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General Accounting Office
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B-238753
June 22, 1990

The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy
Chairman, Commiittee on Labor ard Human Resources
United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In recent years, various individuals and private-sector organizations have established new
guaranteed student aid and support programs to help disadvantaged students. At your
request, we examined these programs to determine their characteristics, the key issues
facing them—and likely to face others considering starting similar efforts—and their results
so far. The programs are not federally funded, but they do provide an important perspective
on federal efforts to increase access to postsecondary education.

As requested by officials in many of the programs we studied, and as agreed with the
Committee, we do not identify responses from specific prugrams. We did, however, find
officizls in participating programs to be most helpful during the course of our evaluation. As
agreed with the Committee, we did not obtain official agency comments or comments from
the programs.

As we arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce the contents of this report
earlicr, we plan no further distribution of it until 30 days from the date of the report. At that
time, copies will be sent to the Department of Education and others who are interested and
will be made available to others who request them.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please call me at (202) 275-
1854 or Kwai-Cheung Chan, Director of Program Evaluation in Human Services Areas, at
(202) 275-1370. Other major contributors to this report are listed in appendix III

Sincerely yorirs,

Beore G0

Eleanor Chelimsky
Assistant Comptroller General



Executive Summary

Minority youth continue to enroll in higher education at rates that are
lower than those for white students. Minority young people, often from
poor families, may be uncertain about how to pay for higher education;
may be poorly prepared in high school; may not fully understand the
link between higher education, jobs, and earnings; or may rely on alter-
native paths to income. To change these patterus, private individuals
and organizations started programs in the 1980’s that offer disadvan-
taged students early notice of guaranteed financial aid for college and,
often, additional academic and other support in preparation for further
eaucation. Early positive reports on a few programs drew wide atten-
tion but little formal evalcation.

The Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources asked GAO to
review the current tuition-guarantee programs to determine their char-
acteristics, the key issues facing them-—and likely to face others consid-
ering starting similar efforts—and their results so far.

L o

Background

Results in Brief

Effeciive ways to increase the rates of high school graduation and col-
lege atiendance remain elusive. Academic preparation for college
requires selection of particular classes as early as ninth grade; school
completicn requires persistence in the face of many obstacles, some-
times including peer pressure against academic effort; and college
attendance requires surmounting yet additional hurdles, such as com-
pleting coniplex applications and paying the bills. Diverse public and
private organizations work to increase the high school graduation and
college attendance rates of poor and minor‘ty youth in many ways (for
example, through tutoring or scholarships). In addition, such targeted
federal programs as student financial aid and Upward Bound have been
in existence for many years.

Some, though not all, of the guaranteed-tuition programs of the 1980’s
differ from earlier programs in that they constitute comprehensive
efforts, starting early in the school career, to increase the chances of
academic success for disadvantaged youths. These new programs com-
bine a financial aid guarantee, personal and often intense mentoring,
and a wide range of program elements aimed at increasing both motiva-
tion and academic skills so that school success would come to be both
valued and feasible.

GAO found the private sector programs promising because of their par-
ticipants’ significant efforts, the generally plausible program designs,

4
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Principal Findings

and some early indications of results. Thus, it would be reasonable for
others to make further attempts along these lines. But what about the
questions of whether tuition-guarantee programs increase the access of
disadvantaged students to higher education and which of several dif-
ferent models of such programs are most cost-effective in improving
educational motivation and accomplishments for these students? GAO
found that only modest data are being kept and evaluation efforts are
ancertain. If this situation does not change, the answers to these ques-
tions about the effectiveness of tuition-guarantee programs will not be
known.

GAO found four quite different types of programs that represent dif-
ferent strategies concerning how early the intervention should start,
what type and size of student participant group should be formed, how
strong the financial incentive should be, and how intensive project ser-
vices should be. The most comprehensive are typically *‘sponsorship”
programs, in which one individual or organizational donor starts to pro-
vide intensive academic help, mentoring (personal support), and other
services to a small, broad-based ( that is, not selected based on prior aca-
demic performance) group of students. The least intense are typically
“pay-for-grades” programs, in which a donor provides few services but
puts modest funds, based on students’ grades, into accounts for use late"
in paying higher-education expenses.

These programs are new. They presently reach only a tiny fraction of
the nation’s disadvantaged students. However, some of them appear to
be achieving an important success in keeping the selected student
groups intact and in schooi. This is a critical precondition for any other
effects. Some program components—especially the early intervention,
personal mentoring, and intensive academic help in “sponsorship” pro-
grams—seem to have the potential to markedly increase motivation and
achievement.

GAO's survey data show that in 1988-89 at least 42,496 students now in
school were involved in tuition-guarantee programs. At least 2,884 addi-
tional students now in postsecondary education received a total of $1.6
million in tuitior: benefits. Thirty-nine programs reported a total endow-
ment of $22.7 million to support future tuition payments. GAO found
major differences across four types of programs, including the number
of students involved, the extent of services offered, and annual oper-
ating expenses.

)
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Executive Summary

Program Differences

“Sponsorship” programs were the most common of the tuition-guarantee
programs, begun either by individuals or organizations. The founder
typically selects one or two complete classrooms of students at elemen:
tary or junior high school level, guarantees postsecondary tuition, and
usually agrees to serve as personal mentor for the young people through
the school years and to _ay for support staff and related programming.
These programs provide the most intensive educational services to the
particirating precollege students of the four program types. In 1988-89,
37 sponsorship programs responding to GAO’s survey (a rate of 53 per-
cent) served 3,617 students at an average cost | =r year of $923 per stu-
dent. Few have graduated students or paid ou*, guaranteed tuition yet.
However, most do report success in retaining their students in school
thus far. GAO also saw examples of substantial extra academic help for
students that could make a big difference.

“Last-dollar” programs help high school juniors and senio=s iearn about
and apply for student aid, and also guarantee students the remaining
assistance (the last Jollars) needed to attend postsecondary school after
all other sources of assistance have been exhausted. Staff of twelve last-
dollar programs responding to our survey (a rate of 92 percent) reported
that in 1988-89 they advised nearly 17,000 students at an average cost
per year of $431 per student, and also paid out $1.54 million in grants to
2,389 students now in higher education. They offer few other sup-
portive services. Several have been in operation for some years and
have helped many students, but lack evidence (other than participants’
opinions) of the unique impact of these efforts.

“University-based” programs may guarantee admissions and tuition at a
particular institution and also offer mentoring and other services while
selected or volunteer students complete high school. A few universities
operate sponsorship programs to help a selected group tirrough high
school and then guarantee tuition at any institution after graduation. In
1988-89, 16 university-based programs responded to GAG's survey (a
rate of 67 percent), and their staff reported serving almost 1,900 stu-
dents with average annual expenses of $328. None of these programs
has begun giving tuition benefits to graduates, but the programs gener-
ally reported success in retaining students in school.

“Pay-for-grades” programs are the fourth type of tuition-guarantee pro-
gram. In these, the tuition funds are guaranteed only if a student
receives specified grades in schoo! subjects. Stz£f from four of these pro-
grams (a 100 percent response rate) reported that in 1988-89 nearly
20,000 students received these rewards (payment into an account set
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Executive Summary

aside for future tuition), together with relatively few support services,
so that the average cost was only $111 per student. Because of the
modest incentive they offered and (in some cases) the large percentage
of nonwinners, such programs appeared least likely to affect disadvan-
taged youths’ college attendance rates. Nevertheless, pay-for-grades
programs reported paying out funds totaling $73,000 to nearly 500 high-
school graduates in 1988-89.

Implementation Problems

Current program staff predicted that others attempting such programs
would most often encounter problems finding funds to pay for current
services, to hire staff, and to fund the tuition guarantees. In addition,
they warned that maintaining contact with students was difficuit. Spon-
sorship program staff often cited minimal cooperation or even resis-
tance from family members as a barrier, though GA0 noted that parents
may reasonably resent the intrusion and competition that strong men-
tors may represent to a family.

Evaluation Shortcomings

Recommendations

Agency Comments

GAO found some negative attitudes concerning the merits of systematic
evaluation, especially of the more complex sponsorship programs.
Respondents from most programs did report collecting some data,
including students’ school progress and grades. Data collection seems to
be lagging or absent, however, on other key items, such as test scores,
school attendance, family information, and the support services used by
students. The programs’ current data-collection efforts do not appear to
constitute comprehensive, systematic evaluations. GAO judges such eval-
uation to be essential and suggests the need for a comparison-group
design. Until evidence from such evaluations is available, conclusions
about the effectiveness of tuition-guarantze programs will continue to
be tentative and qualified.

This report contains no recommendations.

GAO did not request formal comments on a draft of this report.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The nation needs more and more workers with advanced education to
spur economic growth and improve productivity, and individuals need
more and more education to command high wages. Nevertheless, despite
steady gains in rates of high school graduation, rates of attainment in
higher education are only slowly rising, and minority attainment lags
behind that of whites. In 1988, forty-five percent of young white indi-
viduals had completed a year of college, while only 33 percent of blacks
in the same age group (26-34) had done so; about 25 percent of young
whites had completed 4 years of college, but only 13 percent of blacks in
the same age group had done so.! Differences by income are also dra-
matic: studies tracing the high school class of 1980 found that among
the brightest students, those with low family income were 20 to 25 per-
cent less likely than their wealthier classmates to attend college, and
within the average ability group, the lower-income students were 40
percent less likely to go on to college. Thus, to some young people, espe-
cially those in city schools, higher education may seem far out of reach:
they may know few who went that far in school; they may be poorly -
prepared academically; and they may be uncertain about how te finance
higher education.

Beginning in the 1980’s, several hundred programs initiated from
outside the schools have attempted to change these prevailing patterns
by going beyond familiar scholarship programs and providing a ccmbi-
nation of guaranteed financial aid and other kinds of help. Individuals
have spongored whole classes of students beginning early in their school
careers. For examnple, New York businessman Eugene Lang established
the I Have a Dream (IHAD) program that offered a group of sixth graders
a tuition guarantee and close supportive help through the rest of their
school years. Business groups raised funds for financial aid counseling
and tuition aid. Individual universities began working with recruited
students at an early age and offered eventual full tuition benefits to
those who would devote themselves to serious preparatory studies. The
programs appear to have varied widely in their analyses of what young

'With regard to long-term trends, the National Center for Education Statistics reports that the share
of whites enrolled in higher education declined in the first half of the 1870's, then held steady until it
increased through the 1980's. The proportion of black and Hispanic 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in
higher education increased also in the early 1970's but declined in the second hals of the decade. By
the mid-1880's, the rates for both groups were above those of the early 1970's. Throughout the
period, participation rates of blacks and Hispanics were consistently lower than those of whites, a
steady gap neither narrowing nor widening. Concerning coilege completions, a gap is widening as
recent growth in the young adult population (ages 18 to 34) outpaced degree growth to a much larger
extent among blacks than among whites. The black young adult population grew 24 percent between
1977 and 1886, but the number of bach-lor's degrees awarded to blacks fell by 2 percent; in contrast,
the white young adult population increased 9 percent, while the number of bachelors’ degrees
creased 3 percent.
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people needed and in the resources brought to bear on the problems.’
However, early reports, such as those fron1 Eugene Lang about his IHAD
program, have been encouraging in the areas of improved school com-
pletion and college-going rates for students who receive such compre-
hensive assistance.

Since one major goal of federal higher education policy has been to
increase access, it is of great importance to learn whether tuition-guar-
antee programs are also doing so, in order that they can be adopted
widely and thus influence future federal programs.

“

: : The Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources asked us to
ObJeCtIVGS, Scope, and report on tuition-guarantee programs.® As agreed with the Committee,
Methodology we concentrated chiefly on programs initiated in the private sector so
that our review would provide perspective on federal efforts to improve
access to postsecondary education. We asked several main questions:

« What are the characteristics of the programs?

« What are the key issues facing the programs now and likely to face
others starting similar programs in the future?

. What have been the programs’ resuits so far? If evaluation is premature
at this point, are data being gathered that will permit future evaluation?

This review represents a somewhat different approach, as we needed to
examine a set of programs where data on results are not yet available
for evaluation. Such early examination is warranted, however, in areas
of acute national concern. The goal is not to judge outcomes but to locate
and describe practices that appear soundly designed and worthy of
wider trial and to attempt, insofar as is possible, to assure their eventual

2In chapter 2, wedismssﬂ\eassumpﬁonsundeﬂymgﬁ\edesignofsomepmgrmaboutcmmof
low enrollment of poor and minority youthinhlghereduation.'l'herehavebeenef!omtoamlyze
the scientific literture for explanations. For example, reviewing the decline in black high school
graduates’ college enrollment since the mid-1970's, the National Academy of Sciences examined evi-
den « for five alternstive explanations and concluded that a “declire in financial aid is the most
important factor,” though “increases in milive. y enlistment may also be important.” See Gerald D.

Jaynes and Robin M. Williams, Jr. (eds.), A Common Destiny: Blacks in American Society (Wash-
ington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 1 , PP- X

3By agreement with the Committee, we did not include one type of program that involves a different
use of the term “guarantee.” These are tuition prepayment plans aimed primarily at middle-income
families abie to save for college. In such plans, as established by a number of individual schools and
state systems in recent Years, a parent pays tuition now for a youngster who will m..end ollege some
years in the future.Theparentisguanntzedthntmem\ountpaldwﬂleovermesd\ool'smlleosta
a later dute. These programs are described in the 1889 Survey of Sa and Guaranteed
Tuition Plans (Denver: Education Commission of X . anet S. Hansen (ed.),
College Savings Plans: Public Policy Choices (New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1990}.
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evaluation. We had a similar goal in our earlier review of AIDS educa-
tion programs.+

The Programs We Studied  We attempted to gather data on all private sector tuition-guarantee pro-
grams.® We initially searched bibliographic data bases but found neither
analyses nor lists of such programs. We then developed our own com-
prehensive directory.® Beginning in December 1988, we looked for any
current program that aimed to increase school motivation and comple-
tion by guairanteeing minority and disadvantaged students, prior to their
senior year, ceme or all of the funds needed for post-high-school educa-
tion, together with some supportive services. Starting with those tuition-
guarantee programs identified through a national search of newspaper
and magazine stories, we telephoned each program to establish its rele-
vance to our purpose and to learn of others. When we stopped our
search in July 1989, we had located 124 programs. In addition, because
the number of such programs is growing and there is no central source
of information about them, the .amber we did not survey is unknown.
However, we estimate there may be as many as 120 tuition-guarantee
programs in this latter category.’

By analyzing these 124 programs located nationwide, we identified four
types:

‘U.S General Accoun g Office AIDS Education: Reaching Populations at Higher Risk, GAO/
PEMD-88-36 (Washington, D.C - September 1988).

5We learned of two related public efforts, neither of which was in full operation during the period of
our study. Mﬁmnimmodeluwlﬂaveabmmm,beginminthe1991-92whoolyear,
NewYorkswewillex.pmditastudentddpacksgewit.hnnewmntproyam(u!ledllbertySchol—

anteepmmumwmbeaimdunn&ooom-hmnudrdmmmmﬂmmfﬂbdﬂn
Chudren'anmade,itwmbesumdusoonue:\dowmenthm.nmhed.

“Mmmdikuabwemnmmexpmedmmmmmungormunﬂhrpﬂm. In response,
we prepared a directory of projects, including 61 that answered our survey and ssked to be listed.
Copies are available from the Program Evaluation and Methodology Division of GAO.

"Several types of programs have sites throughout the country. The Merrill Lynch Corporstion Scho-
larshipBuilder 2000 program, established in collaboration with tiie Urban League affiliates in 10
cities, and the Ohio State University Young Scholar program, which has students in 8 Ohio cities,
identified all of their sites for us. Another major program, the 1 Have a Drean Foundation, which
ncludes about 130 sites, refused to identify their locations. Working independontly, we could locate
only 47 of the latter. We may have missed 10-12 of each of the other three program types, for an
estimated total not included in our universe of about 120,

12
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« “sponsorship,” in which an individual or organization selects one or
more classes of students (or sometimes individuals) at the elementary or
junior high level, guaranteeing postsecondary tuition and, in the case of
individual sponsors, usually agreeing to serve personally as a mentor
(or, in the case of organizations, arranging for something similar)
through the school years and to pay for support staff and services as
well;

« “last-dollar,” in which students in high school are promised help in
applying for other student aid and are guaranteed the “last dollar” of
aid needed to attend postsecondary school;

. “university-based,” in which a specific university develops a program
with elements such as tutoring or other educational support, personal
mentoring, school-year and summer enrichment experiences, with the
tuition guarantee usable at that institution alone or, in some cases, at
any institution the student chooses; and

« “pay-for-grades,” in which the tuition funds are earned if a student
receives specific grades in high school subjects, are placed in a special
account during the school years, and are paid out in increments after
graduation.

The Methods We Used Evaluating a new concept or approach in its early stages to determine if
it holds wider promise poses special methodological challenges. These
general challenges and our solutions to them in this particular study are
summarized in table 1.1. There are three major dilemmas: first, deter-
mining cause and effect, though always challenging, is especially diffi-
cuit in evaluations of programs that are still developing and changing;
second, as evaly tors we could not count on having needed data or even
basic records, since resources of young programs such as these are typi-
cally scarce and concentrated on services; and third, especially in this
case, key outcomes—such as high school graduation and college enroll-
ment and graduation—will not be known for many years.

. 13
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Table 1.1: Methodological Challenges in
Evaluating Tuition-Guarantee Programs

L]
What we did

Excluded those just starting, surveyed all
programs nationwide, not just a sample (in
order not to miss any with significant
expenence), visited the most stable
examples we could find, capitalized on
programs’ developmental stage by asking
practitioners for their own ar.alyses of
barriers others would face in starting similar
efforts

Compared programs’ assumptions to
determine stronger and weakear conceptual
bases, gathered data from observation, in
addition to mail survey responses; examined
programs’ current data and evaluation plans

Examined intermediate cutcomes, where
possible, in ind,vidual programs; aggregated
outcome observation data by type of
program for stronger inference

Challenge

Programs’ early cevelopmental stage means
change 1s constant, but evaluation of
potential requires a fairly stable descrniption
of the program

Resources are likely to be concentrated on
service rather than data collection

Key outcomes will not be known for years

We were able to help move the discussion of what can be learned from
these programs beyond the stage of anecdote and self-report by pro-
viding consistent data from our national survey to describe and compare
programs on many dimensions, as well as independent first-hand obser-
vations of programs in practice. These two kinds of data address impor-
tant questions pertinent to replication and expansion: (1) results and
costs to date, (2) the future data base that may exist for documenting
success and understanding its origins, (3) unresolved issues facing the
programs, and (4) barriers to expansion.

Our analysis of programs in clusters that share key aviributes is also a
step towards stronger inferences than are possible from single-program
press or sponsor accounts. Such accounts may stress results that are
properly attributable not to the general program features but to unique
conditioas; conclusions based on data from multiple programs, and from
two separate sources (surveys and visits), are preferable. Data from
independent observations by our site visitors help add perspective to
the natural enthusiasm program developers typically show in describing
their efforts.

-

The Data We Gathered

As noted, we used two methods to reach our objective of describing tui-
tion-guarantee programs. First, to obtain comparable data on basic ques-
tions across the group, we developed a questionnaire that we mailed in
August 1989 to each tuition-guarantee program we identified. This
survey included 62 questions covering program goals, initial selection of

14

Page 12 GAO/PEM-80-16 Programs Guaranteeing Student Aid for Higher Education




Chapter 1
Introduction

students and student characteristics, progress through school by the
student group (including attrition), sponsors and their contributions,
staff. extent and conditions of the tuition guarantee, support services
for students, summer program, annual expenses, endowment for the tui-
tion guarantee, and evaluation. Most specific questions asked for infor-
mation about the school year 1988-89. In open-ended questions, we
asked respondents to discuss factors encouraging and hindering success.
We tested the questionnaire with staff of different kinds of programs to
be sure it would allow them all to descrihe their work satisfactorily.

After a second mailing of the questionnaire, a reminder postcard, and at
least two ielephone contacts with nonrespondents, we received 69
usable responses, for a response rate of 62 percent. Table 1.2 shows how
many programs of each type we identified and the percentage of survey
responses we received from each.

Table 1.2: Tuition-Guarantee Programs
by Type and Response to Our Survey*

—
Programs ___Survey reeconses

Program type identified Number Percent
Sponsorship 70 37 53
Last-dollar 13 12 92
University-based 24 16 67
Pay-for-grades 4 4 100
Total m 69 82%

*Ttus does not include 13 programs onginally identired but later determined through the survey or fur-
ther contact either not to be actively serving students in 1988-89 (that s, just starting or terminated) or
not a tuition-guarantee program according to our definition

Second, we selected six tuitivn-guarantee programs to serve as case
examples of different approaches and in late spring 1989 visited each of
them with a two-person team for up to a week, to gather data. We chose
programs that had been in existence for several years so that we could
find out about their growth and development over time and their
impacts on students. Because of the rapid growth of the sponsorship
type of program (including those affiliated with or modeled after
Eugene Lang’s IHAD program in New York City), we visited three of
them, and one example of each of the other three types. There are up;-
versity-based programs at both public and private schools; in one excep-
tion to our general focus on private-sector efforts, we chose a major
state university to visit to observe an especially extensive exaiple of
this type of program. Table 1.3 shows characteristics of the six pro-
grams we visited.

15
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Table 1.3: Characteristics of Tuition-Gusrantee Programs We Visited

Program type

Year Number of
established Location students® Sponsor

Sponsorship

1987 Northeast 104 Individual

Sponsorship

1986 Southwest 1,900 Multiple individuals

Sponsorship

1988 Mid-Atlantic 35 National corporation

L ast-dollar

1985 Northeast 3,000 Business group

University-based

1988 North central 600 State university

TII‘H'OOW)%

Pay-for-grades

1987 Mid-Atlantic 102 Local corporation

*Number or students participating at the time of our visit in 1989 In the last-dollar program, participants
nclude all those receiving any type of financial aid counseling, not only those receiving aid, in the pay-
for-grades program, participants include only those winning the tuition benefits, not all those eligible

For each program, we visited schools and community organizations and
observed reguler activitirs of students and staff wherever possible. We
reviewed records and also interviewed students, parents, staff, spon-
sors, and pertinent officiais {(such as public school educators, community
ieaders, or university administratcrs).® The visits provided detailed
examples of topics covered in the survey, including programs’ goals,
resources, staffing, services, links to schools, successes and concerns,
and pians for evaluation. In addition, interviews with a range of partici-
pants at each site gave us multiple perspectives concerning controver-
sial subjects. In all, we visited 11 schools and interviewed 93 people.

How We Analyzed the

. Data

We reviewed all the survey responses and first eliminated those from
prograrus that were not currently operating or that did not involve some
type of early notice of a tuition guarantee. (Our scope excluded tradi-
tional scholarship programs, for example.) We checked each survey for
internal consistency and clarified confusing answers by follow-up tele-
phone czlls. We then categorized each program as one of the four types
and did standard statistical analyses of the answers of all programs of
each type.® We chiefly used the mean, or average, when we judged it to
be an accurate representation of the answers from all those in a group of

"Becauseofﬂ\eextenswenntunofourvmu(foruptouweek.wiuuddlﬂoml visits in some cases
for follow-up data gathering) to central and field offices of private-sector programs not involved with
federalllw,regulmon,orhmds,wewemeapedallymhn for the cooperation we received.

"Mostwegodudomwemunamblguouamauyacepuommnfewminwhlchupom
gave a sizable mdmnumVemttytommage,andthemqungpmgnm:ppeamdmuchukeﬂum
of the sponsorship cfforts we found (for example, with & guarantee of tuition anywhere) Because of
the special involvement of faculty and administration of universities in these, however, we retained
them in the uruversity-based category, along with ocher university programs that guaranteed tuition
at a single school
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programs, except in a few situations where one or two programs very
unlike the others distorted the picture given by th> mean. For example,
one citywide pay-for-grades program had 29,000 ehyible students, while
others affected only one classroom or school. One sponsorship program
had 1,900 students, though most others have around 100. In those situa-
tions in the text where an average would be mis‘ezding, we report the
median, which describes the midpoint of all answers and avoids distor-
tion by a few outliers.

We analyzed the site visit data in several ways. We compared the survey
data to the visit observations and looked for both corroboration and
contrasts. A staff member who had not visited sites performed the com-
puter analyses of the survey data and prepared conclusions that seemed
to flow from the data, without being influenced by the vivid on-site
details. Another staff member then joined in the further work with
survey data, drawing illustrations from the case material for some anal-
yses and directing additional survey analyses as needed. In addition, we
reviewed the site visit data to determine important themes and issues
that we had seen at several sites but which had not appeared .a the
survey.

External Advisory Panel We reviewed our plans, questionnaire, and results with an external advi-
sory panel of experts knowledgeable about the programs and their eval-
uation. Their names are listed in appendix I.
We did not request formal commeats on our - *port from the programs
involved or from any federa! agercy. Our work was conducted in accor-
dance with generally accepted government auditing standards.

Study Strengths and

Limitations

Strengths This is the first study to report on the full range of private-sector tui-

tion-guarantee programs using diverse kinds of dat.., systematically
gathered. We made extensive efforts to locate all programs to send them
our questionnaire, to present questions that had been tested on similar
people, and to stimulate responses from as many programs as possible.
We made first-hand observations of programs exemplifying the major
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cifferent approaches and discussed their operations with a wide range
of participants.

Limitations

One limitation of our data is that we could not locate all sponsorship
programs to survey. Specifically, we did not have a full list of programs
affiliated with the national IHAD Foundation, although we made
repeated efforts to obtain such a list. We located 47, but there may be as
many as 86 more. We probably missed some programs of other types as
well, but. we have no way of estimating the number as precisely as in the
IHAD case.

Another limitation is the fact that the i'esponse rates to our survey were
lower than w. had hoped. For some types of programs, the response rate
was acceptable, as table 1.2 shows. However, we had the lowest
response (63 percent) from sponsorship programs; we cannot estimate
whether the group that answered is a biased sample (thnt is, systemati-
cally different from the full group we wanted to knov. about). Neverthe-
less, we can describe the 37 sponsorship programs thas did respond, and
we also gathered further detailed data on this type of program in three
case studies.

Organization of the
Report

In chapter 2, we answer the first evaluation question concerning pro-
grams’ characteristics by presenting each of the four program types,
including their assumptions about students’ needs and how to meet
them, as well as our data on the programs in practice. Chapter 3
answers the second evaluation question on key issues that face the pro-
grams and that might be faced by others starting similar programs. In
chapter 4, we answer the third question, concerning results to date, with
programs’ self-reported data from the survey on student retention and
observations of individua! programs’ outcomes from the case study
sites. In that chapter, we also address the likelihood-of-evaluation issue
with information from the survey on data being collected and evalua-
tions planned, and we suggest its importance in a discussion of the
potential returns to the programs’ investment in young people. Chapter
6 summarizes the study findings, draws overall conclusions, and high-
lights the importance of evaluation. Appendix II gives concrete sugges-
tions for improved evalvation on the part of tuition-guarantee
programs.

18

Fagels GAO/mlchnGmnMuMnthwmm



Chapter 2

Four Types of Tuition-Guarantee Programs

Our national survey showed a very wide range of different efforts now
under way that share the core idea of increasing incentives by guaran-
teeing postsecondary education funds to young people. If a tuition guar-
antee were enough, however, to change disadvantaged youths’
aspirations, motivation, and achievement, the programs discussed here
could be simple and the enormous press, TV, and public attention to the
phenomenon would be unlikely. In fact, program sponsors believe much
more is needed and, accordingly, their efforts are varied and complex,
and include the rich human interest drama of philanthropists, universi-
ties, and corporations not only promising to make higher education pos-
sible for urban school classes but also devoting years of close attention
to trying to assure the groups’ progress.

This chapter presents the results of our national survey of tuition-guar-
antee programs, which was designed to answer the initial evaluation
question about the current characteristics of such programs. We begin
by discussing the major assumptions that seem to underlie the
programs.

The Programs’
Underlying
Assumptions

Tuition-guarantee programs, like other new action programs, are guided
by some key ideas or central beliefs, and we found that these vary
across the types of programs. They do share the general notion that the
price of higher education is a significant barrier to increased enrollment
by disadvantaged students. Thus, by definition, all tuition-guarantee
programs promise to provide funds for higher education that need not
be repaid and that form a subsidy to reduce the price a student must
pay. Presumably, all the programs’ designers expect that if students
know early that cost will be reduced or eliminated as a barrier, they will
be more enthusiastic about their chances of going to college. Sponsors
further hope students will, with that more accessible goal now in mind,
devote more time to studies that otherwise would have had less likeli-
hood of paying off, and be mure willing t) forgo the short-term income
from work duriny the periou of extended schooling in expectation of
higher long-term income and more satisfying work.

Programs differ in their views of how unconditionally to guarantee the
tuition grant, and the setting of conditions is related to particular
assumptions about behavior. Pay-for-grades programs offer the most
obvious conditional gift and the most concrete incicators used: students
can earn the tuition funds only upon receiving specified grades orn their
report card. Some (though not all) university-based programs may select
students for their tuition guarantee who show early promise of eventual
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success at the institution, and then require the students to meet addi-
tional requirements (courses to be taken or average grades earned, for
example) along the way. Such programs, together with pay-for-grades
programs, thus require students to show that they are ““worthy” of
investment, a concept somewhat analogous to the concept in welfare
policy of the “‘deserving” poor.

On the other hand, sponsorship program founders and staff tend to
believe strongly in the potential of every young person; thus, they typi-
cally promise the funds for higher education to a chosen group simply
on graduation (or even completion of the general equivalency certifi-
cate) without requiring a particular grade average or other measures of
academic potential or accomplishment.! Last-dollar programs likewise
offer generalized encou~agement to all students, but these programs
differ from sponsorship programs in that funds are given only after
high school graduation and then only to those with financial need after
colleges have made aid offers. However, despite their differences, many
of the sponsorship, university-based, and last-dollar programs share a
similar assumption about the viability and importance of educational
investment for all students.

But, as we repeatedly heard from people involved in these programs,
“the financial guarantee is only a small part” of the programs’ analyses
of what disadvantaged students need and what should be done to
expand students’ horizons and change their approach to school.

Sponsorship Programs

These programs’ designers appear to view the young persons’ whole
lives as being at risk, often on account of the disadvantaged community
or neighborhood where the students’ school is located. Accordingly,
sponsorship programs may aim to supply the emotional support and
total involvement of a substitute or added parent, together with a sup-
portive small group of other young people undergoing similar changes of
outlook, and bolstered by a wide range of services. The implication is
that the types of support students need to get to college—academic,
emotional, financial—are needed early but are not available in their
immediate communities, and that strong external intervention can raise

‘wamshveyﬂfmdﬂwmphxpmblmuofwmmwwm,m
mofﬁdnhﬂdmthuﬂwyexmtuduﬁnﬂﬂawlyfmnﬂtypuoﬂedaﬂmmmldmt
MMMMWmmmmmmemme
hw-hmm,ﬂwymybedigibkfwmnyldmhofgovanmmdmmmml,wﬂmﬂn
pmgrm’ownguannteemybeoneofmesmlleramuib\momtotheovennmndimofﬂ\estu-
dents’ higher educations.

Page 18 GAO/PEMD-90-16 Programs Guaranteeing Siudent Aid for Higher Education



Chapter 2
Four Types of TuitionGusrantee Programs

the expectations of those zround the young person both at home and
school. In their strongest form, such programs aim to radically restruc-
ture, from a relatively early point, the forces affecting poor children’s
lives.

Last-Dollar Programs

These programs, on t'ie other hand, by working with seniors about to
graduate, can take n.ore for Lracted about students’ readiness for higher
education, motivation, and level of accor-plishment, and thus can
narrow their area of concern axd intervent.c. Such programs’ advo-
cates believe that for those who have survived and acceded to the last
two years of high school, financial aid is the key to further education.
Last-dollar programs therefore devote th.eir efforts to technical informa-
tion and help with details of college costs, payment plans, expense
budgets, aid applications, and related matters. Once students find all the
available aid, the program adds marginal dollars at the end from its own
resources (based on formulas that typically leave some degree of a “self-
help”’ burden, including work and loans).

University-Based
Programs

These designs may range from something very like the sponsorship
model (for example, in the case of a donor who initially gives a fund to a
particular university to guarantee tuition for a selected group from the
area, but that is to be used eventually to guarantee tuition anywhere), to
a guarantee to selected students in selected cities in one state that is
usable only at a particular university campus. The assumptions a2bout
what students need in order to succeed may vary from the broadest
assessment and most comprehensive services to little more than the
guarantee alone. Programs with guarantees limited to a specific univer-
sity campus may also reflect past problems of student adaptation, and
may therefore stress activities to familiarize students with specific
campus facilities and locations, academic demands, and studeut culture
to help assure that students who eventually attend are ready to do their
best and do not have to endure unnecessary shocks or surprises.

Pay-For-Grades Programs

Such programs seem to reflect a central assumption that schools’ cur-
rent rewards are seen by too many students as inadequate to stimulate
their best academic efforts. The further assumption is that the addition
of a tuition-fund incentive—along with any gifts, public recognition, and
other rewards (such as contact with r.entors) that the winners
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Table 2.1: Programs’ Main Assumptions

. ' . - -
Program type Tultion-guarantes assumptions

Sponsorship A wide range of young students (and their
parents and teachers) can develop |.\gher
expectations by being guaranteed tun,~n
which will be available to all those sponsored
in a selexcted but heterogeneous group who
can meet entrance requirements ?high school
graduation or GED) for higher education

Last-doliar Small awards ~an help make higher
education possible, or enrich students’
options, when awarded to needy graduating
seniors after all uther aid possibihties have
been tapped

University-based Depends on nature of program; single school
programs assume motivation can be raised
by guaranteeing tuition at one university to
those selected as having promise of success
at that institution

Pay-for-grades Grades are a useful measure of both
pesformance and potential and there.ore can
Justify decisions on education investment in
individuals; also, motivation for education can
be raised by adding funds toward tuitiol; as a
reward for those attaining specified grades
or an overall average

receive—wili draw more individual efforts fiom the larger group of stu-
dents who hope thereby to win, even though the payoff goes only to
those who achieve.

Programs that add new rewards, with no other changes, rest on the
additional assumption that the academic evaluation process is viewed as
legitimate. Raising the stakes on school performance, however, may put
a new spotlight on issues such as the fairness of grading. Such programs
face the further challenge of assessing how far the available funds can
be spread under different payoff conditions, and the short- and long-
term effects on students of having many or few winners. For example,
large awards might stimulate the greatest effort, but limited resources
mean big rewards can be given to only a few (that is, most people will
not win). This may depress effort in later groups when they iearn of the
carly payoff history.
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m
Other obstacies Iintervention assumptions

Muitiple problems of youth in disadvantaged neighborhoods Students’ aspirations, self-esteem, and confidence about their
chances of success can be enhanced by provadun?\ unqualified
support from an additional parent figure, along with extensive
services and a sup/ortive group of other young people going
through similar chenges

Problem of iack of knowledge of student-aid procedures among Technical help in aggressive search for aid will yield aimost enough
disadvantaged applicants aid to support higher education
individual university problems with recruitment and retention A tallored program wilt reach students from underrepresented

groups and areas, and specific activities will enhance the students’
chances of success at that institution

General problems of low expectations arJ aspirations among Ennchment expenences and mentoring will further enhance
disadvantaged students motivation when provided to those who emarge as winners in the
grade contest

Pay-for-grades programs open to large groups (an entire school or dis-
trict) cannot, by their nature, embrace a theory of complex student
needs that require services to be met. A school or district may provide
academic help separately, but the tuition-guarantee programs do not
include integral supportive help for all, though it may be offered to the
winners—arguably those least in need—as part of their reward.

Table 2.1 summarizes the programs’ assumptions about the potential
effects of an early guarantee of help with college tuition, as well as
assumptions about other way s the programs intervene to help disadvan-

taged young people.
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The Programs’ Hopeful
Philosophy

Most generally, the program: aim to rekindle a faith in education and a
broader hope for the future among disadvantaged students and their
families. The programs’ names convey the designers’ aspirations for the
young people: I Have a Dream, wich its evocation of Dr. Martin Luther
King; Young Scholars (6th graders chosen by Ohio State University);
ScholarshipBuilder 2000 (the Merriil Lynch Corporation’s collaboration
with the Urban League, involving 1988-89 first graders who will grad-
uate from high school in the year 2000); and others, including Tell Them
We Are Rising, I Know I Can, Say Yes to Education, Passport to Success,
and College Opportunity Program 1995. All the programs, whatever
toeir titles, rest on a basic finding froni research that gives them plausi-
bility. This finding is that the ideals that students, their parents, and
their peers cherish are more important than a student’s socioeconomic
and ethnic background in predicting academic success.?

Major Differences
Among the Programs

To summarize the detailed information that will be presented in the rest
of the chapter, our survey showed many specific differences in practice
across and to some degree even within the four types of programs. That
is, they differ on the key common dimensions of financial incentives and
supportive services. For example, the basic dollar incer:.cive ranges from
four years’ full tuition to much less. In addition, programs’ services
vary, as shown by the range of cost per student from $111 to $923 per
year and by the range of intensity of adult presence from 1:526 to 1:14.
Sponsorship programs offer the greatest tuition incentive and the most
extensive supportive services. At the other extreme, pay-for-grades pro-
grams offer both smaller financial incentives and fewer services. Last-
dollar and university-based programs vary considerably among them-
selves but can be characterized generally as falling somewhere in a
middle ground between the other two types, with relatively sizable
financial incentives but lesser degrees of supportive services. Table 2.2
summarizes these major differences on the two key dimensions. Since
the programs represent such varying scales of intervention, it will be of
great interest to trace the long-term effects, and hence the cost-effec-
tiveness, of each. It seems reasonable to expect that although the pro-
grams have a common plausible starting point in seeking changes in
students’ outlooks on school and life, the programs have very different

2U.S. Department of Education, What Works: Research About T and 2nd ed. (Wash-
ington, D.C. US. Government Printing Office, 1087, p. 15, Itliﬁﬂdo\mﬂﬁpmmmmw
Mymwpkmmmeﬂmbmmmmwawmmumoﬂ,
sometimes select groups for services and the educational benefit in a manner that may appear inex-

plicable and random to the recipients; this could reinforce a fatalistic view that success is mysterious,
which is quite the opposite of the instrumentai outlook desired.
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chances of actually changing students’ lives. Table 2.3 summarizes
quartitative indicators concerning students, adults, annual expenses,
and results so far for each program type. The programs’ results will be
described in chapter 4; the rest of the data are presented in this chapter.

Table 2.2: Extent of Financial Incentives
and Supportive Services Provided by
Four Types of Program

—
Type of Extent of financial incentives Extent of supportive services
program Stronger Weaker Mors extensive Less extensive
Sponsorsh'p Xt X

Last-dollar X X
University-based X X

Pay-for-grades X X

2An X" indicates a program charactenstic

Table 2.3: Summary of Prcgrams on Selected Indicators®

Adult- Annual
Number Students student  spending
Program type responding Average Total ratio  per student Resuits
Sponsorship 37 98 3,617 114 $923 High retention rates
Last-dollar Payouts to 2,389; total $1.54
12 1544 16,988 177 $431 miihon; average award $797
University-based 16 119 1,898 118 $328 High retention rates
Pay-for-grades Payouts to 495; total $73,000;

average awards vary from $138 to
4 4,998 19,993 1526 $111 $667

1)) data for 1988-89 Students counted include only those still in school, does not include graduates
receiving tuition awards

binciudes only students qualitying for payments

S

The Programs in
Practice

Sponsorship Programs

Program Structure, Students, and  These programs are the best-known, as a consequence of the publicity

Goals

given to the New York and other sites of the IHAD group. We located 70
such programs; 37 answered our survey. None began earlier than 1985.
We included in this group the Merrill Lynch Corporation’s program,
which involves 250 students in 10 cities, although it is different in sig-
nificant ways from the others.
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Altnough 14 of the 37 programs were started by individuals, 16 were
started by orgarizations (10 of the 1€ by foundations), and 7 were
begun under still other arrangements or agreements. As we found in one
of the sites we visited, a community may have no wealthy individual
who could begin the program, but a group of individuals may be willing
to take on the financial responsibility for a group of students.

Slightly less than half of all programs chose an existing group (one or
more classrooms) to be sponsored, typically at a graduation transition
somewhere between fourth and eighth grade. The Merrill Lynch pro-
grain starts even earlier: Urban League and school officials in each of
the 10 cities selected one elementary school according to criteria of loca-
tion, staffing, and program, and then chose individual students entering
first grade, rathe: than an intact class.

Programs typically reported choosing students only once. The initial
groups averaged 77 students, most whom were black or Hispanic.? Eight
sites added students (replacing those who left or adding new groups),
and the average size of the groups selected grew to 106 students. In all,
the programs answering our survey reported that they had thus far
selected (or opened the opportunity to) just over 3,800 students, 3,617
of whom were still enrolled in school in 1988-89.¢ The size of the group
served by individual programs in the 1988-89 school year ranged
between 14 and 1,786 students.

Nearly all sponsorship programs cited motivating students to finish high
school as a main goal. Targeting students as they move from elementary
to intermediate and high school is key to these efforts because sponsors
hope to reach students before they are “lost” or have begun to lose
interest in school. Program sponsors we visited told us that their intent
is to continue the sponsorship no matter where the student moves. This
raises obvious questions about the feasibility of providing the critical
supportive services, or even of tracking individua!s in order to deliver
the tuition guarantce at the appropriate time. How programs will make
good on their promises at a distance has not been widely tested yet since

3Thirty-three sites included black students, who typically were 80 percent of those selected; 20 sites
reported Hispanic students, in an average proportion of 31 percent. Sixteen sites had white students,
an average of 8 percent, and 8 sites reported that 2 percent of their enrollees were of Asian American
or Pacific Islander ancestry Four sites also reported enrolling small numbers of Native American
students,

4News accounts of the [ Have a Dream network of programs cite a total of 9,000 students sponsored
In about 130 programs, as of August 1989 See Joseph Berger, “East Harlem Students Clutch a College
Dream,” New York Tumes, August 27, 1689, p 28
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Sponsors, Staff, and Services

most have operated only 1 to 3 years, with junior high school-aged stu-
dents in a few schools. One prcgram that sponsored individuals from
numerous schools rather than an intact class, and currently has a group
spread across a large city, has already reported difficulties.

Asked to indicate key elements essential to the main goal, respondents
spoke frequently of academic skill improvement (N=20), cuitural activi-
ties such as attending plays or visiting places students and their families
might not otherwise see (N=19), and providing mentors who could
reflect the results of continued persistence with school work (N=17).
Together, these types of interventions attempt to help students to be
better prepared for the academic rigors and the broader culture of
college.

Sponsors, either individuals or groups, have multiple roles with regard
to their programs. In 29 sites with initial major sponsors, these individ-
uals or organizations provided the basic funding for the tuition guar-
antee. In 28 cases, the founders reported spending time with
participating students. In addition, 73 provided additional funding
beyond the tuition guarantee to support services and activities for the
students, 25 were involved with planning, and 18 coordinated with
schools and other outside organizations. Thus, sponsors in these pro-
grams have taken on a variety of roles that transcend making funding
available and include more extensive personal involvement with stu-
dents selected, along with program management and other activities.

The single financial sponsor who also serves as personal mentor to a
class of students is not the only model. A notable exception is the Merrill
Lynch Corporation’s ScholarshipBuilder 2000 program, where the
national corporation is providing the guarantee but is also providing
funds to, and working with, the Urb-.n League affiliate in each of the 10
cities where a class of youngsters nas been selected. Urban League staff
will arrange the supportive ser vices by drawing on diverse resources,
including staff in local offices of the Merrill Lynch Corporation.

Programs may in some cases have so many different adults in the roles
of sponsor, mentor, staff, and volunteers that students may be confused.
We observed this potential in one site we visited, which had not found
enough wealthy donors to carry through the one-sponsor-one-class
design. Help for a single student in this program, for example, could
include: tutoring by a shifting set of college volunteers; a tuition guar-
antee by a local ch.:er of a national sorority; counseling in school, and
recreational and cuitural outings, conducted by a paid staff member;

7

Page 26 GAO/PEMD90-16 Programs Guaranteeing Student Aid for Higher Education




o R e e
R e bt i it e A

L bt

Chapter 2
Four Types of Tuition-Guarantee Programs

and mentoring by a local business leader who also provided counseling
and enrichment activities.

Staffs were modest in size. Programs had both paid and unpaid staff
who provided services to students, with a median staff size of 6.* The
respondents also reported hiring an average of just under two paid man-
agement staff. We computed a ratio of adult staff to students (including
both paid staff and volunteers) to compare the chances of such contact
across the four types of programs; sponsorship projects showed one
adult for every 14 students.® Fewer than half reported having any cler-
ical staff.

We asked staff to estimate how many days in an average month stu-
dents received supportive services. Academic assistance was most
common and most frequent. Twenty-eight of the 37 programs told us
that students received academic assistance, on average, every other
school day (just under 10 days a month). One program we visited used
the sponsor’s private resources to establish a 2-hour after-school pro-
gram in the students’ school three days a week. (The after-school pro-
gram also included a fourth afternoon of recreational activities at the
community organization that administered the program for the
sponsor.) The after-school program open to the 84 students was staffed
by 12 people: 5 teachers from the regular school faculty, 3 teacher aides,
3 high school student volunteers, a parent who helped with record
keeping, and a director from the district’s central office. The teachers
deliberately grouped the students and repeated and reinforced class-
room lessons and helped with homework, using extra materials the pro-
gram purchased. Test-taking skills were also emphasized and practiced.
The program established an extensive agenda of concrete incentives
(including clothing, trips, and theater passes) covering all its activities,
with special rewards (inclu: ag two added trips) for those attending the
after-school program. This element of the sponsor’s program alone cost
$45,000 (in salaries and the incentives), or $900 per student for the 50
students (out of a total of 84 in the sponsored gioup) who voluntarily
took part. We calculated that each student who attended regularly (at 6
hours per week, for perhaps 30 weeks) received appro<imaiely 180
additional hours of school. This is the equivalent of adding an hour to
every school day for the entire year, with teaching delivered in smaller

SThe average staff size was 30, but this figure is strongly affected by a single project that reported
using 666 volunteer staff to assist che 1,955 students selected

%This figure includes part-time v ~lunteers and staff, and thus 1s not comparabie to figures based on
counting full-time-equivalent adults, such as schools’ teacher-puplil ratios
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Summer Programs

Work With Parents

groups and with increased rewards for effort. This type of intervention
builds on the conclusion from research that the amount of time students
are actively engaged in learning strongly affects their achievement.’

Programs reported about the same frequency of the second major type
of support, contact with a mentor. In 24 programs offering such sup-
port, our survey found an average of 9 days of such contact per month.?
Cultural or recreational activities occurred somewhat less often—about
5 days out of the month (as reported by 30 programs).

Services appear to go to most participating students but only some of
their families. Those respondents an