students to gain information at their fingertips. From that 

perspective, such sources are a terrific supplement for the advising received from a 

faculty advisor in CAFNR.  However, what will be the consequences if students are using 

these sources as a replacement for their faculty advisor? 
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Objective Three – Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

A total of 26 academic advising characteristics were rated between important and 

very important by CAFNR students, with all 34 characteristics being rated at least 

somewhat important. Based on these findings, one could presume that the instrument 

included academic advising characteristics that were relevant to students’ needs. Since 

the instrument was developed based upon existing literature and academic advising 

instruments, this should be expected.  

With regard to the four academic advising constructs, CAFNR students rated 

Availability/Accessibility and Personable/Approachable as the most important, while 

Knowledge/Helpfulness and Counseling/Mentoring were rated as less important. Based 

on these ratings, it could be suggested that faculty advisors make a conscious effort to 

convey their availability and take the time to meet students’ needs. Although faculty 

advisors must juggle many priorities and obligations, making students feel valued and 

cared for is essential. This substantiates previous research which indicates students 

generally prefer a more developmental advisor as compared to a prescriptive advisor 

(Crockett & Crawford, 1989; Hale et al., 2008). These findings also suggest that students 

appreciate an open door policy and friendly atmosphere in which it may be easier to 

obtain guidance as needed. Perhaps faculty advisors should be reminded of the quote by 

Maya Angelou when she said: “I've learned that people will forget what you said, people 

will forget what you did, but people will never forget how you made them feel” (Maya 

Angelou quotes, n.d.). As indicated by the importance rankings, CAFNR students seem 

to concur.  
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Interestingly, the lowest rated item was “willing to discuss personal problems,” 

which may be considered similar in nature to the constructs which students rated the 

highest. Could this finding indicate that students desire to maintain a professional 

relationship with their faculty advisor? This could be a reflection that many students will 

seek personal advice from friends and family. Items relating to professional needs, 

including educational opportunities and career related knowledge were rated higher.  

Students selected “communicates degree requirements” as the most important 

academic advising characteristic. This would indicate that although students desire an 

advisor who is available and approachable, it is still critical that they are familiar with the 

degree requirements and able to assist students in meeting the requirements for 

graduation.  Interestingly, Myers and Dyer (2003) found that faculty advisors in colleges 

of agriculture identified the three most important roles of faculty advisors dealt with 

degree requirements, career counseling, and course scheduling. Conversely, the least 

important advising roles identified in that study were assisting with student organizations, 

helping students prepare for activities/competitions, and addressing personal issues. It 

seems as though the perceptions of college of agriculture faculty advisors in that 

particular study are comparable with the importance ratings of CAFNR students; 

however, how would the CAFNR faculty advisors at the MU compare? 

Objective Four – Comparisons of the Importance of Academic Advising Characteristics 

 Very few differences were found when academic advising characteristics’ level of 

importance was compared by sex, academic level and undergraduate degree program. 

Primarily, the only difference noted indicated that female students expressed greater 

academic advising needs in all four constructs than did their male counterparts. In each 
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construct, female students reported a higher level of need. This may suggest that when 

faculty advisors are working with female students in CAFNR, they may expect more 

from their advisor. This finding supports Upcraft and Stephens (2000) and Barrow et al. 

(1989) who found students academic advising needs varied by sex.  

However, each of those studies also found advising needs to vary by academic 

level, which was not the case with this particular study (Barrow et al., 1989; Upcraft & 

Stephens, 2000). As a general rule, it can be noted that ultimately students are students. 

Regardless of academic level, students prefer advisors that are available and accessible. 

While prior research has indicated academic advising needs may vary by academic level, 

findings in this study did not concur. The indifference could possibly be attributed to the 

use of a dichotomous categorization. Would a difference have been noted if each 

academic level was compared separately? Specifically, when freshmen students in 

CAFNR were compared to seniors, results indicated that freshmen students place higher 

importance on the Knowledge/Helpfulness and Counseling/Mentoring constructs than 

senior students. This potentially suggests that freshmen are more concerned with 

receiving academic advising information and guidance than seniors. Is this be because 

they are just learning the ropes at the institution, or could such findings imply something 

else?  

Between physical/biological and social science degree programs, no differences 

were identified in mean ratings. This would indicate that most CAFNR students value 

and need the same types of academic advising support.  However, because of the 

generally high importance ratings found for all advising characteristics and limited 

differences found within student subgroups, it becomes all the more important to evaluate 



128 
 

how faculty advisors are currently doing. In order to be able to improve CAFNR faculty 

advising, it is critical to compare “what students want” with “what students are 

receiving.”  

Objective Five – Faculty Performance Ratings on Academic Advising Characteristics 

CAFNR students rated faculty performance on each of the four academic advising 

constructs as satisfactory or better. Particularly, the six items within the 

Availability/Accessibility construct indicated that faculty advisors are doing quite well, 

with each of the mean performance ratings exceeding 4.20. Based on such ratings, one 

could presume that CAFNR students, on average, are indeed satisfied with their faculty 

advisor with regard to punctuality, response time, time allotted for appointments, and 

other related advising characteristics.  

Performance ratings for the items that comprised the Knowledge/Helpfulness 

construct indicated that faculty advisors are doing a good job of encouraging academic 

success, communicating degree requirements, and providing information about general 

education courses. However, items relating to employment (both on-campus and after 

graduation), financial assistance, academic resources and study skills improvement are 

lacking in comparison. Could this be because faculty advisors are more informed about 

technical, degree specific requirements and less familiar with more general topics such as 

on-campus employment, financial aid, and academic resources available? Or, could this 

possibly indicate that many of the CAFNR advisors tend to embrace a more prescriptive 

approach to advising students? Upcraft and Stephens (2000) indicated that many college 

students struggle to finance their college education; if faculty advisors are not able to 

effectively assist in this area by suggesting financial resources or assisting in obtaining an 



129 
 

on-campus job, where will students get the help they need?  As other researchers have 

noted many upperclassmen seek guidance with post-college decisions and need help 

making career and education plans (Gordon, 1992; Strommer, 1995).  

CAFNR students indicated that faculty advisors were quite personable and 

approachable, as their performance on five of the six individual items within the 

Personable/Approachable construct were rated as good or better. This would suggest that 

students are generally comfortable seeking assistance from their faculty advisor and feel 

respected and supported. This finding tends to contradict Belcheir’s (1998) study in 

which some students reported feeling like “just another face” to their advisor. Even the 

lowest item within the Personable/Approachable construct, “familiar with my academic 

background” was rated as satisfactory.  

While the performance ratings for items which made up the 

Counseling/Mentoring construct suggest students are relatively pleased with their 

involvement in planning their academic program and their advisor’s performance in 

selecting courses that align to their interests, other areas could be improved. The two 

lowest performance ratings in this construct were for “suggests strategies to cope with 

academic challenges” and “willing to discuss personal problems.” Such ratings would 

indicate that CAFNR advisors could improve advising performance by becoming more 

knowledgeable about strategies and services available to assist students experiencing 

academic challenges and by demonstrating a concern for students’ personal issues as well 

as academic issues. McCollum (1988) reiterated the importance of acknowledging 

students’ emotional needs as well through advising.  
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Objective Six – Comparisons of the Faculty Performance Ratings on Academic Advising 
Characteristics 

Few differences were acknowledged between the CAFNR students’ performance 

ratings of faculty advisors when compared by sex and academic level. In essence, this 

indicated that CAFNR students, regardless of sex or academic level, rated the 

performance of their faculty advisors similarly. This finding contradicts the finding of 

Afshar and Dhiman (2007) who found female students to have higher expectations for 

advising than male students. This finding would have suggested that male students in 

CAFNR may have reported higher performance scores than female students. 

Additionally, Kozloff’s (1985) study indicated that freshmen and sophomore students 

were more critical of advisors’ performance than upperclassmen. This, too, contradicted 

the findings of the CAFNR study.  

Further, there was no difference noted in the performance ratings of faculty 

advisors when mean ratings were compared by undergraduate degree program 

classification. However, what would findings indicate if each undergraduate degree 

program was evaluated individually?  

Objective Seven – Prioritizing Academic Advising Characteristics for Enhancement 

Through the modified Borich needs assessment model, CAFNR students 

identified ten academic advising characteristics with greater discrepancy scores. This 

potentially indicates that faculty advising in the CAFNR could be enhanced if additional 

efforts were made to improve faculty performance in these areas. According to students, 

the top rated academic advising characteristic in need of enhancement is “assists in 

identifying potential areas of employment after college.” Additional items that surfaced 

as potential areas for enhancement include: “provides information about obtaining 
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financial aid,” “aware of my academic progress,” “provides information about 

educational opportunities beyond my Bachelor’s degree,” and “suggests strategies to 

cope with academic challenges.” Upon close analyses of the items in Category I, it may 

be suggested that faculty in the CAFNR are provided with professional development 

related to their roles as faculty advisors. As Wilbur (2003) indicated, few faculty 

members feel prepared for their role as advisors and research indicates formal training for 

faculty advisors is quite limited (Dyer & Myers, 2005; Habley, 1997; Peiter-Hortsmeier, 

2006). Specifically, with regard to the four academic advising constructs, special 

attention should be provided regarding the role faculty advisors can play as a 

liasion/referral agent (Cuseo, in press). In this role, which is considered a component of 

the Knowledge/Helpfulness construct, faculty advisors serve as students’ connection to 

academic support and student development resources (Cuseo). Perhaps, if faculty 

advisors were made more aware of services and resources on campus, they would feel 

more comfortable with their advising role and understand they do not have to have all the 

answers for students, they simply need to be able to direct students to those with the 

answers.  

Seventeen academic advising characteristics were placed into Category II, which 

indicated a moderate discrepancy between “what is” and “what should be” (Borich, 

1980).  Eight items were placed into Category III, which indicated no substantial 

discrepancy existed. Such findings indicate that faculty advisors in CAFNR are doing an 

acceptable job of meeting students’ needs with regard to “ encourages me to assume an 

active role in planning my academic program,” “provides a caring, open atmosphere,” 

“provides sufficient time for advising appointments,” “provides an effective process for 
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scheduling appointments,” “seems to enjoy advising.” “on time for advising 

appointments with me,” and “acknowledges me in social settings.”  

Objective Eight – Personality/Communication Traits of CAFNR Students 

The findings related to the four personality/communication traits assessed by the 

use of the Insight Inventory® assessment indicated that on average, CAFNR students are 

“slightly indirect,” “very outgoing,” “very steady,” and “moderate” when dealing with 

details. Such descriptions, based upon the intensity of scores on each of the four Insight 

Inventory® scales, can be further interpreted. Specifically, a score of “slightly indirect” in 

academic/work situations implies that CAFNR students tend to be less assertive when 

presenting ideas and expressing thoughts (Handley, 2004). Additionally, indirect 

individuals are described as follows by Handley: 

You influence others using strategy and diplomacy and,  

• State your position on issues carefully and diplomatically.  

• Persuade others with a supportive and tactful approach.  

• Come across as approachable and unassuming. 

• Prefer to negotiate rather than argue or debate differences.  

• Tend to “ask” rather than “tell.” 

• Present new ideas modestly, sometimes understating them (p. 2).  

 A score of “very outgoing” on the Responding to People trait would indicate that 

CAFNR students generally enjoy “meeting and greeting others, putting people at ease, 

and making them feel important” (Handley, 2004, p. 3). Further, “very outgoing” 

individuals will find it important to “stay connected and up to date on personal issues that 
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friends and business associates may be going through” (p.3). Handley describes “very 

outgoing” individuals’ response to people as:  

You respond to others in a talkative, expressive manner and,  

• Interact easily with many people and groups.  

• Share emotions openly and freely.  

• Get energized by people contact and lots of activity.  

• Prefer to talk problems out with others to clarify feelings.  

• Use many gestures and expressions when talking.  

• Contact friends and acquaintances frequently (p.3).  

“Very steady” on the Pacing Activity trait would suggest that CAFNR students 

often postpone “decisions until better opportunities and deals have time to surface” and 

patiently stay “ open to alternatives and possibilities that show promise and that others 

may have closed their minds to” (p.3). Specifically, a “very steady” individual can be 

further described as: 

You take action and make decisions after much deliberation and,  

• Consider many options and alternatives before deciding.  

• Get things done by “sticking with it” and persisting.  

• Prefer long-term projects rather than calculated responses.  

• Work with an even-paced, consistent style.  

• React slowly when frustrated or angered.  

• Make most decisions cautiously – ‘Timing is everything’ (Handley, 2004, 

p. 3).  
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Finally, “moderate” on the Dealing with Details trait would imply that CAFNR 

students may possess characteristics of being relatively unstructured, which include:  

• Tend to postpone organizing and attending to details. 

• Use unconventional procedures to accomplish tasks. 

• Like plans open and somewhat unpredictable.  

• Proceed on projects before reading all the directions.  

• Take pride in doing things in new and different ways. 

• Get frustrated by too many guidelines and rules (Handley, 2004, p. 2). 

However, at the same time, a “moderate” student may also possess the following 

characteristics:  

• Tend to organize details in a timely and thorough fashion.  

• Use established procedures to accomplish tasks.  

• Like plans clearly set and somewhat predictable.  

• Proceed on projects only after reading all the directions.  

• Take pride in doing things in established, proven ways.  

• Get frustrated by ambiguity and lack of specific guidelines (Handley, 

2004, p. 3).  

In addition to the descriptions provided for each trait, the Insight Institute also 

offers additional information, upon completing the Insight Inventory®, which can be very 

helpful when determining the communication styles and methods which will work best 

with such individuals.  

It is, of course, critical to recognize that the findings previously discussed are 

based on mean scores for all respondents who completed the Insight Inventory®. When 
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working with individual CAFNR students, their own personality/communication styles 

should be considered to allow for the best possible working relationship. Because of the 

importance effective communication plays in the relationship between a faculty advisor 

and his or her student advisees, such traits are beneficial to know. Knowledge of the traits 

allows for “flexing” of personality/communication styles, which enables a healthier, more 

productive relationship to develop and reduces stress and tension (Handley, 2004).   

Would such information, if available, potentially improve the relationship 

between a faculty advisor and CAFNR student? If an Insight Inventory® Self Snapshot 

was provided to faculty advisors for each of the students they advise, would the 

information be used? What if faculty advisors knew their own personality/communication 

style? Could that impact the way in which they advise students? 

Objective Nine – Relationship between Advising Needs and Personality/Communication 
Traits 

No strong relationships were found between the advising needs of CAFNR 

students and their personality/communication style as measured by the Insight 

Inventory®, although three positive, low relationships existed between the Responding to 

People trait and three academic advising constructs (Personable/Approachable, 

Counseling/Mentoring, and Knowledge/Helpfulness). Such findings would suggest that 

the more outgoing a student is based on the Insight Inventory®, the higher their academic 

advising needs would be in the three construct areas. It seems intuitive that the more 

outgoing a student is, the more comfortable he or she will be with his or her advisor. This 

increased comfort level may indeed lead to higher academic advising expectations, 

particularly relating to the approachability of the faculty advisor, their willingness to 

develop a mentoring-type relationship, and overall knowledge/helpfulness. However, 
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could this be a result of the fact that outgoing students are more apt to openly express 

themselves and make their needs and expectations known? Do reserved students really 

need, or expect less, from their faculty advisor – or are they just more apprehensive about 

expressing their feelings? 

Statistically, no strong correlations were found between students’ personality 

communication styles and academic advising needs. These findings were consistent with 

the results of Crockett and Crawford (1989) and Mottarella, Fritzsche, and Cerabino 

(2004). However, the question remains, is there a practical use for this information? To 

appropriately guide students in their career and life planning, would such information be 

useful? Can the appropriate guidance in these areas occur as a result of semi-annual 

conversations and the limited academic information found in a student’s file, or would 

information regarding personality/communication style be helpful?  

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made as a result of the examination of the 

academic advising needs of CAFNR students and their assessment of advising received 

from their faculty advisors. Recommendations include both practical recommendations 

which can be implemented by the CAFNR administration and faculty advisors, as well as 

recommendations for further research in this area.  

Recommendations for Faculty Development 

The CAFNR’s efforts to prepare and mentor its faculty to be excellent teachers 

can be well documented. Quality teaching is referenced in the mission of CAFNR, its 

promotion and tenure documents, and a multitude of other locations. In fact, the 

commitment to hire a new faculty member who will emphasize faculty development is an 
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additional example of such efforts. However, as with many institutions, fewer obvious 

efforts are made to prepare, or enhance, faculty members’ abilities in advising students.  

For college students, courses change each and every semester, but typically 

CAFNR faculty advisors are a constant throughout students’ academic career. With that 

in mind, it seems critical that as much effort is put forth to prepare faculty as advisors as 

is made to prepare faculty as classroom teachers. A great deal of research has identified 

academic advising as teaching, and the CAFNR considers it so as well. As a continued 

effort is put forth to develop faculty with regard to the scholarship of teaching and 

learning, it would be logical to also dedicate additional time and resources toward the 

development of faculty as advisors. Ultimately, this additional investment of time and 

resources may yield big dividends, in terms of student satisfaction and increased retention 

and graduation rates. 

 The question becomes, however, what type of development is needed for 

CAFNR faculty advisors? Indeed, the findings of this study indicated that, in general, 

CAFNR faculty advisors are doing quite well. While that is true, as Jim Collins implies in 

his book Good to Great, the CAFNR should not settle for faculty advising that is “good 

enough” when the potential exists to be great! 

Based on the findings of this study and an examination of academic advising 

literature, it is recommended that initial faculty advising training and professional 

development for the CAFNR advisors specifically include information regarding the 

difference between prescriptive and developmental advising approaches. Because 

students tend to prefer developmental advising, it is critical that CAFNR faculty advisors 

move away from viewing advising as a means to schedule courses (Winston et al. 1984), 
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and begin to view advising as a means to provide for a students’ emotional, academic, 

and career oriented needs (McCollum, 1988). Some advocate the use of peer advisors 

during course registration periods as a means of separating academic advising and 

registration functions (Titley & Titley, 1982). Additionally, the Borich needs assessment 

indicated that faculty advisors in the CAFNR may not be completely meeting students’ 

needs  regarding career and educational planning, obtaining financial aid, improving 

study skills, and dealing with academic challenges. If faculty development opportunities 

included informational presentations by relevant campus resources, such as the CAFNR 

Career Services, Student Success Center, Financial Aid Office, and Writing Center, to 

name a few, faculty advisors may feel more equipped to address some of those issues and 

be more apt to refer students to pertinent resources.  

There are countless academic advising training programs in existence at 

institutions across the globe. Many universities and colleges who utilize faculty advisors 

also provide advisor training and professional development opportunities for faculty 

members. While the CAFNR could develop its own training and professional 

development materials, it would be encouraged to seek out materials already in use and 

modify or adapt them as needed. Many individuals and academic advising centers would 

be willing to not only share resources, but provide insight as to what things worked 

especially well with faculty.  In addition, organizational resources, such as the NACADA 

Clearinghouse, offer extensive materials relating to academic advising that could be 

utilized in faculty development.  

Because of the negative connotation often associated with mandatory professional 

development, particularly with the various demands already placed on university faculty, 
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it is recommended that initial faculty development regarding advising be incorporated 

into existing faculty development initiatives. Once faculty advisors see the value of 

quality academic advising, it would seem likely that they would be more encouraged to 

attend professional development. These faculty development opportunities should not be 

implemented as once a year events, although programs offered during summer or holiday 

breaks may be well-received by faculty. In order to emphasize the importance of 

advising, opportunities need to be available more frequently. Spicuzza (1992) described 

monthly meetings, called “Advisor Forum” which can encourage idea exchanges and 

discussion relating to advising topics of interest. Additional efforts made by CAFNR 

administration to recognize and reward faculty advisors for outstanding work would also 

assist in this area, as often faculty perceive academic advising as less important than 

teaching, research or service.  

Recognition and rewards for faculty advising can take a number of forms. In some 

institutions, it may involve release time equal to one course or involve the consideration 

of advising load when other responsibilities are assigned or promotion and tenure 

decisions are made (Spicuzza, 1992). Myers and Dyer (2003) found that faculty advisors 

in colleges of agriculture support such compensation, with nearly 94% of respondents 

agreeing that advising should be a part of the promotion and tenure review and a 

component of faculty compensation. Additionally, identifying outstanding faculty 

advisors with certificates, plaques or informational releases posted on the institution’s 

website are other low cost forms of recognition or reward. 

Further, it is suggested that CAFNR graduate students be included in faculty 

development relating to academic advising. Based on the limited education provided 
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regarding academic advising, it is safe to presume that few graduate programs 

sufficiently address the academic advising role many new faculty members are expected 

to fulfill. If the CAFNR graduate students were involved in advisor education and faculty 

development, they would be more prepared for faculty advising than graduate students 

prepared at many other institutions.  In addition to extending an invitation for CAFNR 

graduate students to attend faculty development opportunities, the College Teaching of 

Agriculture course, offered by the Department of Agricultural Education, could also be 

modified to allow for more in-depth discussion of faculty advising roles and 

responsibilities. Perhaps, graduate students enrolled in the course could even have the 

opportunity to conduct a mock advising session with an undergraduate student to get a 

better feel for the process.  

Another key to providing CAFNR students with the best possible faculty advising 

is providing faculty advisors with constant access to academic advising resources, 

including degree requirements, campus services, contact information and so on. The 

academic advising website hosted by CAFNR for faculty advisors must be up to date and 

contain the most needed information. Advisors do not have to always possess all the 

answers, but they must be able to locate the source of the answers. Kramer (1990) 

supports the use of computer resources, stating that such technology allows advisors “to 

concentrate on more important issues such as student development, retention and 

academic planning” (p. 5).  

Faculty advisors, regardless of their technical area, should also be encouraged to 

participate in the National Academic Advising Association, with resources allocated for 

them to attend regional or national meetings when possible. Collaborating with others 
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who view academic advising as an essential piece to students’ college success will help to 

motivate faculty advisors. Additionally, the support shown for such involvement with 

help emphasize academic advising as a scholarly pursuit. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The American Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE) recognized the 

value of research in this area in its National Research Agenda (Osborne, n.d.). According 

to the document, research should be conducted that aims to “improve the success of 

students enrolled in agricultural and life sciences academic and technical programs,” 

“enhance the effectiveness of agricultural and life sciences faculty,” and “assess the 

effectiveness of educational programs in agricultural and life sciences” (p. 7). Each of 

these areas relates to faculty advising.  Therefore, several recommendations are also 

being made for further evaluation and research relating to academic advising. 

Without a doubt, continued assessment and evaluation of faculty advising within 

the CAFNR is essential. Annual student evaluations of academic advising provide 

valuable information for faculty members and the CAFNR administration, however, what 

other types of assessment could be utilized as well? Creamer and Scott (2000) 

recommend utilizing self-evaluation, supervisory performance review and peer reviews 

of academic advising. Winston and Sandor (1984) provide suggestions for both formative 

and summative evaluation approaches which can be utilized to evaluate academic 

advising. 

With regard to future research, one recommendation is to conduct a study 

assessing faculty advisors perceptions of students’ needs and how well they feel they are 

fulfilling them? Such a study would allow a comparison of students and faculty advisor 
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perceptions of advising and help to determine what additional needs could be addressed 

through faculty development initiatives. However, Myers and Dyer (2003) experienced a 

low response rate in their study of advising components, roles and faculty competence. In 

fact, some college of agriculture faculty members asked to be removed from the study 

due to little or no interest in academic advising. This potentially indicates that advising is 

not as important to college of agriculture faculty advisors as it should be. Additional 

research should be conducted to determine what incentives, recognition, or rewards could 

be offered to change this perception.  

Perhaps, faculty advisors do not recognize academic advising as an integral aspect 

of their job because it is not always viewed as a component of promotion and tenure. 

However, it could be that faculty advisors are challenged by the academic advising 

process because they receive limited training. A study addressing faculty members’ self-

efficacy related to faculty advising could be helpful in revealing areas for improvement. 

By determining how prepared or comfortable faculty advisors feel with certain roles they 

must fulfill, relevant faculty development could be designed to increase self-efficacy.  

Over time, further research will be able to determine if the identified student 

needs change or evolve. Factors that contribute to students’ satisfaction or evaluation of 

faculty advisors also should be explored.  Additional research methodologies, including 

qualitative research, offer the potential to gain more in-depth information. Specifically, 

focus groups of students and faculty advisors could be beneficial in gaining insight as to 

differing needs and expectations for academic advising. 

Certainly, this study has shown the importance of academic advising 

characteristics to CAFNR students at the University of Missouri. With increased efforts 
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to prepare faculty advisors for their respective advising roles and a commitment to 

continually assess students’ academic advising needs and satisfaction, the College of 

Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources will to progress from offering its students 

“good advising” to offering “great advising.” 
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APPENDIX B: 

PANEL OF EXPERTS 
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Table 31 
 
Panel of Experts for the CAFNR Faculty Advising Instrument (n = 11) 

Name Title Institution 
Dr. Bryan Garton Assistant Dean, Academic Programs University of Missouri 

Dr. Ken Esbenshade Associate Dean and Director of 
Academic Programs 

North Carolina State 
University 

Dr. Don Marshall Associate Dean of Academic 
Programs 

South Dakota State 
University 

Dr. Bob Birkenholtz Chair 
Department of Human and 
Community Resource Development 

The Ohio State 
University 

Dr. Linda Martin Associate Dean and Director, 
Academic Programs 

The Ohio State 
University 

Dr. Joshua Smith Assistant Professor of Educational 
Psychology 

University of Indiana: 
Purdue University 
Indianapolis 

Dr. Robin Peiter-
Hortsmeyer 

Assistant Professor of Agricultural 
Education 

University of Kentucky 

Dr. Rob Terry Professor of Agricultural Education University of Missouri 

Dr. Robert Torres Professor of Agricultural Education University of Missouri 

Dr. James Spain Vice Provost for Undergraduate 
Studies and Associate Professor 

University of Missouri 

Dr. Paul Vaughn Associate Dean & Director 
Academic Programs 

University of Missouri 
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APPENDIX C: 

LETTER TO PANEL OF EXPERTS 
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January 2, 2008 

Dear Dr. Esbenshade: 

Good morning and Happy New Year! Hopefully this email finds you enjoying your holiday break 
from classes and students, spending time with family and friends. As a third year doctoral student 
at the University of Missouri, I am using much of my break from classes to progress on my 
dissertation – which addresses undergraduate academic advising (conducted by faculty advisors) 
in the College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources at Mizzou. Your name was given to 
me by my dissertation committee member, Dr. Jim Spain, as a potential resource to utilize on my 
“panel of experts.” Currently, I am in the final stages of preparing my dissertation instrument and 
would appreciate your input and assistance in determining its validity. I realize that this is a busy 
time of year… however, hope that you will be able to assist me with this. Your knowledge and 
expertise is very valuable to me! 

 
Specifically, I would appreciate your feedback regarding both construct and face validity of the 
instrument I will be using. While the instrument will be delivered in an online format (via 
HostedSurvey.com), attached to this email you will find a Word document that contains the 
complete list of items regarding academic advising which appear on the instrument. I have 
divided the items up by construct and inserted information which describes each construct as 
defined by Cuseo (n.d.).  For ease of reading (and tracking changes, if you desire), this format 
should be helpful when determining construct validity. Please feel free to comment on word 
choice, ambiguity and whether or not you think the items provided adequately align with the 
construct. If there are items or topics you do not see reflected in the instrument, but believe 
should be, feel free to add them as well.  

 
To address face validity, I will be sending a separate email containing a link to the online 
instrument. For previewing, I have not “forced answers” to any of the questions, although most 
will require answers. In addition, throughout the instrument, there are several branching questions 
that will/will not be asked based on a response to a preceding question (ex. major/advisor; 
funding sources/number of hours worked, etc). You will notice that there are additional sections 
to the online instrument… Section II asks basic questions regarding academic advising, Section 
III addresses the students’ personality/communication profile and Section IV, a final demographic 
section. Feel free to review the basic advising section and demographic questions, however 
Section III regarding the personality/communication profile comes directly from the Insight 
Inventory® and must be left as is.  

 
Feel free to draft comments/concerns in a reply message to this email, in an additional document 
or on the documents provided.  (You’ll notice an additional document is attached with contains 
the research objectives for my dissertation.) I can be reached via email at armmq3@mizzou.edu, 
by phone at (573) 882-2200 or by fax at (573) 884-4444. Should you have any questions, please 
do not hesitate to contact me! I would appreciate any feedback you can provide by Tuesday, 
January 8th. I realize this is a tight timeline, and if you are unable, I understand.  

 
Thanks in advance for your help with this! Hopefully, with your feedback and feedback from 
others, this instrument will be quite useful to any institution wishing to assess how well students’ 
academic advising needs are being met.  

 
Amy Smith 
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Table 32 
 
Academic Advising Characteristics Comprising Each Advising Construct 

Advising Construct Academic Advising Characteristics 
Availability/Accessibility On time for advising appointments with me 
 Available when I need assistance 
 Maintains an open line of communication 
 Provides sufficient time for advising appointments 
 Provides an effective process for scheduling appointments  
 Responds to my requests in a timely fashion (email, phone 

calls, etc) 
  
Knowledge/Helpfulness Helps clarify life/career goals 
 Communicates degree requirements 
 Aware of my academic progress 
 Assists in selecting/changing my academic major 
 Assists in identifying potential areas of employment after 

college 
 Provides information about using myZou  
 Provides information about educational opportunities beyond 

my Bachelor’s degree 
 Provides information about obtaining financial assistance 

(student loans, grants, scholarships) 
 Suggests academic resources (Student Success Center, 

Writing Lab) 
 Provides information regarding study skills 
 Knowledgeable about general education courses 
 Helps obtain employment on campus (work study, 

assistantships, etc) 
 Encourages academic success 
 Encourages involvement in co-curricular activities (student 

organizations, internships, Study Abroad programs) 
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Table 32 (continued) 

Advising Construct Academic Advising Characteristics 
Personable/Approachable Familiar with my academic background 
 Acknowledges me in social settings (walking across campus, 

at campus events/activities, etc) 
 Respects my decisions 
 Seems to enjoy advising 
 Provides a caring, open atmosphere 
 Easy to talk to 
  
Counseling/Mentoring Willing to discuss personal problems  
 Encourages me to assume an active role in planning my 

academic program 
 Stimulates my interest in an academic discipline 
 Suggests strategies to cope with academic difficulties 
 Helps select courses that match my interests 
 Helps me identify obstacles to overcome before I reach my 

educational goals 
 Expresses concern for my personal development  
 Encourages me to explore career areas of interest 
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Back to first option 

Patrick Handley [phandley@insightinstitute.com] 

Sent:  Fri 1/4/2008 2:21 PM 

To: Smith, Amy Rae Mounce (UMC-Student) 

 

Hi Amy, 
 
I reviewed the requirements of the code pass through and sent it by my technical staff and 
external software programmer. 
 
Everything is doable but the time constraints may make this too much of a challenge. The 
software programmers are really booked up and behind on several projects, including 
mine. I am concerned that they may not be able to meet your deadlines and the software 
programming cost might not be worth the extra effort to you. 
 
So, it may be best to go back to your original idea and embed the INSIGHT Inv items in 
your survey system. That way you have full control of the process and timing.  I’ll grant 
you permission to use the items and scoring model. 
 
Lets go back to that proposal and free you up to proceed at your own pace. We can 
discuss what, if anything the students might want or appreciate in exchange for their 
efforts. Perhaps we could set up a free portal that would allow any interested students to 
retake the INSIGHT Inv and get a “Presenting Your Strengths” report. Just an idea, if you 
don’t believe it would be necessary then we can skip that. 
 
Let me know your thoughts, 
Patrick 
 
 
--  
Patrick Handley, Ph.D. 
President 
Insight Institute, Inc. 
800.861.4769 
 
Publisher of the INSIGHT Inventory  
www.insightinstitute.com 
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EMAIL INVITATION TO PARTICIPANTS 
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SUBJECT LINE: Tell us about your CAFNR Faculty Advisor! 

 

Dear {INSERT STUDENT NAME}: 

The College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resource values your opinion. Therefore, 
we are seeking your input regarding the academic advising you receive from your faculty 
advisor. Your input will be used to enhance the quality of advising in the College. 

  
Below is a link to an online questionnaire which consists of three sections. The first 
section addresses academic advising issues and asks you to evaluate your faculty advisor. 
The second section gathers basic demographic information. The third, and final, section 
asks you to respond to questions about your personality/communication style. The entire 
questionnaire should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. We ask that you 
respond to each question openly and honestly by Saturday, February 16. Please be 
assured that all your responses will remain confidential and only summated group data 
will be reported. 

 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  Should you choose not to participate in this 
study, simply reply to this email and type “Not Participating” in the subject line.  Rest 
assured that your refusal to participate in this study will not affect your relationship with 
CAFNR. However, if you do participate, you will be entered in a drawing to win one of 
twenty $25 Visa® Cash Cards. 

   
Should you have questions concerning this study, please do not hesitate to contact me via 
e-mail at VaughnPR@missouri.edu or by phone (573) 882-8301.  Also, feel free to 
contact Amy Smith, coordinator of the study, as well by e-mail at armmq3@mizzou.edu 
or by phone at (573) 882-2200.  You may also contact the University of Missouri 
Campus IRB Office at (573) 882-9585 for further information concerning human 
participation in research studies. 
  
Thank you for your time and participation.  I look forward to receiving your response by 
Saturday, February 16. Please click the following link to access the questionnaire. 
 
{INSERT QUESTIONNAIRE URL} 

Sincerely,  

Paul Vaughn 
Associate Dean, Academic Programs 
College of Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources 
University of Missouri 

Amy Smith 
Graduate Assistant 
Department of Agricultural Education  
University of Missouri 

If you have questions about this email or do not wish to receive additional emails, please 
email Amy Smith at armmq3@mizzou.edu. 
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FIRST FOLLOW-UP EMAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 
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SUBJECT LINE: Take a Few Minutes, Tell Us About Your Advisor... and Win?!? 
 
 

Dear {INSERT STUDENT NAME}: 

Recently, you received an email asking for your help with a study regarding faculty 
advising in CAFNR. As of today, you have not yet shared your thoughts! Please do so… 
they are valuable to us.  
  
In addition, should you complete the questionnaire...you will be entered in a drawing to 
win one of twenty $25 Visa® Cash Cards and be eligible to receive a FREE 
personalized personality/communication profile report, valued at $24.95.  
  
In case you did not receive the email, or accidentally deleted it, I have once again 
provided the link below. Please click the link and complete the questionnaire; it should 
only take 15 minutes. Please respond to each question openly and honestly by 
Wednesday, February 20th.  
 
{INSERT QUESTIONNAIRE URL} 

 
As indicated in the initial email, your participation is voluntary.  Should you choose not 
to participate, please simply reply to this email and type “Not Participating” in the subject 
line.  Your refusal will result in no penalty or loss of benefits to which you might 
otherwise be entitled.  If you have any questions about this research project please 
contact me at armmq3@mizzou.edu or (573) 882-2200. You may also contact the 
University of Missouri Campus IRB Office at (573) 882-9585 for further information 
concerning human participation in research studies. 

Thank you in advance for your participation! I look forward to receiving your response 
by Wednesday, February 20th. Have a terrific day.  
 

Sincerely,  

Amy Smith 
Graduate Assistant 
Department of Agricultural Education  
University of Missouri 

 

If you have questions about this email or do not wish to receive additional emails, please 
email Amy Smith at armmq3@mizzou.edu. 
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SECOND FOLLOW-UP EMAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 
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SUBJECT LINE: Final Chance to Win $$$ for Your Thoughts About CAFNR Advising! 
 
 
 
Dear {INSERT STUDENT NAME}: 

In the past few weeks, you have received two emails about an online questionnaire 
addressing your experiences with your CAFNR faculty advisor. We don't intend to clutter 
your inbox, but this information is very important to the College in order to improve its 
academic advising services. As of today, you haven't responded.  

This is your final chance...Please share your opinions with us by clicking the link below. 
The questionnaire should only take about 15 minutes of your time. Please complete the 
questionnaire by Monday, February 25th. After that, the questionnaire will no longer be 
available. That also means...you will no longer be eligible for one of twenty $25 Visa® 
Cash Cards.  

{INSERT QUESTIONNAIRE URL} 

Of course, your participation in this study is voluntary.  Should you choose not to 
participate, please simply reply to this email and type “Not Participating” in the subject 
line. If you have any questions about this research project please contact me at 
armmq3@mizzou.edu or (573) 882-2200.  

Thank you in advance for your participation! I look forward to receiving your response 
by Monday, February 25th. Have a great weekend!  

Sincerely,  

Amy Smith 
Graduate Assistant 
Department of Agricultural Education  
University of Missouri 

 

If you have questions about this email or do not wish to receive additional emails, please 
email Amy Smith at armmq3@mizzou.edu. For further information concerning human 
participation in research studies, you may also contact the University of Missouri 
Campus IRB Office at (573) 882-9585. 
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THIRD FOLLOW-UP EMAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 
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SUBJECT LINE: Will you help? 
 
 
 
Hey {INSERT STUDENT NAME}, 
 
I'm sure that you are constantly asked to participate in research study after study; sorry to 
add one more! I know you are extremely busy with mid-semester tests and papers... but I 
too am asking for your help. In order to complete my dissertation (and graduate) I really 
need your responses to a questionnaire about academic advising.  
  
Please take 10-15 minutes to share your responses. Although the questionnaire may seem 
long - the information is very useful! Please, click the link below...  you will then be 
taken to the questionnaire.  
 
{INSERT QUESTIONNAIRE URL} 
 
Also - once you complete it - you'll be entered in a drawing to win one of twenty $25 
Visa® Cash Cards. 
 
Thank you so much! I really appreciate your help! 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Amy Smith 
Graduate Assistant 
Department of Agricultural Education  
University of Missouri 
 
 
 
Should you have questions concerning this study, please do not hesitate to contact me 
armmq3@mizzou.edu or by phone at (573) 882-2200.  You may also contact the 
University of Missouri Campus IRB Office at (573) 882-9585 for further information 
concerning human participation in research studies. 
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APPENDIX J: 

EMAIL TO STUDENTS WHO STARTED BUT  
 

DID NOT FINISH INSTRUMENT 
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SUBJECT LINE: Your Input about Advising is Valuable! Please Finish & Qualify for $! 
 
 
 
Dear {INSERT STUDENT NAME}: 
 
Within the past week or so, you received an email asking for your help with a study about 
faculty advising in CAFNR. Although you began the questionnaire, not all questions 
were answered. Because we really want to know your thoughts and we’re not sure 
whether you had technical difficulty or simply chose not to finish the questionnaire – we 
are sending the link once again! 
  
When you click the link below, you will be directed to where you left off. The remainder 
of the questionnaire should not take you long to complete.  
 
{INSERT QUESTIONNAIRE URL} 
 
Once you complete the questionnaire…you will be entered in a drawing to win one of 
twenty $25 Visa cash cards and be eligible to receive a FREE personalized 
personality/communication profile report, values at $24.95.  
 
Thank you so much for your help with this study! 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Amy Smith 
Graduate Assistant 
Department of Agricultural Education  
University of Missouri 
 
 
 
As indicated in the initial email, your participation is voluntary. Should you choose not to 
participate, please simply reply to this email and type “Not Participating” in the subject 
line. Your refusal will result in no penalty or loss of benefits to which you might 
otherwise be entitled. If you have any questions regarding this research project please 
contact me at armmq3@mizzou.edu or at (573) 882-2200.  You may also contact the 
University of Missouri Campus IRB Office at (573) 882-9585 for further information 
concerning human participation in research studies. 
 
If you have questions about this email or do not wish to receive additional emails, please 
email Amy Smith at armmq3@mizzou.edu. 
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CONFIRMATION EMAIL SENT TO RESPONDENTS 
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SUBJECT LINE: CAFNR thanks you for your input! 
 
 
 
Dear {INSERT STUDENT NAME}: 

Thank you for your recent completion of the online CAFNR Faculty Advising 
questionnaire. You’re now eligible for one of the twenty $25 Visa cash cards! Winners 
of the cash cards will be notified via email by March 1st.  

In addition, in appreciation for completing the questionnaire, we’re offering you a FREE 
personality report that will help you present your strengths in job interviews. If you 
recall, a portion of the questionnaire included the school style and personal style 
components of Insight Inventory®. This is strengths-based personality assessment 
designed by Dr. Patrick Handley, an alumnus of Mizzou. 

Dr. Handley has graciously offered to provide all CAFNR students who completed the 
Faculty Advising questionnaire free access the Insight Inventory® online. You can re-take 
the assessment and receive a FREE personalized report. You’ll find this an excellent 
resource for interviewing for or beginning new employment. Typically, there is a charge 
of $24.95, but for you it is FREE.  

If you are interested in receiving your personalized report, please visit the following 
website:  
 

http://www.insightinventory.com/signup/cafnr 
to enter use keycode:  CAFNR2008   

 
I’m certain that you will find the information interesting and quite helpful. Don’t delay, 
this site and the free offer expires 7/1/08. 

Once again, thank you for completing the CAFNR Faculty Advising questionnaire.  

Sincerely,  

 
Amy R. Smith  
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INDIVIDUAL IMPORTANCE RATINGS FOR ITEMS 
  

COMPRISING THE ACADEMIC ADVISING CONSTRUCTS
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Table 33 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Availability/Accessibility Construct (n = 730) 

Level of Importance 
  

Not  Little  Somewhat  Important  Very 
  

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f % M SD 

Available when I need assistance  0 0.0  4 0.5  36 4.9  214 29.3  476 65.2 4.59 .61 
Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  0 0.0  3 0.4  28 3.8  241 33.0  458 62.7 4.58 .59 
On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with me 4 0.5  11 1.5  38 5.2  235 32.2  442 60.5 4.51 .72 
Maintains an open line of 
communication 1 

 
0.1  4 0.5  58 7.9  241 33.0  426 58.4 4.49 .68 

Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 2 0.3  6 0.8  48 6.6  296 40.5  378 51.8 4.43 .69 
Provides an effective process for 
scheduling advising appointments 8 1.1  7 1.0  102 14.0  315 43.2  298 40.8 4.22 .80 
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Table 34 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct (n = 730) 

Level of Importance 
  

Not  Little  Somewhat  Important  Very 
  

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f % M SD 
Communicates degree 
requirements 2 0.3  5 0.7  18 2.5  140 19.2  565 77.4 4.73 .57 
Encourages academic success 

3 0.4  9 1.2  45 6.2  189 25.9  484 66.3 4.56 .70 
Aware of my academic progress  

2 0.3  7 1.0  42 5.8  226 31.0  453 62.1 4.54 .67 
Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after college 13 1.8  11 1.5  47 6.4  254 34.8  405 55.5 4.41 .82 
Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 4 0.5  7 1.0  65 8.9  276 37.8  378 51.8 4.39 .74 
Helps clarify life goals 

14 1.9  26 3.6  81 11.1  300 41.1  309 42.3 4.18 .90 
Provides information about 
educational opportunities beyond 
my Bachelor’s degree 13 1.8  29 4.0  116 15.9  281 38.5  291 39.9 4.11 .93 
Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  29 4.0  32 4.4  119 16.3  263 36.0  287 39.3 4.02 1.04 
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Table 34 (continued) 

Level of Importance   

Not  Little  Somewhat  Important  Very   

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f % M SD 

Assists in selecting/changing my 
academic major 59 8.1  32 4.4  87 11.9  260 35.6  292 40.0 3.95 1.19 
Encourages involvement in co-
curricular student activities  32 4.4  54 7.4  151 20.7  237 32.5  256 35.1 3.86 1.11 
Provides information about using 
myZou 34 4.7  92 12.6  205 28.1  274 37.5  125 17.1 3.50 1.06 
Helps obtain employment on 
campus 82 11.2  87 11.9  155 21.2  225 30.8  181 24.8 3.46 1.29 
Suggests academic resources  

38 5.2  85 11.6  259 35.5  219 30.0  129 17.7 3.43 1.07 
Provides information regarding 
study skills 53 7.3  102 14.0  231 31.6  210 28.8  134 18.4 3.37 1.15 
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Table 35 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Personable/Approachable Construct (n = 730) 

Level of Importance 
  

Not  Little  Somewhat  Important  Very 
  

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f % M SD 
Easy to talk with 

1 0.1  5 0.7  39 5.3  202 27.7  483 66.2 4.59 .64 
Respects my decisions 

4 0.5  6 0.8  37 5.1  254 34.8  429 58.8 4.50 .68 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 3 0.4  9 1.2  82 11.2  247 33.8  389 53.3 4.38 .77 
Seems to enjoy advising 

6 0.8  16 2.2  81 11.1  260 35.6  367 50.3 4.32 .82 
Familiar with my academic 
background 3 0.4  6 0.8  86 11.8  317 43.4  318 43.6 4.29 .74 
Acknowledges me in social 
settings 34 4.7  56 7.7  155 21.2  278 38.1  207 28.4 3.78 1.08 
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Table 36 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the Counseling/Mentoring Construct (n = 730) 

Level of Importance 
  

Not  Little  Somewhat  Important  Very 
  

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f % M SD 
Helps select courses that match my 
interests 4 0.5  4 0.5  34 4.7  245 33.6  443 60.7 4.53 .66 
Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program 7 1.0  12 1.6  69 9.5  275 37.7  367 50.3 4.35 .79 
Encourages me to explore career 
areas of interest 7 1.0  23 3.2  88 12.1  285 39.0  327 44.8 4.24 .85 
Expresses concern for my personal 
development  18 2.5  21 2.9  103 14.1  274 37.5  314 43.0 4.16 .94 
Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 14 1.9  16 2.2  97 13.3  329 45.1  274 37.5 4.14 .87 
Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 12 1.6  28 3.8  123 16.8  297 40.7  270 37.0 4.08 .91 
Suggests strategies to cope with 
academic challenges 21 2.9  27 3.7  116 15.9  284 38.9  282 38.6 4.07 .97 
Willing to discuss personal 
problems 93 12.7  141 19.3  199 27.3  167 22.9  130 17.8 3.14 1.77 
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APPENDIX M: 

COMPARISONS OF MEAN IMPORTANCE RATINGS FOR 
 

ITEMS COMPRISING THE ACADEMIC ADVISING CONSTRUCTS  
 

BY SEX, ACADEMIC LEVEL, AND ACADEMIC DEGREE PROGRAM 

 



 

202 
 

Table 37 
 
A Comparison by Sex of the Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the 
Availability/Accessibility Construct (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Maintains an open line of 
communication 

4.63 .57  4.32 .76  0.47 

Available when I need 
assistance  

4.68 .58  4.48 .68  0.32 

Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  

4.67 .51  4.47 .66  0.32 

Provides an effective process 
for scheduling advising 
appointments 

4.31 .77  4.10 .82  0.27 

Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 

4.50 .65  4.33 .71  0.25 

On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with me 

4.56 .67  4.46 .74  0.14 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 38 
 
A Comparison by Sex of the Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the 
Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Encourages academic success 4.68 .59  4.42 .80  0.38 
Provides information about 
educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 

4.24 .88  3.95 .96  0.32 

Communicates degree 
requirements 

4.80 .49  4.65 .61  0.27 

Helps clarify life goals 4.29 .86  4.05 .94  0.27 
Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  

4.14 1.00  3.87 1.08  0.26 

Encourages involvement in co-
curricular student activities  

4.00 1.03  3.71 1.18  0.26 

Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 

4.47 .69  4.30 .78  0.23 

Aware of my academic 
progress  

4.59 .61  4.47 .74  0.18 

Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after 
college 

4.47 .78  4.32 .87  0.18 

Helps obtain employment on 
campus 

3.53 1.31  3.36 1.25  0.13 

Assists in selecting/changing 
my academic major 

4.00 1.18  3.90 1.20  0.08 

Provides information about 
using myZou 

3.52 1.06  3.47 1.06  0.05 

Suggests academic resources  3.44 1.07  3.42 1.07  0.02 
Provides information regarding 
study skills 

3.36 1.07  3.39 1.67  0.02 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 39 
 
A Comparison by Sex of the Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the 
Personable/Approachable Construct (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 

4.54 .65  4.18 .85  0.48 

Respects my decisions 4.62 .59  4.36 .59  0.44 
Familiar with my academic 
background 

4.41 .70  4.14 .75  0.37 

Easy to talk with 4.67 .56  4.49 .72  0.28 
Acknowledges me in social 
settings 

3.90 1.01  3.64 1.15  0.24 

Seems to enjoy advising 4.38 .81  4.25 .83  0.16 
Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 40 
 
A Comparison by Sex of the Perceived Importance of Advising Characteristics within the 
Counseling/Mentoring Construct (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program  

4.46 .71  4.21 .87  0.32 

Encourages me to explore 
career areas of interest 

4.34 .81  4.10 .88  0.29 

Expresses concern for my 
personal development 

4.26 .86  4.03 1.01  0.25 

Helps select courses that match 
my interests 

4.60 .62  4.44 .70  0.24 

Suggests strategies to cope with 
academic challenges 

4.16 .96  3.96 .97  0.21 

Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 

4.15 .90  3.98 .92  0.19 

Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 

4.18 .88  4.08 .84  0.12 

Willing to discuss personal 
problems  

3.20 1.24  3.06 1.31  0.11 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 41 
 
 A Comparison by Academic Level of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Availability/Accessibility Construct (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 

4.47 .60  4.39 .73  0.12 

Available when I need 
assistance  

4.56 .64  4.62 .59  0.10 

Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  

4.55 .60  4.60 .58  0.09 

Provides an effective process 
for scheduling advising 
appointments 

4.25 .74  4.19 .84  0.08 

On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with me 

4.53 .71  4.50 .70  0.04 

Maintains an open line of 
communication 

4.49 .68  4.49 .68  0.00 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 42 
 
A Comparison by Academic Level of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  

4.19 .90  3.90 1.12  0.28 

Helps obtain employment on 
campus 

3.65 1.22  3.32 1.32  0.26 

Assists in selecting/changing 
my academic major 

4.13 1.10  3.84 1.24  0.25 

Provides information regarding 
study skills 

3.54 1.08  3.25 1.18  0.25 

Suggests academic resources  3.58 .99  3.33 1.11  0.24 
Provides information about 
educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 

4.21 .85  4.04 .97  0.18 

Provides information about 
using myZou 

3.59 .99  3.43 1.10  0.15 

Encourages involvement in co-
curricular student activities  

3.96 1.06  3.81 1.14  0.14 

Encourages academic success 4.61 .65  4.53 .74  0.11 
Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 

4.43 .65  4.36 .79  0.10 

Helps clarify life goals 4.22 .84  4.15 .95  0.08 
Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after 
college 

4.38 .81  4.42 .83  0.05 

Aware of my academic 
progress  

4.55 .67  4.52 .68  0.04 

Communicates degree 
requirements 

4.74 .56  4.73 .55  0.02 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 43 
 
A Comparison by Academic Level of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Personable/Approachable Construct (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 

4.42 .73  4.35 .79  0.09 

Seems to enjoy advising 4.36 .77  4.30 .86  0.07 
Acknowledges me in social 
settings 

3.74 1.03  3.81 1.12  0.06 

Familiar with my academic 
background 

4.31 .70  4.27 .76  0.05 

Easy to talk with 4.60 .63  4.58 .65  0.03 
Respects my decisions 4.50 .67  4.50 .69  0.00 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 44 
 
A Comparison by Academic Level of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Counseling/Mentoring Construct (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program  

4.42 .70  4.29 .85  0.16 

Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 

4.22 .79  4.08 .91  0.16 

Suggests strategies to cope with 
academic challenges 

4.15 .88  4.01 1.02  0.15 

Willing to discuss personal 
problems  

3.24 1.26  3.07 1.28  0.13 

Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 

4.14 .85  4.03 .96  0.12 

Expresses concern for my 
personal development 

4.22 .86  4.12 .98  0.11 

Helps select courses that match 
my interests 

4.56 .67  4.51 .66  0.08 

Encourages me to explore 
career areas of interest 

4.25 .77  4.22 .91  0.04 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 45 
 
A Comparison by Academic Degree Program of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Availability/Accessibility Construct (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological 

Science 
n = 391 

 

Social Science 
N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Maintains an open line of 
communication 

4.47 .70  4.54 .62  0.11 

Available when I need 
assistance  

4.58 .60  4.64 .56  0.10 

Provides an effective process 
for scheduling advising 
appointments 

4.26 .79  4.20 .77  0.08 

On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with me 

4.50 .72  4.54 .69  0.06 

Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  

4.58 .59  4.61 .55  0.05 

Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 

4.42 .70  4.44 .65  0.03 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 46 
 
A Comparison by Academic Degree Program of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological 

Science 
n = 391 

 

Social Science 
N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides information about 
educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 

4.21 .91  4.03 .91  0.20 

Communicates degree 
requirements 

4.78 .52  4.68 .56  0.19 

Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after 
college 

4.34 .91  4.49 .71  0.18 

Provides information about 
using myZou 

3.43 1.10  3.59 1.02  0.15 

Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 

4.35 .77  4.46 .68  0.15 

Encourages involvement in co-
curricular student activities  

3.82 1.13  3.97 1.05  0.14 

Encourages academic success 4.52 .76  4.61 .62  0.13 
Helps clarify life goals 4.13 1.00  4.25 .76  0.13 
Suggests academic resources  3.39 1.12  3.49 1.00  0.09 
Assists in selecting/changing 
my academic major 

3.91 1.23  3.99 1.16  0.07 

Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  

4.01 1.08  4.06 1.00  0.05 

Helps obtain employment on 
campus 

3.44 1.33  3.51 1.24  0.05 

Provides information regarding 
study skills 

3.39 1.19  3.35 1.09  0.03 

Aware of my academic 
progress  

4.54 .70  4.53 .65  0.01 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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Table 47 
 
A Comparison by Academic Degree Program of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Personable/Approachable Construct (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological 

Science 
n = 391 

 

Social Science 
N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 

4.35 .78  4.47 .70  0.16 

Seems to enjoy advising 4.28 .83  4.40 .78  0.15 
Acknowledges me in social 
settings 

3.72 1.10  3.89 1.03  0.16 

Familiar with my academic 
background 

4.30 .76  4.30 .69  0.00 

Easy to talk with 4.57 .65  4.64 .58  0.11 
Respects my decisions 4.49 .70  4.54 .66  0.08 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
 



 

213 
 

Table 48 
 
A Comparison by Academic Degree Program of the Perceived Importance of Advising 
Characteristics within the Counseling/Mentoring Construct (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological 

Science 
n = 391 

 

Social Science 
N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Willing to discuss personal 
problems 

3.07 1.29  3.23 1.25  0.13 

Expresses concern for my 
personal development 

4.12 .96  4.24 .87  0.13 

Encourages me to explore 
career areas of interest 

4.19 .92  4.29 .75  0.12 

Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program 

4.30 .87  4.39 .68  0.11 

Helps select courses that match 
my interests 

4.51 .71  4.58 .58  0.11 

Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 

4.13 .92  4.05 .86  0.09 

Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 

4.16 .89  4.11 .84  0.06 

Suggests strategies to cope with 
academic challenges 

4.05 1.07  4.09 .83  0.04 

Note. Scale: 1 = Not Important, 2 = Of Little Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important,  
4 = Important, 5 = Very Important 
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APPENDIX N: 

INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE RATINGS FOR ITEMS  
 

COMPRISING THE ACADEMIC ADVISING CONSTRUCTS
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Table 49 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Faculty Performance on Advising Characteristics within the Availability/Accessibility Construct (n = 730) 

Performance 
  

N/A  Poor  Fair  Satisfactory  Good 
 

Excellent 
  

Construct Item F %  f %  f %  f %  f % 
 

f % M SD 
On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with 
me 13 1.8  7 1.0  15 2.1  42 5.8  146 20.0 

 

507 69.5 4.58 .78 
Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 16 2.2  13 1.8  21 2.9  60 8.2  186 25.5 

 
434 59.5 4.41 .90 

Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  14 1.9  18 2.5  27 3.7  54 7.4  176 24.1 

 
441 60.4 4.39 .96 

Available when I need 
assistance  13 1.8  20 2.7  36 4.9  77 10.5  193 26.4 

 
391 53.6 4.25 1.02 

Maintains an open line of 
communication 11 1.5  26 3.6  39 5.3  71 9.7  187 25.6 

 
396 54.2 4.24 1.07 

Provides an effective process 
for scheduling advising 
appointments 20 2.7  19 2.6  29 4.0  82 11.2  210 28.8 

 

370 50.7 4.24 .99 
 



 

 

216 

Table 50 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Faculty Performance on Advising Characteristics within the Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct (n = 730) 

Performance 
  

N/A  Poor  Fair  Satisfactory  Good 
 

Excellent 
  

Construct Item F %  f %  f %  f %  f % 
 

f % M SD 

Encourages academic success 18 2.5  16 2.2  28 3.8  67 9.2  156 21.4 
 

445 61.0 4.38 .97 
Communicates degree 
requirements 10 1.4  32 4.4  49 6.7  57 7.8  179 24.5 

 
403 55.2 4.21 1.13 

Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 18 2.5  33 4.5  44 6.0  83 11.4  200 27.4 

 
352 48.2 4.12 1.12 

Assists in selecting/changing 
my academic major 137 18.8  27 3.7  40 5.5  93 12.7  164 22.5 

 
269 36.8 4.03 1.14 

Encourages involvement in co-
curricular student activities  71 9.7  33 4.5  52 7.1  111 15.2  166 22.7 

 
297 40.7 3.97 1.18 

Aware of my academic 
progress  15 2.1  28 3.8  70 9.6  114 15.6  214 29.3 

 
289 39.6 3.93 1.14 

Helps clarify life goals 40 5.5  50 6.8  74 10.1  110 15.1  210 28.8 
 

246 33.7 3.77 1.24 
Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after 
college 72 9.9  51 7.0  55 7.5  122 16.7  199 27.3 

 

231 31.6 3.77 1.23 
 



 

 

217 

Table 50 (continued) 

Performance   

N/A  Poor  Fair  Satisfactory  Good  Excellent   

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f %  f % M SD 

Helps obtain employment on 
campus 196 26.8  41 5.6  55 7.5  111 15.2  135 18.5 

 
192 26.3 3.72 1.26 

Provides information about 
educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 59 8.1  59 8.1  68 9.3  111 15.2  219 30.0 

 

214 29.3 3.69 1.26 

Suggests academic resources  94 12.9  55 7.5  79 10.8  148 20.3  193 26.4 
 

161 22.1 3.51 1.24 
Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  100 13.7  64 8.8  73 10.0  142 19.5  188 25.8 

 
163 22.3 3.50 1.27 

Provides information about 
using myZou 77 10.5  60 8.2  96 13.2  128 17.5  214 29.3 

 
155 21.2 3.47 1.25 

Provides information 
regarding study skills 111 15.2  58 7.9  103 14.1  153 21.0  164 22.5 

 
141 19.3 3.37 1.26 
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Table 51 

Descriptive Statistics for Faculty Performance on Advising Characteristics within the Personable/Approachable Construct (n = 730) 

Performance 
  

N/A  Poor  Fair  Satisfactory  Good 
 

Excellent 
  

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f % 
 

f % M SD 
Easy to talk with 

10 1.4  13 1.8  40 5.5  60 8.2  137 18.8 
 

470 64.4 4.40 .98 
Respects my decisions 

22 3.0  7 1.0  18 2.5  71 9.7  206 28.2 
 

406 55.6 4.39 .84 
Seems to enjoy advising 

13 1.8  15 2.1  34 4.7  60 8.2  172 23.6 
 

436 59.7 4.37 .97 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 13 1.8  15 2.1  35 4.8  82 11.2  182 24.9 

 
403 55.2 4.29 .99 

Acknowledges me in social 
settings 69 9.5  31 4.2  40 5.5  73 10.0  154 21.1 

 
363 49.7 4.18 1.14 

Familiar with my academic 
background 18 2.5  29 4.0  57 7.8  121 16.6  208 28.5 

 
297 40.7 3.96 1.13 
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Table 52 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Faculty Performance on Advising Characteristics within the Counseling/Mentoring Construct (n = 730) 

Performance   

N/A  Poor  Fair  Satisfactory  Good  Excellent   

Construct Item f %  f %  f %  f %  f %  f % M SD 
Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program 19 2.6  17 2.3  34 4.7  85 11.6  192 26.3  383 52.5 4.25 1.00 
Helps select courses that 
match my interests 18 2.5  28 3.8  41 5.6  74 10.1  186 25.5  383 52.5 4.20 1.09 
Expresses concern for my 
personal development 40 5.5  25 3.4  45 6.2  96 13.2  191 26.2  333 45.6 4.10 1.10 
Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 44 6.0  20 2.7  44 6.0  110 15.1  234 32.1  278 38.1 4.03 1.04 
Encourages me to explore 
career areas of interest 36 4.9  44 6.0  56 7.7  98 13.4  210 28.8  286 39.2 3.92 1.20 
Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 63 8.6  30 4.1  56 7.7  124 17.0  213 29.2  244 33.4 3.88 1.13 
Suggests strategies to cope 
with academic challenges 71 9.7  54 7.4  59 8.1  121 16.6  199 27.3  226 31.0 3.73 1.25 
Willing to discuss personal 
problems 179 24.5  29 4.0  70 9.6  112 15.3  155 21.2  185 25.3 3.72 1.20 
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APPENDIX O: 

COMPARISONS OF MEAN PERFORMANCE RATINGS FOR ITEMS  
 

COMPRISING THE ACADEMIC ADVISING CONSTRUCTS  
 

BY SEX, ACADEMIC LEVEL, AND ACADEMIC DEGREE PROGRAM 
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Table 53 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Availability/Accessibility Construct by Sex (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  4.48 .90  4.28 1.02  0.21 
Provides an effective process 
for scheduling advising 
appointments 4.33 .97  4.13 1.01  0.20 
Maintains an open line of 
communication 4.30 1.03  4.16 1.11  0.13 
On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with me 4.62 .75  4.52 .80  0.13 
Available when I need 
assistance  4.30 1.02  4.19 1.03  0.11 
Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 4.45 .91  4.36 .88  0.10 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 54 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct by Sex (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  3.39 1.36  3.63 1.27  0.19 
Suggests academic resources  3.43 1.28  3.60 1.18  0.14 
Provides information regarding 
study skills 3.29 1.28  3.45 1.24  0.13 
Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after 
college 3.73 1.26  3.80 1.19  0.06 
Provides information about 
using myZou 3.44 1.28  3.51 1.22  0.06 
Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 4.08 1.17  4.15 1.07  0.06 
Helps obtain employment on 
campus 3.69 1.30  3.75 1.20  0.05 
Assists in selecting/changing 
my academic major 4.00 1.18  4.05 1.09  0.04 
Encourages involvement in co-
curricular student activities  4.00 1.19  3.95 1.16  0.04 
Aware of my academic progress  3.94 1.15  3.91 1.13  0.03 
Provides information about 
educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 3.67 1.31  3.70 1.19  0.02 
Helps clarify life goals 3.75 1.29  3.78 1.18  0.02 
Communicates degree 
requirements 4.20 1.19  4.22 1.04  0.02 
Encourages academic success 4.39 .99  4.38 .94  0.01 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 55 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Personable/Approachable Construct by Sex (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Respects my decisions 4.43 .84  4.34 .85  0.11 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 4.32 1.03  4.25 .93  0.07 
Seems to enjoy advising 4.40 .99  4.33 .93  0.07 
Acknowledges me in social 
settings 4.20 1.16  4.15 1.11  0.04 
Familiar with my academic 
background 3.95 1.19  3.98 1.05  0.03 
Easy to talk with 4.39 1.05  4.42 .88  0.03 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 56 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Counseling/Mentoring Construct by Sex (n = 726) 

 Sex   

 Female 
n = 401 

 Male 
n = 325 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Helps select courses that match 
my interests 4.14 1.18  4.28 .95  0.13 
Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 3.81 1.19  3.95 1.05  0.12 
Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program  4.30 1.03  4.19 .97  0.11 
Suggests strategies to cope with 
academic challenges 3.68 1.29  3.80 1.19  0.10 
Encourages me to explore 
career areas of interest 3.90 1.25  3.94 1.13  0.03 
Expresses concern for my 
personal development 4.12 1.12  4.09 1.06  0.03 
Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 4.02 1.07  4.04 1.01  0.02 
Willing to discuss personal 
problems  3.72 1.22  3.72 1.19  0.00 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 57 
 
 Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Availability/Accessibility Construct by Academic Level (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 

Available when I need 
assistance  4.32 .97  4.21 1.05  0.11 
Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 4.45 .87  4.39 .90  0.07 
On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with me 4.61 .75  4.56 .80  0.06 
Maintains an open line of 
communication 4.25 1.07  4.22 1.07  0.03 
Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  4.40 .97  4.39 .95  0.01 
Provides an effective process 
for scheduling advising 
appointments 4.24 1.00  4.24 .99  0.00 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 58 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct by Academic Level (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Provides information about 
educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 3.82 1.14  3.59 1.32  0.19 
Assists in selecting/changing 
my academic major 4.12 1.11  3.95 1.15  0.15 
Provides information about 
using myZou 3.57 1.19  3.39 1.30  0.14 
Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 4.19 1.07  4.06 1.16  0.12 
Helps clarify life goals 3.84 1.17  3.71 1.28  0.11 
Encourages involvement in co-
curricular student activities  4.05 1.12  3.93 1.21  0.10 
Encourages academic success 4.43 .93  4.35 .99  0.08 
Communicates degree 
requirements 4.26 1.11  4.18 1.14  0.07 
Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after 
college 3.81 1.15  3.74 1.28  0.06 
Provides information regarding 
study skills 3.40 1.23  3.34 1.28  0.05 
Aware of my academic 
progress  3.91 1.13  3.94 1.15  0.03 
Suggests academic resources  3.52 1.21  3.50 1.26  0.02 
Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  3.51 1.26  3.49 1.28  0.02 
Helps obtain employment on 
campus 3.70 1.21  3.73 1.30  0.02 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 59 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Personable/Approachable Construct by Academic Level (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 

Respects my decisions 4.45 .81  4.35 .87  0.12 
Acknowledges me in social 
settings 4.10 1.15  4.23 1.13  0.11 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 4.34 .92  4.25 1.02  0.09 
Seems to enjoy advising 4.42 .88  4.33 1.01  0.09 
Familiar with my academic 
background 3.92 1.17  3.99 1.10  0.06 
Easy to talk with 4.43 .96  4.39 .99  0.04 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 60 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Counseling/Mentoring Construct by Academic Level (n = 726) 

 Academic Level   

 Underclassmen 
n =300 

 Upperclassmen 
n = 426 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Helps select courses that match 
my interests 4.28 1.03  4.15 1.12  0.12 
Expresses concern for my 
personal development 4.18 1.03  4.05 1.14  0.12 
Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program 4.31 .95  4.21 1.03  0.10 
Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 3.93 1.10  3.84 1.15  0.08 
Encourages me to explore 
career areas of interest 3.97 1.18  3.89 1.21  0.07 
Suggests strategies to cope with 
academic challenges 3.78 1.21  3.71 1.27  0.06 
Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 4.05 1.01  4.01 1.06  0.04 
Willing to discuss personal 
problems 3.79 1.17  3.67 1.23  0.01 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 61 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Availability/Accessibility Construct by Academic Degree Program (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological Science 

n = 391 

 
Social Science 

N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Responds to my requests in a 
timely fashion  4.32 1.07  4.49 .78  0.18 
Available when I need 
assistance  4.18 1.09  4.34 .94  0.16 
Maintains an open line of 
communication 4.17 1.16  4.32 .94  0.14 
On time for advising 
appointments/meetings with 
me 4.54 .83  4.63 .71  0.12 
Provides an effective process 
for scheduling advising 
appointments 4.22 1.28  4.28 .91  0.06 
Provides sufficient time for 
advising appointments 4.41 .89  4.42 .91  0.01 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 62 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Knowledge/Helpfulness Construct by Academic Degree Program (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological Science 

n = 391 

 
Social Science 

N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Helps obtain employment on 
campus 3.81 1.28  3.61 1.23  0.16 
Provides information about 
educational opportunities 
beyond my Bachelor’s degree 3.77 1.29  3.57 1.23  0.16 
Aware of my academic 
progress  3.84 1.24  4.00 1.02  0.14 
Provides information 
regarding study skills 3.42 1.30  3.26 1.22  0.13 
Provides information about 
using myZou 3.41 1.31  3.53 1.19  0.10 
Communicates degree 
requirements 4.16 1.22  4.27 1.01  0.10 
Knowledgeable about general 
education courses 4.06 1.17  4.16 1.08  0.09. 
Provides information about 
obtaining financial assistance  3.46 1.35  3.56 1.17  0.08 
Encourages involvement in 
co-curricular student activities  3.96 1.22  4.03 1.11  0.06 
Helps clarify life goals 3.79 1.31  3.71 1.16  0.06 
Assists in identifying potential 
areas of employment after 
college 3.73 1.28  3.79 1.17  0.05 
Suggests academic resources  3.51 1.27  3.47 1.22  0.03 
Assists in selecting/changing 
my academic major 4.03 1.23  4.00 1.03  0.03 
Encourages academic success 4.38 1.01  4.39 .91  0.01 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 63 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Personable/Approachable Construct by Academic Degree Program (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological Science 

n = 391 

 
Social Science 

N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Seems to enjoy advising 4.31 1.04  4.44 .86  0.13 
Acknowledges me in social 
settings 4.13 1.21  4.24 1.06  0.10 
Provides a caring, open 
atmosphere 4.26 1.03  4.34 .91  0.08 
Easy to talk with 4.37 1.01  4.42 .97  0.05 
Familiar with my academic 
background 3.96 1.18  3.94 1.08  0.02 
Respects my decisions 4.41 .87  4.40 .77  0.01 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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Table 64 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Performance on Advising Characteristics within 
Counseling/Mentoring Construct by Academic Degree Program (n = 693) 

 Degree Program   

 Physical/ 
Biological Science 

n = 391 

 
Social Science 

N = 302 

  

Construct Item M SD  M SD  Cohen’s d 
Helps select courses that 
match my interests 4.14 1.15  4.25 1.02  0.10 
Expresses concern for my 
personal development  4.08 1.15  4.12 1.03  0.04 
Helps me identify obstacles to 
overcome before I reach my 
educational goals 3.89 1.17  3.84 1.09  0.04 
Stimulates my interest in an 
academic discipline 4.05 1.11  4.01 .94  0.04 
Encourages me to assume an 
active role in planning my 
academic program 4.26 1.02  4.23 .99  0.03 
Encourages me to explore 
career areas of interest 3.92 1.27  3.89 1.12  0.03 
Willing to discuss personal 
problems 3.72 1.27  3.70 1.13  0.02 
Suggests strategies to cope 
with academic challenges 3.74 1.33  3.71 1.15  0.02 

Note. Scale: 1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent 
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