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Estimated Agenda
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 1:00 –1:10: Introduction and Background

 1:10 -1:30: Part 1: Study Overview

 Why college is important & how students get in

 Frameworks for studying student persistence

 Results of study

 Recommendations and Issues

 1:30-1:45: Part 2: Maintenance of K-16 alignment

 1:45 –2:15 Questions and discussion



Learning Objectives
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 Understand theoretical considerations for development 
of K-16 assessment systems

 Understand implementation challenges that have hindered 
PASS from being successful

 Articulate suggestions for how PASS (or something like 
PASS) may 
re-envision itself to become in alignment with the Oregon 
New Diploma

 Understand the critical value of evaluation planning in 
program development



Part 1: Why college is important
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Benefits of a college degree
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 Individual level
 Moral, cognitive, and affective development

 Increased status and likelihood of employment

 Better health & a longer life

 Increased ability to critically participate in a democratic society

 Societal level
 Greater productivity & technological developments in a global 

market

 Lower welfare enrollments

 Lower crime rates

 Increased health of its citizens



Route to college graduation
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 Appropriate preparedness in K-12 

 Early information about postsecondary education 
options

 Support, encouragement, & getting ready behaviors

 Meet admission requirements

 Good transition & student-institutional fit

 Social & academic involvement

 Motivation to meet the goal

 Positive postsecondary experiences & continued 
enrollment 



How students get into college
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 Historical admission indicators

 High school diploma

 High school grade point average

 Carnegie units of instruction (e.g., 2 years/units of English)

 Standardized test scores

 Evolving admission indicator

 Proficiency: The ability to demonstrate applied knowledge in 

specific disciplines or subjects



High school diploma 
(Fowler, 2000)
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 1783-1830 (Young Republic): High school was a privilege 
for the White & wealthy

 1830-1900 (Rise of the Common School): Elementary 
school for the masses but high school still for the elite

 1901-1982 (Scientific Sorting Machine): Rise of 
standardized testing for creating tracks
 Time based credential

 Societal needs changed & demographics of the student changes

 Currently: 30-50% of all current college students need 
remediation



High school GPA
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 Relative to others in the school

 Incorporates non-academic components

 Emphasizes the GPA instead of learning 

 Grade inflation

 1960s: C+ or below grades outnumbers A‘s 2:1

 2002: 7 times as many A‘s as C‘s

 High grades have lost their value & students have 
inaccurate feedback about their readiness to enter 
college



Carnegie unit of instruction
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 No standardized curriculum or evaluation of learning

 No standardized course naming



Standardized test scores

11

 SAT originally envisioned as a equalizer for access to 
higher education

 Relationship between family income and SAT scores

 Differential scores by gender
 Under predicts female success and over predicts male success

 Differential scores by ethnicity
 Black-White test score gap: average 200 point difference 
(decreased to 81 points with ‗New SAT‘)

 School level effects—not individual level effects



Frameworks for studying 

educational processes

12

Primary & Secondary Education PostsecondaryEducation

Enter 

work 

force or 

continue 

(K-20)

College Choice
Aspiration, Search, & Choice

(Bishop, 1977; Chapman, 1981; Flint, 1992; 

Hossler, Braxton, & Coopersmith, 2003; Hossler & 

Gallagher, 1987; Litten, 1982; Radner & Miller, 

1970; St. John, Paulsen, & Starkey, 1996; Villella 

& Hu, 1990 )

Student Persistence
Entry characteristics, initial & 

continued goal commitment, initial & 

continued institutional commitment, 

academic integration, social integration, 

involvement, and outcomes 

(Astin; 1993; Berger & Milem, 1999; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1979; Stage & Hossler, 2000; Tinto, 1993; 

Williams, 1984) 

Most college choice & student persistence models 

donôt incorporate a K-16 perspective.



Student-Centered Theory of Persistence 

(Stage & Hossler)
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Conceptual Model of PASS

 Provide early 
preparedness feedback to 
students

 Ease transition to college 
through seamless system

 Provide OUS with a 
better indicator of 
preparedness—
proficiency
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Purpose of the Study & Research Questions
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 Determine whether students with PASS proficiency data had evidence of 
more successful student persistence-related outcomes than did students 
without PASS-related data. 

 Determine how the level of proficiency, measured by the Standard 
Proficiency Index (SPI), influenced persistence-related outcomes for 
students within the PASS Group. 

 Persistence-related outcomes:

 End of first year grade point average (FGPA)

 First-year retention

 Enrollment persistence

 Degree in 4 years, and

 Degree GPA



How the SPI is calculated
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English

Standard

Math

Standard

Science

Standard

Standards  

Submitted SPI

A B C D E F A B C D E F G A B C D

Example Student A 1 1 1 1 1 5 5

Example Student B 1 1 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 10 18

Example Student C 5 1 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 9 21



Methodology, Participants, & Data Sources
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 Ex-post facto experimental design

 Students with PASS proficiency data identified in spring 

2001 through PRP scholarship process

(270 Ā 182 Ā 166)

 166 Comparison Group students identified

 Secondary data sources:

 OUS student enrollment & progression records

 PRP Scholarship data files



Comparison group matching process
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Identification of High School from which a PASS

Group student graduated

Comparison Group Sample
Selection Process

Referred to Comparison High School Matrix to
determine a high school from which Comparison

Group students could be selected from.

Comparison
School #1

Comparison
School #2

Comparison
School #3

Comparison
School #4

Comparison
Group student

match identified

Student
match made

Identify Comparison Group Student match to
PASS Student based on gender, ethnicity, HSGPA &

SAT scores

No Match
Identified

Student
match made

Student
match made

Student
match made



Characteristics of the Sample
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PASS Group

 63% female, 37% male

 86% Caucasian

 Average HSGPA: 3.73

 Average SAT: 1134

 57% transferred in an 

average of 17 college 

credits

 86% attended U of O or 

OSU

Comparison Group

 63% female, 37% male

 83% Caucasian

 Average HSGPA: 3.73

 Average SAT: 1134

 36% transferred in an 
average of 18 college credits

 76% attended U of O or 
OSU



First-year GPA Results
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ANOVA: Used to investigate group differences on a DV

 No difference based on group.

 Results not unexpected after examining the descriptive statistics 
indicating nearly identical FGPA (3.24 vs. 3.26)

MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION (MLR): Used to investigate 
relative importance of several variables on DV. Provides an assessment 
of the overall model and how (or if) each variable in that model 
contributes unique variance

 Model included HSGPA, SAT, and GROUP

 Explained 37% of the variance in FGPA

 HSGPA & SAT statistically significant variables in the model. Group variable not 
statistically significant 



First-Year Retention
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 Definition : Enrolled in fall 2001 
and fall 2002 to be considered 
retained within OUS

 All students in both the PASS and 
comparison groups were retained 
within the OUS system.

 No variability in first year 
retention to analyze

 First-year retention doesn‘t 
account for enrollment patterns 
duringthe first year (fall, winter, 
and spring).

 Exploratory Chi-square analysis 
found a statistically significant 
difference between the first-year 
enrollment pattern of PASS versus 
Comparison Group students. 

 The incidence of enrolling each of 
the three academic terms in an 
year was 3 times more likely to 
occur in the PASS Group (n = 16)  
than in the Comparison Group (n 
= 5)



Enrollment Persistence 

(Dropout or Persisting/Persisted)
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Chi-Square Analysis (GROUP X DROPOUT)
 Thirty-nine (23.50%) of the PASS Group students and 42 (25.30%) 

of the Comparison Group students were coded as DROPOUT. 
No significant difference

Survival Analysis (Cox Proportional Regression)
 Survival analysis is a technique that allows a researcher to 

examine the time it takes for an event to occur–DROPOUT 

 No difference between the PASS Group and Comparison Group 
students on the likelihood of not persisting within OUS or time 
to DROPOUT. 

 PASS Group students: average of 11.13 (sd= .98) quarters 

 Comparison Group students: average of 10.57 (sd = 1.04) 
quarters.



Degree from OUS within 4 Years & 

Degree GPA
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Degree from OUS in 4 years:

 62 PASS & 66 Comparison 
Group students graduated in 4 
years 

 CHI-SQUARE:

 No statistically significant difference 
between the graduation rates 

 LOGISTIC REGRESSION:
 Model included HSGPA, SAT, and 

GROUP

 Overall model was statistically 
significant but the regression 
coefficients indicated that HSGPA was 
the only statistically significant 
variable.

Degree GPA:

 ANOVA:

 No statistically significant 
difference between the degree 
GPA

 Multiple Linear Regression:

 Model included HSGPA, SAT 
and GROUP. 

 Overall model was statistically 
significant, but only HSGPA and 
SAT were statistically significant 
variables in the model. 



PASS group only analyses
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 Level of proficiency interacted with persistence-related outcomes

 GROUP variable was replaced with the SPI variable.

 FGPA: MLR model, including HSGPA, SAT, and SPI was 
significant and accounted for 46% of the variance in FGPA.  HSGPA had 
a stronger effect than either SAT or the SPI.

 FIRST-YEAR RETENTION: No variability. No analysis.

 ENROLLMENT PERSISTENCE : Logistic regression model was 
non-significant.

 DEGREE FROM OUS WITHIN 4 YEARS: Overall model was 
significant, but only HSGPA was a significant variable.  

 Degree GPA : MLR model was significant, but only significant variable 
was HSGPA.



Study Limitations
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 Did not use the National Student Clearinghouse to track 

students that left OUS;

 Did not collect primary data;

 Did not get 5th and 6th year graduation data from OUS 

for students that were persisting;

 State of PASS implementation at time of the study; and/or

 Lack of PASS logic model and understanding as to 

intermediate and distal outcomes PASS could impact.



Part 1: Questions to consider in 

understanding proficiency
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 What factors or experiences contributed to the better first-year 
enrollment pattern for students from the PASS Group versus the 
Comparison Group?

 Deeper exploration of relationship between HSGPA, SAT, and the SPI?  

 Do specific standards (e.g., English or Mathematics) have a higher 
predictive value than the overall SPI?

 Leading into Part 2: 
How does/can the Oregon Diploma project and OUS collaborate to 
build upon what was once PASS?



Part 2: Maintenance of K-16 systems
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 Observations:
 PASS was driven by OUS but didn‘t requireit for admission nor use 

throughout the college experience as an assessment tool

 PASS was used as an additional tool for students that were already well 
qualified and ready for college

 Oregon Diploma driven by ODE & mandated in 2012 and data will be 
representative of a broader cross-section of students

 Although PASS not being fully implemented—and apparently abandoned-
- OUS still needsbetter indicators of college readiness

 The Oregon Diploma ―essential skills‖ are very similar to PASS 
Proficiency Standards

Ã 1. Read and comprehend a variety of text

Ã 2. Write clearly and accurately

Ã 3. Listen actively and speak clearly and coherently

Ã 4. Apply mathematics in a variety of settings

 For a truly aligned K-16 system, OUS will need to take the Oregon 
Diploma essential skills and expand those across the college experience



Maintenance of K-16 systems, con’t

28

 Resources:

 Tremendous resources and development dedicated to PASS since 
inception

 Additional resources dedicated to development and implementation 
of Oregon Diploma

 Question: How can the Oregon Diploma & the work from 
PASS project provide a framework for strong program 
implementation

 Develop a program logic model and understand what activities and 
outputs are intended to impact and how we would measure those 
impacts

 Incorporate program evaluation into implementation plan

 Ensure that outcomes are measureable

 Examine sustainability



Questions & Discussion

29


