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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On September 25-26, the Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance will conduct a round table meeting at the University of Vermont on the topic of postsecondary access for low-income students.  This will be the third in a sequence of interrelated meetings devoted to the Committee’s most important legislative charge: improving postsecondary access for low-income students.  The first meeting was held at the University of Mississippi in April 1999, the second at Boston University in April 2000.  The upcoming meeting in Vermont will build on the findings from the first two meetings to further define and identify an effective long-run federal strategy to improve access.

Having primarily addressed the financial dimension of the access problem in its first two meetings, the Committee, in its morning sessions on September 25, will consider a wide range of issues about the academic dimension of the access problem.  The Committee approach will be to frame the issue around associated early intervention, remediation, and student support service programs and policies.  The overall objective of the three meetings is to fashion a community consensus on an effective access strategy that is aimed at all dimensions of the access problem.  If successful, the resulting strategy will play a major role in guiding the actions of a new Administration and Congress as the next reauthorization approaches.

This paper is designed to prepare Committee members for the upcoming meeting.  To do so, the paper presents: 

· the major findings of the Committee’s first two round table meetings;

· a brief overview of the academic dimensions of the access problem;

· a description of early intervention, remediation, and student support services; 

· a summary of findings to be addressed by the panel of researchers in Session I; and 

· a framework for the round table discussion in Session II, including respondents and key policy questions to stimulate discussion.

The results of the Vermont meeting will play a critical role in the formulation of the recommendations that the Advisory Committee will make to the new Congress and Administration early next year.  The Committee plans to play an active role in encouraging policymakers to conduct a comprehensive dialogue about the current condition of access.  Because the nation has yet to solve the access problem, and because focusing federal policy on access is an uphill battle, the Committee has made protecting the postsecondary interests of this nation's poorest students its top priority.

INTRODUCTION: FINDINGS FROM THE TWO PREVIOUS MEETINGS

The most important charge of the Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance is to make recommendations to Congress and the Secretary of Education that will lead to the maintenance and enhancement of access to postsecondary education for low- and middle-income students.  It is very important that the Committee continue to play an active role in ensuring a comprehensive dialogue about the current condition of access. 

Ideally, by creating and using a strong empirical consensus, the Committee can begin to identify and formulate a broad federal, state, and institutional strategy to ensure access in the 21st century. The overall goal of the Committee’s two previous meetings was movement toward a community consensus on the dimension and priority of the access problem as well as the best way to programmatically move toward a solution in the long-term.

Findings from University of Mississippi Meeting

At its meeting in Oxford, Mississippi in April 1999, the Advisory Committee conducted a round table discussion among national experts about common misperceptions related to college cost, student aid, family contribution, and unmet need.  Broad implications for federal policy issues related to access were also discussed.  A consensus emerged on the following access-related issues:

· College is affordable for most middle- and upper income families.

· Rates of college attendance for middle- and upper-income families are currently at an all-time high. 

· The wealthiest and brightest students, not the poorest, receive the greatest subsidy.

· Academically gifted students have no shortage of merit-based aid.

· Low-income students face the highest amount of unmet need, even at low cost institutions.

By the conclusion of the April meeting in Oxford, Mississippi, it was clear that maintaining and enhancing access in the twenty-first century would require the higher education community to do a much better job of communicating facts to the public, the press, and legislators.  It was also clear that there was a need to identify and agree upon a broad strategy to improve access and deliver a unified message to the new Congress and the Administration before the next reauthorization.

There was agreement that, at a minimum, the message should contain three elements:

· Improving low-income participation and improving access must remain the nation’s number one priority for postsecondary education;

· Federal, state, and institutional aid in the form of both need-based grants to students and academic preparation through early intervention, remediation, support services, and retention programs is inadequate and the situation is likely to worsen; and

· Program and funding choices over the next decade must be driven exclusively by the condition of access, its primacy as a national goal, and those policies that are likely to improve access.

Finally, it was apparent that, from the standpoint of preserving and improving access, future policy debates must remain focused on low-income students.  They can not be derailed by the substitution of secondary goals such as middle-income affordability, quality, and cost control.  The pursuit of these considerations is more likely to undermine than to improve access for low-income students.

Findings from the Boston University Meeting

At its April 2000 meeting at Boston University, the Advisory Committee heard additional, corroborative testimony on the condition of access from four policy research perspectives:

· postsecondary participation of low-income students;

· Title IV student aid and unmet need;

· state and institutional aid; and

· enrollment and financing responses of students.


The testimony pointed to four major conclusions.  First, the testimony revealed significantly large and persistent differences in high school graduation rates, college attendance rates, and chances for college by family income and race/ethnicity.  These differences seem to be systematically related to differences in family income.

Second, over the past two decades, federal student aid policy has drifted from grants to loans and tax credits—relief for those who probably would go to college without this type of support.  At the same time, the maximum Pell Grant has dwindled relative to the costs of attending higher education.  This has meant higher unmet need for low-income students relative to middle- and upper-income students and debt burden that is higher on average than that of high-income students.  There is some good news, however: there appears to be an increasing awareness at the federal level of the need for early intervention as seen by the development of both the TRIO and GEAR UP programs.

Third, regarding state and institutional student aid, the trend in new spending is moving strongly away from need-based aid toward merit-based aid.  These trends, together with the shift from federal student aid to dependence on loans, imply a serious across-the-board impact on low-income attendance rates, unmet need, and loan burden.

Fourth, in the face of these trends in student aid, many low-income students are choosing programs, paths, and financing alternatives that may not be conducive to academic success, persistence, and ultimately degree completion.

In reaction to those empirical findings in a round table discussion among leaders and policy makers, several key points were made in Boston about the access problem and promising solutions.  Consensus was reached at the meeting on the following propositions:

· Lack of access to postsecondary education for low-income and minority students continues to undermine economic growth and increase income inequality. 

· The access problem is complex, sequential, and multifaceted—having financial, academic, and cultural dimensions.   

· Access should remain the top federal priority in postsecondary education. 

· An effective strategy must deal with all aspects of the problem simultaneously. 

· The number and basic structure of existing federal programs is adequate; what is needed is full funding and better coordination. 

· The most effective way to improve access financially is to restore the purchasing power of need-based grant programs to minimize the unmet need, work, and loan burden of low-income students.
· The confounding of need-based programs with merit-based components is not only inequitable but also inefficient redirecting aid to students who would attend anyway. 

· Addressing the serious financial aspects of unmet need is a necessary condition for ensuring access, but it is not a sufficient condition.  There must be a simultaneous federal investment in academic preparation: early intervention, remediation, support services and retention. 

· Affordability is threatening to displace access as the primary goal of federal policy.  Thus, federal policy must be refocused on access for the lowest income students. 
· The trade-off between affordability and access will likely come down to a choice between programs for low-income students—need-based student aid, early intervention, remediation, support services, and retention—and expansion of tax credits to keep college affordable for middle-income students.
The findings and conclusions from both Boston and Oxford represent the context within which the meeting in Vermont will take place.  Having spent two meetings discussing primarily the financial dimensions of the access problem, the Committee will concentrate in the upcoming meeting on the academic dimension, paying particular attention to the treatments offered by early intervention, remediation, and support services.  
THE ACADEMIC DIMENSION

OF THE ACCESS PROBLEM
The most important federal role in higher education is improving access for low- and middle-income students.  This paper and the Vermont meeting explore the idea that the academic dimension of the access problem must be addressed in order to create a comprehensive access strategy for low-income students.  With the inception of the federal role in higher education policy, it has been recognized that finances alone are not sufficient to provide access.  Although financial aid is vital to a low-income student's decision to matriculate, additional methods of support are needed to ensure access and persistence in higher education.  

The Scope and Stakes of the Problem 

The combined efforts of the federal government, states, institutions, and private organizations reach only a fraction of low-income students in critical need of financial and academic assistance.  Significant disparities in participation in postsecondary education by family income continue to exist and raise concerns about student aid, academic preparedness, and the quality of information provided to students about college costs and financial aid.  

While enrollment in higher education has increased, significant shortfalls in postsecondary participation among low-income and minority students continue, expanding the enrollment gap between these students and their middle- and upper-income counterparts.  A recent study conducted at John Hopkins’ Center for Social Organization of Schools shows that in the highest achieving 20 percent of the Class of 1992, only 21 percent were from families in the lower half of the nation’s socioeconomic distribution.  Of those, roughly half did not enroll in a four-year college and 20 percent did not enroll in any type of college within the first two years after high school.  A separate study published by the Department of Education (the Department), Factors Related to College Enrollment (1998), reported that only 43 percent of children from low-income families enroll in college after high school, compared to almost 83 percent of children from high-income families.   

Too few disadvantaged and minority students graduate from high school and even fewer enter and graduate from college.  Recent analyses of data from an NCES study, Dropout Rates in the United States: 1997, reports that African-Americans and Hispanic students are at a greater risk of dropping out than white students.  Data from the October 1997 Current Population Survey show a dropout rate of 9.5 percent for Hispanic students, 5.0 percent for African-American students, and 3.6 percent for white students.  Without structured efforts to alter current trends, minority students will continue to lag behind in enrollment and degree completion.
Data also reveal that lack of academic preparedness and quality information about college cost and financial aid contribute to the problem.  During middle and high school, low-income students are significantly less likely than are their peers to enroll in key college-preparatory courses and prerequisites.  A study conducted by the American Council on Education (ACE) in 1998 found that low-income students lack adequate information about the price of college and the availability of financial aid resources.  Consequently, they greatly overestimate the cost of a

college education—by as much as 200 percent—and underestimate the resources available to help them pay for college.

Retention rates, especially among minority students also point to the need for academic support for low-income students.  An Education Trust, Inc. study, Achievement in America (1998), reported that of students who are already enrolled in higher education only 10 percent of Hispanic students and 15 percent of African-American students persist to degree completion, compared to 29 percent of white students.  These numbers indicate that early intervention programs must be coupled with adequate remediation and support services throughout a degree program to ensure that the goals of access are achieved.  Failure to provide assistance results in high attrition rates, higher debt burdens for students who leave without a degree, and higher default rates.  Thus, remediation and support services must be considered an integral part of the solution to the access problem.

The severity of the need for early intervention, remediation, and support service programs is made more urgent by a recent report issued by Carnevale and Fry called Crossing the Great Divide: Can We Achieve Equity When Generation Y Goes to College? (2000).  The report maps demographic projections for postsecondary enrollment through the year 2015.  The authors suggest that the population of 18- to 24-year old minority students will increase substantially over the next 15 years.  Minority enrollments will rise both in absolute numbers of students and in percentages, while white enrollments will decrease in percentage terms.  The enormous influx of low-income and minority students will exacerbate the problem and demand that the federal government refocus its resources on programs that increase access and persistence to degree completion for these students.

Components of the academic dimension of a Comprehensive Access Strategy

Accordingly, the federal debate surrounding access to higher education needs to expand its scope beyond financial solutions.  The academic dimension of a comprehensive access strategy, which includes early intervention, remediation, and support service programs, must also be considered.

A close examination of the literature reveals that at-risk students are in need of early intervention services—such as academic preparation, information on financing their education, and college awareness activities.  Early intervention programs that provide both academic preparation and financial information are key to providing access to college for low-income and minority students.  As the Perna report entitled Early Intervention Programs: How Effective Are They at Increasing Access to College (1998) notes, at-risk students who participate in an outreach program during high school nearly double their odds of enrolling in a four-year college or university.  Early intervention experts believe this success rate will increase if programs are targeted to students even earlier in their academic careers.  Federal legislative initiatives such as GEAR UP, which targets students beginning in the seventh grade, signal that policy makers have begun to realize the value of early intervention programs.

A second component of the academic dimension of a comprehensive access strategy is remediation.  Prevalent throughout the academy, remedial courses offer academic support to students when they enter an institution of higher education.  The National Center for Education Statistics reported in its study, Remedial Education at Higher Education Institutions in Fall of 1995, that 78 percent of higher education institutions offered at least one remedial course in reading, writing, or math.  The study also found that 29 percent of first-time freshmen across all types of institutions enrolled in at least one remedial course.  Although overall enrollment in higher education has increased, researchers have found little change in the percentage of students enrolled in remedial courses, nor in the number of remedial courses required on average by each student.

In addition to early intervention and academic remediation, institutions must increase their efforts to help at-risk students adjust to campus lifestyles through support service and retention efforts.  According to a recent report entitled, The National Dropout Rates: 1999, conducted by American College Testing, 22.2 percent of freshmen at four-year colleges nationwide do not return to school the following academic year.  Attrition rates are as high as 50 percent at open enrollment institutions.  Federally funded programs to support at-risk students on campus have been in effect for decades and institutions across the nation provide their own support service programs.  However, at current funding levels, such programs are able to reach only a fraction of the students in need of support services.

The academic dimension of a comprehensive access strategy needs to be addressed through its parts of early intervention, remediation, and support services.  Otherwise higher educational policies will not fully meet the needs of low-income students and their dream of higher education.

EARLY INTERVENTION, REMEDIATION,

AND STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

Financial aid alone is not sufficient to guarantee access to higher education for many low-income students; financial strategies need to be coupled with programs that address the academic dimension of the access problem.  Additional support is needed for students to be able to enter, persist, and graduate from institutions of higher education.  This section will discuss three methods of support that are commonly used in conjunction with financial programs: 

· early intervention; 

· remediation; and 

· support service programs.  

Early Intervention Programs

As early intervention programs have proliferated throughout the country, the growth in the number of programs and the wide range of targeted student populations make it difficult to provide a single definition for early intervention programs.  However, most programs focus on enhancing underrepresented students' awareness and readiness for postsecondary education and strive to incorporate at least one of the following activities: early college awareness, including financing opportunities; academic preparedness, including tutoring and mentoring; and, college awareness activities, including visits to college campuses, career counseling, and mentoring.  Activities occur through targeted interactions with at-risk students either on an individual basis or within a cohort of students.  Early intervention research has shown that it is common for children to make decisions about college as early as the seventh grade.  Given this fact, these programs increasingly intervene early in a student's academic career.

Many different types of early intervention programs function throughout the United States.  Exhibit 1 on the following page contains a detailed description of the most prevalent types of programs taken from a Coles report entitled School to College Transition Programs for Low Income and Minority Youth (1999).

Early intervention programs are sponsored on a variety of organizational levels.  Following is an overview of the various sponsors of early intervention programs, which include the federal government, state governments, not-for-profit organizations, private donors, and individual institutions of higher education.

Federal Early Intervention Programs

The federal government has supported early intervention activities since the mid-1960’s.  Its programs aim to promote college attendance for at-risk students and are sponsored by numerous federal agencies.  The largest sponsor of the federal programs is the U.S. Department of Education, which oversees the TRIO programs, the oldest federal program established to encourage participation in postsecondary education.  To date, TRIO programs have helped more than one million minority and low-income students complete high school and enroll in college. 

Exhibit 1: Early Intervention Program Types
Broad Focus Multi-Service Resource Centers

Broad Focus Multi-Service Resource Centers provide students (in certain cases, adults interested in entering into or returning to postsecondary education) and their families with the information they need about higher education.  Often topics include information on the college planning process, higher education institutions, careers, admissions, financial aid, and testing.  Many centers offer specialized workshops to assist clients.  Services are provided in central community-based offices, schools, and at miscellaneous community locations.  Many of these programs have a regional focus and concentrate on a specific state or city.  For instance programs such as the Vermont Student Outreach Program, the Indiana College Placement and Assessment Center (ICPAC), and the Arizona Education Planning and Information Center, are statewide programs.  Other programs, such as the Higher Education Information Center in Boston and the College Planning Network in Seattle, focus their efforts in major cities and only offer some statewide services.

Last Dollar Scholarship and Financial Aid Advising Programs

Last Dollar Scholarship and Financial Aid advising programs are designed to provide students with financial aid information, advice, and assistance with applications.  In addition, funding is provided to students to compensate for unmet need after all other aid sources have been identified.  An underlying theory of this type of program is that it is more cost effective to assist students in finding sources of available aid than to simply distribute private funds for scholarships.  Estimates show that students receive six dollars in funding from other sources for every last-dollar-scholarship awarded.  The geographic focus of these programs is almost always based in a single city.  Foundations, corporations, and individual donations provide funding.  Examples of programs include I Know I Can in Columbus, Ohio and the Crosby Scholars Program in Winston-Salem, North Carolina.  Some multi-service resource centers also administer last-dollar-scholarship programs.

Guaranteed Tuition Programs

A guarantee of tuition for higher education early on in a student's academic career is the underlying theory of Guaranteed Tuition Programs, which seek to motivate students to prepare for high school completion and entry into postsecondary education.  Funding may be provided through foundations, corporate and individual donor contributions, states, or colleges and universities.  Private sponsors tend to select a classroom or grade level in a specific school to support, whereas college sponsored programs typically select individual students on a city or statewide basis.  Examples of guaranteed tuition programs include privately funded programs like Merrill Lynch's Scholarship Builder 2000, or publicly funded programs like the Rhode Island Children’s Crusade and Indiana’s Twenty-First Century Scholars Program, the latter two of which are publicly funded.

Educational Awareness Programs

Educational Awareness Programs are typically offered in geographic locations with high concentrations of low-income and minority students who lack knowledge about available educational opportunities.  Programs encompass a variety of offerings including academic support, college exploration activities, planning for school transitions, publications, college and career fairs, and campus visits.  Programs exist in all 50 states and are administered by national, regional, and local non-profit organizations, public school systems, and institutions of higher education.  Major funding vehicles include private sources such as foundations, professional organizations, state agencies, corporations, student loan agencies, colleges and universities, and public school systems.   The College Knowledge Club is a program for eighth graders in selected middle schools in Washington D.C., through which students attend monthly meetings to enhance their knowledge of college opportunities.  The I’m Going To College and the Career Beginnings programs in California provide age appropriate college awareness activities.  

Academic Preparation/Pre-College Counseling

Hundreds of programs nationwide offer Academic Preparation/Pre-College Counseling to promote access to postsecondary education for low-income, minority, and first-generation students.  Services include, but are not limited to, summer residential programs, Saturday school activities, self-esteem building activities, and academic advising.  They provide exposure to college opportunities, assistance with college selection, and help with admissions and financial aid applications.  Many programs offer participating students tuition assistance and many offer college level courses.  Major funding sources include the federal government’s Upward Bound grant awards, GEAR UP program awards, states, public schools, and private sources such as corporations and foundations.  One of the best known academic preparation programs is the privately funded Mathematics Engineering and Science Achievement program (MESA) which began at the University of California and has been used as a model for programs in Arizona, Colorado, and several other states.

Source: Coles, School to College Transition Programs for Low Income and Minority Youth (1999).

In addition to the Department of Education, other agencies that sponsor early intervention efforts include the Department of Energy, the Department of Health and Human Services, the Department of Labor, and the National Science Foundation.  Colleges, universities, and community agencies administer most federal programs.  Individual programs compete for funding through grant competitions and are generally awarded grants for two-year periods.  Federal programs include the TRIO programs, the National Early Intervention Scholarship Program (NEISP), and Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) which are described below:

· The upsurge of early intervention programs came as part of President Lyndon Johnson’s “war on poverty,” when the first TRIO program, Upward Bound, emerged in 1964 through the Educational Opportunity Act, to help young disadvantaged students prepare for and enter into higher education.  Since then, TRIO, sponsored by the U.S Department of Education, has expanded.  Six of its eight programs are administered specifically as outreach and support programs targeted to serve and assist low-income, first-generation college, and disabled students as they progress from middle schools to post-baccalaureate programs.  Current funding for TRIO in FY 2000 is $595 million, with funds for early intervention services earmarked at $412 million.  Following is a detailed description of two of the TRIO programs.

· At its inception, the Upward Bound program focused primarily on high school students.  It has since expanded to include middle school students as researchers and policy makers have recognized the importance of reaching students earlier in their academic careers.  Currently funded with almost $250 million, this TRIO program supports nearly 900 Upward Bound and Upward Bound Math/Science projects.  It provides opportunities to finish high school and pursue higher education for nearly 59,000 students in grades 9-12.  Projects offer extensive academic instruction in literature, composition, foreign languages, math, and science, as well as mentoring, counseling, and other related support services. Participants meet throughout the year and typically participate in intensive six-week residential or non-residential summer programs held on college campuses. 
· Currently funded at close to $100 million, the Talent Search TRIO program serves over 323,500 students in grades 6-12 at 361 sites.  Information provided to Talent Search participants pertains to college admission requirements, available financial aid and scholarships, and encourages youth from disadvantaged backgrounds to complete high school and enroll in postsecondary educational programs.  The program also offers career and personal counseling services, mentoring and tutoring as well as workshops for the families of participants.  

· The federal government initiated the National Early Intervention Scholarship Program (NEISP) as a federal-state early intervention program in the 1992 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act.  Although the program is now being phased out, it provides federal matching fund grants for early intervention programs that specifically target low-income students.  It also guarantees financial assistance to participants who complete high school and attend college.  Programs incorporate the parents of participants to educate them on the advantages of participating in postsecondary education as well as financial aid options.

· Congress, in recognition of the need to target at-risk students earlier in their academic careers, created the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) in the Higher Education Amendments of 1998.  In an effort to reach students at the middle-school level, GEAR UP incorporates a combination of the central features of the NEISP, the President’s High Hopes for College program, and the 21st Century Scholars Certificate program.  GEAR UP differs from the federal TRIO programs in that it targets entire grade levels of students rather than selecting students on an individual basis.  It provides counseling and other support services to each cohort beginning no later than seventh grade and continuing through high school graduation.  Projects target students attending schools where at least one-half of the student body is eligible for free or reduced-price lunch or lives in public housing.  Its purpose is to support early intervention activities at the local and state levels for entire grades of students in low-income areas.  For FY 2000, GEAR UP received $200 million in funding.  President Clinton has requested an increase in funding to $325 million for FY 2001.  The Senate and House have proposed funding levels of only $225 and $200 respectively.  These funding levels proposed by both houses of Congress would deny between 407,000 and 664,000 low- and middle-income students access to the GEAR UP program. 
State Early Intervention Programs

In addition to the federal role in early intervention, states have begun creating programs to increase access to higher education.  As of the fall of 1999, a recent study conducted by Ann Coles found that 19 states have at least one program to promote early intervention: 12 states fund academic preparation programs similar to the federally funded Upward Bound program, and seven states fund telephone information hotlines and other forms of information services.  Coles also found that four states offer guaranteed tuition to participants of their early intervention programs. State sponsored programs differ from federal programs because they have more localized control over the programs in terms of the services that are provided.  There are three types of state early intervention programs as stated by Perna in Early Intervention Programs: A New Approach to Increasing College Access, (1999).

· Programs that provide both guaranteed financial assistance and support services, such as the New Mexico’s Scholars Program and the Rhode Island Children’s Crusade;

· Programs that guarantee financial aid but do not provide support services such as Georgia’s Helping Outstanding Pupils Educationally (HOPE) scholarship program, and Arkansas’ Academic Challenge Program; and 

· Programs that provide support services but no financial assistance such as New York’s Liberty Partnership Program. 

State sponsored programs improve the health of the state by encouraging successful youth to remain in the state.  By providing financial incentives, these programs encourage students to attend in-state colleges and universities.  Financial incentives are typically granted at levels equivalent to in-state tuition costs.  Some state programs, such as Georgia’s, will not provide funds for students who leave the state for college.  However, other state programs, such as New Mexico and Rhode Island, will also fund students who choose to attend college out of state, up to the cost of in-state tuition.  By educating youth and encouraging them to remain in the state, states can increase economic productivity and decrease rates of drug and alcohol abuse. 

Nonprofit and Community-Based Early Intervention Programs

The first early intervention programs were established outside of the public sector by private, nonprofit, and community-based organizations.  Local programs often form partnerships with national organizations, such as religious groups, Kiwanis, Rotary, Lions clubs, cub scouts, and girl scouts.  The most notable program is probably Eugene Lang’s I Have A Dream (IHAD) program, established in 1981.  While addressing a group of 61 East Harlem Elementary school students, Lang announced that he would provide the financial means for each child to attend college, if they completed high school.  Lang kept his promise and the program has since expanded to over 175 projects in 58 cities, serving more than 13,000 students.  Although there is no empirical evidence, some researchers contend that community and grassroots organizations provide more scholarship and intervention activity than any other sector.

College and University Supported Programs

Early intervention programs administered through colleges and universities are typically created for high school students.  In general, they are intended to increase college enrollments, enhance academic skills, and increase high school completion rates.  Some programs focus on increasing enrollment at their own institutions.  Others provide academic outreach programs to prepare at-risk students for specific majors, or seek out students who are talented in a particular area.  Many community colleges incorporate early intervention initiatives into their missions.  Typically these institutions partner with one or more local school districts to provide outreach services to at-risk youths.

Remediation Programs

Remediation programs are a second component of the academic dimension of the access problem.  They ensure academic support for students at the moment that they enter an institution of higher education.  These programs continue the support of students as they pass through this vital stage in the educational pipeline.  Similar to early intervention, remedial education encompasses a wide spectrum of programs.  Traditionally, remedial education, which is sometimes called developmental education, was administered on campuses to provide students with assistance in subjects they were unable to master in high school such as reading, writing, and arithmetic. Over time the term remediation has been developed to encompass a much broader definition as a considerably wider range of students are now served by remedial programs. 

Remediation can be traced throughout the history of American higher education.  It has transformed from a form of instruction that was embraced by elite institutions to a contentious part of a debate over educational standards.  From colonial times at Harvard College to the nineteenth century “preparatory" departments, remedial education programs have always been a part of American higher education.  Since the Higher Education Act of 1965, a growing trend of older, non-traditional students has been arriving on college campuses.  In addition, the high demand for skilled workers has drawn numerous returning students to postsecondary institutions for additional training.  Many institutions continue to find it necessary to place these students in remedial, or developmental courses.  Now, as we enter the twenty-first century, remediation has often become the means through which colleges and universities are able to serve low-income and minority students.

In their report Remedial Education: Costs and Consequences (1998), Breneman and Haarlow, define developmental education as an educational method that incorporates student development theory by exploring different modes of teaching and attending closely to the needs of a cohort of students.  Developmental courses increase certain pedagogical practices such as student verbal participation, work group interaction, visual aids, student choice, and responsibility on the part of the student.  Many of the emphasized methodologies are similar to those found in honors courses. 

Unlike early intervention programs, the responsibility for remedial courses is assumed primarily by individual institutions, which have internal incentives, like the Student Right to Know legislation, for providing remediation. Additionally, colleges and universities need support from federal and state governments in order to create and maintain remediation programs.  Large portions of students enrolled in remedial courses are low-income students.  Therefore a threat of ineligibility for financial aid is a serious issue that could have a profound impact on access.

Recently, remediation has been debated in the media most notably as a result of policy changes in the CUNY system.  Critics attack remediation because the programs are portrayed as being costly to the American taxpayer.  They suggest that the public is being “double charged” since students need to learn material a second time after tax dollars funded their high school education.  Contrary to this popular perception, remediation may not be as costly as most believe.  According to a recent study published by Breneman, entitled Remediation in Higher Education: Its Extent and Cost (1998), remediation costs total approximately $1 billion nationwide, less than one percent of the annual amount spent on higher education, $115 billion.  This figure is only an estimate as it includes costs associated with English as a second language (ESL) courses and both traditional aged and returning adult students.  Additionally, operating costs would be incurred, whether or not the funds were used to teach remedial coursework.

A survey of states conducted by David Breneman and William Haarlow found that the inconsistent nature of data available on remedial programs makes it difficult to garner a national understanding of remediation efforts. The NCES study, Remedial Education at Higher Education Institutions in Fall 1995, found that 78% of postsecondary institutions offered at least one remedial course in reading, writing or math.  One hundred percent of two-year colleges and 81 percent of four-year public schools offered remedial coursework.  Ninety-four percent of institutions with high minority enrollments also offered remediation.  The study found that 29 percent of first-time freshmen enrolled in at least one remedial course in the fall of 1995.  In addition, a 1998 Institute for Higher Education Policy report entitled, College Remediation: What it is, What it Costs, What's at Stake, found that students who are in need of one or two remedial courses, and who complete them, graduate at competitive rates with those students who do not require remediation.  

Statistics show the need for remedial or developmental education, and that it has been successful in helping at-risk students persist to degree attainment.  These programs should also work collectively with other early intervention and student support service programs, in order to support low-income students as they enroll in higher education.  Remediation programs are currently and will continue to be a vital component of a comprehensive access strategy.  Therefore, as a new wave of students enter into higher education between now and 2015, remediation will remain a component of a comprehensive access strategy.  
Support Service Programs

Support services and retention programs that are administered during a student's enrollment at an institution encourage persistence throughout this stage of a student's academic career.  They offer the cultural, emotional, and academic support needed to retain students.  Providing admission to an institution of higher education is not sufficient to adequately provide access to higher education.  Support for students while they are enrolled in an institution of higher education is an important component of the academic dimension of a comprehensive access strategy.

Student support services, in their broadest sense, are structured activities and interventions, which are targeted to encourage students to remain enrolled at a postsecondary institution.  Similar to remediation, many student support services are administered by institutions.  The programs attempt to improve student performance and retention.  However, unlike remediation, in which funding responsibilities lie mainly with the individual campuses, a federal program has been designated to fund student support services efforts.  

In 1968, Student Support Services (SSS), originally known as Special Services for Disadvantaged Students, was authorized by the Higher Education Amendments and became the third component of the TRIO educational opportunity programs. Of the eight programs under the TRIO umbrella, SSS is the second largest in terms of funding.  It was developed to assist students with basic college requirements, provide opportunities for academic development, and motivate students towards the successful completion of their postsecondary curriculum.  Students who receive assistance through a SSS project must be enrolled in a postsecondary institution and qualify as low-income, first-generation, or disabled.  The goal is to increase college retention and graduation rates of participants and facilitate the process of transition from one level of higher education to the next.  Funding for SSS reached $179 million for FY 1999.  This appropriation funded 796 programs nationwide and enabled 178,099 students to participate in the programs.  Preliminary projections for FY 2000 funding are $184 million.  Although SSS has increased in size over the years, when adjusted for inflation, funding per program and per participant was less in 1995 than in 1970.  In addition, current student participation figures are lower now than they were 1981.  

Similar to early intervention and remediation, different SSS projects offer different packages of services.  Even at a single institution, students participate in different ways.  Each program however, strives to incorporate at least one of the following:

· instruction in basic skills;

· tutorial services;

· academic, financial, or personal counseling;

· assistance in securing admission and financial aid for enrollment in four-year institutions;

· assistance in securing admission and financial aid for enrollment in graduate and professional programs;

· information about career options;

· mentoring;

· special services for students with limited English proficiency;

· cultural events;

· workshops; and,

· instructional courses.

Certain organizational models of SSS and participation rates are positively related to successful student outcomes.  Programs that provided a center on campus to serve a range of student needs and programs that integrate SSS with other services are most successful.  However, although SSS has effected a wide range of students since its inception, greater funding and resources are necessary to extend services to a larger pool of needy students.  

Taken together, early intervention, remediation, and support services programs form the components of the academic dimension of a comprehensive access strategy.  They assist low-income students in overcoming the academic, cultural, and emotional hurdles that block access to higher education for many of these students.  Combined with financial aid programs, these programs complete a comprehensive access strategy, which aid students in overcoming disparate obstacles throughout the educational pipeline.
SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND FINDINGS

TO BE ADDRESSED IN SESSION I

At its meeting in Vermont, the Committee will hear presentations in four key areas from prominent researchers:

· Dr. Anthony P. Carnevale, Vice President for Public Leadership, Educational Testing Service

· Dr. Laura Perna, Assistant Professor, College of Education, University of Maryland 

· Dr. Robert H. McCabe, President-Emeritus, Miami-Dade Community College 

· Dr. Amaury Nora, Professor of Higher Education and Associate Dean for Research and Faculty Development, University of Houston

· Mr. Jamie P. Merisotis, President, Institute for Higher Education Policy

To help prepare meeting participants for these presentations, the following sections provide a brief overview of important findings and issues in each area.

Demographic Trends Affecting Access

Over the next 15 years, the population of the U.S. will experience substantial growth in its undergraduate population.  Despite increased numbers, the result will be a playing field that continues to not be level for low-income and minority students.  Enrollment, persistence, and college graduation rates will continue to show substantial disparities by income and race.  Also, the relative value of a high school diploma will continue to fall as employers seek employees with more education.  As a result of demographic shifts, policy makers will face a more difficult challenge in maintaining and improving access as the next generation of students enters higher education.  

The following important considerations assess both the financial and academic resources needed to improve access for low-income students.  They also point to national consequences of not bettering the situation for the low-income students of the future.

· As future undergraduate populations grow, low-income and minority enrollment will rise both in absolute numbers and percentage terms.

· Despite these population projections, enrollment levels of low-income 18- to 24-year old minorities will not reflect this population's overall growth.
· Fundamental changes in the structure of the U.S. and global economies will place greater emphasis on the need for higher education. As many as 80 percent of sustainable jobs will require some form of education beyond high school.  
· Perhaps most important, the future offers society the opportunity to reap a wide range of benefits resulting from the postsecondary education of low-income and minority students: a more educated, involved, and civic minded society; a reduction in poverty; an improvement of the workplace; and stronger economic growth.
Early Intervention

Despite the existence of financial aid programs over the past 30 years, low-income students continue to be underrepresented in higher education.  This group lags behind their wealthier peers in both enrollment and completion rates.  Coupled with financial factors, academic preparation can make a profound difference in enrollment and persistence rates.  Thus, efforts have been made over the past three decades to develop and expand early intervention programs.  These programs reach out to at-risk students, encourage them to complete high school, and inspire them to continue on to postsecondary education.

Early intervention programs are vital for low-income students because: 

· Low-income students may not have opportunities to participate in the same information-sharing channels and networks that are readily accessible to wealthier students.

· They often lack exposure to cultural signals, which place value on obtaining a degree.

· They may be discouraged from pursuing a college degree.

· They may self-select out of college attendance.

· Low-income students and their parents often lack timely and vital information about academic preparation.   

· Often low-income students do not have access to well-trained guidance counselors, college-prep courses, and early information about available financing alternatives.

Early intervention programs attempt to provide support services and financial incentives to at-risk youth early enough to influence educational outcomes.  Currently, early intervention programs exist at the federal, state, community, nonprofit, and institutional levels.

Despite the plethora of organizations offering programs, current funding levels for early intervention are insufficient to provide services for all students in need of assistance.  For example, TRIO programs serve only about seven percent of the population in need.  Policy makers need to reexamine the capacity of current programs to support outreach efforts.  In addition, coordination among programs must be improved.  While Congress has begun to address this issue by encouraging partnerships through programs such as GEAR UP, more needs to be done to link early intervention programs nationwide.

Remediation

Extensive media coverage has brought attention to remediation in recent years.  Critics have attacked remediation on two fronts:

· It is too expensive: by paying for students to re-learn high school material, taxpayers are being “double charged.”

· Students who need remedial coursework pose a threat to institutional excellence.

However, remediation does not pose a threat to the quality or integrity of higher education since it benefits students, institutions, and society. 

· NCES reports that students do not enroll in remedial courses for long periods of time.  At two-thirds of institutions nationwide, the average time that students are enrolled in remedial coursework is less than one year.

· Students who require two or fewer remedial courses graduate from college in large numbers.  

· Despite projection increases in enrollments, there will be no increase in the amount of remediation needed per student.

Compared to the alternatives—unemployment, welfare, or incarceration—remediation is an extremely cost effective method of assisting needy students.  Millions of students who successfully complete remediation become productive members of society.  Thus, researchers believe that remediation would pass the cost/benefit test required for any efficient social program: the costs are modest and the payoff for society is very large.  The potential consequences of not providing remedial education are enormous.  

Remediation is primarily the responsibility of individual institutions.  There are no specific federal programs that financially support it, however, threats to consider remedial coursework ineligible for Title IV aid eligibility undermines the concept of access.  If students are reached through early intervention programs and supported in a degree program with federal financial aid, it would be counterproductive to prevent them from obtaining the academic assistance they require in order to succeed in school.  

Student Support Services and retention

In addition to early intervention and remediation, structured on-campus student support services and retention programs are necessary to guide at-risk students through their degree programs to graduation.  Students from low-income families are significantly more likely to leave a four-year institution without a baccalaureate degree than are higher income students.  Issues of retention are even more acute for students of color. 

A growing body of research suggests that low-income student persistence in postsecondary education is directly and positively related to:

· academic counseling—including academic advising, tutoring, study and time management counseling, and supplemental course instruction;

· financial aid counseling—including money management, budgeting assistance, financial assistance, and scholarship searches; 

· personal counseling—including information on goal setting, stress reduction, problem solving, and community resource information; and  

· career counseling—including both future educational and professional pursuits. 

A three-year longitudinal study of the federal program, Student Support Services (SSS), was issued by the Department of Education in 1997.  It found that the program has a positive and statistically significant effect on three separate student outcomes:

· GPAs – the average increase was .11 points over three years;

· credits earned – the average increase was 2.25 over three years; and

· retention – rates increased by seven percent after the first year, nine percent after the second, and three percent after the third.

A key component of student support service programs is their ability to provide cultural activities at which students can meet and feel comfortable.  Activities, which celebrate various racial/ethnic backgrounds, help to make minority students feel recognized and appreciated.  Student support service programs are an important component of an effective access strategy since they provide the support needed by low-income and minority students to persist throughout their postsecondary degree programs.

Implications for Access Policy

Given the importance of early intervention, remediation, support services and retention it is quite apparent that addressing the serious financial aspects of unmet need is only a necessary condition for ensuring access for low-income and minority students.  It is not a sufficient condition.  There must be a simultaneous federal, state, and institutional investment in academic preparation.

FRAMEWORK FOR THE ROUND TABLE 

DISCUSSION IN SESSION II

After hearing the presentations in Session I, the Committee will conduct a round table discussion of the findings and issues in Session II.  The following leaders in higher education have been invited to react to the presentations:

Dr. David G. Carter, Sr., President

Eastern Connecticut State University

Ms. Arlene Wesley Cash, Dean of Enrollment Services

The University of Arkansas

Mr. Timothy Donovan, Dean of College Services

Community College of Vermont

Dr. Ana M. Guzman, Senior Advisor to the Secretary of Education, White House Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, U.S. Department of Education

Dr. Frederick S. Humphries, President,

Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University

Mr. Lawrence H. Mandell, President

Woodbury College

Ms. Colleen J. Quint, Executive Director

Senator George J. Mitchell Scholarship Research Institute

Ms. Andrea T. Reeve, Director

National TRIO Clearinghouse, Council for Opportunity in Education

Mr. David Roth, Director

Community Education Programs, Occidental College

Dr. Tossie Taylor, Interim Provost

Roxbury Community College

The round table discussion will start with the set of policy questions shown on the next page. 

POLICY QUESTIONS FOR SESSION II ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION

1. What is the best way to convince policymakers that improving access must remain the number one priority for federal policy in postsecondary education?

2. Which is more important for low-income student access: lowering financial barriers or ensuring adequate academic preparation?

3. How do we ensure that policy makers create an effective federal access strategy that deals with all aspects of the problem simultaneously?

4. How do we prevent the confusion of need-based programs with popular merit-based components that often redirect aid to students who would attend anyway? 

5. How do we prevent middle-income affordability from displacing low-income student access as the primary goal of federal postsecondary education policy?

6. What are the short and long run implications of the political trade-off between affordability and access?

7. How do we best make the case that, in addition to need-based student aid, a simultaneous federal investment in academic preparation, including early intervention, remediation, support services, and retention, is needed to create a comprehensive access strategy? 

8. What are the social and economic consequences of not providing remediation and support services?

9. What is the proper role of the federal government in the area of academic preparation?  How does that role relate to the role of institutions and the states?

10. How important is federal-state-institutional coordination in addressing both the financial and academic dimensions of the access problem?

The Policy Questions

The following brief statements elaborate on the central issue contained within each question.  The statements are meant to be illustrative–a possible starting point.  They are not meant to direct or limit the discussion in any way.  

1. What is the best way to convince policymakers that improving access must remain the number one priority for federal policy in postsecondary education? 

Arguably, this will be the first and most important challenge in the next reauthorization.  Many studies, papers, and op-ed pieces have laid out the facts on postsecondary participation, the demographic forces that will play out over the next decade, and the consequences of ignoring the problem.  However, despite these efforts, program and funding decisions seem to have been made in the short run.  This limited view constrains and prevents consideration of optimal access solutions.  For example, in the case of tax credits, proponents assured the higher education community that there would be no long run trade-off with need-based student aid.  Perhaps in a new period of budget surpluses, an opportunity to reconsider and reevaluate previous policy decisions will arise. 

2. Which is more important for low-income student access: lowering financial barriers or ensuring adequate academic preparation? 

Often framed in this way, the relevant policy issue underlying this question is actually much more difficult to deal with than this simple dichotomy would indicate.  The access problem is complex, sequential, and multifaceted—having financial, academic, and cultural dimensions.  Perhaps the access problem is most easily thought of as being a continuum.  The relative importance of lowering financial barriers versus ensuring adequate academic preparation depends on where the student is in the education pipeline.  For low-income sixth graders, the answer is likely to be ensuring academic preparation combined with some awareness (and certainty) of future financial aid programs.  For academically prepared low-income students entering their senior year of high school, the answer is likely to be lowering financial barriers through need-based grant aid.  For low-income students who have matriculated, and need no remediation or support services, the answer is likely to be maintaining the level of grant aid in their financial aid package, which helps minimize work and loan burden.  For low-income students enrolled in college who need academic, social, or personal support, the answer is likely to be a combination of financial, academic, social, and personal support services and programs.  The challenge for federal access policy is that there are millions of low-income and minority students with different needs at each stage in the education pipeline.     
3. How do we ensure that policy makers create an effective federal access strategy that deals with all aspects of the problem simultaneously?

First, it is important for the higher education community to understand and evaluate the message that it is collectively sending to policy makers.  Simplistic formulations of the access goal - including notions of the progress that has been made and an understanding of what remains to be done - will not accurately represent the problem.  For example, there is an increasingly popular twofold justification for redirecting aid to keep college “affordable” for middle-income families that: (a) financial barriers for low-income students have been eliminated, and (b) all students who want to go to college are in fact enrolling at those institutions for which they are academically qualified.  The argument is used to support both tax credits and merit-based aid.  However it downplays pertinent facts.  For example, the unmet need of academically qualified low-income students, even at the lowest cost colleges, is at an all time high.  As a consequence, millions of students chose to enroll less than full time and work excessive hours to minimize loan burden — behaviors that lower the chance of degree completion.  For most low-income students, financial barriers have not been reduced, much less eliminated.  Financial barriers will become even more severe as the number of students in the low-income 18–21 year-old cohort increases and as early intervention efforts prove successful.       
4. How do we prevent the confusion of need-based programs with popular merit-based components that often redirect aid to students who would attend anyway? 

A low-income access strategy is threatened both financially and academically by merit-based policies.  For example, if program funding is held constant but grant amounts are made conditional on measures of academic performance, then funds are inevitably redistributed from more needy to less needy students - from those less academically prepared to those more academically prepared.  When grant resources are limited, the addition of merit-based components to need-based programs—even well intentioned ones such as “persistence” grants—undermines access.  Even when a fixed amount of funds is redistributed within the population of low-income students, such as occurs when grants to first-year students are “front-loaded” at the expense of upper division recipients, overall access suffers.  A similar pattern is found when additional funds are made available to pay for the addition of merit-based features to need-based programs.  The opportunity cost of the higher grant based on merit is always the foregone higher maximum award that could have been implemented with those added funds for the most needy students.  It is often tempting for policymakers to think that they might “reengineer” low-income student behavior by tinkering with the award structure of under-funded need-based student aid programs.  However, these programs have worked for generations.  They do not need tinkering; instead they require full funding, stability, and predictability.
5. How do we prevent middle-income affordability from displacing low-income student access as the primary goal of federal postsecondary education policy?

Increasingly, middle-income affordability and low-income access are seen as being of equal importance at the federal, state, and institutional level.  To be successful at reversing that trend, an attempt to refocus federal policy on access must be based on a well-articulated community consensus, the dimensions and seriousness of the access problem, and an appropriately designed multifaceted strategy that links federal, state, and institutional policy.  Also, to be effective, this strategy should be tied to a specific set of carefully crafted and agreed-upon program and funding changes with well-specified intended effects.  These intended effects can then serve as the benchmark in the political process for evaluating all future student aid policy decisions.  By using this benchmark, all prospective changes in federal student aid that did not advance access as well as the agreed-upon strategy could be characterized as coming at the expense of access.             
6. What are the short- and long-run implications of the political trade-off between affordability and access?

In the short run, during the next reauthorization, the trade-off between affordability and access will likely become very specific.  It will come down to a choice between funding programs for low-income students—need-based student aid, early intervention, remediation, support services, and retention—and the expansion of tax credits to keep college affordable for middle-income students.  Much of the outcome of the next reauthorization will depend on the ability of the higher education community to take advantage of the markedly improved budget environment and force policy and program decisions to be made in that new context.  In turn this approach may require that policy makers are gently reminded that, at the time tax credits were enacted, the policy question was not how best to spend an additional $40 billion on student aid.  Many observers believe that, if the battle to refocus on access is lost during the next reauthorization, the long run prognosis for access could be quite bad.

7. How do we best make the case that, in addition to need-based student aid, a simultaneous federal investment in academic preparation, including early intervention, remediation, support services, and retention, is needed to create a comprehensive access strategy? 

The case can best be made by focusing the debate at the student level, starting, at the latest, in middle school.  To the extent possible, the debate needs to reframe federal, state, and institutional access policies in terms of an integrated set of sequential financial and academic treatments beginning with early intervention and following a student through the educational pipeline need-based student aid, remediation, support services, and retention.  It makes sense to look at the need for these access resources across cohorts of students that will change over time given current demographic trends.  Politically, it is important to begin to define interrelated outcomes at each point along the educational pipeline.  It is important to create a policy through which specific participation rate targets or gaps are reduced, up-to-date estimates of total resources required are compiled, progress is tracked, and shortfalls in resources are kept front and center throughout the legislative process.

8. What are the social and economic consequences of not providing remediation and support services? 

In addition to a more educated, involved, and civic-minded society, postsecondary education reduces poverty, improves the workplace, bolsters the economy, increases economic growth, and reduces income inequality.  Most low-income and minority students are only one or two remedial courses short of the academic preparation required to complete college and need only a limited amount of support services.  Millions of low-income students benefit from remediation and support services and graduate each year.  To defund remediation, force it out of the mainstream and off campus, or unduly limit support services is shortsighted.  It would undermine the long run effectiveness and rate of return to early intervention resources and need-based student aid.
9. What is the proper role of the federal government in the area of academic preparation?  How does that role relate to the role of institutions and the states?

The federal government must understand that while sizeable increases in grant aid are required to lower financial barriers for low-income students, federal aid alone will not ensure access, persistence, and degree completion.  Through programs like TRIO and GEAR UP, a significant, simultaneous investment must be made to ensure that low-income students at each stage in the pipeline receive the assistance required.  While it is up to states and institutions to determine how and when they deliver early intervention, remediation, support service, and retention programs, the federal government ought to encourage adequate funding and coordination among existing programs.  Most directly, the federal government should refrain from arbitrarily conditioning the receipt of federal student aid on a low-income student’s need for remediation or support services.
10. How important is federal-state-institutional coordination in addressing both the financial and academic dimensions of the access problem?

In addressing both the financial and academic dimensions of the access problem, it is absolutely essential for federal, state, and institutional policies and programs to be coordinated.  Coordination will enable the achievement of the maximum return on the investment of scarce access resources.  The total impact of individual programs can be greatly enhanced through coordination.  From an access perspective, the ideal outcome is coordination that effectively ensures that low-income students are supported systematically and sequentially through the entire education pipeline.  In that regard, one of the most effective arguments for greater funding to improve access is a detailed plan under which each federal, state, or institutional access program not only recognizes but also systematically leverages every other existing program.       
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