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 In order to reach aspirational levels of influence within academic advising in higher 

education, it is necessary to consider the historical evolution of academic advising, analyze the 

current body of knowledge related to academic advising, and define the elements of excellence 

in academic advising.  Within this understanding of the scholarship of academic advising and the 

vision of advising excellence, the advising community must assess the impact and influence of 

advising on student learning and success to continue to be integral to the higher education 

mission.  This paper provides an overview of academic advising in higher education through an 

international literature review and a national survey design analysis and will explore how student 

learning outcomes of academic advising can be further researched and assessed in the future. 

Historical Overview 

Academic advising has historically had a role in the academic process; however, until 

recently, that role was peripheral and undefined.  Himes and Schulenberg (2016) highlighted four 

areas of the field of academic advising with “lasting ramification on the status and practice” (p. 

36): 
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Prior to 1870, advising was an unrecognized activity. Between 1870 and 1970, academic 

advising became more recognized but was not a process that was fully engaged by the 

academic community. Between 1970 and 2003, academic advising started to emerge as a 

credible practice (Frost, 2000; Kuhn, 2008). From 2003 to present the process of 

academic advising has evolved into a more intentional practice with formal definition, 

learning outcomes for students and advisors, defined roles and assessment protocols 

(Cate & Miller, 2015) (p. 36).  

Academic advising has evolved from prescriptive and transactional to a practice centered on 

teaching with direct and indirect student learning outcomes based on scholarly research. 

 Given the recent attention to academic advising on university campuses, it may be 

assumed that the role is relatively new. However, inquiry into the scope of influence and 

responsibilities has appeared in the scholarly literature for decades. A foundational work 

addressing the emerging benefits of academic advising is often attributed to O’Banion (1972), 

having described advising as “a process in which advisor and advisee enter a dynamic 

relationship respectful of the student's concerns. Ideally, the advisor serves as teacher and guide 

in an interactive partnership aimed at enhancing the student's self-awareness and fulfillment" (p. 

62). Few positions on a university campus have embraced the concept of “partnership” more 

than academic advising, and over the years, a number of professional organizations have taken 

an active interest in the practice and praxis of the work.  

 As curricula became more complex and external accountability toward demonstrable 

learning and completion became more visible, academic leaders have sought more effective 

interventions for students related to their academic success and personal growth. Concurrently, 
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faculty members have felt the pressure to excel in all areas of academic life: teaching, research, 

and service. While the largest overall percentage of academic advisors across higher education in 

the United States is still faculty members, at large universities the largest number of academic 

advisors are full-time staff employees, now called “primary-role advisors” (Himes & 

Schulenberg, 2016, p. 10).  

There is great variance, however, with regard to the specific roles and expectations that 

academic advisors play across higher education, even on a single campus. In some academic 

departments or units, for example, academic advisors serve in a transactional role, as experts in 

institutional policies and procedures related to degree completion, but with little opportunity to 

interact with individual students around academic planning and goal setting. In other academic 

departments and units, academic advisors serve in a deeper capacity and become more reference 

“teaching” intentionally invested in the lives of students. This inconsistency in professional role 

expectations both across and within higher education has led to challenges in assessing the 

impact and influence of the intended outcomes for students.  

While many individual departments and units have included the academic advising 

function within their institutional effectiveness initiatives, the results rarely find their way into a 

larger academic conversation about student learning and development. In fact, Habley (2009) 

reported that “…to date, a unique and credible body of knowledge is nonexistent, evidence 

supporting the impact of advising is insufficient, and a coherent and widely delivered curriculum 

for advising is currently unavailable” (p. 82). The question to be asked, then, especially for large 

research institutions who utilize primary-role advisors most heavily: What evidence would be 

sufficient to support the impact of advising?  

  3



 Academic Advising Literature Analysis 

In response to Habley’s (2009) argument, a project is currently underway to capture the 

state of knowledge related to the impact, context, and theoretical underpinnings of academic 

advising. A research team is in the first phases of a content analysis of 15 years of scholarly 

literature directly related to academic advising (Troxel, Grey, Rubin, McIntosh, & Campbell, 

2018). The results have not yet been fully released, but preliminary analysis has revealed that 

between the years 2002 and the first half of 2018, 702 peer-reviewed articles have been 

published in 140 academic journals (published in English) around the world (11 countries and 13 

“global” journals). About 35% of those are disciplinary journals (24 unique disciplines), with the 

remaining with overarching higher education focus. Only two journals are specifically devoted to 

academic advising, the NACADA Journal and The Mentor. The articles span all research 

paradigms and methodological design, with about two-thirds of the articles using a social science 

design and one-third employing a humanities-based focus. There is a fairly equal mix between 

qualitative, quantitative, and theoretical social science designs. As analysis of the literature 

continues, special attention will be given to the focus of the inquiry (topics, target student 

populations, and institution types), as well as the source of the problem statements.  

It is clear that scholarly inquiry is broad and deep in the area of academic advising. And 

yet, are the studies too context-specific to be generalizable and transferable to the larger 

conversation about the state of knowledge related to the impact and influence of academic 

advising on student success? A few national instruments have attempted such a task.  

 Responding to the variance of the roles and expectations that academic advisors fulfill, 

along with the complexity of determining what evidence is sufficient to support the impact of 
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advising, summarizing current literature on assessing academic advising provides more context 

to further strategize how to assess the impact of advising on academic excellence. As the 

academic and advising community starts to envision what academic advising will exemplify, an 

urgency has been placed on the importance of assessing the practice of academic advising and 

the role of academic advising in the learning process of student success.   

Overview of Assessment in Advising 

Historically, assessment of academic advising has focused primarily on satisfaction via 

student surveys and on transactional advising in which the number of appointments is measured. 

Recently the literature assessing academic advising has moved beyond merely focusing on 

advising satisfaction to researching the impact of advising on student success. For instance, 

Kohle & Fitzpatrick (2015) found that student satisfaction and advising is related to first-year 

retention and sophomore persistence to senior year, and Vianden and Barlow (2015) reported that 

quality academic advising was related to student loyalty, which may also connect to retention. 

Additionally, Soria (2012), found that satisfaction with advising was positively associated with a 

sense of belonging and, in part, retention. On a larger scale with 27,816 students at 65 four-year 

institutions, Schreiner’s (2009) research illustrated that first-year students are more likely to 

persist when advisors are readily available and approachable.  

Although these studies have found some positive correlations between academic advising 

and retention, Habley, Bloom, and Robbins (2012) share that the relationship between advising 

and retention is still unclear, and we need more scholarly inquiry on the outcomes of academic 

advising. Research beginning to focus on outcomes include Erlich and Russ (2013), who found 

that students had increased levels of self-efficacy and self-regulated learning through academic 
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planning, acknowledging the small sample size of 120 students at a community college. Young- 

Jones, Burt, Dixon, and Hawthrone (2013) reported that meeting with an advisor and advisor 

accountability (e.g. professionalism, availability and preparation) contributed to student 

responsibility, student self-efficacy, and perceived support. Finally, Smith and Allen (2014) 

implemented a multi-institutional study of 22,305 students, and found that students who 

connected with advisors reported higher on outcomes including knowing degree requirements 

and resources, and having clear educational plans. These research studies, focused on outcomes 

such as self-efficacy and educational planning, add deepened analysis to the relationship between 

academic advising and persistence, which leads to higher retention and completion rates.  

Analyzing Assessment of Advising 

In addition to scholarly research on advising assessment, it is important to consider how 

feedback on academic advising is assessed as part of national surveys, especially focusing on 

learning outcomes. While there are aspirational models available for intended outcomes of the 

academic advising “curriculum,” there are gaps in the landscape of standardized instruments 

often used to assess the impact of advising.  

It is critical to evaluate the impact of academic advising programs, policies, and 

interactions on campus through the lens of learning and development, and in particular, through 

the eyes of our most important stakeholders: our students. Historically, however, most survey 

instruments have focused more on “satisfaction” with advising than the intended outcomes of 

this academic relationship.  

Selected National Academic Advising Assessment Tools  
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The three surveys that include assessment of academic advising and are critiqued in this 

paper through the lens of the “Nine Conditions of Excellence in Academic Advising” are the 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), Driving toward a Degree Survey (D2D), and 

the Student Experience in the Research University Survey (SERU).  This analysis indicates that 

we are at the beginning stages of assessment and there is significant work remaining to provide 

comprehensive national assessment of academic advising. 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) 

 The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is a survey to assess student 

engagement, as measured by the time and effort students devote to educationally purposeful 

activities, and how four-year higher education institutions provide and promote educational 

opportunities. The purpose of this survey, distributed to first year and senior students, is to assess 

student learning and personal development gained as the result of their college experience. In 

2013, new topical modules were added including one on academic advising, which is included in 

the analysis in the next section (National Survey of Student Engagement, n.d.). 

Driving Toward a Degree Survey (D2D) 

 As part of a larger collaboration between NACADA: The Global Community for 

Academic Advising, the Babson Survey Research Group, and a number of other higher education 

stakeholders, Tyton Partners administered surveys in 2015, 2016, and 2017 to assess and 

establish a baseline for the state of academic advising, organized under the Driving Toward a 

Degree (D2D) initiative. Each iteration of the D2D survey focuses on a specific topic or concept 

related to advising (Tyton Partners, 2017). Tyton Partners released the 2018 version of the D2D 

survey, emphasizing the assessment of the use and value of technology in academic advising, as 
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well as a snapshot of the structure, policies, and perceived effectiveness of academic advising on 

respective campuses. Unlike the NSSE, which is administered to students, the D2D survey is 

administered to institutional administrators, faculty, and staff. 

Student Experience in the Research University Survey (SERU) 

 The Student Experience in the Research University Survey (SERU) is an online, census 

survey, focused on the experiences of students enrolled at research universities with the goal “to 

promote and enhance evidence-based management and provide a path for institutional self-

improvement” (UC Berkeley Center for Studies in Higher Education, 2018, para. 2). The survey 

asks all student participants to report their experiences through responses to a core block of 

questions. Respondents are then also randomly assigned questions from additional modules. 

There is one question related to academic advising in the core block asking students to assess 

their level of satisfaction with advising provided by faculty, school or college staff, and 

departmental staff.   

Advising Assessments related to Conditions of Excellence in Academic Advising 

 The conceptual model for evaluating each of the included surveys is the Nine Conditions 

of Excellence in Academic Advising (EAA). Though still in pilot stage, the EAA provides 

standards of excellence for advising programs, intended to help institutions with assessing, 

evaluating, and improving academic advising on their campuses. The nine conditions are: 

Institutional Commitment; Learning; Advisor Selection and Development; Improvement and the 

Scholarship of Advising; Collaboration and Communication; Organization; Student Purpose and 

Pathways; Equity, Inclusion, and Diversity; and Technology Enabled Advising (NACADA, 

2018). 
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 While gathering stakeholder feedback using surveys addresses only indirect measures of 

experiences, they can be a useful tool to capture snapshots of effectiveness through the lens of 

those most closely involved. The Nine Conditions provide a framework for evaluating the 

explicit and implicit foci of existing surveys on academic advising. 

Institutional Commitment 

 This condition states that “academic advising is a shared responsibility integral to the 

students’ educational experience and the institution’s teaching and learning mission. This 

commitment begins with an institutional academic advising mission statement that is informed 

by the values and beliefs of the institution. Both widely understood and articulated in 

institutional documents, this statement informs practice as well as the administration, 

organization, delivery, and assessment of academic advising” (NACADA, 2018, para. 1).  

While D2D does include several questions regarding institutional leadership, the survey 

does not address the heart of the institutional commitment condition of excellence. The D2D 

survey has no items that address the development and promulgation of an institution-wide 

mission statement for advising. As both the NSSE and the SERU are aimed at understanding 

student’s self-reported experiences, neither survey included questions that examined institutional 

leadership of advising, or the connections between advising and the institution’s teaching and 

learning mission. 

Learning 

 The learning condition states, “Excellent advising programs also establish curriculum, 

pedagogy, and student learning and developmental outcomes for academic advising throughout a 

student’s educational experience. Academic advising outcomes are aligned with the institution’s 
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curriculum, academic advising mission, and goals. These outcomes are systematically assessed 

and refinements are made based upon documented assessment results” (NACADA, 2018, para. 

2).  

Assessing basic levels of the “learning” condition assumes a developmental, 

transformative approach to the academic advising relationship, as opposed to a strictly 

transactional set of responsibilities. The NSSE instrument addresses student experiences through 

a broad framework of educationally related behaviors, and does not specifically seek input 

regarding formal academic advising, but rather, the ways and means that students seek academic 

advice. 

In a more sophisticated effort to assess the connection between the academic advising 

question connected to student learning outcomes, Mu and Fosnacht (2016) explored the 

relationship between academic advising services and senior students’ self-reported grades and 

self-perceived gains. Using 2014 NSSE survey data from 24,443 students at 156 bachelor 

degree-granting institutions, self-perceived gains were gathered from the answers to the 

following question: how much has your experience at this institution contributed to your 

knowledge, skills, and personal development in the following areas? (1) Writing clearly and 

effectively, (2) Speaking clearly and effectively, (3) Thinking critically and analytically, (4) 

Analyzing numerical and statistical information, (5) Acquiring job- or work-related knowledge 

and skills, (6) Working effectively with others, (7) Developing or clarifying a personal code of 

values and ethics, (8) Understanding people of other backgrounds (economic, racial/ethnic, 

political, religious, nationality, etc.), (9) Solving complex real-world problems, and (10) Being 
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an informed and active citizen. The results for senior students who reported seeing his or her 

advisor at least once in the past year were analyzed.   

The findings from this study indicate a positive relationship between advising 

experiences and grades and self-perceived learning. Additionally, a stronger relationship existed 

between advising and self-reported gains than grades. These results suggest a crucial connection 

between academic advising and student learning, and that academic advising interactions perhaps 

impact academic performance, and even more importantly, impact student learning. 

The D2D survey includes a number of items that reference achievement of institutional 

goals, assessment of learning outcomes, and application of metrics and predictive analytics, as 

perceived by academic advisors, advising administrators, and academic leadership. The SERU 

survey, lacks items regarding the possible relationship between student learning and academic 

advising, focusing more on satisfaction with advising services. 

Advisor Selection and Development 

 This EAA Condition states that institutions should “employ effective selection practices, 

professional development, and appropriate recognition and rewards for all advisors and advising 

administrators. Institutions and/or units establish clear expectations and requirements for 

advisors as well as systems for formative and summative feedback to advisors” (NACADA, 

2018, para. 3. D2D offers little information, other than broad inference, regarding “advisor 

selection and development.” The D2D survey has no items that address advisor selection, 

professional development, formative and summative feedback for advisors, salary scales, or 

retention of quality academic advisors.  Since the NSSE and SERU, are student engagement 

surveys, there are no items focused on advisor selection and development. 
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Improvement and the Scholarship of Advising 

 This condition states, “Institutions committed to systematic assessment and evaluation 

recognize the complexity of the educational process and its theoretical underpinnings. They 

operate under the principles of ongoing, evidence-based plans for assessment of both advisors 

and advising programs. Members of the academic advising community are both critical 

consumers of, and contributors to, the scholarly literature, including the effects that advising can 

have on students and the role of advising in higher education” (NACADA, 2018, para. 4).  

The advising assessment in NSSE asks students to evaluate whether advisors were 

helpful, as measured by: the advisor’s availability to the student; the advisor’s ability to provide 

information; and the advisor’s ability to assist students with understanding deadlines, policies, 

academic support resources, courses, and special opportunities for engagement. The focus is 

mostly on transactional advising rather than transformative academic guidance. 

The D2D survey gathers indirect evidence from key stakeholders (primary role advisors, 

faculty advisors, advising administrators regarding the structure and approach to academic 

advising on the respondent’s campus, as well as the perceived effectiveness of the programs and 

services related to advising. The D2D does not specifically reference the theoretical 

underpinnings of pedagogy, learning or advising. There are also no items that provide 

information on advisors as “consumers of and contributors to the scholarly literature” on 

advising. 

For the SERU, the survey attempts to assess the level of student satisfaction with 

academic advising. The focus is on transactional practices.  

Collaboration and Communication 
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 The “Collaboration and Communication” condition states: “Effective academic advising 

requires coordination and collaborative partnerships among all units across campus. These 

partnerships foster ongoing communication and promote resource sharing. A collaboratively 

developed strategic communication plan, inclusive of all institutional stakeholders, involves 

frequent and intentional exchanges of information and ideas, is routinely reviewed and updated, 

and advances a shared aspirational vision for academic advising across all units” (NACADA, 

2018, para. 5).  

Several items in the D2D survey directly or tangentially relate to communication and 

collaboration among advising and student support units across campuses. For example, 

respondents are asked to use a sliding scale to respond to the statement, “Strong communication 

channels exist between stakeholders to facilitate collaborations of student supports,” and to the 

statement, “Student supports at my institution are holistic (i.e., interconnected across the student 

experience).” Respondents also are asked to identify the top three barriers to improving advising 

at their institution. Among the response choices are “Poor accountability for academic advising 

outcomes,” “Lack of coordination across departments,” and “Lack of understanding of link 

between academic advising and student success.” While none of the items in the survey directly 

address whether institutions have collaborated across units to develop a strategic communication 

plan that advances a shared vision for advising and that is routinely evaluated and revised, the 

survey does provide basic information about the effectiveness of communication and 

collaboration between advising units across campuses. With both of the student engagement 

surveys, the NSSE and the SERU, there are no questions that examine the collaboration or 

communication between campus units.  
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Organization 

  Several survey items address the issue of organization of advising programs. As defined, 

this condition states that advising programs must be “intentionally organized across the 

institution to meet the institutional academic mission, goals, and intended outcomes. The 

organization of academic advising must have structured leadership, appropriate resources, and a 

systematic approach to continuous assessment and improvement. The organizational structure 

supports the roles of all academic advisors, regardless of title” (NACADA, 2018, para. 6).  

Several items on the D2D provide information about the organization of advising across 

campuses. For example, using a sliding scale, participants are asked to respond to the following 

statements: “Clear lines of responsibility exist over student supports;” “Student supports redesign 

is a primary initiative in my institution’s strategic plan;” and “Overall, my institution 

successfully achieves an ideal advising situation to promote student success.” Participants are 

asked, “Is there one individual with overall responsibility for undergraduate advising at your 

institution?” Respondents are also asked to indicate the model that best describes the advising 

structure on their campus from among the following options: 

• Self-contained: All advising occurs in a center that is staffed primarily by primary-role 

advisors 

• Faculty only: All students are assigned to a department advisor, usually a professor from 

the student's academic discipline 

• Distributed: Students are assigned to a department advisor (usually faculty), but there is 

a central administrative unit with primary-role advisors to support the department 

advisors by providing resources and training 
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• Split: Advising is carried out by faculty in their departments, as well as primary-role 

advisors of an advising center responsible for a particular subset of students (e.g., those 

who are undecided on a major, freshmen, those on academic probation) 

• Other (Please specify).”  

In addition, D2D has several items that collect information about institutional goals related to the 

student and advisor interaction. Combined, these items provide robust data on organization of 

academic advising programs though far less data on the allocation of resources for advising and 

on institutional commitment to continuous assessment and improvement of advising. 

 Although the SERU asks about student satisfaction with different types of advisors 

(faculty advisors, department advisors, other staff advisors, etc.), there are no direct questions 

that examine the organization of advising at a given institution. The NSSE also lacks questions 

addressing the organization of academic advising. This is understandable since students would 

rarely, if ever, need to be involved with institutional structures and organizational models. They 

do, however, need to have access to their academic advisor(s) and know who to contact for 

academically related issues. 

Student Purpose and Pathways 

  This condition is defined as, “Effective academic advising directs students to explore and 

define their own purpose, goals, and curricular pathways to achieve learning and developmental 

outcomes. Curricular plans must be coherent, enrich students’ programs of study, and support 

their educational goals, career and life aspirations. Partners and key stakeholders collaboratively 

and closely examine all student transitions and develop policies and practices to overcome 

barriers and optimize learning and success” (NACADA, 2018, para. 7). 
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The D2D survey contributes considerable data related to this condition of excellence. 

There are multiple items in the D2D that focus on “guided pathways” which are defined in the 

survey “as courses in the context of highly structured, educationally coherent program maps that 

align with students’ goals for careers and further education.” In addition, there is an item that 

asks respondents to describe what they “address in a typical one-on-one academic advising 

session,” listing “Campus selection and registration, Review of degree audit/plan, Transfer credit 

review, Choosing a field of study, Career planning, Financial planning, Academic tutoring, 

Referrals to other student services, Developing habits of supports” as options for response. 

Further, the survey asks respondents “What are the top three challenges your institution is trying 

to solve through student supports?” and offers the following possible responses:  

• Students are not engaged across campus in social/extracurricular activities  

• Degree pathways are not clearly defined 

• Students’ lack of sufficient financial resources 

• Students’ lack of access to necessary information 

• Campus Course completion rates are below target  

• Degree completion rates are below target Term-to-term persistence rates are below target 

• Job placement rates are below target 

• Failing to achieve performance-based funding measures 

• Mobility rates are above target (i.e., the percentage of students who are new to or leave 

the institution)  

• Decline in enrollment 
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In aggregate, these items provide considerable information about the adoption, implementation 

and effectiveness of coherent curricular pathways that support students in achieving their 

learning, career and long-term goals.  

 While the NSSE and the SERU address student self-reports of academically-related 

behaviors, neither specifically focus on questions related to student purpose and pathways, which 

is a core component of students’ advising experience and is integral to student learning.  This 

outcome of advising is strongly recommended to be included in new surveys. 

Equity, Inclusion, and Diversity 

A critical gap with all the surveys is in relation to Equity, Inclusion and Diversity. The 

EAA Condition argues that 

Excellent academic advising demonstrates a commitment to the values and culture of 

inclusivity and social justice. It encourages individual and institutional conversations that 

promote understanding, respect, and honor diverse perspectives, ideas, and identities. 

Academic advising policies and practices reflect a commitment to equity, inclusion, and 

diversity (NACADA, 2018, para. 8). 

The D2D survey gathers feedback about institutional supports for various student sub-

populations, including “students of color,” “students with disabilities,” “Pell Grant-eligible 

students” and “international students.” It also prompts for practices that may be a part of first-

year retention programs, including “instilling a growth mindset.” Most of the instrument, 

however, addresses the practical focuses of the academic advising structure, especially focusing 

on the technological tools used to assist the process of advising at various stages.  
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In all three surveys there are no items explicitly related to diversity, inclusivity or social 

justice, which are fundamental to transformative academic advising.  Being more intentional 

about equity and inclusion is not only essential for academic advising, but for the entire higher 

education experience, especially with minoritized student populations (Bensimon, 2005). 

Technology Enabled Advising 

 The emergence of technology tools across higher education has been both positively used 

(allowing for more efficient communication, data analysis, and pedagogy, for example) and 

negatively implemented, especially with regard to connections with student information systems. 

The final Condition of Excellence purports that “Excellent academic advising incorporates 

appropriate technology to complement, support, and enhance advising practice” (NACADA, 

2018, para. 9.  

 While the NSSE focuses on a small set of items related to academic advising from a 

student lens, few of those are related to technology. The SERU focus on the student experience 

includes a specific set of items on “Technology and Learning” a review of SERU Research and 

Publications reveals no papers that focus on the subtopic of technology, nor do any focus solely 

on academic advising as an area of study (UC Berkeley, n.d.a).  

The strength of the 2018 version of the “Driving toward a Degree” (D2D) survey is its 

emphasis on assessing the use and value of technology in advising.  More than twenty items in 

the survey either directly or indirectly gather data on the integration of technology into advising 

practice, on metrics and predictive analytics that relate to advising and other student supports, 

and on the value of various technologies in increasing advising effectiveness and efficiency.  

“Technology Enabled Advising,” condition 9 in NACADA’s “Nine Conditions of Excellence in 
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Academic Advising,” advocates for the incorporation of “appropriate technology to complement, 

support, and enhance advising practice. This requires institutions to include academic advisors in 

the selection, delivery, and assessment of advising technologies. Institutions must provide on-

going training in the use and potential applicability of dynamic tools as a means to strengthen 

advising practice and culture.”  Most of the D2D survey technology-related items focus on which 

products are in use and for what purposes, providing insight into how technology is used “to 

complement, support and enhance advising practice.”  There are, however, no items that directly 

address the extent to which advisors and students are involved in the selection, delivery and 

assessment of advising technologies nor that solicit information about advisor training in the use 

of technology in their practice.    

 The D2D survey began in 2015 as a “supplier landscape” to capture the “evolution of 

planning and advising in higher education” (Tyton Partners, 2018, para. 2). As such, the 

subsequent surveys from 2016 to 2018 have maintained a significant focus on the use of 

technology in the process and practice of academic advising. This is not without controversy, 

however. As is the case of technologies used in instruction, the underlying element of effective 

teaching is pedagogy of learning. The use of technology in the classroom (either face-to-face or 

asynchronous) is viewed by educators as used for learning.  

 Steele (2018) argues that use of technology in academic advising properly addresses 

learning if:  

• They provide means for the advisor to organize new or existing content, internal or 

external to the institution, that is aligned with specific learning outcomes; 

• They provide means to evaluate students’ learning; and 
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• They offer secure communication tools that help advisors interact with students as 

they learn (p. 63). 

The emergence of technology tools in academic advising must be examined from a lens of 

quality: How can integrated, purposeful uses of technology allow for a deeper, more 

transformative interaction between student and academic advisor? How does the use of 

technology change the nature of the interaction if the transactional elements are more efficiently 

addressed by the tools available to the student? Future studies must focus on this trend in 

complex institutions. 

Conclusion of Advising Assessment Analysis 

In summary, current national surveys provide only a shallow view of the aspirational 

academic advising relationship. The NSSE and SERU instruments are focused on student 

experiences related to educationally-related behaviors, only part of which include where students 

go for academic advice, and the D2D survey assesses organizational aspects of advising from the 

perspective of faculty and staff. Regarding NSSE, some research has studied the impact of 

advising experiences on broad learning outcomes, but the connection of advising and student 

learning is absent within the NSSE advising module.  The SERU focuses on student satisfaction 

and only touches on learning, with a larger focus on satisfaction with services.   

The D2D touches on many of the Conditions of Excellence including Learning, 

Collaboration and Communication, Organization, and Student Purposes and Pathways, and 

Technology Enabled Advising, which is not surprising. Representatives from NACADA have 

been increasingly involved with the construction of that instrument. However, there are a number 
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of “partner organizations” involved in that project, so the survey attempts to capture issues 

relevant to each.  

Although this assessment is more comprehensive from an organizational perspective, 

additional work needs to be done to capture the complexity of large research institutions. For 

example, most advisors and advising organizations utilize various advising models rather than 

fitting into just one model.  Additionally, the Nine Conditions of Excellence in Academic 

Advising are still in pilot stage, with twelve institutions involved in determining the validity of 

the self-study process. More importantly, there is a need for better assessments available to 

research institutions that focus on student learning outcomes with direct measures, within a 

framework of inclusion and equity.  

Summary 

Overall, we are in the beginning stages of developing a robust scholarly body of 

knowledge about advising, and with assessing how academic advising impacts students learning 

and success. Systematic research on academic advising must go further than these national 

surveys attempt to go, beyond student satisfaction, transactional advising experiences, and 

simplified organizational structures and processes. It is time to more comprehensively explore 

the value and impact of the interactive partnership between advisor and student, to provide 

evidence of influence on student learning and success in higher education. Enhancing scholarly 

inquiry and assessment of advising are important strategies for academic advising to become 

even more integral in promoting enhanced student learning and educational outcomes at complex 

research institutions. 
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