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Academic advising is at a point in its maturation as a field of study where anecdotal 

evidence is no longer sufficient to inform the measure of effectiveness. As the area becomes 

more research-based, advising’s measurable impact should be based on an evaluative framework; 

no such structure currently exists. In this study, three methods were used to investigate this 

problem and ultimately to create a model and checklist. Firstly, a descriptive study was used to 

examine if there is an understanding of what evaluation is within the advising community, one 

where assessment has been the dominant practice. Secondly, a quasi-experimental design was 

utilized to determine if the practice of advising has any effect on student progression and 

retention. Thirdly, using results from the first two studies, a Delphi study was used to create a 

checklist for evaluating academic advising. Results indicated that academic advisors tended to 

associate the idea of evaluation with assessment. Additionally, there was an indication that 

academic advising affected student success when viewed through the lens of progression toward 

degree completion. Finally, a preliminary model and evaluative checklist were constructed.  

In summation, academic advising is very much at its infancy as a field of study. If 

evaluative standards are to be accepted within the community, acceptable measures and methods 

must be employed when judging the practice. This research provides the advising population 

with a basic framework to evaluate their programs or units using language and criteria derived 

from the three studies.
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Colleges and universities are continually under pressure to improve both the retention and 

persistence rates of their student body. When looking at retention studies from the early 1990s 

and onward, approximately one quarter of each year’s full-time freshman did not attend the same 

public four-year institution one year later (Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange, 

1999; The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems, 2010; National Student 

Clearinghouse, 2014). Concerning persistence, Porter (1990) and Tinto (1993) report that 

approximately 40 percent of students do not achieve a degree, while 75 percent of all dropouts 

occur after the second year of college (Tinto, 1987, 1988).  

The definition of university retention can vary somewhat between institutions depending 

on scaling, measurement, and need; for the purposes of this dissertation, however, university 

retention will refer to the number of attending students in a given cohort that enrolled at the same 

institution in the following fall. The definition of persistence does not typically vary as it refers 

to the act of continuing towards a degreed goal in an academic institution. 

There are many indictors of student retention and persistence (Astin, 1993; Noel, Levitz & 

Saluri, D, 1985; 1987). The National Center for Education Statistics (Kena, Aud, Johnson, 

Wang, Zhang, Rathbun, Wilkinson-Flicker, & Kristapovich, 2014) reported that defining factors 

related to student retention and persistence was multidimensional, including the availability of 

financial resources, socioeconomic status, secondary school experience, and student success.   
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University staff typically does not influence a student’s financial resources, 

socioeconomic status, and/or secondary school experience, nor do they aim to. Despite this, 

student success is, by definition, a resultant of the experience within the university setting. While 

achievement can be measured in any number of ways, academic advising has been shown to be 

correlated with student success (Chiteng , 2014; Beal & Noel, 1980; National Survey of Student 

Engagement, 2014; Young-Jones, Burt, Dixon and Hawthorne, 2013), retention (Bai & Pan, 

2009; Cuseo, 2003; Habley & McClanahan, 2014; Metzner, 1989; Nutt, 2003) and persistence 

(Cuseo, 2003; Nutt, 2003; Seidman, 1991; Steele, Kennedy & Gordon, 1993).   

Seidman (1991) found that an experimental group that received pre- and post-test 

admission advising persisted at a rate of 20 percent above those in a corresponding control 

group. Additionally, a 2004 study found that three interventions directly related to the rate of 

student retention and persistence: first-year programs, learning support, and academic advising 

(American College Testing, 2004).  

Need for the Study  

Powers (2012) stated that the act of assessing academic advising must occur if the field is 

to be considered a learning-centered model with a focus on outcomes (Campbell & Nutt, 2008) 

and the achievement of those outcomes. Furthermore, the learner-centered academic advising 

model was delineated (Hancock, 2004) using the American Psychological Association’s Learner-

Centered Psychological Principles (1993). This task list, revised in 1997, outlined the benefits of 

fourteen learner-centered approaches, or criteria (McCombs, 2001):  
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Cognitive and Metacognitive Factors 

1. Nature of the learning process: The learning of complex subject matter is most 

effective when it is an intentional process of constructing meaning from information 

and experience. 

2. Goals of the learning process: The successful learner, over time and with support and 

instructional guidance, can create meaningful, coherent representations of knowledge. 

3. Construction of Knowledge: The successful learner can link new information with 

existing knowledge in meaningful ways. 

4. Strategic thinking: The successful learner can create and use a repertoire of thinking 

and reasoning strategies to achieve complex learning goals. 

5. Thinking about thinking: Higher order strategies for selecting and monitoring mental 

operations facilitate creative and critical thinking. 

6. Context of Learning: Learning is influenced by environmental factor, including 

culture, technology, and instructional practices. 

 

Motivational and Affective Factors 

7. Motivational and emotional influences on learning: What and how much is learned is 

influenced by the learner's motivation. Motivation to learn, in turn, is influenced by 

the individual's emotional states, beliefs, interests and goals, and habits of thinking. 

8. Intrinsic motivation to learn: The learner's creativity, higher order thinking, and 

natural curiosity all contribute to motivation to learn. Intrinsic motivation is 
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stimulated by tasks of optimal novelty and difficulty, relevant to personal interests, 

and providing for personal choice and control. 

9. Effects of motivation on effort: Acquisition of complex knowledge and skills requires 

extended learner effort and guided practice. Without learners' motivation to learn, the 

willingness to exert this effort is unlikely without coercion. 

 

Developmental and Social Factors 

10.  Developmental influence on learning: As individuals develop, there are different 

opportunities and constraints for learning. Learning is most effective when 

differential development within and across physical, intellectual, emotional, and 

social domains is taken into account. 

11.  Social influences on learning: Learning is influenced by social interactions, 

interpersonal relations, and communication with others. 

 

Individual Differences Factors 

12. Individual differences in learning: Learners have different strategies, approaches, and 

capabilities for learning that are a function of prior experience and heredity. 

13.  Learning and diversity: Learning is most effective when differences in learners' 

linguistic, cultural, and social backgrounds are taken into account. 
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14.  Standards and assessment: Setting appropriately high and challenging standards and 

assessing the learner as well as learning progress - including diagnostic, process, and 

outcome assessment - are integral parts of the learning process. 

These factors were then narrowed (Alexander & Murphy, 2000; Lambert & McCombs, 2000) 

into five domains of concentration and summarized by Blumberg (2009). The first domain is 

knowledge base, or the attainment and relevancy of new knowledge dependent on current 

knowledge. The next is strategic processing and executive control, which is defined as the skill 

and motivation needed for self-reflection that is required for learning. Motivation and affect, or 

the learner-centered education that leads to an increase in drive for learning and satisfaction with 

an academic experience, is yet another domain. Following motivation and affect is development 

and individual differences, which drive one’s personal understanding and ability. The last 

domain is situation or context, referring to the higher active engagement and social interaction 

within the context of learning that leads to greater gains when compared to situations without 

those criteria.  

While a direct link between academic advising and retention has yet to be proven, 

correlational evidence suggests five measures that may show a connection (Cuseo, 2003).  

Student Satisfaction with the College Experience 

 Out of many predictors of student persistence, college satisfaction has been found to be a 

primary measure (Noel & Levitz, 1995). Astin (1991; 1993) and Aitken (1982) further described 

academic preparedness with a focus in academic advising to be a criteria of college satisfaction. 

Metzner (1989) employed a longitudinal study of freshman retention using a sample of n = 1033 
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students at a public, urban university. He found that student self-defined, high-quality advising 

had an indirect, yet statistically significant effect on student persistence. 

Effective Educational and Career Planning and Decision-Making 

  Since the mid-1970s, the theory and utility of developmental advising has dominated the 

field of academic advising (Crookston, 1972; Gordon, 1994; Grites & Gordon, 2000; 

Lowenstein, 1999; Winston, Miller, Ender, & Grites, 1984). By definition, developmental 

advising requires educational and career planning yielded from advisor and student decisions. 

Astin (1975) found that those students who procrastinated in the identification of a major and 

career tended to drop out at a greater rate than those who declared earlier. Bean and Noel (1980) 

found that the primary reason for transfer students to drop out of college was indecision about a 

major and career goal based on a lack of knowledge of course availability or major pathway. 

Additionally, Lotkowski, Robbins and Noeth (2004), who used three national studies on 

retention practices and 20 years of data on college retention and degree completion rates, found 

that the knowledge of academic goals as found through communications with advisors have a 

positive correlation with university retention. 

Student Utilization of Campus Support Services 

 A positive correlation exists between the usage of campus support services and the 

likelihood of completing a program or degree (Churchill & Iwai, 1981; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1991). As academic advising is a student support service, those who use the resource have higher 



7 

 

 

 

self-efficacy and tend to perform better in academics and persist (Lotkowski, Robbins & Noeth, 

2004; Smith, Walter & Hoey, 1992).  

Student-Faculty Contact Outside the Classroom 

 An abundance of research exhibits the notion that student-faculty contact beyond the 

classroom positively correlates with student retention, persistence, and progression (e.g. Astin, 

1977; Bean, 1981; Kinzie, 2005; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh & Whitt, (2005); Lotkowski , Robbins & 

Noeth, 2004; Pascarella 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini 1979, Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977, 1978; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1987).  Since faculty can and do serve as academic 

advisors, contact outside of the classroom can positively affect the persistence of students, 

especially those who are considering withdrawing (Tinto, 1975). 

Student Mentoring 

 To promote student retention, schools and subsequent advisors can implement the 

practice of advising (Jacobi, 1991; Johnson, 1989; Thomas, 2000; Walker & Taub, 2001).  

Empirical studies on mentoring have shown a positive correlation between mentoring and 

student retention (Campbell & Cambell, 1997; Cosgrove, 1986; Jacobi, 1991; Miller, Neuner, & 

Glynn, 1988; Wallace & Abel, 1997). Within academic institutions, academic advising can be 

performed by various individuals and entities, such as certified advisors, counselors, professors, 

or other designated professionals. Typically, the impact and effectiveness of advising 

experiences are not measured; if measurement does occur, it is the result of basic descriptive 

statistical analysis stemming from student satisfaction surveys (e.g. Carlstrom & Miller, 2013; 
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Habley, 2004; Robbins, 2009, 2011). These surveys are a type of customer satisfaction indicator, 

thus very susceptible to measurement error (Dillman & Smyth, 2009).   

Delineating Between Research, Assessment and Evaluation of Academic Advising 

 The development academic advising as a practice can be viewed in terms of research, 

such as collecting data on advisor(s) or advising departments for informational purposes known 

as assessment. Evaluations, or the judgment of merit, worth, or significance, of an advisor or 

advising program compared to institutional goals is also necessary. For this study, the latter is 

viewed in terms of impact with progression, persistence, and retention as criteria. What follows 

are theoretical examples of each: criteria, indicators, as well as research, assessment, and 

evaluative questions. 

Consider the following example: a pre-professional student is accepted into a 

professional program such as a school of engineering. The student’s acceptance would be 

considered as student progression, which is indicated by successful completion of prerequisite 

courses, minimum required entrance average GPA, availability of finances, and a lack of 

academic holds. A corresponding research question may ask what general requirements are 

necessary to enable professional programs to acquire high-performing students into their 

program. Alternatively, an assessment question may investigate what percentage of pre-

professional students were accepted into a professional program. Furthermore, an evaluative 

question would study the aggregate intake of professional students by asking how a particular 

professional school ranks when compared other professional schools. 
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Now consider the following scenario: first-time, full-time freshmen successfully 

matriculate from their first semester to their second. In this case, student persistence is the focus. 

Indicators may include a minimum acceptable average GPA from (at least some) of all first 

semester courses, availability of courses, and a lack of academic holds. In this situation, a 

research question may examine what factors attribute themselves to the persistence of first-year, 

full-time students. An assessment question may inquire as to the number of students who went 

on to their second semester of courses, but failed a gateway course. Finally, of the full-time 

students who moved on to a second semester of their freshman year, an evaluation question 

could possibly gauge which of these students fall into varying categories, including low-

performing, at-risk or at-need based on aggregate GPA, inability to pass a gateway mathematics 

course and/or financial needs. 

Finally, consider if first-year, full-time students return every year and graduate in the 

same institution as they began. Student retention now becomes the central aspect to study. 

Indicators may include the number of students that successfully complete a degree in their 

declared program, count of students who left because of various reasons (financial, academic, 

etc.) and returned to finish their degree, and the percentage of first-time, full-time freshman who 

continued on a yearly basis at a said institution until graduation. An applicable research question 

may ask what primary elements affect student retention efforts at tier-1 research institutions. An 

assessment question may survey the past decade, ascertaining how many students, separated by 

year, were declared full-time freshman at an institution who also received a degree from that 

institution. Moreover, an evaluation question might ask, when compared to other flagship 
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universities in the United States with similar admission standards, how that institution rates in 

U.S. News & World Report. 

If the assessment of academic advising is indeed, as Powers states, a learner-centered 

model, then we must assess it using the five domains and corresponding criteria. While 

assessment provides a look at small structures, it does not provide information regarding the 

impact of individual academic advisors and academic programs; this is especially true 

concerning the aforementioned five domains. Therefore, in order to gauge any given effect of 

academic advising on retention and persistence, program evaluations must occur. Additionally, 

for utility purposes, an evaluative model may be created and tested to measure advisor and 

advising program impact on student retention and persistent efforts. 

Purpose of the Study 

 Three aspects of advising are true: (1) Assessment already exists within academic 

advising, (2) assessment and the term “evaluation” are interchanged, and (3) academic advising 

only uses assessment to measure any aspect within the field.  In an academic area that is still 

relatively young, an introduction and utilization of methods that can measure impact will help to 

measure the effects or impact of advising. 

The primary purpose of this study is to gauge the level of evaluative knowledge within 

the academic advising community. A secondary purpose is to construct an evaluative model with 

the intent to find a measure of correlation between advising practices, student retention, and 

persistence. Providing this information can allow academic advising departments or variations 

thereof to offer indirect proof of their impact on student success. The overall intent is to show 
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that the need for evaluating academic advisors and academic advising programs is pertinent to 

the growth and sustainability of the field. 

Research Questions 

 The research questions addressed by this study are: 

1. What is the extent of knowledge of program evaluation1 within the academic 

advising field?  

2. What aspects of impact on student growth and development can be 

measured through the evaluation of academic advisors and academic 

advising programs? 

3. What evaluative model can be created to gauge the impact and effect of 

academic advising on student progression, persistence, and retention using 

the five domains of the Learner-Centered Psychological Principles? 

Definition of Terms 

1. Assessment: the systematic collection, review, and use of information about educational 

programs undertaken for the purpose of improving learning and development (Palomba 

& Banta, 1994, p. 4). 

2. Attrition: the loss of a student either by a lack of retention or persistence. 

                                                

1 Includes definitional knowledge as well as an understanding of the evaluative process and methods used.  
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3. Completion/Graduation: the outcome of how many students within a cohort complete 

and/or graduate from an institution (Levitz & Saluri, 1985).  

4. Developmental advising: a form of advising with 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 community resources” 

(Winston, Grites, Miller & Ender, 1984, p. 19) with the following knowledge base: (1) 

applying student development theory, (2) focusing incrementally on student and student 

needs, (3) challenging students to achieve learning objectives and to take academic risks, 

(4) treating students as academic partners to enable intellectual and personal growth, (5) 

helping students gauge self-importance and self-worth, and (6) setting and monitoring 

short- and long-term goals (Kramer, 1999). 

5. Evaluation: the act or process of determining the merit (quality), worth (value), or 

significance (importance) of something or the product of that process (Davidson, 2004; 

Scriven, 1991). 

6. Persistence: the enrollment headcount of any cohort compared to its headcount on its 

initial official census date. The goal is to measure the number of students who persist 

term to term and to completion (Levitz & Saluri, 1985). 

7. Progression: The act of satisfying requirements for dependent classes (Levitz & Saluri, 

1985).  

8. Prescriptive advising: a form of advising where the advisor instructs the student to 

undertake action(s) by providing a list of rules and requirements. From this, a student is 
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given the responsibility to follow the list in order to meet his or her objectives. Learning 

may occur, but is not an intended output (Lowenstein, 2005). 

9. Proactive advising: the creation and building of structures that incorporate intervention 

methodologies, delegating advising contacts for students who otherwise might not seek 

advising (Glennen, 1975). 

10. Retention: the outcome of how many students remained enrolled from fall to fall. This 

number is typically derived from first-time, full-time traditional day students, but can be 

applied to any defined cohort (Levitz & Saluri, 1985).  

11. Stakeholders: individuals or department/s who have a shared interest in academic 

advising (Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2010, p. 61).  

12. Student Learning Outcomes: an articulation of the learning (knowledge, skills, and/or 

values) that students are expected to have gained from the advising process (Aiken-

Wisniewski et al., 2010, p. 12).  

13. Student Success: academic achievement, engagement in educationally purposeful 

activities, satisfaction, acquisition of desired knowledge, skills and competencies, 

persistence, attainment of educational objectives, and post-college performance (Kuh, 

Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges & Hayek, 2006).  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

A great deal of research on the effect of academic advising on student populations was 

performed in the later third of the 20th century. However, many of the results were conflicting 

and often confusing. For example, some studies reported that academic advising resulted in 

higher rates of persistence (e.g. Endo & Harpel, 1979; Noel, 1978; Pascarellla & Terenzindi 

1977; Trent & Medsker, 1968), while others found that the practice resulted in more students 

dropping out (e.g. Everett, 1979) or showed no effect (e.g., Rossmann, 1967, 1968; Johansson & 

Rossman, 1973; Kowalski, 1977; Staman, 1980). 

There have been efforts to introduce the accepted definition of evaluation (Creamer & 

Scott, 2000) and the concept of program evaluations (e.g. Brown & Sanstead, 1982; Winston & 

Sandor, 2002) within academic advising. However, a literature search found no application of 

these within the field. In fact, most academic advising literature and practice continues to conflict 

with the accepted definition and practices of the field of evaluation. 

The assessment outcomes of academic advisors and academic advising programs have 

sometimes been conflicting, insignificant, and constricted (Powers, 2012).  Research focused on 

academic advising’s impact on student success centered on retention has been fairly positive, 

though there is controversy over whether the effect is direct, correlated, or indirect. For example, 

some studies claim a direct link (e.g. Allen & Smith, 2008; Peterson, Wagner, & Lamb, 2001; 

Schertzer & Schertzer, 2004; Seidman, 1991), some found a positive correlation (e.g. Metzer, 

1989; King, 1993; Pascarellla & Terenzini, 2005), and others describe an indirect connection 

(e.g. Allen & Smith, 2008; Astin, 1993; Bean & Noel, 1980; Grosset, 1991; Habley and 



15 

 

 

 

McClanahan, 2004). A large-scale study of the retention patterns, advising/retention relationship, 

and freshman advising programs of 31 colleges yielded that advising programs improved in 

quality with regards to increasing capacity. To do this, institutions empower students to delineate 

and attain personal, academically oriented goals and enable an environment where students feel 

intellectually and motivationally proficient and deserving of success. This results in a substantial 

increase in student retention (Barr, 1983). 

It is worth noting that not all studies have yielded a positive correlation between 

academic advising and student retention. For example, Metzner (1989) highlighted 16 studies 

that illustrated a lack of consistency among results; eight of these studies found no statistical 

correlation between retention and either criteria, while the other eight found a positive statistical 

correlation between student retention and both the number of academic advising visits and the 

quality of academic advising. Cabrera, Nora and Castaneda (1993) used structural equation 

modeling of a student attrition model to find that many factors, with academic advising being 

one of them, do not improve retention efforts. Grites, Gordon & Habley (2008) and Chiteng 

(2014) argue that a majority of studies do not use proper experimental and quasi-experimental 

designs since students self-select into advising resulting in selection bias. Thus, not all students 

receive representation. In fact, it is possible that only high-achieving and low-achieving students 

receive advising, meaning that a majority of a student body is unrepresented in studies. Though 

one could surmise that a measure of proportion of the student body who receives advising may 

be an assessment or evaluation measure, undergraduate academic advising departments tend to 

target those students who are undecided or pre-professional  

Recently, student satisfaction has become the primary measure of academic advising (e.g 
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Henkel, 2000; McFarlane, 2013 Weston, 1994). In a study of 595,641 students from 728 four-

year public colleges and universities, students rated their satisfaction with academic advising to 

be a priority in their student success (Noel-Levitz, 2014). While Cuseo (2003) makes the 

argument that there is a great deal of correlational evidence to suggest satisfaction with academic 

advising relates to student retention, Pietras (2010) uses hierarchical OLS regression and binary 

regression techniques to show that satisfaction with advising may not be a proper indicator of 

student retention after all. Additionally, aside from single institution studies, advising is found to 

have some of the lowest ratings in satisfaction (e.g. Allen & Smith, 2008; Allen, Smith, & 

Muehleck, 2012; Astin, 1993; Keup & Stolzenberg, 2004; Low, 2000; Lyons, 1991; Nordquist, 

1993). Some studies have abandoned student satisfaction as a measure of studying the impact of 

academic advising. For example, Young-Jones, Burt, Dixon and Hawthorn (1993) found that 

advisor accountability, advisor empowerment, student responsibility, student self-efficacy, 

student study skills, and perceived support significantly showed a relation between academic 

advising and retention. 

Model Oriented Approach 

Academic advising is very much a model driven field (Habley, 1983, 2004; Habley & 

Morales, 2008; King, 2003; Kuhn, 2008a). There are seven prevailing models grouped into three 

main categories (Habley, 1997, 2004): centralized, decentralized, and shared structures. 

Centralized advising is characterized as self-contained, meaning that all advising, regardless of 

student status, is performed in a central unit. The focus on decentralized advising is on whether 

students receive faculty-only or satellite advising. Faculty-only advising is defined as students 
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who are advised solely by faculty, whereas satellite advising occurs within each unit, school, 

department, division, college, etc. that employs its own type of advising. Shared structures 

advising can be delineated into four subcategories: Split, Supplementary, Dual, and Total Intake. 

The Split Model implies a central advising office that advises a select, specified population with 

all other students assigned to units, schools, departments, divisions, colleges, etc. The 

Supplementary Model defines an advising group or unit that provides academic advising to 

students where all transactions and processes receive authorization from a specified faculty 

advisor. The Dual Model illustrates that a specified faculty advisor advises a student with respect 

to a major, while other general requirements and processes are addressed by an advising group or 

unit. Finally, the Total Intake Model depicts how advising occurs by a set of defined staff until 

students reach a specific institution or program defined benchmark. At that time, faculty advisors 

within each unit, school, department, division, college, etc. assume the responsibility of advising 

students. 

Hably (2004) and Pardee (2004) found that the Split Model has become the most 

prevalent across all public institutions within the United States. Unfortunately, no substantiation 

has been found for the evaluation of the validity or effectiveness of any of the models. Academic 

advisors often receive training in these models, while also receiving instruction that effective 

advising is not a closed system (Pardee, 2008). Therefore, a model based evaluative approach is 

most likely to be accepted within the academic advising community, resulting in a greater 

likelihood of acceptance and utility of the study model and corresponding results within the 

academic advising community. 
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 Similar to many academic fields such as engineering and mathematics, academic advising 

is roughly composed of two components: an application aspect and a theoretical and research-

based component. The former has a history of practice that has been handed down and retaught 

through generations and across the world (Cook, 1999; Kuhn, 2008a), while the latter is in its 

infantile stages (Kuhn, 2008b). Even though the concept of program evaluations has been 

introduced to the academic advising community (Brown, 1978; Brown & Sanstead, 1982), it was 

found that over 75 percent of all advising programs existed without plans for program 

evaluations and 50 percent did not perform personnel evaluations of academic advisors.  

 The field of advising is primarily constructed of and derived from practice. Thus, the 

impact of academic advising is inherently dependent on the practice of academic advisors. An 

implication of this is that a creation of evaluative criteria can be found by unpacking the 

necessary components of advising practices. As advising is grounded in education, using 

established pedagogical and content oriented frameworks is a viable avenue to establish the 

necessary and sufficient evaluative criteria. 

 Habley (1986; 2005) outlined three major content components for effective advisor 

training: conceptual, informational, and relational. Conceptual training is defined as the need for 

understanding to provide the proper delivery of services. Informational training is the knowledge 

and materials needed for effective advising. Finally, relational training is viewed as the 

interpersonal and intrapersonal skills necessary to have quality advisor/advisee relationships. 

This list of categories was further expanded on to include a personal content area in which to 

acquire knowledge, as well as an understanding of an advisor’s own capacity and abilities related 

to the stresses of the practice. The list was also constructed to define the challenges of the 
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position including technological content areas. The challenges included recognizing, accepting, 

and understanding that the knowledge and the utility of technology are highly correlated with 

effective advising (McClellan, 2007). The former area is manufactured through personal analysis 

and self-assessments, while the latter is formed through the training of the usage and process of 

technologies used within the advising framework. This consideration of knowledge and 

development concerning the utilization of technology, such as email, learning management 

systems, degree progress reports, and student predicative analysis software, is especially 

pertinent in regards to student contact and progress.  

These five components: conceptual, informational, relational, personal, and 

technological, sit within the field of academic advising. They are comprised of curriculum, 

pedagogy and student learning outcomes, all of which are continually shifting and changing 

(National: The Global Community for Academic Advising, 2006).   

The curriculum of advising is derived from theories in social science, humanities, and 

education, and is related to items important to advising including an institution’s mission and 

goals, the availability and offerings of schools, programs, courses and development, methods of 

developing cognitive abilities and logical thinking for making correct beneficial choices, and 

knowledge acquisition student resources policies and procedures. Using three principles, 

Hemwall and Trache (2005) described what students should learn through the curriculum of 

advising (p. 76). Academic advising should facilitate student learning about the mission of the 

college, of both lower- and higher-order thinking skills, and about the means of achieving the 

goals imbedded in the institution’s mission statement and closely related documents. 
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The pedagogy of advising includes the knowledge, dissemination, documentation, and 

understanding of effective and impact-laden academic advising through teaching and learning. 

Hemwall and Trache (2005) describe seven principles associated with the idea of pedagogy. 

Academic advisors should view students as actively constructing their understanding of the 

mission of the institution, including concepts such as becoming responsible citizens, liberally 

educated persons, and critical thinkers. They should also incorporate knowledge about how the 

individual student learns. Furthermore, they should consider how the social context affects the 

learner’s understanding of the meaning of education, as well as recognize that the possibilities 

for learning are influenced by the advisees’ prior knowledge. Additionally, a dialogue in which 

the learner has the opportunity to express, justify, and discuss individual goals and ideas, and 

where the academic advisor guides the learner is required. Finally, academic advising must guide 

students so that they recognize and benefit from anomalies, disturbances, errors, and 

contradictions. 

The student learning outcomes of academic advising describe what a student must show, 

gain, and value within the framework of advising. These student learning outcomes are derived 

from an academic institution’s goals, objectives, and curriculum. Since institutions are all 

different, each must develop its own outcomes. Generally, outcomes imply that students will 

exhibit six practices. The first practice is the ability to construct a coherent educational plan 

based on the assessment of abilities, aspirations, interests, and values. Students should also be 

able to use complex information from various sources to set goals, reach decisions, and achieve 

those goals. Additionally, they must assume responsibility for meeting academic program 

requirements, as well as articulate the meaning of higher education and the intent of the 
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institution’s curriculum. Finally, students should cultivate intellectual habits that lead to a 

lifetime of learning while behaving as citizens who engage in the wider world around them. 

The components themselves are fairly generalized, resulting in a broad framework that 

allows for a great degree of flexibility when finding similar established model or models within 

the meta-field of education from which conclusions can be drawn. Thus, theoretical models are 

suggested to parallel the academic advising components listed prior: Technological Pedagogical 

Content Knowledge (TPACK; Mishra & Koehler, 2006) and a derivation of the domain map for 

mathematical knowledge for teaching (Hill, Ball & Schilling, 2008). 

TPACK and the Academic Advisor 

Academic advising has been described as the “cornerstone of student retention” 

(Crockett, 1978). Academic advising is defined by the following characteristics: 

…a series of intentional interactions with a curriculum, a pedagogy, and a set of 

student learning outcomes. Academic advising synthesizes and contextualizes 

students' educational experiences within the frameworks of their aspirations, 

abilities and lives to extend learning beyond campus boundaries and timeframes. 

(NACADA, 2006) 

However, the work of a university academic advisor is typically viewed as prescriptive. In this, 

academic advisors are often mistaken as providing students an itemized, predefined path toward 

graduation.   

Academic advisors often have to use knowledge necessary for effective pedagogical 

practice in tandem with technology to engage student involvement and enhance the learning 



22 

 

 

 

process and environment. While technology varies from institution to institution, advisors are 

typically able to see both the previous advising history of an enrolled student and the entire pre-

collegiate and collegiate academic history of a student in order to guide them through a process 

of academic fulfillment (Pasquini, 2011). The term fulfillment can be defined by many means 

including, but not limited to graduation attainment, academic withdrawal, career life choices, and 

major exploration. In fact, many advisors use predictive analytics software to anticipate a 

student’s success within a class, department, or program.   

Since academic advising is considered a form of teaching, it tends to use the construct of 

Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge. This multifaceted framework provides a list of 

knowledge attributes that lie between three primary forms of knowledge: Content (CK), 

Pedagogy (PK), and Technology (TK).  

 

 

Figure 1. TPACK model (Koehler, 2012) 
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Content Knowledge (CK). A basic requirement of advisor competency is the knowledge 

of all academic disciplines, institutional policies, degree plan options and implementations, 

course content, transferability, and degree planning and progress (Fox, 2008, p. 349).  

Pedagogical Knowledge (PK). Substantive discourse has delineated the act and structure 

of advising into different roles with a foundation in prescriptive advising, developmental 

advising (Habley, 1983; 2004), and proactive advising (Glennen, 1975). When discussing the 

practice of teaching within academic advising, Hemwall and Trache (2005) describe the 

pedagogical implications of student learning within academic advising by assisting students in 

meeting learning goals, encouraging them to be active learners, and by constructing knowledge.  

Lowenstein agreed with this description and furthered it by implying that advisors have an 

inherent investment in a student’s entire curriculum, much as a teacher has investment in the 

content of a single course (2000; 2005).  

A proficient and impactful advisor plays a part in a student's entire curriculum that 

parallels the role that a proficient and impactful teacher has with content delivery and 

transference with a class or course. Within this, the student cultivates the ability to understand 

and develop the logic and progression of his or her curriculum using help from the advisor. 

Therefore, the advisor's knowledge of teaching and of the curriculum enables the advisor's work 

to translate from a secondary role to a primary one in enriching a student's education. 

Technological Knowledge (TK). The 2011 NACADA National Survey (Academic 

Advising Association, 2012) reported that the academic advising community integrated 

technology into its environment, requiring knowledge of learning and communication systems 

ranging from email/messaging to learning management systems to social networking. The survey 
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also found that students used multiple methods to stay in communication with academic advisors 

and advising departments including e-mail (99 percent), course management software (33 

percent), social networking/advising websites (32 percent), and advising websites/portals (27 

percent). The results from the survey follows a study from the Pew Research Center (Smith, 

Rainie, & Zickuhr, 2011) that found that approximately 94 percent of undergraduate, graduate, 

and community college students use the Internet. The study also found that 80 percent of those 

students were active on social networks.   

Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK). University access to its student base has 

typically been through email, but the greatest challenge to advisors is communication and access. 

Within technological usage, communication between pre-college and university level students 

has shifted. A study (Lenhart, 2012) found that while a majority of students text each other every 

day, only 29 percent use messaging services through social networking sites. Furthermore, only 

six percent of students exchange emails daily. While email communication was higher than the 

Lenhart study, the 2011 NACADA National Survey (Academic Advising Association, 2012) 

found that full-time professional advisors are only able to communicate with 11 percent of their 

advisees via text messages and eight percent using instant messaging. 

Technological Content Knowledge (TCK). Much as learning management systems help 

with administration, documentation, student tracking and reporting, and distribution of 

educational technology with respect to the classroom experience in a student’s life, student 

success systems have been implemented to find early warning and alerts of student regression 

and to generate predictions of student success within the academic environment.  
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Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK). PCK is defined as content knowledge that is 

intertwined with the teaching process (Shulman, 1986). The benefit of such a blending is that 

specific aspects of content can be separated, organized, and packaged for instruction. This occurs 

when a teacher is able to identify and interpret particulars in content and enable differing 

methods of representing the information to make it accessible to a wide range of students or 

consumers. Within academic advising, advisors must inherently understand multiple approaches 

and adapt them to their own student population and contexts (e.g. Drake, Jordan & Miller, 2013). 

The Egg 

 Hill, Ball, and Schilling (2008) suggested that the Schulman’ original formulation of 

PCK had not been expanded upon in two ways: what educators knew in the domain and how 

student gains are related to the domain.  Hill and her colleagues proposed the “Egg” (Figure 1.2) 

to explain the two criteria listed prior.  

 In a similar sense with respect to academic advising, we wish to ask what advisors know 

in PCK and how are students impacted by PCK. In this case, PCK is denoted with respect to the 

domain of academic advising. 
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Figure 2. Derivation of Mathematical Knowledge for Teaching (Ball, Thames & Phelps 2008) 

Evaluative Model 

Since every individual subset of the The Egg applies to the student experience with an 

academic advisor, each directly or indirectly lends itself to student progression, retention, or 

persistence. Thus, we can use the construct of TPACK to evaluate the impact and effectiveness 

of academic advising using the following general criteria: 

• Content Knowledge (CK): Amount of information about courses, course structures, 

school requirements and institution requirements that an advisor holds. 

• Pedagogical Knowledge (PK): Ability to transfer university curriculum knowledge to a 

student. 

• Technological Knowledge (TK): Skill need to use technology or technological 

components within and outside of advising sessions. 
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• Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK): Using an approach to transfer knowledge 

while using technology to enhance the advising process typically for decision-making 

purposes. 

• Technological Content Knowledge (TCK): Employing predicative techniques using 

technology and an advisor’s knowledge of all institutional goals and requirements to 

create student assessments and evaluative claims. 

• Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK): Basic information of what is needed for an 

advisor to communicate and institutional goals and mission to a student using 

instructional techniques:  

o Knowledge of Content and Students: Understanding the degree of content 

knowledge a student needs to fulfill graduation requirements. 

o Knowledge of Content and Teaching: Implementing an environment of traditional 

instruction and inquiry-based learning from which a student can simultaneously 

learn from the advising process and become an autonomous learner. 

o Knowledge of Curriculum: Partitioning what academic and non-academic 

resources of an institution can best benefit a student’s needs for success. 

From the above, it is theorized that advisors who use all aspects of Technological Pedagogical 

Content Knowledge (TPACK) simultaneously will produce the greatest impact on student 

progression, persistence and retention. Additionally, these factors will increase the likelihood of 

student completion in an intended program. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Though literature defines the impact of academic advising mostly on student satisfaction, 

this research adds to the current body of literature by introducing an alternative method to 

evaluate effect. This study seeks to answer the question: Can an evaluative model be constructed 

to measure the impact of academic advising on student persistence, progression, and retention? 

 This chapter provides details on the design implemented to address the aforementioned 

research question, offering a description of the design with sampling, measures, and covariates, 

as well as a description of the need for matching and ethical concerns. 

Research Questions 

The research questions addressed by this study were: 

1. What is the extent of knowledge of program evaluation within the academic advising 

field?  

2. What aspects of impact on student growth and development can be measured through the 

evaluation of academic advisors and academic advising programs? 

3. What evaluative model can be created to gauge the impact and effect of academic 

advising on student progression, persistence and retention using the five domains of the 

Learner-Centered Psychological Principles? 
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Design 

The study incorporated three differing designs based on the purpose of each research 

question. 

Table 1: Study Designs 

No. Purpose Design Sampling Frame 

1 To gauge an indication of the extent 

of knowledge of program evaluation 

within the academic advising field. 

Survey S1 

2 To find indicators of advisor impact 

on student growth and development 

with regards to progression, 

persistence, and retention. 

Quasi-Experimental S2 

3 To construct a tool for measuring 

advisor impact on student 

progression, persistence, and 

retention. 

Delphi S1 

 

Study 1: Descriptive Design 

The primary focus of this study is to gain an indication of academic advisor’s 

understanding of the differences and similarities between assessment, evaluation, and research. 
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In itself, the study does not claim to have overarching findings. However, this indication was 

necessary to ensure a suitable baseline existed when constructing the model.  

Population	

The entire staff and faculty (n = 2731) of a Midwestern flagship university were 

considered to be within the population, primarily because academic advising may not have been 

a primary role of some advisors. For example, support counselors at this university not only 

provide advising, but counseling services focusing on student progress and hindrances as well. 

Sample	

The overall population of advisors at the university was considered for this study. All 

advisors were a member of a university organization and a list of all advisors was obtained from 

that organization. The response set was m = 140 (5%). However, it is important to note that no 

faculty advisors were included in this population as they were not considered academic advisors 

as defined by the university. 

Procedure	

A survey of 11 questions (See Appendix C) was produced and administered to the 

sampling frame via the university’s internal email network. The design of the survey was a 

mixture of closed- and open-ended questions focused on advisor comprehension of evaluation, 

assessment, and research. Potential participants were notified of the cost and benefits of 

contributing. All responses from closed-ended questions were analyzed using descriptive 
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statistics. Responses from open-ended questions were analyzed by finding themes derived from 

coding. Furthermore, results from both were used to find commonalities of advisors’ 

understanding of program evaluation terms and utilization of techniques. 

Study 2: Quasi-Experimental Design 

The study incorporating the quasi-experimental design integrated a correlational research 

design (Prettest Posttest Only Design with Non-Equivalent Control Groups) to determine if an 

aggregate number of students who received academic advising were retained over those who did 

not. Additionally, a secondary purpose of this quantitative design was to add research-based 

methodology to the body of work in academic advising and its impact on student persistence, 

progression, and retention. 

 To ensure comparisons of similarly matched students, the established criteria of gender, 

ethnicity, residency status, and earned student level were used in propensity score matching. 

Students were only identified as male or female as per established criteria set by the Midwestern 

university. Additionally, students were also matched by established groups of ethnicities 

delineated by American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or 

Latino, Multiethnic, Nonspecific, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White. 

Furthermore, students were only identified as in-state or out-of-state since this classification is 

used in demographic information and financial concerns. Lastly, of all students considered for 

the study, only those who were considered to be first-time, full-time freshman were matched. 

The primary reason for such a narrowing of data was that any treatment variable such as 
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academic advising primarily focuses on these students as they represent a group with the greatest 

attrition when compared to all other academic levels. 

Population	

A primary population of n = 190,490 students were drawn from twentieth day census data 

from the university’s data warehouse using Tableau ©. This group consisted of all students 

eligible for academic advising at the undergraduate level between the academic years of 2012 to 

2015. The data was limited by fall and spring semesters between the academic years of 2012 to 

2015. Additionally, the population size was large since students who repeated by term were 

considered separate data points; this population would eventually inform a control group. 

 A subgroup of m = 27,044 students was drawn from a kiosk system administered within 

the Midwestern university’s undergraduate advising center. Students who were seen by advisors 

were required to log in to the kiosk with their university ID number. The data was again limited 

by fall and spring semesters between the academic years of 2012 to 2015. A constricted subset of 

this population would eventually form an experimental group. This amount was then subtracted 

from the primary population yielding a new subgroup of n - m = 163, 466 students to perform 

matching. 

Sample	

 In this particular case, the sample was equal to the population. Students were first given 

binary codes if they had received academic advising. Additionally, binary codes were also given 
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to the students who were retained. Then, students were narrowed by freshman, sophomore, or 

junior status, or only by first-time, full-time freshman status in Tableau ©.  

Procedure	

 The study employed an untreated control group design with dependent pre-test and post-

test samples. Criteria for this study was first-time, full-time enrolled freshman. Qualified 

students were non-randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups based on advising 

attendance. The intended method of analysis was then to find effect sizes of the advising 

treatment using Cohens Eta Squared. 

Study 3: Delphi Design 

 This study is the result of a need for expert opinion. Since the researcher was not an 

academic advisor and there was need for a resultants model to implemented, it was imperative 

that academic advising experts and their structured opinions be included. A Delphi study 

satisfied this requirement.  

 This type of study is a widely used method for gathering data from respondents within 

their domain of expertise. It uses group communication that employs a convergence, consensus, 

or integration of opinions on a topic using questionnaires. Within this structure, there are 

multiple iterations allowing participants to reassess and refine a product. Typically, most Delphi 

studies will use three to four iterations. Using the Delphi Study framework design proposed by 

Hsu and Stanford (2007), the study incorporated four iterations. The following is a brief 

explanation of how each iteration was performed: 
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• Iteration 1: Open-ended and/or structured questionnaire exploring the components of 

advising and evaluation. In this, panelists described what areas of advising they believe 

needed evaluation. 

• Iteration 2: Panelists were asked to review a summary of items from the first iteration. 

They also ranked and weighted them in order of importance. 

• Iteration 3: Panelists were provided an opportunity to make clarifications of both the 

information and their decisions of the relative importance of the items.  

• Iteration 4: In the fourth and often final round, the list of remaining items, their 

ranking/ratings, minority opinions, and items achieving convergence, consensus, or 

integration were distributed to the panelists for final refinements. 

 Experts included a director of an undergraduate advising unit, a pre-medical advisor, a 

general advisor whose focus was on student communication, a general advisor who performed 

research on retention, an administrative assistant who had more than 40 years of experience 

within advising, and a graduate student advisor. 

While the administrative assistant was not an academic advisor, the individual was in 

charge of assigning students to advisors on a weekly basis using multiple criteria including, but 

not limited to, status, student ability as found by the university, conditionally admitted students, 

pre-professional students, student earned level and student GPA. The opinions of this person, 

along with longitudinal experience, were necessary in ensuring that any resultant tool would be 

considered useful. Barring this participant, other individuals in the sample had a typical load of 

500-600 assigned students per semester. A suitable study was found by utilizing the Delphi 

technique construct developed by Hsu and Sanford (2007). 
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Population	

The overall population of advisors at the Midwestern university was considered for the 

Delphi study. By design, all participants were needed to complete the study in order to minimize 

bias. Additionally, the validity of the study was greater than if attrition was a factor.  

Sample		

Sampling frame S1 was drawn from within a Midwestern flagship university’s advising 

network. A purposeful sample (m = 6) was extracted from the frame to create a panel of experts 

to contribute to a Delphi study. Experts were determined by position within the hierarchy of the 

university, his or her publications focused in academic advising, the average advisor load, 

availability, and a study of student feedback.   

Procedure	 	 	

  All participants were provided a Delphi Study information sheet prior to beginning the 

questionnaire (See Appendix M). The Delphi study was completed in four iterations via 

SurveyMonkey ©. The construct for the first iteration of process were derived from a needs 

assessment given to the entire advising unit staff (n = 24; see Appendix J) as well as outcomes 

from the first two studies. In the first round, an open-ended questionnaire was administered, 

asking participants to provide their thoughts and opinions on which aspects of academic advising 

should/should not and could/could not be evaluated. The second round requested that 

contributors rank-order fifty themes derived from the previous iteration in order of priority of 
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evaluation. After the items were quantitatively examined by the percentage of agreement ratings, 

the third round asked partakers to specify reasons any of their choices were outside the 

agreement. A summary of all items was specified in a survey in the fourth round to provide an 

opportunity for panelists to revise their responses.  
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS, RESULTS, AND SYNTHESIS 

Outcomes from the descriptive study provided a reference point in regards to advisor 

knowledge of evaluation. Additionally, results from the second study provided indicators of 

advisor impact on student persistence, progression, and eventual retention. Finally, the Delphi 

Study assessed variables of advising deemed important and essential when viewed in the context 

of evaluation. The results from all three studies were then used to construct an evaluative model 

of advising. A timeline of events that informed one another is listed: 

 

Figure 3. Flow Chart of Research Events 

Research Question 1: What is the extent of knowledge of program evaluation within the 
academic advising field? 

As previously stated, the purpose of this question was to gauge the extent of knowledge of 

program evaluation within the academic advising field. The study design was descriptive.  
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Analysis 

Of the population, 55 individuals (approximately 40%) completed the survey. Since only 

descriptive statistics were used and the survey had the intended purpose of providing a baseline 

by which to measure standards, the analyses tool within SurveyMonkey © was used. While 

multiple roles were available for selection, respondents were evenly distributed amongst 

undergraduate professional (65%), pre-professional (60%), and open access (40%), or a 

combination thereof. Advisors tended to use prescriptive advising the most in their practice 

(30%), followed by developmental advising (24%), and intrusive advising (17%). This 

distribution aligns with the degree of difficulty that these differing advising practices require. For 

example, intrusive advising requires advisors to proactively seek out students prior to their need 

for advising. Intrusive advising entails a great deal of time on the part of the advisor, 

consequently making it the least performed type of advising. Alternatively, prescriptive advising 

requires the least amount of time and can be replicated for similar types of students, such as 

many of those who are in a pre-professional program, as it requires that an advisor have a plan 

for success already defined. 

 An overwhelming majority of respondents (75%) denoted that assessment and evaluation 

were similar terms. While both practices have similar and overlapping components, follow up 

questions that asked advisors to signify a best method in a given data collection or impact latent 

situation provided indicators that advisors interchanged assessment and evaluation consistently. 

A qualitative analysis using NVivo 10 © found that assessment and evaluation were used 

interchangeably to describe similar definitions or to explain similar circumstances, while 
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research was used in defining both assessment and evaluation. The frequency of terms can be 

measured by the size of the words given in a word cloud using the software package Wordle ©. 

 

Figure 4. Word Cloud Displaying the Importance by Size and Delineation of Assessment, 
Evaluation and Research. 

A separate analysis was performed with the removal of the key terms “assessment,” 

“evaluation,” and “research.” The terms were omitted to display wording that described the three 

terms, providing an indicator that all three methods were viewed as data-driven and could be 

used in practice yielding needed information.   

 

Figure 5: Word Cloud Displaying the Importance by Size and Negation of Terms Assessment, 
Evaluation, and Research. 
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Results from both word clouds provided a basis for survey questions administered in the 

Delphi Study. Additionally, the results of the latter word cloud were used in providing 

foundational themes for a checklist (see Evaluative Academic Advising Checklist).  

Outcome  

 The descriptive study overwhelmingly indicated a lack of understanding when 

differentiating between evaluation and assessment (see Appendix K). A strong indicator that 

academic advisors interchange the terms “assessment” and “evaluation” to primarily describe the 

former term exists. Additionally, academic advisors had a great deal of difficulty separating the 

criteria that indicate “research” and those that indicate “evaluation.” Moreover, 40 percent of the 

sample assumed that percentages were a measure of impact. After the study was completed, 

participants were provided descriptions that delineated “evaluation,” “assessment,” and 

“research” influenced by Mathison (2007). 

Research Question 2: What aspects of impact on student growth and development can be 
measured through the evaluation of academic advisors and academic advising programs? 

While not all aspect of academic advising can be measured or are even known, the 

purpose of this study is to find indicators of the impact of advising upon progression, persistence, 

and retention using a quantitative design. A list of possible indicators was derived from the 

second iteration of the Delphi study (see Appendix H), consisting of what advisors considered to 

be important criteria that affected student progress through their collegiate experience, which 

would eventually lead to graduation, hopefully in their intended field of study. 
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Analysis 

Using the package Matching and MatchIt in R (see Appendix I), students were matched 

on four differing variables including gender, ethnicity, residency status, and earned student level. 

First, the data were matched using the nearest neighbor algorithm to ensure that any treated unit, 

or student, was closest with regards to distance measure; this ensured that each unit receiving 

treatment was matched with one unit in the control group and those without similar scores were 

discarded.   

 A general linear model was then used to estimate the propensity scores using logistic 

regression. Effect sizes with ANOVA were performed on the semester data sets to gauge impact 

when comparing advising and progression using the package granovaGG.   

Table 2: Effect Sizes by Term 

Transition 
Aggregate 
(F/S/J)* 𝜂" FTFT** 𝜂" 

Fall 2012 to 
Spring 2013 0.042 Small effect 0.042 Small effect 
Spring 2013 to 
Fall 2013 0.036 Small effect 0.137 Medium effect 
Fall 2013 to 
Spring 2014 0.052 Small effect 0.120 Medium effect 
Spring 2014 to 
Fall 2014 0.000 No effect 0.010 No effect 
Fall 2014 to 
Spring 2015 0.076 Small effect 0.104 Medium effect 

*F/S/J – Freshman/Sophomore/Junior Status 
**First Time Full Time Freshman 
 

 While outcomes from this study were not directly used, it provided support for advisor 

impact on progression and thus answered the research question. This was a fundamental 
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indicator that evaluative criteria should be created in order to measure and interpret advisor and 

program effects. Therefore, there existed a need for an evaluative model. 

Outcome 

 While mitigating factors influence progression, it is clear that academic advising 

influences retention. This influence is especially prevalent when focusing on first-time, full-time 

freshman. Additionally, as shown in tables 1, 4, 7 and 10 in Appendix F, first-time, full-time 

international students were affected as well. Barring a great influence on students who identified 

themselves as Pacific Islander in spring 2013, the tables (Appendix F) indicated no influence of 

academic advising by race. Tables 4 and 10 specified some influence earlier on in-state and out-

of-state students. A subgroup analysis of the aggregate data found that Caucasian students were 

influenced the most by advising while there was no impact on the progression of Native 

American students. Results indicated that female students were impacted more than males, 

especially those in the pre-professional fields such as Pre-Law, Pre-Medicine, Pre-Health 

Professions, Pre-Business and Pre-Engineering. 

In sum, outcomes suggest that academic advising has an effect on student progression. In 

particular, the advising center had a greater effect in retaining first-time, full-time freshman 

students for progression than students in a grouping of freshman, sophomore, and junior-earned 

levels. Possibly due to chance, advising for transitions between spring and fall terms display 

negative effects for F/S/J and null effects for FTFT. Along with other mitigating variables, such 

as abilities of students and attrition of students after completion of the first year, this result may 

have occurred as summer sessions were not delineated as a covariate.   
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Table 3: Effect Sizes of Academic Advising on Student Progression by Term 

Transition Aggregate 
(F/S/J*) 𝜂"*** FTFT**  𝜂"*** 

Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 0.042 Small effect 0.042  Small effect 
Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 0.036 Small effect 0.137  Medium effect 
Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 0.052 Small effect 0.120  Medium effect 
Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 0.000^ No effect 0.010^  No effect 
Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 0.076 Small effect 0.104  Medium effect 
Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 0.000 No effect 0.003^  No effect 

*F/S/J – freshman, sophomore, junior status 
**FTFT – first time full time freshman 
***𝜂" was the measure of effect size for ANOVA using scale (Cohen): 0.02 ~ small 
effect, 0.13 ~ medium effect, 0.26 ~ large effect 
^ p-value insignificant 

Research Question 3: What evaluative model can be created to gauge the impact and effect 
of academic advising on student progression, persistence and retention using the five 
domains of the Learner-Centered Psychological Principles? 

 This study used experts in the field with differing expertise, experiences, and academic 

backgrounds. The diversity provided multiple viewpoints both within and outside of the 

academic advising unit. Though the variety of opinions was great, all advisors agreed on many 

criteria that they believe needed to be evaluated to measure impact on student progression, 

persistence, and retention. 

Results from both studies informed the construction of the Delphi study. The descriptive 

study provided a list of descriptive words that influenced what questions were asked in this 

study. For example, as “data” was a largely used terminology, questions in the first and second 

iteration were oriented towards the collection of what advisors considered data points (see 

Appendix G).  
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Response Sets 

The Delphi study consisted of four iterations. Responses from each question were 

compiled prior to moving onto the next iteration. Each iteration narrowed response sets leaving 

only items that were agreed upon.  

Iteration 1: Areas of academic advising could be/should be evaluated. Responses from four 

 open-ended questions were collected. First, the importance of differing terms from the 

 responses derived from each question of the compiled data were displayed by size using 

 the software package Wordle ©. The word cloud provided an indication that participants 

 believed that students, advising, and advisors could and should be evaluated. The primary 

 reason for this was to ensure that what advisors deemed important would ultimately be

 used in an advising checklist. 

Analysis 

Using data from this study, statements were qualitatively examined from the first 

iteration using NVivo 10 ©. Qualitative data was analyzed in NVivo 10 © via a higher-level tree-

node format and common themes were found by constructing a tag cloud in the software package 

Wordle. Similar codes were combined to create these that informed the second iteration. The third 

iteration data was quantitatively examined by the percentage of agreement ratings using Fleiss' 

kappa (Average: 𝜅 = 0.62, 𝑝 = 0.03)	using the package irr in R indicating moderate agreement 

between the six participants. 
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Figure 6. Word Cloud Response for Items That Can be Evaluated. This image is derived from 
response set from the first iteration of the Delphi Study. 

 

 

Figure 7. Word Cloud Response for Items that Should be Evaluated. This image is derived from 
response set from the first iteration of the Delphi Study. 
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 A majority of advisors considered the evaluations of students to be of major importance. 

While advisors felt both practice and self-evaluations could be evaluated, they were viewed as 

less important that student evaluations. An additional outcome of this iteration is that advisors 

did not view all aspects of academic advising as needing to be evaluated. Overall, the results 

indicated that the impact of academic advising was measured through a focus on student success 

rather than advising practices. 

 

Iteration 2: Ranking 50 evaluative variables in order of personal/professional importance. Using 

variables calculated by frequency of usage in iteration 1 (see Appendix D), respondents 

ranked variables in order of evaluative preference.  

Iteration 3: Clarification, reordering and groupings. Outcomes from the second iteration were 

then sent back for verification after two weeks, allowing respondents to further consider 

their choices and to make any changes. No panelist chose to change their preferences. 

Iteration 4: Convergence and consensus. Variables were ranked using importance rankings (see 

Appendix H). Additionally, themes derived from the word cloud were provided to 

participants to compare and contrast with outcomes from the second iteration. Panelists 

were asked to use the consensus terms and the first iteration study thematic outcomes to 

find central groupings. These results would be used to further narrow utilizable data for 

model construction. 

 Founded on how advisors viewed the initial iteration of questioning (see Appendix G) 

and possibly through differing experiences and backgrounds, there was a moderate agreement 

between participants on what themes were most important for evaluation. Table 1 (Appendix H) 
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describes the initial outcome variables that were chosen by the panel. Each variable was assigned 

a weighted mean score calculated by multiplying the agreement and weight amongst all advisors. 

From that, the list needed to be reduced. The primary reasoning for this was strictly for 

utilization purposes. Since these variables would ultimately be used to construct an evaluation of 

advising checklist, the researcher decided that a reduced number of topics would be more likely 

to be used within advising units.  

 Upon inspection of the weighted means, the researcher theorized that a near normal 

distribution fit would be a sufficient method to display the data. Using the peak of the 

distribution as a cut score would reduce the number of variables based on a threshold. A Cullen 

and Frey graph provided a means of testing this theory.  

 

Figure 8. Possible for Distributions for Summary Means. 
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From the graph, possible distributions included Weibull, Gamma, and Normal as they 

were the perceived to be the closest to the observation, or the kurtosis, and squared skewness of 

the sample. After fitting all three models (see Appendix J), all appeared to fit the data well via 

the QQ-Plot. However, the Gamma appeared to be a bit better, especially when focusing on the 

tail ends. This was verified by calculating the AIC of all three fits where Gamma (370.1502) had 

a slightly lower fit value than both Weibull (372.1086) and the Norm (374.3672). Thus, the mean 

was used as criteria for inclusion and exclusion. 

 

Figure 9. Weibull fit for Delphi Outcome Data. 
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Figure 10. Norm fit for Delphi Outcome Data. 

 

 

Figure 11. Gamma fit for Delphi Outcome Data. 
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The data was trimmed to reflect the top benchmark agreement average of 25.74. With 

this, a majority of criteria agreements were used in the construction of the evaluative model of 

advising and the corresponding checklist. Surprisingly, in general, the greater the weight given to 

an area within advising, the lower an agreement score between advisors was found.  

Model Construction 

While the primary utilization of the results from the first study were to gain an indication 

of advisors’ understanding between assessment, evaluation, and---to some degree---research, a 

secondary use was to inform how the model was constructed. The outcome illustrated terms and 

themes that were important to advisors, hence both the Delphi Study and the model used such 

wording. The wording allowed the model to be understood and utilized by advisors with little 

need for referencing of terminology.  

With the second study, the primary focus was on the impact of advising elements. 

Outcomes of the quasi-experimental design showed that there were effects of advising sessions 

based on and upon the advisor, advisee, and the methodology of the practice of advising derived 

from the primary themes of the first study, informing the outcomes of the model as well as a 

need for it as well. 

In the third study, participants were able to use the themes resulted from the first study 

with the consensus themes in the third iteration to define groupings. Stages, criteria, and 

indicators listed in Table 4 display the results of this task.  
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Framework and Model 

The academic advising framework for conducting evaluations of advising programs 

focuses on ensuring proper methodology. The framework is summarized in the figure below. The 

model is further described in a checklist, which may be utilized by advising departments. The 

initial criteria used in construction was derived from the trimming described in the previous 

section.   

 The 30 criteria that fall within the defined benchmark were first partitioned into pre-

advising labor and knowledge, within advising session and post-advising. Then, within those 

sets, indicators further delineated each criterion.  

Table 4: Allocation of Delphi Study Survey Outcomes  

Stage Criteria Indicators 

Pre-advising labor and 
knowledge 

Pre-Advising Timely communication from 
advisors with students 
Years of advising experience 
Advisor training programs 

 Historical Evidence The accuracy of information 
  Low income students success 
  Probation students success 
  The impact of developmental courses 
 Research Questions Interventions on student outcomes 
  Percentage of advisees who enroll 

  
The measurable amount of students 
advising 

Within advising session  Meeting Interactions Content of advising session 

  
Remedying certain early warning 
indicators 

  

Removing enrollment holds 
Effectiveness of advising for students  
with admission requirements for their 
majors 
Number of meetings with students 
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Post-Advising Advisee Impact Persistence 

  
Appropriateness of enrollment 
advising for student progress 

  Timely course registration 
  Removal of course enrollment holds 
  Retention 
  Changing majors 
  Progression 

  
Advising knowledge/learning 
outcomes 

  

First generation student’s success 
Academic success 
Measurable qualitative dimensions 

 Advising Impact 
Advising actions (i.e. action items or 
advisee) 

  Remaining in good standing 

  
Student's perceived satisfaction of  
advising received 

 Advisor Impact Outreach/Follow-up with advisee 

  

Following through on referrals 
Development/Refinement of best 
practices 
Accountability for student success 

   
 

The model (Table 4) described three stages of the evaluation of advising: elements of pre-

advising, within advising, and impact factors of post-advising. Each stage can be evaluated 

separately as a component of the advising process as derived from responses from participants 

within the Dephi study. Within the element of the pre-advising stage, advisors collect all relevant 

information and develop questions prior to an advising session. The evaluation of this stage is as 

important as the advising session itself, as a lack of relevant information about a student may 

lead to ineffective advising sessions or even student attrition (Creamer & Scott, 2000).  The stage 

is divided into three components: pre-advising, historical evidence, and research questions.  
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Within pre-advising, advisors ensure that all items that contribute to the advising 

experience are available. This may include current schedule, paperwork, or program plan. Along 

with current documents, historical evidence may be necessary to effectively advise a student, 

especially regarding a future course of action. This may include any documentation relating to 

previous grades and schedules, holds and flags, as well as activities and prior notes if available. 

Finally, an advisor may have questions regarding a student that may need further research. 

Typically, these are overarching concerns beyond the content of the in-advising session, 

requiring resources beyond an advisor’s knowledge base, such as student hold requirements and 

graduation determination.  

During an advising session, the three primary components of program evaluation are 

measured. Merit refers to the quality of the session viewed through lenses of advisor delivery and 

interaction, as well as the information given and its alignment with university practices and 

policies, and student assistance, though at times the latter two criteria may not be in tandem. An 

example of this may be when a student may only have funding for one more year of schooling, 

but is required to take classes beyond that in order to qualify for graduation. Significance relates 

to the importance of the in-session experience. Questions relating to the meaning and effect on a 

student with regards to information being given and processed, personal growth and acceptance, 

and practicality are all feasible. Additionally, the advisor’s impressions of these criteria are 

important for personal reflection and understanding of the meeting. Furthermore, an important 

aspect is also answering what behaviors and interactions are actually occurring within sessions. 

Indicators such as how advisors help students feel welcomed, cared for, engaged, challenged, 

and motivated can address this criteria. 



54 

 

 

 

For the last stage involving the impact factors of post-advising, effects of advising 

session(s) are observed and studied through three modes: advisee impact, advising impact, and 

advisor impact. How any advising session impacts an advisee must be the primary concern since 

the treatment is for student progress; impact can be measured in multiple ways including, but not 

limited to campus involvement, retention, progression, and persistence, and graduation. From the 

perspective of a student, the immediate impact of an advising session may be measured on 

proper class recommendations, sequencing options, and path explorations. The primary measure 

for advising impact is typically regarded with how the session effects other units. For example, 

some international students must be advised through multiple units, including an undergraduate 

advising unit and another unit whose chief purpose is to ensure that those students have 

proficiency in English. The advising of class sequencing may conflict between the two units if 

collaboration is not a concern. Finally, and possibly an overlooked criterion, is that of advisor 

impact. Though advisors grow professionally through conferences and training, practice and 

experience propagates personal and professional growth. What questions, concerns, skills, and 

understandings that an advisor learns from any advising session may be measured as well, 

enabling feedback and development of the practice not only individually, but also as a whole. 
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Figure 12. Framework for Evaluating Academic Advising Programs 

Evaluative Academic Advising Checklist 

Pre-evaluation Phase: Considerations 

• Pre-Advising Considerations 
o Research Questions  

⇒ Provide a list of all questions you would like answered. 
o Advisee impact (questions addressing how a student or students 

respond to advising – e.g. reactions, satisfaction, understanding)    
o Advising impact (questions related to the effect and impact upon a 

student or students’ progress – e.g. activities, progression, 
graduation) 

o Advisor impact (questions concerning how an advisor prepares 
for, administers, and reacts to advising – e.g. advice, 
communication, notes)  

o Program impact (questions regarding how a program as a whole 
effects retention – e.g. comparisons, direct effect, short, medium, 
and long-term outcomes) 

o Historical Evidence Considerations 
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⇒ Identify all aspects of historical evidence for ensuring high evaluative 
capacity 

o Previous student aspects (e.g. course load, GPA, ability) 
o Previous documentation (e.g. holds, flags, review of notes)  

• Evaluation Phase: Merit, Worth and Significance of Advising 
o Subject Matter Knowledge 

⇒ Knowledge of common content  
o Understanding of policies (e.g. familiarity of school and program 

policies and procedures) 
o Knowledge of courses (e.g. memorization of courses and 

sequences and proper administration of said criteria) 
⇒ Knowledge of specialized content 

o  Awareness of specificities (e.g. comprehension of how courses 
and classes differ based on various covered content areas and 
teaching styles) 

⇒ Knowledge of horizon content knowledge 
o Knowledge of curriculum (e.g. in-depth knowledge of topics and 

content of each available course and how those classes span entire 
programs, schools, and institutions)  

 

o Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
⇒ Knowledge of Students 

o Knowledge of learner oriented environments (e.g. intuition of 
what students may know and what they may be already perplexed 
by) 

⇒ Knowledge of Teaching  
o Realization of students’ learning styles and abilities (e.g. 

advising based on the understating of student’s abilities of learning 
and differing content delivery methods) 

⇒ Knowledge of Curriculum 
o Knowledge of student activities (e.g. understanding how 

curriculum affects student lives outside of the classroom) 
o Knowledge of assets (e.g. familiarity of instructional resources 

available for student success) 

Post-evaluation Phase: Analysis 

• Results  
o Satisfaction Outcomes  

o Stakeholder satisfaction (e.g. student satisfaction with advising 
sessions) 
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o Student sponsor satisfaction (e.g. parent or guardian satisfaction 
with student progress) 

o Advisor self-satisfaction (e.g. advisor is aware that he or she has 
influenced a student’s academic career) 

o Statistical Impact Factors 
o Effect (e.g. impact of advising on student progression, persistence, 

and retention) 
o Comparison (e.g.  contrast of advising outcomes between and 

within departments possibly across institutions) 

Compatibility 

Models	and	Methods	

 The checklist and model provides a framework for the evaluation of a practice known as 

academic advising. In fact, results of the three studies indicate a complex system whose effect 

cannot be easily measured by the simple satisfaction studies (e.g. Henkel, 2000; McFarlane, 

2013; Weston, 1994) outlined in Chapter 2. In fact, Pietras (2010) used hierarchical OLS 

regression and binary regression techniques to describe how satisfaction with advising does not 

indicate any data about student retention. Other studies that found a positive statistical 

correlation between advising and retention prompted precursor work toward answering if any 

effect between academic advising and student progress existed. Using precautions outlined by 

Grites, Gordon & Habley (2008) and Chiteng (2014), the second study employed a quasi-

experimental design. Additionally, since it was found that at least one non-descriptive, 

statistically sound methodology had been used to study advising effectiveness, including 

structural equation modeling of a student attrition model and advising (Cabrera, Nora and 

Castaneda, 1993), the second study also used effect sizes to describe advising impact. 
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The evaluative model and checklist is not built on a single advising model, thus when 

studying advising model implementation such as centralized, decentralized, and shared 

structures---which inherently share the same characteristics---implementation is seamless. 

Additionally, regardless of practice approach, the model and corresponding checklist may be 

used. For example, within developmental advising, the approach is utilized to enable students to 

explore careers, define academic goals, and delineate paths towards said goals (Jeschke, Johnson, 

& Williams, 2001). As a result, the tactic has a secondary outcome that has helped students to 

become empowered, autonomous learners of university policies and procedures. While the first 

stage is the same regardless of practice, the primary criteria are measured through the second 

stage and the ancillary results can be done so using the third stage. 

 Another example of an advising approach is that of prescriptive advising. This is a 

traditional method which is informational in nature, providing what courses and sequencing are 

needed to finish a program plan, program, and/or major (Jeschke, Johnson, & Williams, 2001). 

As simplistic as this approach is, the measurable outcomes can once again be evaluated though 

all three stages where the treatment is gauged in stage two, while the primary effect is allocated 

to stage three.  

A final example is that of intrusive, or proactive, advising. This method requires that 

initial contact is made by an advisor rather than a student (Jeschke, Johnson, & Williams, 2001). 

An initial study showed that this type of advising had a positive effect on student retention and 

degree completion rates (Vander Schee, 2007). Though the study lacked enough of a sample size 

for generalizability or statistical power, all three stages are able to address the effect of the 

method and to verify if the outcomes are true. 
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The	Egg	 	

 Foundationally, the evaluative model and corresponding checklist is built on the TPACK 

model. In this, advisors must have a firm grasp of the content knowledge of courses, a basic 

pedagogical knowledge of any subject area---at minimum being able to describe what 

encompasses a class----and sequence or major. Additionally, advisors must be versed in 

technological knowledge of advisor tools and analytical software used to keep records and 

provide applicable information in student and advisor decisions. Advisors must be able to 

combine these components by using (1) technological, pedagogical knowledge via advising what 

technological components are necessary in classes and in communication, (2) technological 

content knowledge in how using recommendations---and possibly predictive analytics---informs 

and reinforces advising decisions, and (3) pedagogical content knowledge demonstrating the 

advisor’s understanding that the delivery of university policies and procedures is a student 

learning process that may be accomplished using various modes. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND SYNTHESIS 

As academic advising has been denoted as a form of teaching, (Crookston, 1994), the 

evaluation of the practice of academic advising was almost nonexistent or tended to be 

interchanged with assessment (e.g. Creamer & Scott, 2000; Cuseo, 2008; Gordon, 2008; Lynch, 

2000; Robbins, 2009; Troxel, 2008).  In fact, within the academic advising community, 

evaluation is defined as being “centered around the performance of the individual academic 

advisor, while assessment is concerned with the academic advising program and services overall, 

primarily the achievement of student learning outcomes (SLOs)” (Robbins & Zarges, 2011). This 

description was virtually contradictory to the definition given by Patton (1997) who stated that 

“program evaluation is the systematic collection of information about the activities, 

characteristics, and outcomes of programs to make judgments about the program, improve 

program effectiveness, and/or inform decisions about future programs.” Such disparate 

definitions of “evaluation” within academic advising make the practice one that has been 

previously difficult to implement in the field.  

 To find if academic advising is effective and creates impact with student development 

and learning, an evaluation of practices is necessary. The purpose of this study is to begin to 

bring evaluative standards within the academic advising community using university retention 

and persistence efforts as a measure of impact. Two primary modes were created to accomplish 

these tasks: (1) First, an argument for the necessity for evaluative standards within the field of 
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academic advising must be developed and (2) secondly, the construction of a preliminary 

evaluation model was necessary.  

Summary 

This research was divided into three parts intended to lay a foundation for the 

construction of an evaluation tool for academic advising. The first study was descriptive in 

nature, providing indicators for the fundamental understanding between evaluation, assessment, 

and research within academic advising, which in turn supplied information as to how complex or 

simple the evaluation tool should be. Based on the results of the study, the tool should be 

relatively simplistic in nature in order for utilization to occur within academic advising.  

The second study was quantitative in nature, utilizing a single group pre-test/post-test 

quasi-experimental design. The sole purpose of this research was to measure if academic 

advising influenced student progress---namely in progression---persistence, and retention. As 

results indicate, there is a small to moderate effect on student groups and progress through their 

matriculation. The basis of the entire aggregate study was influenced by the results of the second 

study. If the results had described that academic advising negatively impacted student 

progression, the construction of the study would have been different, in that the research 

questions would have asked what factors academic advising influenced; this may have led to a 

goal-free evaluation. 

 The third and final study was that of a Delphi study design. A selected panel of six 

advisors spanning differing backgrounds and practices were chosen not at random. Through four 

iterations, they eventually provided a list of suitable criteria and indicators that would be used to 

layer the model.  
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The model and checklist were created to provide academic advisors with a list of criteria 

and indicators that will help them evaluate their own advising departments or units. While the 

checklist is a living document since advising continually evolves, it encompasses the thoughts 

and opinions of influential and award-winning academic advisors who are respected within and 

outside of the targeted university. 

Synthesis 

 At the very heart of the model are the Learner-Centered Psychological Principles. 

Advisors attempt to help students become successful and often autonomous learners. They use 

methods through practice to support students in creating goals from various informational 

sources, personal and professional experiences, and making sense of student data via a belief 

structure derived from their own opinions. Advisors also assist learners to create meaningful 

goals aligned with their personal desires and educational ambitions. Additionally, they assist 

students in obtaining and developing knowledge by approaches such as inquiry and open 

communication, often resulting in an organization of university information and developing a 

course in their personal path toward graduation and beyond.  

 Besides knowledge acquisition, compartmentalization and analysis, effective advisors 

tend to provide a nurturing environment in which to develop trust with individuals and build 

short- to long-term relationships, sometimes existing after a student departs from an institution. 

Within this, they are also expected to address and work with students in varying emotional states, 

at times using discourse to nullify a negative situation or referring them to other agents of the 

university that can further assist them. Furthermore, this learning environment affords students 
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the opportunity to pursue interests cultivated from personal desires and fosters creativity, all 

while exploring multiple academic paths and scenarios, facilitating enthusiasm and drive.  

None of these criteria are effective if advisors are not able to understand their audience. 

This includes an ability to read and assess students prior to a meeting, throughout an advising 

session, and when synthesizing notes and creating outcomes. While creating a perception of a 

student is important, to accurately learn about them requires the ability to socialize with respect, 

support, and open communication, developing a sense of trust and self-esteem. 

Limitations 

 First and foremost, there is a lack of methodologically sound quantitative, qualitative, or 

mixed method studies dedicated to the impact of academic advising on students. Therefore, 

while this study may clearly be the first--or one of the first---of its kind, it does not have the 

added benefit of a strong literature foundation. Additionally, this study occurred at a single 

institution. While the university is recognized for its dedication and focus on academic advising, 

a single body does not predict or assume to generalize results across the entirety of academic 

advising. Within the institution, not all advisors from all units were able to participate in either 

the descriptive or Delphi studies, which may have led to increased bias as differing advising 

units often see specific, stratified sets of students, and corresponding advising methodologies can 

differ. The second study was only conducted using data from the Fall term 2012 to the Fall term 

2015, primarily due to of a lack of sufficient data prior to that time. Moreover, analysis was not 

performed on advising notes, which may have altered the acceptable students that were tested.  
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 Furthermore, many institutions lack a central academic advising unit, or only have 

faculty who are also academic advisors. While these individuals or sets of individuals may 

benefit from this study, the method in which they interact and address students differs by design 

and environment. It is also important to note that advising is still a maturing field on the cusp of 

shifting from an anecdotally based field to one founded on empirical evidence. However, there is 

a possibility of some resistance to use the tool presented in this study, as proper research 

methodologies are not often employed within the field. Utilization of the tool and the test of its 

validity may take longer when compared to fields that have a history of empirical studies. A 

great deal of empowerment evaluation, or providing units with tools to monitor and evaluate 

their own departments, may be administered to propagate the usage of the tool. 

Further Research 

 There is a need for further research within the evaluation of academic advising. 

Primarily, there must be a cultural shift within academic advising from that of practice founded 

on anecdotal evidence to that of empirically based findings. This study provides an initial 

framework for such a shift, but it testing must occur in the field to assess its validity.  

Additional types of evaluations of academic advising are also necessary not only within 

institutions, but across institutions as well. Though this study provides an initial indication of the 

impact of academic advising on student progress, a goal-free evaluation will provide researchers 

with information about all of the effects of advising, including those that may be unknown. This 

is especially important, as academic advising units often not only interact with a large population 

of students, but also with service departments.  
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Furthermore, an associated study such as cost-benefit analyses may be sensible after 

discovering if an advising unit does indeed create an impact on student retention. This may 

address the need for a greater number of advisors. Based on findings from the National Survey of 

Academic Advising (Carlstrom, 2013), in 2011 the average case load for large academic 

institutions, or those with at least 24,000 students, was 600 students per full-time advisor; this 

was followed by 333 students per advisor for medium sized, or those between 6000 and 23,999 

students, academic institutions followed by 233 students per advisor for small, or less than 5999 

students, academic institutions.   

While this study provides an indication of the evaluation and effectiveness of academic 

advising, the model and corresponding checklist must be tested in practice. Though the initial 

model is derived through multiple iterations of various studies, its validity and reliability must 

also be verified, which may be accomplished by the implementation of the evaluative model and 

checklist within multiple units and over multiple semesters. Furthermore, a separate component 

testing academic completion and failure such as a survival analysis, or analyzing the expected 

duration of time until one more events happens, would enhance the model as well. In this case, 

cohorts may be studied using a survival analysis where the event of concern would most likely 

be if a student withdrew from a university. 

From this research, there is an indication that advising does indeed affect student 

progression, but it may also affect other areas of student lives. Since academic advisors are 

advocates, teachers, and sometimes mentors, it is extremely likely that many other aspects 

outside of an academic environment are also influenced. Short-term, mid-term, and long-term 

outcomes may all be greatly shaped by academic advising.  
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Conclusion 

 The number of academic advisors is gaining momentum in the United States. With 

NACADA (2014) maintaining a growing membership load of 11,000 active members, the field 

is becoming theory-oriented (Williams, 2007). While the role of an advisor varies among 

individuals (National: The Global Community for Academic Advising, 2006), the number of 

essential academic advisors must grow as enrollment rates surge.  

 In fall 1990, the aggregate undergraduate enrollment in degree-granting postsecondary 

institutions was 12.0 million students. In 2012, this number improved to 17.7 million and is 

projected to increase to 20.2 million by 2023 (Kena et al, 2014). Furthermore, according to the 

NACADA 2011 National Survey of Academic Advising, the median advisor load is 296 students 

to a single advisor (Carlstrom & Miller, 2013).  Thus, to maintain this median, the number of 

utilized academic advisors must number above 68,000. 

 As the student body continues to grow in diversity (Franklin, 2012), how they are served 

becomes more complex. Reporting of single incidents and personal experiences, as well as 

individual and group assessments, while important, are insufficient to address the needs of 

students and to measure the impact and effect of academic advising on differing classifications of 

students or an aggregate populous.  

 This notion of measuring impact and effect begs the question: Must the field of academic 

advising accept evaluation and research as standards? The question about differences between 

academic advising and research is driven by the idea that advising is an interdisciplinary field 

and is therefore grounded in multiple foundations. As advising matures as both a profession and 

an academic discipline, this question may be used to explain how academic advising is defined. 
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Appendix B: Matching R Code 

PSM using nearest neighbor method for MATCHIT package and multivariate matching using 
Mahalanobis distance via the MATCHING package in R 
 
MATCHIT code: 
 
mydata <- read.csv("~/Documents/Dissertation WMU/Current/Numbers/Hub/*.csv") 
attach(mydata) 
library(MatchIt) 
m.out =matchit(advising~sex+level+ec+res, data = mydata, method = "nearest", ratio = 1) 
plot(m.out, type = "jitter") 
plot (m.out, type = "hist") 
summary(m.out) 
 
MATCHING code:  
 
current<-read.csv("~/Desktop/Hub/*.csv") 
library(Matching) 
glm1 <-glm(current.formu, family=binomial, data=current) 
current.formu <- advising~sex+level+ec+res 
summary(glm1) 
ps1 <- fitted(glm1) 
Y1 <- current$retained 
Tr1 <- current$advising 
rr1 <- Match(Y=Y1, Tr=Tr1, X=ps1, ties=FALSE) 
summary(rr1) 
matches 
<_data.frame(Treat=current[rr1$index.treated,'retained'],Control=current[rr1$index.control,'retai
ned']) 
library(granovaGG) 
print(granovagg.ds(matches)) 
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Appendix C: Survey Items 

1. Please denote what type of advising you perform (select all that apply). 
a. Undergraduate pre-professional 
b. Undergraduate open access 
c. Undergraduate professional 
d. Graduate 
e. Other (please describe) 

2. Do you adhere to a specific type of advising model? [If yes/Maybe not Not sure…skip to 
3. Otherwise, skip to 4] 

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Maybe or Not sure 
d. Not applicable 

3.    What type of advising model do you use (select all that apply) 
a. Intrusive 
b. Prescriptive 
c. Developmental 
d. Not applicable 
e. Other (please specify) 

4. Of the four choices below, please select the term that is synonymous with assessment. 
a. Research 
b. Data collection 
c. Evaluation 
d. None of the above 

5. Consider the following situation:  A director wishes to gather information about the 
practices of some of his/her advising staff to measure the number of students seen. What 
should he/she be doing? 

a. Researching their practice 
b. Assessing their practice 
c. Evaluating their practice 
d. None of the above 

6. Consider the following situation:  A director wishes to gather information about the 
practices of some of his/her advising staff to measure advisor impact on student retention. 
What should he/she be doing? 

a. Researching their practice 
b. Assessing their practice 
c. Evaluating their practice 
d. None of the above 

7. Consider the following situation:  A director wishes to gather information about the 
practices of some of his/her advising staff to measure advisor utilization of advising 
models. What should he/she be doing? 

a. Researching their practice 
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b. Assessing their practice 
c. Evaluating their practice 
d. None of the above 

8. If you wanted to judge the quality of your advising, would you 
a. Research your advising 
b. Assess your advising 
c. Evaluate your advising 
d. None of the above 

9. If you wanted to judge the worth of your advising techniques, would you 
a. Research your advising 
b. Assess your advising 
c. Evaluate your advising 
d. None of the above 

10. If you wanted to judge the importance of your advising on student persistence, would you 
a. Research your advising 
b. Assess your advising 
c. Evaluate your advising 
d. None of the above 

If you believe that there is a difference between research, assessment and evaluation, please 

describe them below. If not, please state it. 
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Appendix D: Top 50 Utilized Variables Resulting from Iteration 1 of Delphi Study 

Table 1 

Unranked variables in alphabetical order 
Academic intervention models (email, holds, etc.) 
Academic success 
Acceptance into graduate programs 
Advising actions 
Advising knowledge 
Advising outcomes 
Advising practices 
Appropriateness of enrollment advising for student progress 
Changing majors 
Content of advising session 
Declaring majors 
Degree completion 
Departmental structure 
Effectiveness for student demographics 
Effectiveness of advising for students with admission requirements for their majors 
First generation students success 
Following through on referrals 
Graduation rates 
Hand-holding students 
Interventions on student outcomes 
Length of meetings with students 
Low income student's success 
Low test scores 
Mode of appointments 
Number of e-mail message 
Number of meetings with students 
Other advisors' morale 
Outreach 
Percentage of advisees who enroll 
Persistence 
Probation students 
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Progression 
Registering for courses 
Remaining in good standing 
Remedying certain early warning indicators 
Removing enrollment holds 
Retention 
Student determination 
Student GPA 
Student independence 
Student self-efficacy 
Student worth 
Student's perceived satisfaction of advising received 
Students in lower ability bands 
The accuracy of information 
The impact of developmental courses 
The volume of students advise 
Timely communication from advisors with students 
Timing of advising session 
Utilization of early warning variables 
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Appendix E: Separation of Evaluation and Research 

Table I 
 
Evaluation and Research within Academic Advising 

Criteria Delineation between Evaluation 
and Research 

Generality to Academic Advising 

Purpose 

Evaluation: Particularizes Describes detailed findings of a 
research study on academic advising.  

Research: Generalizes Application of study finding to other 
academic advising units. 

Design 

Evaluation: To improve Outcomes define needs of academic 
advising programs. 

Research: To prove Establishes if some item within an 
academic advising unit is occurring or 
exists. 

Offering 

Evaluation: Provides a foundation 
for value judgments 

Designates the status of merit, worth 
and/or significance of an academic 
advising unit or a product of that unit. 

Research: Provides a foundation 
for determining conclusions 

Defines fundamental criteria 
necessary for inferring deductions 
about the status of an academic 
advising unit or a product of that unit. 

Question 

Evaluation: Asks so what? Inquires about the inputs activities, 
outputs outcomes and impact of an 
academic advising unit or its 
components.  

Research: Asks what’s so? Probes general questions regarding 
change and status of an academic 
advising unit or its components. 

Scope 

Evaluation: Investigates the extent 
of effectiveness in comparison to 
standards. 

Examines and determines the measure 
of impact and effect of an academic 
advising unit and./or its components 
on others. 

Research: Unpacks and describes 
a framework or construct.  

Outlines, defines and describes how a 
program or unit within an academic 
advising program functions. 

Focus 
Evaluation: Assesses value. Process indicates aspects of an 

academic advising program that are of 
significance to stakeholders. 
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Research: Describes status. Reports of outcomes and conclusions 
define results as they appear through 
scholarship.   

Construct derived from Mathison (2007) 
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Appendix F: GLM Modeling Outputs 

 

 
Figure 1. Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 advising versus retention output for F/S/J after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 advising versus retention matching output for F/S/J after 
GLM Modeling. 

 

 
Figure 3. Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 advising versus retention matching output summary statistics 

for F/S/J after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 4. Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 advising versus retention output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 5. Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 advising versus retention matching output for FTFT after 

GLM Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 6. Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 advising versus retention matching output summary statistics 

for FTFT after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 7. Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 advising versus retention output for F/S/J after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 8. Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 advising versus retention matching output for F/S/J after 

GLM Modeling. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 9. Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 advising versus retention matching output summary statistics 

for F/S/J after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 10. Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 advising versus retention output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 11. Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 versus retention matching output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 12. Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 versus retention matching output summary statistics for 

FTFT after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 13. Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 advising versus retention output for F/S/J after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 14. Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 advising versus retention matching output for F/S/J after 

GLM Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 15. Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 advising versus retention matching output summary 

statistics for F/S/J after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 16. Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 advising versus retention output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 
 

 
Figure 17. Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 versus retention matching output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 18. Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 versus retention matching output summary statistics for 

FTFT after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 19. Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 advising versus retention output for F/S/J after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 20. Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 advising versus retention matching output for F/S/J after 

GLM Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 21. Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 advising versus retention matching output summary 

statistics for F/S/J after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 22. Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 advising versus retention output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 23. Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 versus retention matching output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 24. Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 versus retention matching output summary statistics for 

FTFT after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 25. Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 advising versus retention output for F/S/J after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 26. Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 advising versus retention matching output for F/S/J after 

GLM Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 27. Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 advising versus retention matching output summary 

statistics for F/S/J after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 28. Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 advising versus retention output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 29. Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 versus retention matching output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 30. Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 versus retention matching output summary statistics for 

FTFT after GLM Modeling. 
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Figure 31. Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 advising versus retention output for F/S/J after GLM 

Modeling. 
 
 

 
Figure 31. Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 advising versus retention matching output for F/S/J after 

GLM Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 32. Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 advising versus retention matching output summary 

statistics for F/S/J after GLM Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 33. Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 advising versus retention output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
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Figure 34. Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 versus retention matching output for FTFT after GLM 

Modeling. 
 

 
Figure 35. Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 versus retention matching output summary statistics for 

FTFT after GLM Modeling. 
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Appendix G: First Iteration Questions Provided to Participants of Delphi Study 
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Appendix H: Ranked Variables Resulted from Iteration 2 of Delphi Study 

Table 1 
Ranked variables in order of importance by least mean score  
Theme Weight Mean score 
Persistence 8 
The accuracy of information 11 
Appropriateness of enrollment advising for student progress 13 
Content of advising session 13.67 
Advising outcomes 13.67 
Timely communication from advisors with students 14.33 
Retention 14.33 
Changing majors 15.33 
Advising actions 15.33 
Remedying certain early warning indicators 16.33 
Remaining in good standing 17 
Low income student's success 17 
Probation students 18 
Outreach 18.67 
Interventions on student outcomes 18.67 
Student's perceived satisfaction of advising received 19.67 
Academic intervention models (email, holds, etc.) 20.33 
Progression 20.67 
Advising knowledge 22 
Registering for courses 23 
Following through on referrals 23.33 
Percentage of advisees who enroll 23.33 
The impact of developmental courses 23.33 
Removing enrollment holds 24.33 
The volume of students advise 24.67 
First generation students success 24.67 
Effectiveness of advising for students with admission requirements for 
their majors 25 
Number of meetings with students 25.33 
Academic success 25.5 
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Number of e-mail message 26.67 
Effectiveness for student demographics 27 
Student self-efficacy 27.33 
Student determination 27.67 
Graduation rates 28.67 
Declaring majors 29.33 
Timing of advising session 29.67 
Students in lower ability bands 32 
Low test scores 33.33 
Length of meetings with students 34 
Acceptance into graduate programs 34 
Utilization of early warning variables 34.5 
Student GPA 34.67 
Advising practices 34.67 
Student independence 38.33 
Degree completion 38.67 
Mode of appointments 41 
Student worth 44.33 
Other advisors' morale 44.33 
Departmental structure 48 
Hand-holding students 49.5 
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Appendix I: Raw Matches 

 
Figure 1. Distribution of propensity scores (F/S/J Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 semesters). 
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Figure 2. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (F/S/J Fall 2012 to Spring 
2013 semesters). 

 

 
Figure 3. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(F/S/J Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 semesters). 
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Figure 4. Distribution of propensity scores (FTFT Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 semesters). 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (FTFT Fall 2012 to Spring 
2013 semesters). 
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Figure 6. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(FTFT Fall 2012 to Spring 2013 semesters). 
 

 



116 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Distribution of propensity scores (F/S/J Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 8. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (F/S/J Spring 2013 to Fall 

2013 semesters). 
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Figure 9. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 
(F/S/J Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 semesters). 

 

 
Figure 10. Distribution of propensity scores (FTFT Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 semesters). 

 

 
Figure 11. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (FTFT Spring 2013 to Fall 

2013 semesters). 
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Figure 12. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(FTFT Spring 2013 to Fall 2013 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 13. Distribution of propensity scores (F/S/J Fall 2013 to Spring 2013 semesters). 
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Figure 14. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (F/S/J Fall 2013 to Spring 

2013 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 15. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(F/S/J Fall 2013 to Spring 2013 semesters). 
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Figure 16. Distribution of propensity scores (FTFT Fall 2013 to Spring 2013 semesters). 

 

 
Figure 17. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (Fall 2013 to Spring 2013 

semesters). 
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Figure 18. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(FTFT Fall 2013 to Spring 2013 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 19. Distribution of propensity scores (F/S/J Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 semesters). 
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Figure 20. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (F/S/J Spring 2014 to Fall 

2014 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 21. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(F/S/J Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 semesters). 
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Figure 22. Distribution of propensity scores (FTFT Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 semesters). 

 

 
Figure 23. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 

semesters). 
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Figure 24. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(FTFT Spring 2014 to Fall 2014 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 25. Distribution of propensity scores (F/S/J Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 semesters). 
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Figure 26. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (F/S/J Fall 2014 to Spring 

2015 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 27. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(F/S/J Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 semesters). 
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Figure 28. Distribution of propensity scores (FTFT Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 semesters). 

 

 
Figure 29. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (FTFT Fall 2014 to Spring 

2015 semesters). 
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Figure 30. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(FTFT Fall 2014 to Spring 2015 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 31. Distribution of propensity scores (F/S/J Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 semesters). 
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Figure 32. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (F/S/J Spring 2015 to Fall 

2015 semesters). 
 

 
Figure 33. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(F/S/J Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 semesters). 
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Figure 34. Distribution of propensity scores (FTFT Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 semesters). 

 

 
Figure 35. Histograms of propensity scores before and after matching (FTFT Spring 2015 to Fall 

2015 semesters). 
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Figure 36. Results showing the effectiveness of the nearest neighbor propensity scores matching. 

(FTFT Spring 2015 to Fall 2015 semesters). 
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Appendix J: Needs Assessment 
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Appendix K: Output of Descriptive Study Analysis 

 

Figure 1. 

 

Figure 2. 
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Figure 3. 

 

 

Figure 4. 
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Figure 5. 

 

 

Figure 6. 
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Figure 7. 

 

 

Figure 8. 
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Figure 9. 

 

 

Figure 10. 
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Appendix L: Response Set for Descriptive Study 
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Appendix M:  Delphi Study Information Sheet 

Building an Evaluation Model of Academic Advising’s Impact on Progression, Persistence 
and Retention within University Settings  - Delphi Study 
 
Thank you for your consideration regarding participation in this Delphi Study. In this short 
document, there will be a description of a Delphi Study as well as the benefits and potential 
drawbacks that may come as a result of you assuming the role of a panelist. Foremost, while 
your participation is solicited, it is strictly voluntary. Your name will not be associated in any 
way with the research findings unless you so denote otherwise. Your identifiable information 
will not be shared with anyone else unless (a) it is required by law or university policy, or (b) 
you give written permission. You may also choose to not participate at any time without 
recourse. Should you have any questions or concerns, please notify Abhik Roy at xxx@xx.xxx at 
your earliest convenience.  
 

The Delphi Study 
This is a widely used method for gathering data from respondents within their domain of 
expertise. It uses group communication that uses a convergence, consensus, or integration of 
opinions on a topic using questionnaires.  Within this structure, there are multiple iterations that 
allow participants to reassess and refine a product. Typically, most Delphi studies will use three 
to four iterations.  
 
Using the Delphi Study framework design proposed by Hsu and Stanford (2007), this study will 
incorporate four iterations. A brief explanation of each iteration is included: 
 

• Iteration 1: Open-ended and/or structured questionnaire exploring the components of 
advising and evaluation. In this, panelists can describe what areas of advising they 
believe need to be evaluated. 

• Iteration 2: Panelists are asked to review a summary of items from the first iteration. 
They should also rank or rate them in order of importance. 

• Iteration 3: Panelists are provided an opportunity to make clarifications of both the 
information and their decisions of the relative importance of the items.  

• Iteration 4: In the fourth and often final round, the list of remaining items (if any), their 
ranking/ratings, minority opinions, and items achieving convergence, consensus, or 
integration are distributed to the panelists for final refinements. 

 
Benefits and Potential Disadvantages 

Benefits:  

• Panelists have a utilization-focused product. In this case, panelists will have informed and 
helped to create the first defined evaluative model for academic advising. 
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• Panelists remain absolutely anonymous revealed only to the researcher. With regards to 
this study, panelists will not be identified at all, even to each other. 

• Panelists have the opportunity to afford their opinions/needs onto a content area. With 
regards to academic advising, panelists will have created an artifact that targets what they 
believe needs evaluated in advising. This will resonate with any person or unit that 
decides to employ the evaluative model or any derivation thereof. 

 
Potential Disadvantages: 

• Timing between iterations: There exists a potential of days to weeks between iterations. 
This is solely dependent on the completion and analysis of each previous iteration. 

• Timing within iterations: The amount of time necessary for completion of each iteration 
is dependent on numerous factors including the depth of opinions of panelists and the 
complexity of criteria. 

• Union of opinions: As the construct of the study is limited, not all opinions can be 
represented in the model. This may make panelists feel uneasy and/or perceived that their 
views are unimportant. However, also by the construct, at minimum some of the opinions 
of any panelists must be included. 

• Identification: Though extremely unlikely, there always exists a chance that members on 
the panel could be identified.  

 
Reference 

 
Hsu, C. and Sandford, B. (2007) The Delphi Technique: Making Sense of Consensus. Practical 
Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 12(10), 1-8.
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