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The Evolution of Advising in Support of Student Success, and joining us for that is Drew Allen who is a senior research scientist at the Community College Research Center. Drew, welcome to today's event. We're delighted to have you with us. Please begin.
Great. Great. Thank you very much for having me. I'm excited to talk a little bit about the research that the Community College Research Center has been doing, and certainly in partnership with a lot of the speakers, including Tyton Partners and others here. So, CCRC is really an independent authority on two-year colleges, based at Teachers College at Columbia. And it was founded about 20 years ago. And we've really been working to research and support understanding of issues affecting community colleges. There's a lot of work that happens among our research team that happens with the institutions themselves, as well as states, really to think about how to improve student success.
And so what we'll talk about is a little bit of our work over the last several years, looking at advising reform and the role that technology is playing. I want to start off by, first, talking about kind of our approaches or our kind of a way we think about the research in this place, our transformative change model, and really kind of thinking about advising redesign as part of this transformative change. And then I want to get to our research, some of our findings, some of the findings from our work I'm going to talk about today first as well, so, similar to the previous presenters, to get inside what we're finding. And then, depending on how much time we have, I can talk about what I see are the next phases of research in this area, really to try to understand what's going on at the institutions.

So, let me see. So, before talking about the transformative change model, just kind of to paint the landscape a little bit, and, more than anything, just to kind of give you insight about how we approach the research over the last couple of years, we've really focused on working with institutions, doing a lot of qualitative research, site visits, interviews, and some surveys to kind of pinpoint issues and challenges around degree planning technologies, those around coaching and advising, as well as early alerts and risk targeting, all within this larger framework. And as the presenters earlier, you know, talked about, the landscape right now is quite complex and much more nuanced and complex than what we're presenting here, but just to give you a framework of how we originally approached the research.

So, first, just kind of backing up a little bit and thinking about overall transformative change as a reform, we use this model really to think about how we started to look at advising. And -- sorry, just a second here. And a lot of this work came from Adrianna Kezar's work on how colleges change, and she defined change as those intentional acts which a particular leader drives or implements a new direction. So, she talked about really change agents as leaders. And so we took this approach and really we wanted to adopt it for our work with iPASS because -- and iPASS is really, a lot of our work, really looking at the role of technology within advising reform. We really think it had and has the capacity to firmly change the way that students experience college.

Getting there involves multiple steps, technology implementation, individual adoption at the campuses, but also the institutional functioning. And all of these core premises really bring us hopefully to a better understanding of transformative change. And so, in thinking about our approach in transformative change, we consider structural changes, process changes, as well as attitudinal changes. You can think of structural changes as changes to the design of systems, organizational structures, and business practices. Process changes are more of those individual engagement or interpersonal interactions with systems and business practices. And then attitudinal change really are changes in core, underlying attitudes, values, and belief.
And so we started from this perspective to look at advising redesign. Again, this started quite a few years ago, but we, in thinking about these buckets, first looking at structural changes, looking at assigned advisors, how caseloads are assigned, even how advisor job descriptions are really defined or redefined, as well as specific what we're calling intervention procedures here, but really what does new advising practices look like within the institution. The second around process really kind of gets to this idea of developmental advising and integrated questioning, advising as teaching models and others, as well as thinking about case management and note sharing. And then finally, looking at attitudes, student support as an institutional priority, and how advising goes beyond just basic course selection.
And we use these kind of categories to really structure how we ask institutions about how they've viewed advising on their campus and how it's changed over time. Surprisingly, a lot of individuals we talk to, whether it be administrators or advisors themselves, can identify these changes and how they're different, are pretty quick to understand how structural changes may be happening and how they may differ from process changes. Really, our goal is really to understand this because if a structural change occurs in the absence of a process or attitudinal change, individuals may not necessarily, you know, behave differently. If process or attitudinal change occurs in the absence of the structural changes, the institutional functioning may not necessarily happen or may not happen differently.

And so -- let's see -- so, really, you know, understanding how this has changed over time, and what we've tried to track is the evolution from advising really as advising as registration to a sustained and personalized support. And so based on some of our early research, looking at a handful of institutions who were considered early adopters around how you use technology as part of an advising reform, we helped develop and just think about the set model of advising, those sustained, just ongoing support rather than the inoculations approach. It's strategic, integrated, and proactive and personalized. So, students are receiving the support they need when they need it, from an individual who knows them well. So, really thinking about ideas around personalization. And so, you know, our initial research, and even our literature review has really helped set the stage for how we then approach this work and really wanted to understand how institutions are -- vary in the reform. So, I'll talk a little bit about our research and the phases of the work and some of the findings. 
Let's see. So, as you can see, hopefully you can read on the screen, it's a multi-phase research approach that we've really taken on here at CCRC. The first phase of our research was funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, and really sought to understand the processes through which these tools are implemented and adopted by end users. It was really the first attempt to get on the ground and really understand the experiences of institutions. And we focused on six essentially pre/post case studies, visiting colleges, really understanding what was going on. And that resulted in some understanding about what the role of leadership is like, as well as students' own general attitudes toward advising.

And some of the findings that we found from the student work is that the students actually preferred advising that takes and advising as teaching approach, and they really see advising as a resource that can help them learn, and they want to have an interactive relationship with the advisor. One of the students talked about not really wanting to get a message just saying to do something, but rather to get a question -- get asked a question about how they think things are going or what deadlines might be coming up, don't just give information but ask questions. 
We found that students were open to using technology for more formulaic advising services such as course registration, but they preferred in-person support, or at least a combination of in-person support along with technology for the more complex undertakings, such as planning courses for multiple semesters and refining academic and career goals. And so, you know, students didn't necessarily possess kind of an all-or-nothing attitude toward technology, but rather a lot of this initial research suggested that technology alone may be sufficient for some support functions but it really works best as a supplement to in-person advising and other contexts. And so that's really a basic view of our first set of work. 

The second phase really focused on these next kind of three circles that you see here, the KPI, implementation, and randomized control trial. And the second phase, again, funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, looked at a newer cohort of colleges and universities, 26 institutions, who were engaged in technology-mediated advising reform. So, the study built upon our further work really to look at outcomes from a quantitative standpoint. So, the KPI analysis looked at key performance indicators based on administrative unit record data across these institutions across time, really to try to understand what's going on as these students adopt technologies. And so this is something that's still in the early stages, but we're starting to at least establish trends and baselines for this work. 
Second is our implementation fieldwork. We're still conducting in-depth interviews and site visits, as well as survey work, really to understand how these institutions are rolling out the technologies and implementing these reforms. And then, finally, we are partnering with MDRC to conduct a randomized control trial at three institutions, really to look at access to technology as compared to access to the same technology but with holistic, personalized advising, so really not necessarily comparing institutions or students who are interacting with technology or adopting technology but really looking at the difference that additional holistic and personalized support on top of the technology really provides.

And so we're still in the process of looking at outcomes, looking at data, but some -- already some lessons that we've thought about and looked at from this work, one is really around lessons for scale. And so these are some of the three big takeaways. So, iPASS-mediated -- or technology-mediated transformation requires really a preexisting culture in which student success is everyone's responsibility. Second, these reforms have been most successful when colleges have a clear, actionable, and uniform vision of what they want their reform to look like. And this institutional transformation requires multi-tiered, aligned leadership, focused on a shared vision of transformative reform. 
So, another thing that we've started to look at are perceptions of these technologies by the end users. So, we've had several conversations with advisors and students about their experiences, and one of the things that's been, for us, most fascinating and I do see as an area of future work is really thinking about perceptions toward predictive analytics, especially among advisors. And so we're working on some research right now that will come out hopefully in the next month looking at perceptions. So, just a preview some of the results is that, overall, advisors, you know, not surprisingly, are both supportive and critical of predictive analytics. And I -- we tried to really -- to speak with a lot of advisors to understand how these opinions are formed.
And so what I have here on the screen are areas of -- areas where advisors are critical, kind of the top reasons, and they're listed in order of how prominent they are in these discussions. And so there are certainly concerns around the accuracy of predictions, that's actually the number one issue that was expressed in terms of concerns. Really the need for professional development and the lack of training also came up quite often. So, as we think about, you know, next steps and supports for institutions, this would be an area that we at CCRC are really interested in. But you see there are several types of reasons around being critical. You know, beyond the technical concerns about accuracy and validity, and even practical concerns, there are several advisor concerns that are voiced around just fundamentally the concept of predictive analytics, and so really trying to think about how the role of communication around these technologies can be improved and some of these concerns can be addressed.

Just very quickly, I think some of the more interesting work is based on variations by different implementation stage or job title. We didn't actually see a lot of difference in terms of perceptions across institutional sectors. So, we saw some of the same trends in the community colleges as the bachelor-degree-granting institutions. We did see variations based on the stage of implementation. So, the more deeply engaged in predictive analytics an institution was, the more critical the advisors became toward these technologies, the general trend seemed to be one of moving from initial curiosity about the predictive analytics and what it can do, and certainly some optimism, to more of a disillusionment after participants became actively engaged in using the predictive analytics. And these are kind of average overall takeaways, and certainly a variation within institutions and across, but that's one trend that we noticed.

Similarly, advisors were -- tended to be far more critical than administrators in institutions. So, advisors who were more actively engaged in a day-to-day basis using an interpreting predictive analytics were -- seemed to be more critical and cautious. And so those are just some of the key findings. I want to pause here. I know we're getting close to time. So, to open it up for questions, and I can also, if there aren't too many questions, I can talk about what's next.
Sure. Thanks, Drew. And audience, this is a great time to go ahead and post your questions. I did have one that came in, though. It's actually from our president, John O'Brien. He's wondering about how KPI information is shared across campus who sees them, are these primarily management tools or also a way to bring transparency to the initiative, or both?

Sure. So, you know, I think that's -- it's an evolving area. So, our work with KPI is essentially institutions internally collect certain data and certain outcomes that we've defined. And, in this case, in our work, record level data is submitted to us. So, largely, their administrative extracts that come to our researchers, and then ultimately, as part of our internal work, we do share out certain results, these are essentially aggregated data across time, to the institutions. And our overall reporting out based on our research isn't institution-specific but really tries to identify overall trends and do we see certain movement in outcomes based on when we know certain institutions adopted certain technologies.

I would say it's so early in the process, for our work anyway, to really even -- to think about some of the ways we could potentially share out some of this information. But I think it will be -- I would say some of our research on the ground has found that I think a lot of institutions would benefit from additional guidance and support around how internally you measure these outcomes, especially as it relates to the implementation of technologies. So, I would say that just thinking about how to share out not only the data resulting from this analysis but also just how one looks at the data and how you even interpret and use methodologies and try to link it to implementation across time would be useful.
Great. Thank you. And we do have a couple minutes if you want to just finish up this slide with us. I think that'd be great.

Sure. Sure. So, you know, one of the things that I see is really happening next is continuing to look at this idea of predictive analytics and perceptions, and how perceptions are varied across populations. I think that's certainly a work that we're interested in pursuing further but I think there's just a lot of opportunity in this space, and a lot of things that institutions can do really to take stock of the environment and really understand users' concerns from all levels as these technologies are rolling out. 
I mentioned that I think there's a lot of space for understanding outcomes. I think that's a very complicated project, but it's something I think institutions are eager to do, really to connect some of the short-term outcomes around these initiatives. So, connecting advisor satisfaction or student satisfaction or behavior, whether it's course-taking, patterns or something, connecting those to longer term outcomes, longer term retention outcomes and graduation. I think that's something that we're certainly interested in.

And also, for CCRC, I think there's a lot of potential in translating our experiences into tools that institutions can use, whether they be rubrics or institutional questionnaires, or things that an institutional IR office or set of really key personnel or administrator can use to help understand how their institution is faring. Most of what we hear is not unique to a single institution. So, I can post a link to a couple of tools that we've just put out for institutions, but I would say a lot of the work going forward will also include developing some of these tools.
Great. Well, thank you, Drew, for your time today. This was a great perspective to share with the community, so really appreciate your time. And now we are at the end of our Q&A segment and on to our first 15-minute break. We'll be back in 15 minutes past the hour. So, you know, take this time to maybe chat with the folks that are around the table with you or get some coffee or whatever you need to do. We'll be here in the room, though, if you have any questions about anything. And we'll see you in just a little bit. Thanks everybody.
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