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Why College is Important & How Students Get in

Within a knowledge
based economy, Advances in technology, expan- individual benefits received by ~ The primary indicators of these
ofactual k n oSign otthe glqpal gcogomy, and completing a baccalaureate elements are embedded within

the shift from a manufacturing  degree. Those benefits include  college admission standards. The four
based economy to a knowledge moral, cognitive, and affective = common admission indicators are:
based e(ionomy have contributed development, increased health and

t(g tﬁe Idem.sztind for workers who  a longer life, increased ability to

can adapt to new workforce re-  critically participate in a

becoming obsolete at

an accelerated

rated (Pasca
Terenzini, 2005, p. 155).

High school diploma
e High school GPA

quirements (Bloland, 1995; democratic society, and increased® ~ Carnegie units of instruction
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; access to careers and likelihood o8  Standardized test scores
Steinmueller, 2002). Many of the employment. This study examined the effectiveness

Knowledgeworkers are skills required of knowledge

focused on accumula- orkers are learned through the
tion & transmission of process of completing the

of proficiency a new type of
admission indicator, in predicting
college student persistenoelated

Given the individual and societal
benefits associated with a
college degree, it is critical that

knowledge, much of baccalaureate degree. the educational system increases outcomes.
which is new or In addition to the societal needs the likelihood that students
deployed in contexts for college educated citizens, suc prepare forcollege, colleges and Onethird of the American
distant from its as greater productivity, increased universities receive appropriate workforce are considered
. . technological developments, bet- and adequate indicators of knowledgeworkers.
creationo( Stetr cﬁizlenmeth, 5 erlcri%er ' student preparedness, and
2002, p. 141). rates, and lower welfare enroll-  students select the college that fits

ments, there are tremendous their specific needs and ambitions.

College Choice or Student Persistence Models

Primary and Secondary Education : Postsecondary Education
: Student Persistence Graduate
College Choice | N . . Entering
Aspiration, Search, & Choice I Entry cha.rz.icterlsncsf, |n|t|a_l & f:or)tlnued goal_commltl Workforce
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Paulsen, & Starkey, 1996; Villella & Hu, 1990 I & Milem, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979; Stage & K-20
I Hossler, 2000; Tinto, 1993; Williams, 1984)
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Student-Centered OUS ProficiencyAdmission
Theory of Persistence Standards System

. SBa'cké]round_ | BACKGROUND:

I ,!ar(;ﬂ?;| E%szgllign i PASS was developed during the school reform movements of the 1990s that were
%::fggiltcAi?:it;I fueled by the 1983 repoft Nation at RiskWith the authorization by the OSBHE
Encouragement (1993), the purpose of PASS was to:

- &v . . e React & integrate into Oregon HB 3565 (1991), Oregon Educational Act for the
Mi High S i i
: Bihavilgrs &c U 21st Century, which established assessment standards for 3, 5, 8, and 10th grades;
E)‘('“ca.t”"a' College Choice | ¢ Ensure that KL2 school reform was not overly vocationally focused (Kirst &
Bah=niences Components .
Activity Involvement Venezia, 2001); and

Academic Experiences

v

e Respond to university and community demands for better prepared students.

Intentions & CORE CONCEPTS OF PASS:
/fd'l?:éggenéﬁﬁtg e Students need to be abledemonstrateheir knowledge and skills in the content
i areas (e.g., English) for differestandardswithin each content area (e.g., Write
C",!'ggtet”':;egei'g;fes g., English) for differestandardswithi h content g., Writ
for VariedPurposes or Interpret Literary Works).
¢ e Multiple options are available for demonstrating knowledge: state assessment
scores, standardized test scores, or PASS teacher verified projects.
College Entry
Goal Setting
Social & Academi .
| aeelag When standards are aligned, student
Motivation learning can be improved in time to
Student .
v Persistence make a difference
C te
omponen Time to prepare:
10th Grade Benchmark - 2 years
Persistence ~C§D -
% SAT/ACT scores -1/2 - 1 year
= ol
‘g . ‘ iml
E o
Stage & Hossler (2000) ile 2 ﬁ V3 “‘
& W e
30-50% of fouryear_cc?llege stgdents require Grade 3 5 3 0 Transition (o
some sort of remediation (National Center for Grade-level Benchmarks College
Education Statistics, 2001; The American Di- Figure from OUSThe First Year StudfResults from the First
ploma Project, 2003). Year Study(2003)

Purpose of the Study & Research Question

The study was framed around the assumption that the more specific information students have about their academic
proficiencies, the more successful their future performance on tasks related to those proficiencies will be. The
assumption of PASS is that students who participated in the PASS process have a gr&atwnieelfe of their
academic abilities in relation to college expectations, which enables them to be successful and persist at higher rates than
students without this information.
Therefore, the primary research question was focused on determining whether students
with PASS proficiency data had evidence of more successful student persistelated
outcomes than did students without PAS&ated data. Additionally, the study explored how the level of
proficiency, measured by the Standard Proficiency Index (SPI), influenced persistegle¢ed outcomes for
students within the PASS Group.
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Methodology & Participants

This study relied on an gxost facto experimental design. In this
design, random assignment is not possible as the IV has alres
occurred. Therefore, the experimental group is

identified by looking backwards for the presence of the V. Afte
the PASS Group was identified, students for the

Comparison Group were selected based on a strict matching ¢
teria (see Figure to the right).

The PASS Group students were identified in Spring 2001 throt
a scholarship process (PRP Scholarship) which used PASS pi

Comparison Group Sample
Selection Process

v

Identification of High School from which aPASS
Group student graduated

\

Referred to Comparison High School Matrixto
determine a high school from which Comparison
Group students could be selected

v

Identify Comparison Group Studentmatch to

PASS Student based on gender, ethnicity HSGPA &

ciency data as the basis of the awards. 270 students submitte:
SAT scores

PASS proficiency data as part of this process; 182 of those stt
dents matriculated to an OUS campus. 166 of the 182 studen l
were included in the final sample. This sample was reduced b

16 because a Comparison Group student match could not be |€omparison g, Comparison_, Comparison_y, Comparison_, No Match
made School #1 School #2 School #3 School #4 Identified
' Student LStudent l Student
match made match made match made
Data Sources ! gt
Comparison .
Two secondary data sources were used in this study: n?;&i"éiﬁ%”;d
1. OUS institutionallevel student records; and
2. PRP Scholarship data files with the Standards
Proficiency Index (SPI). See example of how the SPI is calculated below.
The average SPI was
English Math Science Standards 8.06 (sd = 4.17) with
Standard Standard Standard| | Submitted | SPI an observed range
ABCDEF||ABCDEFG||ABCD between 2 and 26.
NS
Example Student A 1 |1 1)1 1 5 5 \}_j\j\
Example StudentB 1 [1|3|1]1 3|3 3 1 1 10 18 :j/ \é\ Q
Exampl nt¢s5|1 11111 21
ample Student ¢ 5 3 31313 9 Students submitted
PERSISTENCE- proficiency data on an
. . S f 7.61 stant
RELATED Characteristics of the Sample (Both Groupg 2erage ©f 751 stan
OUTCOMES: dards (sd = 3.26).

63% female, 37% male Overall,the students in this college credits

86% Caucasian study (primarily female Cauca- during in high school.

Average HSGPA 3.73 (.28) sians) were academically

Average SAT 1134 motivated students with higher

Transferred an average of  than average HSGPA and SAT

ﬁéﬁ ggﬂgg? credits from  geqres. Over half of the PASS
students and orghird of the
Comparison Group earned

eEnd of 1st year GPA|

eEnd of 4th year GPA

eFirstyear student
retention within OUS

ePersistence

eDegree awarded from
OUS within fouryear
time frame

Over threequarters of the
students in both groups attended
either Oregon State University or
University of Oregon, and had
an overall withinROUS persis-
tence rate of 70%.
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Data Analysis Methods

Persistencerelated Outcome (DV)
End of firstyear College GPA (FGPA)
Firstyear Retention (RETENTION)
Enroliment Persistence (DROPOUT)
Degree from OUS within4ears (DEGREE)

Degree GPA for students that graduated from
OUS within 4 years (DEGREEGPA)

Analysis Techniques
ANOVA & Multiple Linear Regression
N/A
Chi-Square & Cox Proportional Regression
Chi-Square & Logistic Regression
ANOVA & Multiple Linear Regression

+1.062

Microsoft Excelf " |
and SPSS 15.0
were used to analyze

Freshman Grade Point Average (FGPA) Results

data.
ANOVA:
e Used to investigate group differences on a DV
) e No difference based on group
Being a student from e Not unexpected after examining the descriptive statistics indicating nearly identical FGPA (3.24 vs. 3.26)

PASS Group did not
influence FGPA.
However, for every 1.0

MULTIPLE LINEAR REGR ESSION (MLR):
e 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
increase in HSGPA, e Included HSGPA, SAT, and GROUP in the MLR
FGPA increased by e Model explained 37% of the variance in FGPA
. e HSGPA & SAT statistically significant variables in the mo@ebup variable not statistically significant
1.02 points. For every

100 point increase in PASS Group Comparison Group
SAT, EGPA increased Sample Size Mean (SD) Range  Sample Size Mean (SD) Range
FGPA 166 3.24 (.60) 1.044.07* 164** 3.26 (.64) 0-4.08*

by .10 grade points.

Firstyear Retention & Firstyear Enroliment

All students (in this study)
enrolled at an OUS campus in
fall 2001 returned to an OUS

campus in fall 2002.

Exploratory analysis of the first

year enrollment patterns found

that the incidence of an incom-

plete first-year enrollment was

3 times more likely to occur in

the Comparison Group than in
the PASS Group.
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FIRST-YEAR RETENTION:

FIRST-YEAR ENROLLMEN T:

In order to determine whether students with PASSThis firstyear retention approach did not take into ac-

proficiency data had higher rates of figsar re-
tention than students without PASS proficiency
data, the dependent variable (D¥)st-Year
Retentionwas created by the researcher. This
variable was coded as a dichotomous (yes/no)
variable with a planned Cl8quare analysis.

Students had to have been enrolled during their
freshman year and return the fall of their sopho-

more year to be considered retained within OUS.

Using this definition of firstyear retentionall

count enroliment patterruring the freshman year. Ex-
ploratory chisquare analysis related to this question ex-
amined the enrollment patterns of students who were not
enrolled in all three traditional academic terms: fall, win-
ter, and spring.

Chi-square analysis of this firgear enroliment pattern
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 a year was 3 times more likely to

students in both the PASS and comparison group®ccur in the PASS Group than in the Comparison Group.

were retained within the OUS system.

As there was no variability in first year retention,

statistical analysis of the difference in figstar

Although the particular reason behind the difference in
enroliment patterns is unknown, it is clear that a
statistically significant difference was found and that

retention between the PASS Group and Compari-nearly 10% of the Comparison Group sample showed this

son Group students was not possible.

incomplete freshman year enroliment pattern



