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Thirty years ago, Chickering and Gamson (1987) authored a widely distributed and still influential manuscript in which they identified seven principles of effective undergraduate education. The very first principle they cite is encouraging “contacts between students and faculty” (p. 3). This manuscript examines the extensive research base supporting this principle and identifies specific practices for implementing it.
Research on Student-Faculty Engagement Inside the Classroom

    Undergraduate students report that the most important or influential behavior that a college professor can engage in is to interact with students (Bjornesen, 2000). When students feel comfortable engaging with instructors in class, they are more likely to seek out opportunities to connect with faculty in out-of-class contexts.  Pascarella & Terenzini (1991) reviewed an extensive body of research and reported that instructors who have frequent out-of-class contact with students often give signals about their accessibility and approachability by behavior they exhibit in class. 

    Faculty rapport with students in class could be viewed as a precursor to or precondition for faculty-student engagement outside of class. Angelo (1993) offers a succinct explanation why developing rapport with students may serve as a prerequisite for student-faculty interaction: “Most students have to believe teachers know and care about them before they can benefit from interactions—or even interact” (p. 13). Supporting this assertion are studies showing that when course instructors engage in rapport-building behaviors inside the classroom, their students are more likely to be attentive and participative in class (Benson, Cohen, & Buskist, 2005; Fassinger, 2000; Goodboy & Myers, 2000) and more likely to communicate with faculty outside the classroom (Dobransky & Frymier, 2004). 

    Studies demonstrate that student rapport and student access to faculty are associated with positive learning and teaching outcomes, including higher student ratings of course instruction (Benson, Cohen, & Buskist, 2005; Buskist & Groccia, 2011; Keeley, Smith, & Buskist, 2006; Moos, 1986). Rapport is also one of the most frequently cited characteristic of instructors whom students describe as “effective” (Catt, Miller, & Schallenkamp, 2007; Faranda & Clarke, 2004) and as their “ideal” or “best” teacher (Feldman, 1976, 1988). An extensive body of research reviewed by Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) indicates that faculty concern for students has a positive, statistically significant effect on student persistence—even after adjusting for a variety of precollege characteristics, including students’ intellectual ability and academic preparedness. The authors of this comprehensive research review also report that critical thinking and general intellectual development “thrive in college environments that emphasize close relationships and frequent interaction between faculty and students as well as faculty concern about student growth and development” (p. 600). As Kuh et al. (2005) note: “Faculty members who forge authentic relationships with students often are able to connect with students at a deeper level and challenge them to previously unrealized levels of achievement and personal performance” (p. 281).

Practices for Increasing Student-Faculty Engagement Inside the Classroom
    The following practices are offered as strategies for increasing the frequency and quality of faculty engagement with students in class. In addition, these practices are also likely to increase student interest in engaging with faculty outside of class.   
Making an intentional and effortful attempt to know students’ names. Learning the names of students as quickly as possible is an effective way to create a positive first impression of the course and establish initial rapport with the class. Terenzini et al. (1996) argue that learning students’ names serves to “humanize” faculty relationships with students. Following their comprehensive review of the research literature on active learning, Bonwell and Eison (1991) go as far as to say that “perhaps the single most important act faculty can do to improve the climate in the classroom is to learn students’ names” (p. 22).

Once students’ names have been learned, consistently referring to students by name. Important as it is to know students by name, it may even be more important to show students that their names are known by routinely referring to them by name. Addressing students by name is a classroom teaching behavior that correlates positively with student participation in class (Crombie et al., 2003); it also correlates with their overall evaluation of college courses and college instructors (Frisby & Myers, 2008; Murray, 1985). In contrast, “uncomfortable courses”—that is, courses in which students report the most “classroom communication apprehension”—are more likely to be taught by instructors whom students perceive as unfriendly and who do not address students by name (Bowers, 1986; Rocca, 2009).

Personalizing the classroom experience by learning and remembering information 

about individual students. Carl Rogers, renowned humanistic psychologist, artfully expresses the power of this practice: “I think of it as prizing the learner, prizing his feelings, his opinions, his person. It is an acceptance of this other individual as a separate person, a respect for him as having worth in his own right” (Rogers, 1975, p. 107).  When faculty know who their students are and know something about them, it provides students with a strong sense of personal validation—they feel valued, recognized as unique human beings, and sense that faculty care about them as individuals (Rendón, 1994). Underscoring the importance of personal validation are the results of a national survey of 947 postsecondary institutions, both two-year and four-year, in which retention officials on these campuses were asked: “What makes students stay?” The most frequently reported response to this question was “a caring faculty and staff” (Beal and Noel, 1980). This finding is reinforced by a national study of students’ transition to college conducted by Terenzini, et al. (1996) who concluded from their research that “the formal and informal mechanisms by which an institution sends subtle signals to students about how valued they are should be reviewed and revised to provide early validation for students” (p. 9). This conclusion applies to all college students, but it is particularly applicable to underrepresented college students from families without a college-going tradition Rendón-Linares & Muñoz, 2011) who may experience the “imposter syndrome”—a  feeling they don’t belong in college or are there under false pretenses (Jehangir, 2010).
    An effective and efficient way to obtain relevant and appropriate personal information about students is by having them complete a student-information sheet, in which they answer a series of instructor-posed questions relating to their: (1) background experiences, (2) future plans, (3) talents and achievements, (4) interests, (5) values, and (6) course expectations. Instructors can save this information and use it to make personal connections with students in class as well as to prepare for (and personalize) office visits. 

Faculty sharing information about themselves with their students. One way instructors can do so is by sharing their answers to questions they ask students to answer on a student-information sheet. This practice would allow instructors to model the type of authentic and appropriate self-disclosure they hope students will display in their answers.

    Another way in which faculty can share information about themselves and build rapport with students is by using personal anecdotes to illustrate course concepts. Strong empirical support for this practice is provided by Wilson’s (1975) four-year longitudinal study of “outstanding” teachers (as nominated by both students and faculty colleagues) at eight different postsecondary institutions. One classroom behavior that differentiated outstanding instructors from less highly-rated instructors was that the latter were more likely to share examples from their own experience to illustrate or clarify course concepts.

    The late Kenneth Eble, a highly-regarded faculty development scholar, eloquently captured the educational value of the power of a personal anecdote: “The personal anecdote that illuminates an idea or clarifies a concept is neither ego-indulgence nor wandering from truth. An anecdotal account of how some aspect of the subject matter itself came to have value for the teacher exerts a powerful force upon the student that grants the subject matter personal worth” (1976, p. 13).

Interacting with students in a personable and empathic manner. Specific practices that faculty may use to implement this recommendation include the following:

(1) Greeting students when entering class and when seeing them on campus.

(2) Welcoming back students back after a weekend or semester break.

(3) Acknowledging emotions that students exhibit nonverbally in class (“You seem excited 
     about this topic.” “I sense that you’re feeling tired, so let’s take a short break.”). 

(4) Wishing students the best of luck on a forthcoming exam. 

(5) Acknowledging the return of an absent student (“Glad to have you back, I missed you last you                                    
      last class”).

(6) Expressing concern to students who performing poorly or seem to be disengaged (“Everything 
     okay?” “Anything I can do to help?”).  

    The effectiveness of the foregoing practices is supported by an observational study of 25 professors whom students identified as “superb” classroom instructors (Lowman, 1995). These instructors were found to: (a) express interest in students as individuals, (b) be highly sensitive to subtle messages from students about the way they feel, (c) acknowledge student feelings about matters relating to class assignments or course policies, and (d) encourage students to express their feelings about the course.

Providing personal feedback to students. Students are more likely to seek out, and be more receptive to feedback if it is delivered in a personal, non-threatening manner. Such feedback may be delivered to students (a) by addressing them by name when providing feedback, (b) by noting areas of personal improvement in their current work relative to previous performance, and (c) by the instructor signing his or her their name the end of their written comments to simulate a personal correspondence.

    Naturally, in large classes, writing personal notes to all students on every returned assignment or exams it would be an onerous and unrealistic task. However, personal notes may be written to a subset of students (for example, students with last names A-M); on the next assignment or exam, a different subgroup of students may be selected to receive personal notes. This practice  ensures that every student in a large class would at least occasionally receive personalized feedback from their instructor.
Research on Student-Faculty Engagement Outside the Classroom
    The research base underscoring the benefits of student-faculty contact outside the classroom is formidable. One would be hard-pressed to find any other college-experience variable with as much empirical evidence supporting its positive impact on multiple student outcomes. Perhaps the first and most impressive findings pointing to the power of student-faculty contact outside the classroom were reported in an 8-institutional study conducted over a 4-year span that included survey and interview data gathered from 4,815 students and 1,472 faculty (Wilson et al. 1975). This study revealed that faculty who were consistently nominated by students and professional colleagues as “most outstanding,” as having the “most impact” on students, and as playing a role in students’ “choice of major” were faculty who interacted most frequently with students outside the classroom. In addition, students who exhibited the most gains in intellectual achievement and the most satisfaction with their college experience were students who reported more contact with faculty, particularly contact that occurred outside the classroom. The authors of this comprehensive research project reached the following conclusion: “The relationships that faculty and students develop outside the classroom may well be the part of teaching which has the greatest impact on students” (p. 107). 

    Drawing on longitudinal data gathered from 200,000 students at 300 campuses of all institutional types, Astin (1977) discovered that student-faculty contact outside the classroom correlated more strongly with college satisfaction than any other single variable. Some years later, Astin (1993) conducted a second longitudinal study over a 25-year period that included a national sample of approximately 500,000 students and 1300 institutions of all types. He found that frequency of student-faculty interaction correlated significantly with every academic achievement outcome examined, including: college GPA, degree attainment, graduation with honors, and enrollment in graduate or professional school. 
    A host of other studies demonstrate that student-faculty contact outside the classroom is positively associated with undergraduates’ (a) academic achievement and cognitive development (Astin & Panos, 1969; Centra & Rock, 1970; Pascarella, 1980; Thompson, 2001; Wilson et al., 1975) (b) personal and social development (Endo & Harpel, 1982; Lacy, 1978; Lau, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1978; Reason, Terenzini, & Domingo, 2006), (c) perceptions of college quality and institutional commitment (Strauss & Volkwein, 2002; Theophilides & Terenzini, 1981), and (d) educational aspirations (Astin, 1993; Astin & Panos, 1969; Sax, Bryant, & Harper, 2005), including interest in pursuing advanced (graduate) degrees (Kocher & Pascarella, 1987; Pascarella, 1980; Stoecker, Pascarella & Wolfle, 1988). Student-faculty interaction outside the classroom has been found to be most strongly associated with academic outcomes when it involves the following topics: intellectual issues, literary or artistic interests, values, and future career plans (Pascarella, 1980). 

    Positive outcomes associated with faculty-student contact have also been reported for specific student subpopulations. Pascarella and Terenzini (1979) found that frequency of non-classroom contact between students and faculty had its most positive influence on the persistence of students who had low initial commitment to college and students whose parents had relatively low levels of formal education. Positive correlations between frequency of student-faculty contact and cognitive growth have also been reported for female students (Komarovsky, 1985), African-American students (Gurin & Epps, 1975; Lewis, 1987), commuter students (Lyken-Segosebe, 2015), and transfer students (Volkwein, King and Terenzini, 1986). Research also indicates that different ethnic and racial groups are more likely to engage in and benefit from different forms of faculty-student contact outside the classroom. African American students engage to a greater degree when their interactions with faculty take place in the context of ethnic organization, as advisors, or when discussing future educational and career plans with faculty. Hispanic students are more likely to engage with and benefit from faculty interactions that are social in nature, and Asian students more so when interacting with faculty in their major or conducting research with faculty (McIntosh, 2012; Schreiner, Kammer, & Primrose, 2011).
     Moreover, student contact with faculty outside of class has been found to be an independent predictor of learning and cognitive growth—that is, its statistical association with intellectual development remains significant even after controlling for differences in students’ ability, prior levels of development, and prior educational experience (Tinto, 1993). In an extensive literature review of more than 2500 studies, Pascarella and Terenizini (1991) discovered that student out-of-class contact with faculty had a “statistically significant direct effect on various dimensions of career interest and career choice above and beyond the influence of selection factors” (p. 479, italics added). Thus, the positive impact of student-faculty contact outside of class is neither mediated by nor a byproduct of other college experiences and student characteristics class (Hu, Hung, & Ching, 2015). Its association with positive student outcomes cannot be simply dismissed by the argument that high-achieving students are more likely to initiate and engage in out-of-class contact with faculty.
    These quantitative findings are reinforced by a major qualitative study that involved analyses of alumni narratives—written 30 years after college graduation—in response to a letter asking these graduates for stories about their most effective professors. A recurrent theme appearing across the student narratives was the positive impact that informal, out-of-class experiences with faculty had on them (Carson, 2000). For instance, one student wrote that a conversation at a professor’s home made it easier to “see [my professor] as a person rather than a lecturer and also [made me] feel like she appreciated my opinions and insights.” 

    In addition to research supporting its positive impact on cognitive development and academic achievement, informal student-faculty contact outside the classroom is also strongly associated with student retention (Bean, 1981; Pascarella 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini 1979, Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977, 1978), particularly the retention of at-risk students. Vince Tinto conducted in-depth personal interviews with especially high-risk students who beat the odds and succeeded in college. He reported that, “In every case, the students cited one or two events, when someone on the faculty or—less commonly—the staff had made personal contact with them outside the classroom. That’s what made the difference” (quoted in Levitz, 1990, p. 4). 

    On the basis of his extensive consulting experiences with campuses seeking to increase student retention rates, Lee Noel (1978) offers the following observation: “It is increasingly apparent that the most important features of a ‘staying’ environment relate to the instructional faculty. Students make judgments about their academic experience on the basis of such factors as quality of instruction, freedom to contact faculty for consultation, availability of faculty for consultation, and faculty involvement outside the classroom” (pp. 96-97). Following a comprehensive review of the research literature, Tinto (1987) reached a similar conclusion: “Institutions with low rates of student retention are those in which students generally report low rates of student-faculty contact. Conversely, institutions with high rates of retention are most frequently those which are marked by relatively high rates of such interactions” (p. 66). 
    Lastly, yet importantly, research strongly suggests that positive interaction between students and faculty outside of class is associated with increased student engagement inside of class. In a large-scale study of over 1,500 undergraduate and graduate students, Weaver and Qi (2005) discovered that faculty-student relationships outside of class was the best predictor of whether or not students voluntarily participated in class.
    In sum, the empirical evidence pointing to positive impact of student-faculty contact outside the classroom is both substantial and unassailable. Yet, there has been comparatively little discussion of why this experience is so influential. Listed below are five possible explanations why faculty engagement with students outside of class has such powerful impact. 

(1) It occurs in a less formal context than the classroom, so students may feel more comfortable 

     expressing their ideas and more receptive to feedback. 

(2) Faculty verbal exchanges with students outside the classroom are likely to be less didactic 

     and more conversational, allowing students more opportunity to control the agenda and 
     introduce their own topics for discussion.
(3) Ideas are exchanged in a less-evaluative context than the classroom—a place where students 
     are expected to perform and where their performance is assessed and graded.

(4) It is person-to-person interaction with a student/faculty ratio of 1:1—the ideal social context for  
     teaching, learning and mentoring.

(5) It makes students feel significant and that the college cares about them, thereby     
      implementing two key student-success principles: mattering (Schlossberg, Lynch, & 

     Chickering, 1989) and personal validation (Rendón, 1994).

Practices for Increasing Student-Faculty Engagement Outside the Classroom
    Student-faculty engagement outside of class may occur in a variety of forms. Given its well-documented impact on multiple positive outcomes, the following practices are offered as strategies for increasing its frequency and quality. 
Emphasizing availability outside of class and explicitly encouraging students to make office visits. Studies reviewed by (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) suggest that student retention may be enhanced even if students simply perceive faculty to be available and interested in them. To promote this perception, instead of merely listing office hours on the syllabus, instructors could call attention to them orally in class and expressly encourage students to take advantage of them. In a study that asked students to offer suggestions on how their university could encourage more faculty-student interaction outside the classroom, one theme that emerged across student responses was for faculty to stress the importance of office hours (Alderman, 2008). 

    When calling attention to their office hours, instructors could also mention that individual appointments may be arranged if listed office hours conflict with a student’s out-of-class responsibilities (for example, work or child care). As Guskey (1988) notes: “Many faculty members simply indicate their availability during certain hours on certain days, and leave it up to students to determine if, and when, a visit is needed. When approached in this way, usually the only students who take advantage of the time are those with great personal initiative and a schedule that closely matches the professor’s. Paradoxically, these are also the students who typically need the extra contact the least” (p. 104).

    By taking time and effort in class to announce that they welcome office visits from students, faculty send a proactive message to students that they value out-of-class interaction with them. It also sends a stronger, more sincere message than simply listing office hours on the syllabus, which students may interpret merely as perfunctory fulfillment of an institutional requirement. 
Having students sign up in class for office visits or personal conferences. This practice represents a much more intentional form of faculty outreach to students than simply announcing one’s availability. Scheduling (assigning) an office visit or personal conference makes out-of-class contact inescapable, and if done early in the term, it can also serve as a needed icebreaker that “warms up” students to the instructor and helps them feel more comfortable about coming back again. (It is also an effective way to learn student names.) At the very minimum, requiring an early office visit ensures that each student in class will discover where the instructor’s office is located and guarantees that all students—not only the most assertive ones—will make at least one office visit during the term. 

    Furthermore, this practice makes it clear to students that out-of-class interaction with instructors is both a normal and desirable experience in college—unlike high school, where visits to the office are often associated with student misbehavior or poor performance. John Gardner, founder of the first-year experience movement, notes that high school teachers usually do not hold office hours and generally have less time and privacy to confer with students on a one-to-one basis; consequently, first-year students often need to be given a reason to make office visits and learn how to make use of faculty office hours (Gardner, 1994). His observation suggests that faculty may need to reach out to students with practices that are intentionally designed to bring students to their offices, rather than assuming college students will initiate these important out-of-class contacts on their own.

Writing a personal note to students struggling in class that invites, requests, or requires them to make an office visit. This written note could be reinforced by a private verbal comment before or after class. The need for faculty to initiate outreach to low-achieving students is underscored by research indicating that students who most need learning assistance are typically the students least likely to seek it out on their own (Cuseo, 2003; Knapp & Karabenick, 1988).

Interacting personally with students immediately before and after class. Empirical support for this recommendation is provided by a case study involving classroom observations of five faculty members who had histories of high student-retention rates in their courses. One common characteristic shared by all these instructors was that “they talked to students before, during, and after class” (Coad, 1995, p. 8). 

    Creating opportunities for student-faculty interaction immediately after class may be particularly productive because this is a time when students are more inclined to seek clarification on concepts covered in class or engage in discussion of some provocative issue raised during class. Instructors can take advantage of this “teachable moment” by scheduling one of their office hours after class and regularly reminding students of their after-class availability (e.g., “If anyone has a question about, or if you would like to engage in further discussion about what we covered in class today, I would be happy to meet with you right after class.”). Commuter students, part-time students, and working adult students would particularly benefit from this practice because these students may only be on campus around the times their classes are scheduled.
Communicating personally with students via e-mail or social media. Many of today’s college students actually prefer communicating with faculty through electronic media (Li et al., 2011). This form of communication may also be more appealing to students who lack the confidence or assertiveness to walk into a faculty member’s office for a face-to-face conversation. Research suggests that student-faculty communication via e-email is distinctively different than communication taking place face-to-face and that students may use electronic communication as a way to initiate interaction with professors with whom they are initially unwilling to contact in person (An & Frick, 2006). Furthermore, if instructors are responsive to students’ initial electronic messages, then students may grow more comfortable about engaging in direct (in-person) contact with faculty.
Visiting with students on “their turf” (for example, student cafeteria, student union, or student residence halls). When faculty are willing to go where students are, it sends a message that it is not below their professorial dignity to associate with undergraduates. It may also suggest to students that faculty are intrinsically motivated to interact with them—above and beyond the time they are required to spend with them in class or during official office hours.
     
 

Participating in co-curricular experiences with students (e.g., cultural and recreational events on or off campus). This practice serves to stimulate student participation in co-curricular experiences, which is associated with student retention (Kuh, 1995; Kuh et al., 1994; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In addition, by participating with students in co-curricular experiences, students are more likely to view faculty members as “regular people,” which in turn, is likely to make them feel more comfortable about seeking contact with faculty in their offices and other out-of-class contexts. McKeachie et al. (1978) note that when students perceive their instructors as “persons” rather than just a subject matter “experts,” faculty are more likely to be seen as personal role models to be emulated. 
     Instructors who intend to attend a co-curricular event may announce their intention in class and invite the class to join them. Or, if the co-curricular event relates to a course objective,   instructors may consider substituting the event for a scheduled class session and attend the event with their class. 
Professors inviting students to their home (e.g., for a class session or group conferences). This practice can provide students with a very strong sense of personal validation. Noted author, E. B. White, recalls being invited to an instructor’s home as a first-year student and the tremendous impact this experience had on him: “When I was an undergraduate, there were a few professors who went out of their way to befriend students. At the house of one of these men I felt more at home than I did in my own home with my own father and mother. I felt excited, instructed, accepted, [and] influential” (quoted in Bailey, 1994, p. 72). 

In addition to the foregoing practices, faculty can increase their out-of-class contact with students by:
(1) Meeting with prospective students during campus visits.

(2) Participating in new-student orientation.

(3) Engaging in faculty advising and mentoring programs.

(4) Serving as a sponsor to student clubs and organizations.

(5) Engaging with students in experiential learning activities (field trips, practicums, service 
      learning, or study-travel experiences) 

(6) Contributing to residential life programs (serving as a guest speaker or conducting test-review 
      sessions in student residences)
(7) Working with students on relevant campus committees (student retention or student 
     engagement committee) 
(8) Participating with students on faculty-student research teams (as part of an undergraduate 
     research program)

(9) Participating with students on faculty-student teaching teams (partnering with an upper-
     division student as co-instructors in a first-year seminar).

Conclusion
     The positive impact of student-faculty engagement is supported by multiple studies, conducted across multiple decades, using multiple research methodologies. Unfortunately, research also indicates that the frequency of such engagement is disturbingly low (Bauerlein, 2015; Cox & Orehovec, 2007). National surveys of student engagement repeatedly indicate that interaction between students and faculty ranks among the lowest of all student-engagement benchmarks 
(National Survey of Student Engagement, 2000, 2006, 2014). These findings are disturbing, they are also understandable when viewed in the light of the fact that faculty engagement with students does not take place in a vacuum, but as part of an intricate system of faculty, roles, responsibilities and rewards (Ewell, 1997), some of which pull faculty away from student-centered activities (Astin & Chang, 1995). Kuh, Schuh, & Whitt (1991) reported an increasing trend toward faculty committing more of their non-teaching time to pursuit of research and publication, leaving out-of-class contact with undergraduates to student affairs professionals. Reinforcing these findings are the results of  a large-scale study conducted by Milem, Berger, and Day (cited in Braxton, 2000), which revealed that faculty members in virtually all types of postsecondary institutions (research universities, comprehensive institutions, and liberal arts colleges) were spending less time interacting with students outside the classroom. As Tinto (2012) notes, “Though teaching and research need not be in conflict, on many campuses they are not given equal weight, either by faculty or by administrators” (p. 115). 

    Unless campuses adopt policies and practices that are intentionally designed to recognize and reward faculty engagement with students, it is unlikely that such engagement will occur systematically or serendipitously. The benefits of faculty engagement with students cannot be fully realized without support from high-level and mid-level campus leaders who are positioned to provide faculty with the support they need to initiate and sustain engagement. This support could include: (a) rewarding faculty commitment to academic advising in promotion-and tenure decisions, (b) weighing faculty research with undergraduates as heavily as research with graduate students or research that attracts external funding, and (c) providing faculty with internal resources (temporal and fiscal) to support their engagement in out-of-class experiential learning activities with students. 
    These practices would create a reward system in which faculty engagement with students and commitment to student success would simultaneously support, not sabotage, their prospects for promotion and professional success. In addition, such a reward system would enable faculty to experience an important intrinsic benefit of their chosen profession—one that Arthur Chickering noted long ago in his classic work, Education and Identity:  “For the faculty member, interpersonal stimulation must be counted as one of the key side benefits of the academic vocation. Contact and exchange with lively young minds and older students with different life experiences and perspectives nurtures and enriches the life and ideas of faculty who are open to receive their gifts” (1969, p. 208).
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