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Executive Summary 
 
 The purpose of the Pilot Study for Improving Undergraduate Advising was to identify and 
disseminate the various problems facing the advising process at North Carolina State University.  The 
study was conducted by enlisting the services of four University departments to conduct surveys and to 
analyze and evaluate the present advising system.  The primary hope was that these surveys would lead 
to recommendations to improve the overall advising system. 
 
 The general consensus that emerged from the Pilot Study was that, overall, there is much 
satisfaction with the current advising system.  However, despite this satisfaction, some concerns remain 
with both the advisees and the advisers.  Advisees seemed most concerned with the allocation and 
distribution of information, namely that related to campus resources/services, and career/professional 
opportunities and development.  Likewise, the advisers were dissatisfied with the information provided to 
them concerning campus services and career opportunities.  Advisers also expressed concern at the lack 
of recognition and reward incentives for their efforts. 
 
 With these primary concerns in mind, it is recommended that improvements in the system for 
providing information be considered.  This may be accomplished in a number of ways which are being 
considered in a follow on report.  Essentially,  to better understand the information needs of the students, 
the overell resourses of the University, and the appropriate information transfer mechanisms, it is 
recommended that further study be undertaken to improve the information transfer process.  It is hoped 
that these and other ideas will improve an already excellent advising system. 



  

I. Background 
 
 Throughout the university's history the improvement of undergraduate advising has received 
expressions of concern.  However, a serious focus began at the Chancellor's Retreat in August of 1992.  
As a result of this focus, Provost Hart appointed a pilot team in October of 1992 to take on the task of 
improving undergraduate studies.  This team included James A. Anderson, Dean for Undergraduate 
Studies as Team leader and Rebecca Leonard, Assistant Provost as Team Facilitator.  Additional team 
members consisted of: 
 
 George R. Dixon, Director of Undergraduate Admissions 
 Murray S. Downs, Associate Provost for Academic Programs 
 Chris Jones, Student Body President 
 Bruce I. Mallette, Assistant Director, University Planning and Analysis 
 Thomas H. Stafford, Jr., Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs 
 M. Mohan Sawhney, Associate Dean, College of Humanities and Social Sciences 
 Robert P. Patterson, Professor of Crop Science, Faculty Senate Representative 
 
 This team was given the task of assessing problems and creating a model for improving 
undergraduate advising at North Carolina State University.  The team evaluated this assignment with the 
purpose of defining the parameters of an effective advising model. 
 
 In July of 1993 a report titled "Pilot Quality Team on Improving Undergraduate Advising" was 
issued.  This report examined the various problems and possible solutions associated with the advising 
system at NCSU. 
 
 The report specifically asked for a detailed study of the advising process at North Carolina State 
University.  In response to this request, four volunteer academic units examined their current academic 
advising process and assessed the problems related to it.  The individual academic units wrote a report 
stating their findings and final results.  These reports included: 
 

• Final Report of the Horticulture Science CQI Team for Improving Undergraduate Advising 
 
• Evaluation of the Advising System in the Department in Communication:  A Report from the 

Departmental Continuous Quality Improvement Team. 
 
• Zoology CQI Team Report:  Improving Undergraduate Advising 
 
• Division of Undergraduate Studies CQI Team Report:  Improving Undergraduate Advising 

 
 The remainder of this report is organized as follows:  Section II includes the results of the reports 
issued by the four academic units participating in the study.  The results section outlines the background 
of each department study, states the methodology used in conducting this study, and enumerates the 
conclusions and recommendations of that academic unit regarding their study.  Section III is a 
compilation of the conclusions and recommendations of each individual department. 
 
II. Results 
 
 This section summarizes the key findings of the reports issued by the Horticultural Science 
Department, the Communication Department, the Zoology Department, and the Department of 
Undergraduate Studies.  Each sub-section introduces the department, outlines the methodology used in 
for that department's study, and presents their conclusions and recommendations. 
 
II.1 Horticultural Science 
 
 The Department of Horticultural Science developed a report entitled "Final Report of the 
Horticultural Science CQI Team for Improving Undergraduate Advising". 



  

 
II.1.1 Background 
 
 Dr. T. J. Monaco, Head of the Horticultural Science Department and team sponsor, appointed 
team members on June 21, 1993.  Six members were selected to be part of the pilot project.  These 
members were selected to represent faculty and staff closely involved in advising, but with one faculty 
member to represent those with no involvement. 
 
 Team members not previously trained attended a four hour Continuous Quality Improvement 
(CQI) training session.  On November 11, 1993 the Horticulture Science Undergraduate Advising Team 
was formally given the challenge of reviewing the current undergraduate advising process and providing 
recommendations for improving the undergraduate advising process. 
 
II.1.2 Methodology 
 
 The methodology used by the Horticultural Science Department was the same as that used by 
Communications, Zoology, and the Division of Undergraduate Studies. 
 
 The Horticultural Science Department conducted a study involving four activities.  These 
included: (1) the identification of the advisee's needs and expectations; (2) the analysis of the 
department's current advising process; (3) the administration of an Advisee Survey and an Adviser 
Survey; and (4) the analysis and recommendations for the current advising system. 
 
 The Horticultural Science Department progressed through a series of phases throughout the 
study.  The first step in the evaluation of departmental advising effectiveness was to identify the Primary 
Clients of the Undergraduate Advising program in the Horticulture Department.  The Primary Clients 
included the advisers and advisees of the Department. 
 
 Following the identification of the Primary Clients, the Team utilized an affinity diagram to 
generate listed of perceived needs and expectations for both groups.  The needs and expectations were 
then grouped and headers were written for each group. 
 
 The team proceeded to administer an Advisee Survey.  This particular survey examined the 
advisee's needs and expectations and if these needs and expectations were being met at a satisfactory 
level.  The survey included items grouped under the headers 'Information about Courses and 
Curriculum', 'Caring Supportive Advisors', 'Advisor Availability', and 'Assistance in Career Planning and 
Placement'.  In addition to these  there was numerous miscellaneous information headings such as 'Extra 
Curricular Activities', 'Financial Assistance', and 'Administrative Support'.  Courses taught in the 
Horticulture Science Department were selected for the survey and were chosen to insure a proper 
sample for each of the classes and curriculums. 
 
 In addition to the Advisee Survey, an Advising Survey was also administered to nine 
undergraduate advisors who were not on the team.  This survey was developed to evaluate the level of 
satisfaction among the advisers for each of the needs and expectations identified in the first survey. 
 
 Finally, a detailed description of the current advising process was produced to help identify areas 
for improvement.  The current process includes four basic steps.  These steps involve:  
 

1. First Contact - this involves the Freshman Orientation and his/her first contact with a 
representative of the department. 

 
2. Adviser Assignment - the student is assigned a departmental supervisor based on an 

evaluation of the students concentration of interest and the potential adviser's present 
load. 

 



  

3. Advisee/Adviser Interaction - the adviser will provide scheduling assistance, career and 
employment assistance, and individual assistance. 

 
4. Student Departure - at some point the student will leave, i.e., he/she will graduate, leave 

without graduating, or transfer. 
 

The Advisee/Adviser relationship was concluded to be the most crucial process in an undergraduate's 
academic career. 
 
II.1.3 Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
 Regarding the Advisee Survey, the overall level of satisfaction of 56 advisees surveyed to 
undergraduate advising in the Department of Horticulture Science was very high.  Ninety-four percent of 
students responding (sample size of 47, 1 marked does not apply, 5 marked nothing) indicated satisfied 
or very satisfied. 
 
 Students surveyed had high levels of satisfaction for the following topics covered by questions 
on the Advisee Survey (90 percent or higher satisfied and very satisfied). 
 

1. The adviser was willing and available to schedule appointments for advising. 
 
2. The adviser was able to assist with questions concerning policy.  Advisers were also very 

helpful in aiding the students with unexpected problems and adding and dropping classes and 
financial aid. 

 
3. The advisers were found to be friendly, helpful, and supportive.  The Advisers also 

encouraged the students and made them feel more comfortable with his/her objectives and 
goals. 

 
4. The Advisees were very satisfied with the adviser's level of knowledge about curriculum and 

their willingness to give assistance about course selection, class scheduling, and semester 
planning. 

 
For most of the remaining questions students responded with levels of satisfaction in the mid to upper 80 
percent range. 
 
 Students surveyed had low levels of satisfaction for the following topics covered by the questions 
on the Advisee Survey (15 percent or above were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied).  
 

1. Advisees found it difficult to contact his/her adviser to schedule appointments for advising 
sessions. 

 
2. Advisees experienced very little encouragement from their advisers to pursue extra-curricular 

activities. 
 
3. Advisers were found to have difficulty in their ability to monitor student's progress. 
 
4. Advisers were found to have difficulty in their ability to help identify instructors whose teaching 

styles match students learning styles. 
 
 The Advising Survey for the Horticultural Science undergraduate advisers was completed by 
nine faculty with undergraduate advising responsibilities.  Two Faculty with undergraduate advising 
responsibilities did not return the survey.  The Advising Survey was rated on the basis that highly 
acceptable satisfaction levels are 80 percent and above and levels of satisfaction that are not acceptable 
are below 60 percent. 
 



  

 According to the Advising Survey, advisers surveyed had high levels of satisfaction for the 
following topics covered by the questions on the adviser survey. 
 

1. Advisers were very satisfied with the intrinsic rewards they encountered for good advising 
techniques and skills. 

 
2. Advisers felt that they are well informed about current information concerning deadlines, 

policies, and procedures. 
 
3. Advisers expressed satisfaction with the administrative support they receive for advising. 
 
4. Advisers felt that advisees, for the most part, were punctual and were prepared for their 

appointments. 
 
5. Advisers were satisfied with the advisees understanding of their individual responsibilities. 

 
 Advisers surveyed had low levels of satisfaction for the following topics covered by the questions 
on the Adviser Survey. 
 

1. Advisers felt they receive little support for efforts concerning the improvement of advising. 
 
2. Advisers felt they were lacking the availability of pertinent information concerning the 

following: 
a. Inter-department coordination and other department major and minor information  
b. Information about new courses and curriculum 
 

3. Advisers had low levels of satisfaction on the topic of the appreciation for what is involved in 
advising by colleges who do not advise. 

 
4. Advisers were not satisfied with the level of respect and understanding they received from 

advisees 
 
5. Advisers had low levels of satisfaction for advisee's reading and comprehension of the 

Departmental handbook. 
 
6. Adviser felt that advisees do not give clear definitions of their career plans and goals. 

 
 In their report they stated that the Department of Horticultural Science should be commended for 
having an excellent advising process for undergraduates.  However, there is always room for 
improvement.  It is in the spirit of Continuous Quality Improvement that the following recommendations 
are made:  (1) provide special accommodations for freshmen in respect to the advising process; (2) 
better document how advisers communicate their availability and office hours for each week; (3) develop 
in-service training for adviser which would continually promote knowledge and skills related to the 
advising process; (4) establish a recognition and reward system for quality advising. 
 
II.2 Department of Communication 
 
 The Department of Communication developed a report titled "Evaluation of the advising system 
in the Department of Communication: A Report from the Department of Continuous Quality Improvement 
Team". 
 
II.2.1 Background 
 
 The Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) team for the Department of Communication was 
charged with defining the task of undergraduate advising in this department, assessing the present 
advising process and recommending improvements in the process.  The team was composed of six 



  

members plus Assistant Provost Dr. Rebecca Leonard who served as facilitator.  Dr. William J. Jordan, 
Head of the Department of Communication, was the CQI team sponsor.  Included in the team were 
faculty who were knowledgeable not only about university policies, but also skilled in career planning and 
effective two-way communication. 
 
 The team members were fully expected to share their opinions and ideas while considering the 
views of the other team members.  In examining the advising process, team members used the goals of 
the University Vision Statement as guidelines.  The University Vision Statement has several components 
related to the establishment and maintenance of effective advising. 
 
 A pilot survey gave the Department of Communication advisers, majors, staff and non-advising 
faculty the opportunity to respond to open-ended questions about their needs and expectations regarding 
the advising process. 
 
II.2.2 Methodology 
 
 The Department of Communications moved through multiple phases very similar to the previous 
two pilot studies.  The first phase of the pilot study was to identify the primary and secondary customers.  
The primary customers were defined as actual participants in the advising process or those who directly 
and personally benefit from the advising process, but who are not required for the process to function 
(advisers, students, office staff, departmental faculty, etc.),  The secondary customers include the 
legislature, tax payers, parents, administration, etc. 
 
 Second, the customers needs and expectations were evaluated through the affinity diagram tool.  
The pilot survey of students and advisers gave students, advisers, staff, and non-advising faculty the 
opportunity to respond to open-ended questions about their needs and expectations. 
 
 Third, a flow chart for the current advising process was developed.  The flow chart illustrates the 
process pertaining to individual adviser/advisee meetings.  The flow chart also includes the process 
pertaining to group advising. 
 
 Fourth, three separate surveys were administered to three separate groups of students and 
faculty.  One survey was administered to 279 communication majors, one survey was administered to 35 
faculty advisers (21 responded), and one survey was administered to six staff and non-advising faculty 
members. 
 
 The fifth, and final, phase of the pilot study included the analysis and conclusions based on the 
three surveys.  Based on these conclusions recommendations were then suggested. 
 
II.2.3 Summary of the Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
 According to the three pilot study surveys the following conclusions have been made.   
 
 The students who have taken advantage of the advising process seemed quite satisfied with all 
areas of support that they received.  Students also indicated a slightly lower level of satisfaction with the 
guidance that they received about careers, other academic programs, and minors although their 
responses did not fall into the dissatisfied range. 
 
 The advisers appeared to be satisfied with the materials and training that they received for 
advising.  They revealed a moderately high level of satisfaction with the support provided by the office 
and administrative staff.  They indicated that they were satisfied with the intrinsic rewards, but 
dissatisfied with the extrinsic rewards. 
 
 The non-advising faculty and staff reported that they do participate in the advising process, 
generally centering around registration advising issues.  Consistent with the data from the adviser and 
student surveys, respondents indicated the need for more student and faculty involvement in and 



  

responsibility for the advising process.  Sources and availability of advising information were viewed 
positively. 
 
 From the previous conclusions the Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) team issued the 
following recommendations: (1) strengthen extrinsic rewards; (2) improve the measurement of advising 
effectiveness; (3) promote advising activities; (4) improve the availability of information about academic 
minors at NCSU; (5) improve the quality and availability of information about Communication careers; 
(6) continue activities and programs which are effective; (7) develop a library of information on graduate 
and professional schools; (8) include information about student services in adviser training and in the 
departmental advise handbook. 
 
II.3 Zoology 
 
 The Zoology Department developed a report titled "Zoology CQI Team Report: Improving 
Undergraduate Advising Final Report". 
 
II.3.1 Background 
 
 As a part of the NCSU initiative on Continuous Quality Improvement of Undergraduate Advising, 
a CQI team was established in the Department of Zoology in May, 1993.  The team was charged with 
evaluating the current advising system, making recommendations for improvement, and suggesting 
means for securing funds for advising. 
 
 The team, comprised of faculty, students, and the undergraduate Administrative Assistant, was 
facilitated by Dr. Leonard and chaired by Dr. Barthalumus.  A target of May 1, 1994, was established for 
completion.  Following a training on CQI methodology, the team met approximately twice monthly over 
two semesters. 
 
II.3.2 Methodology 
 
 Zoology has over 1,200 students in 5 curricula.  These advisees are advised by 19 advisers; 
therefore, most advisers have over 60 advisees.  Following orientation, formal advising consists of 
preregistration advising, which is assisted by peer advisers, and non-registration consultations on 
academic, career, and personal matters. 
 
 Similar to the previous pilot projects, the Zoology also conducted their study through a series of 
phases.  The first of these phases began with the identification of the customers of the Zoology advising 
process, those individuals and groups who are touched by the process.  Examples of primary customers 
are: students, advisers, parents, and prospective students. 
 
 Once the customers were identified, the team then moved on to phase two.  This phase included 
the determining the needs and expectations of those customers.  The team proceeded to do this by first 
determining the advising process already in use in the Zoology Department.  They conducted interviews 
with undergraduate coordinators of four departments, three with enrollments higher than Zoology's.  
Additionally, they obtained data through the advisers and advisees from advising/advisee questionnaires, 
adviser evaluations, and senior exit interviews. 
 
 From the collected data the team then elaborated on three principle "drivens".  These three 
drivens include: students and parents are to be satisfied, help reduce anxiety at NCSU, and guide 
students in making progress towards a degree. 
 
 The final phase of the study was to make conclusions and recommendations from the plethora of 
data collected throughout the project. 
 
II.3.3 Summary of the Conclusions and Recommendations 



  

 
 A survey of the advisee expectations and needs indicated that all of 10 advising attributes 
identified by the CQI team were deemed important or very important to advisees.  Advisees placed 
highest emphasis on guidance towards a degree and career guidance.  Attentive and timely service, 
guidance in academic development, and accurate information on policies and procedures also rated high 
as needs and expectations of advisees. 
 
 Satisfaction with advisers' roles in providing the same 10 services was high (>60%).  Highest 
dissatisfaction (14-15%) was expressed for: advising on financial assistance and career guidance.  
Among the various curricula, SFW (Fisheries and Wildlife) majors were most satisfied with advising, 
SVP (Preveterinary) majors were least satisfied. 
 
 The conclusion reached by the CQI study is that there is much excellent advising in the Zoology 
Department, despite the fact that departmental advising falls below the CALS average.  Advising 
problems arise from large numbers of advisees, inadequate information for advisers and advisees, and 
lack of recognition of/respect for needs and limitations of each other.  Much of what is needed can be 
provided through improvement of resource materials for faculty and students, and through centralized 
availability of general advice. 
 
 Recommendations for improvement of departmental advising fell into four distinct groups.  
These groups include: (1) alleviate heavy advising loads; (2) provide more and better information; (3) 
enhance mutual respect; and (4) evaluate further to achieve continuous improvement. 
 
 Advising can be further improved by doing additional evaluations beyond those addressable by 
the CQI team working over the period charged.  Areas identified were: 
 

Develop detailed flow charts for registration and ZUARC (central office), and communicate 
their conceptual frameworks to advisers and advisees 
 
Use short-term CQI teams design processes for training of advisers, recognition programs, 
reducing/redistributing advising loads, and funding for advising programs; and to further 
evaluate discrepancies between advisee expectations and satisfactions. 
 
Continue a departmental CQI team on advising, with a less intensive effort, to assess outcome 
of changes in advising procedures   
 

II.4 Division of Undergraduate Studies 
 
 The Division of Undergraduate Studies developed a report titled "Division of Undergraduate 
Studies CQI Team Report: Improving Undergraduate Advising". 
 
II.4.1  Background 
 
 The Division of Undergraduate Studies at North Carolina State University realized the need for 
the investigation and improvement of the advising system at the undergraduate level.  This department 
believes that the Division of Undergraduate Studies shares responsibility with the school or college 
deans regarding the provision of academic support services, including advising, for undergraduate 
studies. 
 
 Consistent with the recognition of this shared responsibility as expressed at the university level, a 
Continuos Quality Improvement (CQI) was established and given the charge to study the process of 
advising within the Division of Undergraduate Studies.  Three of the units within the Division are 
considered to have advising as one of their primary responsibilities and were therefore represented on 
the team.  They are the University Transition Program, the University Undesignated Program, and the 
Academic Support Program for Student Athletes.  The report that follows is the team's response to its 
charge. 



  

 
II.4.2 Methodology 
 
 The Division for Undergraduate Studies moved through multiple phases throughout this pilot 
project.  First the primary and secondary customers of the undergraduate advising process were 
identified.  Primary customers of the undergraduate studies advising process were identified as students 
(high school students, UTP, and UUC students, student athletes, etc.) and non-student staff 
(Undergraduate Studies administration, advisers, and staff of the Division).  Secondary customers were 
defined as: the Chancellor, the Provost, Freshman Orientation staff, Cooperative Education staff, etc.  
The team decided to focus specifically on the primary customers.  
 
 Second, the advising process for each of three specified units were described.  In the University 
Transition Program (UTP), the goal of this program is to help new students become critical thinkers.  The 
program also helps Freshman adjust to the responsibilities associated with university life.  The University 
Undesignated program (UU) helps the undergraduate student select appropriate classes and helps the 
student understand the importance of scheduling appointments with their advisors.  The Academic 
Support Program for Student Athletes (ASPSA), among other functions, serves as an academic 
consulting support system for the student athlete.  All three programs served as vehicles to help the 
undergraduate student better adjust to college life. 
 
 Third, the needs and expectations of the advising process were generated.  These needs and 
expectations are evaluated with a student survey using the affinity diagram, a CQI tool.  Two forms of 
the student survey were developed for the three groups of respondents.  The adviser survey was also 
developed using the affinity diagram.  Each of the headers used in the Student survey was turned into 
questions on the initial survey to see if these were indeed the needs and expectations of advisors. 
 
 Finally, Student and Advisor surveys were analyzed and conclusions were discussed.  In 
response to these conclusions recommendations for improvements were made. 
 
II.4.3 Summary of the Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
 Throughout the conclusions which were drawn from the student survey results, there was an 
encouraging sense that, overall, students were very satisfied with their advising experience within the 
Division of Undergraduate Studies.  In fact, in most cases the advising process currently in place 
exceeded students' needs and expectations.  The amount of contact which Division students had with 
advisers seemed high relative to recent studies completed by two other campus departments, however 
this may be at least partially explained by established program processes, including orientation course 
requirements and expectations. 
 
 While satisfaction with the orientation course itself was high, it was the area of least satisfaction 
in the survey of students.  Also receiving high but relatively more moderate ratings was the level of 
assistance received from advisers in the specific areas of personal problems, problem solving strategies, 
and balancing social and academic activities. 
 
 The most extreme scores on the student survey drew the focus of the team, resulting in three 
recommendations with the common thread of further study.  The specific areas recommended for further 
study are: (1) the high degree of satisfaction among student athletes; (2) the effect of orientation courses 
as vehicles for student adjustment to college; (3) student perception of appropriateness of advising as an 
opportunity to address non-academic concerns. 
 
 The faculty which participated in  the Adviser survey, on the other hand, were much less 
generous in rating their satisfaction with the advising process overall, and specifically, indicated fairly 
significant dichotomies between their expectation and level of satisfaction in the following areas: (1) 
Having accurate curricula information; (2) receiving recognition for good advising; (3) demonstration of 
teamwork among advisers. 
 



  

 Recommendations drawn from this analysis of adviser surveys included: (1) establishment of a 
"coordinator of advising" within the Division; (2) further development of a standard measure of adviser 
effectiveness; (3) establishment of a recognition and reward system for quality advising; (4) development 
of in-service training for advisers which would continually promote knowledge and skills related to the 
advising process; (5) review and enhancement of written and verbal representations of the Division for 
Undergraduate Studies so as to include the clear portrayal of advising as a central feature of its mission.  
 
III Final Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
III.1 Conclusions 
 
 Throughout the four pilot studies, there seemed to be a specific pattern, procedure, or 
methodology for how each study was conducted.  The first phase determined the primary customers 
through the use of a CQI tool called an affinity diagram.  The second phase also used the affinity 
diagram to assess the advisees' and advisers' needs and expectations.  After these two things were 
address an advisee and an adviser survey were administered.  From these two surveys conclusions were 
drawn and recommendations were made. 
 
 The conclusions reached by the four CQI studies seemed to indicate that, overall, there is 
excellent advising and much satisfaction in the advising process.  Despite the majority of satisfied 
advisers and advisees, there are still some problems that need to be addressed.  Advisees seemed to 
have the highest level of dissatisfaction with the distribution  of information, especially on campus 
resources/services, and career/professional opportunities.  There appears to be a correlation between the 
advisee and adviser survey in the fact that the advisers were also dissatisfied with the information 
provided to them concerning campus services and career opportunities.  In addition to the problem of 
insufficient information, advisers also felt that they needed to be better recognized for there advising 
efforts and accomplishments. 
 
III.2 Recommendations 
 
 The degree to which North Carolina State University will succeed in addressing these problems 
depends on the specific role each individual decides to take.  It is critical that both advisers and advisees 
initiate and sustain an effective model for advising.  All persons involved in the advising process should 
be required to fully understand the advising process. 
 
 Effective advising requires the adviser to be knowledgeable about university policies and 
procedures, campus resources, curriculum requirements, and career planning.  A possible solution would 
be to require a refresher course for all faculty on the advising team.  Accurate and accessible information 
is essential for the success of the advising system.  It is imperative that both students and faculty have 
the resources to find the answer when a question is asked.   
 
 Additionally, the advisee/adviser relationship requires both parties to contribute to a productive 
relationship.  Somehow the message must be conveyed throughout the campus community to both 
students and faculty that each must assume responsibility for a positive and successful interaction and 
take on an active role in making that possible. 
 
 Effective advising should require a clearly defined recognition and rewards system.  This system 
must include both non-monetary and monetary rewards.  Monetary recognition may include a cash award 
for outstanding advising services.  Non-monetary recognition may include such things as an awards 
ceremony and/or a permanent plaque stating the names of the outstanding advisers.  A significant study 
of this issue should be conducted on the order of the initial Pilot Quality Study. 
 
 Overall, according to the four Advisee/Adviser Surveys administered, the advising process has 
no major problems.  Contrary to what one generally reads, there appears to be high levels of satisfaction 
with the current advising system.  If the surveys relay the actual consensus of the faculty and students, 
the current advising system should largely remain as is.  As a word of caution it is obvious that 



  

participants number only four departments and programs, but if they are representative of others 
university-wide, they indicate that no significant changes are needed. 
 
 However, despite high levels of satisfaction and the perception of an adequate existing system, it 
is clear that improvements can be made.  The key issue is information transfer between the University 
and its students.  The role of faculty as advisers in this information transfer is pivotal and central, yet it is 
only a part of the overall process.  It is recommended that a study be conducted of this process, of its 
integration needs, and of its transfer mechanisms.  Furthermore, the implications of automation and 
distance advising and this potential impact on this process in the future should be studied. 


