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Executive Summary

Accelerated Learning Options: Moving the Needle on
Access and Success was designed to inform members of
the policy, education, and research communities about
existing state and institutional policies and practices
associated with four accelerated learning programs:

Advanced Placement (AP), dual/concurrent enrollment,

the International Baccalaureate (IB) Diploma Program,
and Tech-Prep. This effort was part of a larger interest
in examining issues of effectiveness, quality, financing,
and availability in order to determine if accelerated
learning was a viable option to increase access to

and success in postsecondary education among low-
income and underrepresented students. The study was
supported by a generous grant from Lumina Foundation
for Education.

Accelerated learning courses and programs are
popular and show promise in improving student
preparation for college-level work. Although the
evidence supporting the role of accelerated learning
in increasing access and success is tenuous and causal
relations are uncertain, these options are related to
higher rates of college enrollment, persistence, and
graduation. This study concludes that much can be
done to improve selected aspects of the programs and
lead to greater effectiveness for students and states.
Until all states and school districts require a rigorous
academic curriculum for all students, accelerated
learning options may be the only alternatives that
provide consistently more challenging courses and
the opportunity to earn college credit while in high
school. For this reason alone, it is imperative that
issues of quality, research, availability, and financing
be addressed by policymakers, researchers, and
practitioners.

Information collection and analysis for Moving the
Needle on Access and Success drew on a range of
activities, including an audit of current state policies,
a survey of postsecondary institutions, an analysis

of high school graduates’ transcripts, student focus
groups, a review of the literature, an examination

of state financing approaches, and an expert panel.
The recommendations that emerged from this study
are intended to draw attention to compelling and

unresolved issues related to the offering of accelerated

learning options and to encourage policymakers,
researchers, practitioners, and external funding groups
to work together on efforts to ensure that all students
enjoy the advantages offered by accelerated learning
programs and courses.

Research and Data

New national data provide a general picture of selected

aspects of some accelerated learning options, and

studies that target specific states give a sense of
isolated and individual situations. A significant gap
persists, however: there is no data set that provides
state-by-state information in a form that can be
monitored and analyzed regularly in a comparative
manner for trends, strengths, and weaknesses. While
a number of states gather information on accelerated
learning programs, that information is rarely collected
and disaggregated in a manner that allows for analysis
by income level. Absent that kind of detail, it is
impossible to know the extent to which low-income
students benefit from these opportunities.

To complement state-level assessments of accelerated
learning programs, comprehensive evidence-based
research is needed to determine if there is a causal
relationship between participation in accelerated
learning courses and access to and success in college.
Research on accelerated options should be particularly
attentive to how patterns of participation and related
outcomes differ, based on income and race/ethnicity.

Recommendations

« Anational effort is needed to establish consistency
in collecting, analyzing, and reporting data across
states on student participation in accelerated
learning options. The logical agent to lead this
effort is the National Center for Education
Statistics.

»  Through legislation, lawmakers should require
their state departments of education, state higher
education executive offices, and postsecondary
institutions to collaborate in the design, collection,
analysis, and reporting of data that will provide
the essential elements to examine student
participation in accelerated learning options.

o The research community should collaborate with
the federal government, state departments of
education, and postsecondary education to design
and conduct studies that will provide the evidence-
based research needed to help policymakers and
others understand the effectiveness of accelerated
learning options on access and success for all
students.

Philanthropic organizations, state governments, and
the federal government should commit sufficient
resources to support a robust and targeted research
agenda on accelerated learning options, including
longitudinal cohort studies that can track students
through secondary school and into higher education
and the workforce.

Vi
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Broadening Participation

A concerted effort is needed at the state and federal
levels to equalize access to accelerated programs.

It is especially critical to ensure that students

from economically disadvantaged, historically
underrepresented, and rural populations have an
equivalent opportunity to benefit from these programs,
especially in terms of their academic preparation for
college and their ability to compete in the admission
process. The benefits of accelerated learning may
differ importantly, based on students’ income and
race/ethnicity.

The economics of school finance and the realities of
state budgets do not support a recommendation that
all public high schools in the nation should provide
equal access to multiple accelerated learning options.
Nonetheless, it may be feasible for all schools to offer
some type of accelerated learning program. With the
widespread availability of technology, it may not be
necessary to have an AP, dual/concurrent enrollment,
IB, or Tech-Prep teacher in every school, when the
courses can often be offered online with adequate
support services. Broadening participation is also highly
dependent on students and their families receiving
clear, timely, and appropriate information about the
options available to them.

Recommendations

» Through legislation, lawmakers should encourage
their state department of education, state higher
education systems, and individual institutions to
collaborate to ensure that students in all high
schools in the state have access to at least one of
the major accelerated learning options.

« States and local school boards should modify high
school graduation requirements to ensure that all
students have the option of completing at least one
course offered as an accelerated learning option.

« State law should require that schools ensure
that students in grades nine through 12 and their
parents have accurate, timely, and appropriate
information and counseling on each of the
accelerated learning options available through the
school. Postsecondary institutions, system offices,
and state higher education executive offices should
also assist, where appropriate, with dissemination
of information on accelerated learning options.

The opportunity to enroll in accelerated courses is
part of the solution; resources to cover the multiple
costs are another part. Students from economically
disadvantaged families are most vulnerable to being
left out of accelerated learning programs if direct
costs, such as those for tuition, books, transportation,
and materials are not covered by the school district,
state, or other entity.

Recommendations

» Through legislation, federal and state policymakers
should encourage schools and school districts to
establish policy and outreach programs that target
at-risk students and provide alternatives for them
to participate in accelerated learning options.

» The federal government, states, school districts,
and postsecondary institutions should assess their
financing policies and endorse a funding approach
that allows economically disadvantaged students
to participate in accelerated learning options at no
cost to themselves or their families.

Broadening access also means that states as well as
secondary schools and postsecondary institutions may
need to reexamine their policies regarding participation
criteria. Participation requirements in any form can

be a two-edged sword. On the one hand, they help
identify students who have a track record of academic
achievement to succeed in more rigorous coursework.
On the other hand, overly restrictive minimum
requirements may prevent motivated students from
attempting accelerated courses.

Recommendation

« State lawmakers and others, such as local and state
boards of education, should examine policies for
language that may limit access to, or participation
in, accelerated learning options or provide a
basis for anyone to discourage students from
participating.

Financing and Financial Aid

The financing of accelerated learning options is a
complex issue, with little specific information from
states on funding levels, the sources of those dollars,
and the distribution of dollars among programs or
students. States should be expected to estimate
expenses and determine cost savings or lack of savings
associated with accelerated learning options for
students and the state. Few states do this, however,
and an important reason why may be the lack of
incentive for anyone to take responsibility for this kind
of reporting. In most states, no single agency or office
is charged with performing this kind of follow up, with
the exception of the auditor’s office. States that have
established P-20 committees or councils may be best
positioned with the kind of collaborative structure
necessary to collect, analyze, and report. In other
states, existing statewide articulation committees may
fill this role.

viii
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Recommendations

« States should identify an agency or office
responsible for assessing the cost effectiveness of
accelerated learning options for the state and for
students and require periodic reporting from that
agency.

« States should require annual reporting from their
departments of education on how accelerated
options are funded, the amount of the investment
for each option, the sources of these funds, and
the number of students served by each option.
This fiscal information should be disaggregated by
income level, gender, and race/ethnicity.

« The federal government and states should
provide incentive funds to secondary schools and
postsecondary institutions to support the greater
investment needed to provide underrepresented
and economically disadvantaged students with
access to accelerated learning options.

- Philanthropic organizations and local communities
should commit additional resources to outreach
programs and other initiatives that make
enrollment in accelerated learning options a
recommendation for participation and that
include evidence-based research with evaluation
components on the efficacy of these initiatives for
targeted populations.

« States should ensure that economically
disadvantaged students do not incur expenses for
participation in accelerated learning programs and
the associated examinations.

« States should explore funding options that
compensate both the public high school and the
postsecondary institution, where applicable and
necessary, for their costs related to the provision of
an accelerated learning course.

Students who participate in accelerated learning
programs may benefit monetarily in several ways. In
addition to state and federal funding that supports
direct program costs, other expenses, such as tuition,
fees, books, materials, and transportation, may be
underwritten by government funding mechanisms

or external sources for economically disadvantaged
students. Access to these resources may be the
determining factor in making it possible for low-income
students to take advantage of accelerated learning
courses. Collaboration across education sectors and
their communities should provide opportunities to
explore creative ways to enhance financial aid for low-
income students.

Recommendation

» In addition to gathering data on program funding,
states, school districts, and postsecondary
institutions should report how the state and
students benefit from financial assistance in other
forms, including coverage for books, tuition, fees,
transportation, etc.

Postsecondary Credit for Accelerated
Learning

There are important differences in how colleges and
universities process accelerated credits, leading to
confusion about what students think will happen to
their credit and how institutions actually treat that
credit once a student is enrolled in postsecondary
education. Additionally, responsibility for deciding how
accelerated learning credit will apply for the student’s
record is often dispersed among various offices in the
institution. This does not appear to be a transparent
process for the student, who may have much at stake.

For the protection of students’ and states’ investments
and to take the guesswork out of the use of accelerated
learning credits, there should be a guarantee that
students who successfully complete accelerated options
will be awarded credit at the state’s postsecondary
institutions. This credit should reduce the number of
credits that students will be required to take at an
institution to obtain a degree. This credit should reduce
the number of credits that students will be required to
take at an institution to obtain a degree. Articulation
agreements might provide models for how states

think about assuring students that their accelerated
learning courses will be recognized and credited by
postsecondary institutions.

Recommendations

« Through legislation, policymakers should provide
assurances that students will receive credit at the
state’s public two- and four-year postsecondary
institutions for each accelerated option that they
successfully complete.

» Policy regarding the acceptance and application of
accelerated learning credit at the postsecondary
institutional level should be transparent to the
student and ensure that the student is notified
about how the accelerated credit will be applied
prior to admission or when an offer of admission is
extended.
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Collaboration: K-12 and Higher Education

There is much room for expanding higher education’s
involvement with K-12 in supporting accelerated
learning options, particularly on the part of
baccalaureate/master’s and research institutions. An
important disconnect in the transition from high school
to college is the assessment of student readiness for
college-level work. This is an area where stronger
linkages between K-12 and higher education through
local- and state-level policymaking bodies can produce
important breakthroughs in more effective co-use of
assessment tests as students leave high school and
enter higher education. Another area where stronger
collaboration between K-12 and higher education is
essential relates to the quality of accelerated learning
options.

Recommendation

» State boards of education and state higher
education executive offices should jointly develop,
implement, and monitor statewide guidelines
that address quality issues associated with
accelerated learning options, including guidelines
and benchmarks for performance expectations
concerning the curriculum, faculty, materials, and
assessments.




Moving the Needle on Access and Success

Chapter 1

Introduction

Cheryl D. Blanco

This study is about accelerated learning options, an
array of activities designed to provide high school
students with a more rigorous curriculum and possibly
the opportunity to earn college credit while still in

high school. These options take many forms, including:
Advanced Placement (AP); dual/concurrent enrollment;
Tech-Prep; the International Baccalaureate (IB) Diploma
Program; early or middle college high schools; bridge
programs; and the College Level Examination Program
(CLEP). They are increasingly high-profile opportunities,
primarily because they appear to provide benefits

for students and their families, for secondary schools
and postsecondary institutions, and for the state and
its citizens. But policymakers and educators are also
aware of potential problems. For example:

« Students must be prepared both academically and
emotionally for college-level work, or the cost of
failure may be substantial for them, their school,
and their state.

«  Funding decisions must be carefully designed and
allow for program sustainability, or programs may
be in jeopardy each year as annual appropriations
are determined.

« Collaboration between K-12 and higher education
must be strong to ensure that students in the
programs have rich, rewarding, and authentic
academic experiences.'

There is general consensus in the literature concerning
the reasons for the growing variety of accelerated
learning programs and the increased interest in them.?
For students, accelerated learning options generally
provide a more rigorous curriculum than traditional
high school courses, which improves their preparation
and enhances their chances of succeeding in college.
The appearance of accelerated credits on their high
school transcript may give them an edge over other
students during the college admissions process. In
addition, students and families view these courses

as a way to have a “college experience” or “test

the waters” with minimal repercussions in case of
lackluster performance. One of the options - dual or
concurrent enrollment courses - when taught on the
college campus, may improve persistence by helping
establish a “bond” between student and institution,
which fosters both social and academic integration.

For parents, the implicit, if not explicit, chance that
their student will be better prepared is accompanied

by the possibility that their child will be able to finish
an associate’s degree in less than two years or a
bachelor’s degree in less than four years because the
accelerated coursework taken while still in high school
will decrease time to the degree. This is then supposed
to translate into a less expensive college education
through savings on a semester or two of tuition.

For institutions, accelerated coursework may be used
as a screening tool and a measure of college readiness
- applicants with AP, dual enrollment, or IB credit

are perceived as having potential to do college-level
work. The natural next step is for institutions to use
accelerated learning opportunities as a recruiting tool
to identify students more likely to succeed in college.
“Some institutions of higher education can gain tuition
money for student FTEs as funds follow the students.
Some institutions of higher education perceive such
programs as a means of recruiting more students

and thus helping themselves as well as the students
financially.”?

A state’s citizens benefit when their lawmakers make
judicious use of state resources. When it comes to
accelerated learning, policymakers have multiple
interests: they want assurance that the state outlay for
accelerated learning options is a good investment, that
they “pay off” by decreasing time to degree for college
students, and that they are equally available to as
many students as possible. Additionally, policymakers
want assurance that the state is not paying more

than once for the accelerated coursework, unless
policymakers consciously choose to double fund.

Monetary gain may be playing a significant role in the
growth of accelerated learning options in another way.
Respondents in an earlier project noted that there

is “big money to be made from examinations and
specialized instructional materials” associated with the
programs that require examinations.*

In addition to a general interest in accelerated
learning, there is a particular interest in examining
how existing mechanisms - such as AP, dual/concurrent
enrollment, 1B, and Tech-Prep - might expand or
inhibit access to higher education for historically
underrepresented groups, such as students of color and
economically disadvantaged students. Work from some
national initiatives has been instrumental in raising
the visibility on accelerated learning policy issues and
institutional practices, as well as the availability of
research. (See box on p. 2 for examples.)

Introduction
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National Research Related to Accelerated Learning
Options

« Through its initiative Double the Numbers, Jobs
for the Future (JFF) hopes to strengthen support
for state and federal policies that can dramatically
increase the number of low-income young people
who enter and complete postsecondary education
by identifying, assessing, and promoting new and
promising approaches to increasing efficiencies and
reducing inequities in secondary and postsecondary
education attainment.

»  The American Youth Policy Forum (AYPF), with
support from Lumina Foundation for Education,
is working on a compendium of research studies,
reports, and evaluations related to secondary/
postsecondary learning options, programs that
link secondary schools with two- and four-year
institutions of higher education that allow students
to earn credit for college-level classes while they
are in high school. This initiative is designed to
help national, state, and local policymakers and
practitioners better understand what secondary/
postsecondary learning options exist, the various
ways they are structured, and their impact on
student outcomes.

» The Office of Vocational and Adult Education
(OVAE), U.S. Department of Education, recently
concluded a study of state-level policies and
statutes that support (or inhibit) the development
and implementation of credit-based transition
programs (i.e., programs that allow high school
students to take college-level classes and earn
college credit while still in high school). The
project focused on developing an explanation for
how and why credit-based transition programs may
support the secondary-to-postsecondary transition
of middle- and low-achieving students.>

« A website, Academic Pathways to Access and
Student Success (APASS), has been constructed by
the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, with
support from Lumina Foundation for Education,
“to identify, examine, and disseminate information
about new and emerging academic pathways that
extend from high school to college and enhance
college access for traditionally underserved
students.”® APASS defines these pathways
broadly and includes among them: Advanced
Placement (AP), bridge programs, College-Level
Examination Program (CLEP), distance learning/
virtual schools, dual credit/dual enrollment,
early or middle college high schools, general
educational development (GED) in college settings,
International Baccalaureate (IB), and Tech-

Prep. The APASS website displays state-by-state
information on several accelerated options.

The increased attention to accelerated learning
options is important because of their widespread
availability and student participation and because
they hold potential for improving access to and
success in postsecondary education for traditionally
underserved populations. Accelerated learning options
usually engage high school students in college-level
work, and research shows that participation in
rigorous courses is a stronger predictor of success

in college than test scores or grade point averages.’
But comprehensive, comparable, and timely
information about accelerated options has been
sparse. Because of a lack of a national source of
information on dual credit courses at the high school
level, the U.S. Department of Education’s National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) conducted a
study to provide baseline information regarding the
prevalence and characteristics of dual credit courses.
The survey also collected information on two types
of exam-based courses, Advanced Placement (AP)
and International Baccalaureate (IB). NCES found
that most public high schools offered dual credit
and/or exam-based courses; in addition, over half (57
percent) of all Title IV degree-granting institutions
had high school students taking courses for college
credit within or outside of dual enrollment programs
during the 2002-03 school year.® Among public high
schools that year, NCES estimated enrollments at

1.2 million for dual credit courses, 1.8 million for AP
courses, and 165,000 for IB courses.’®

Several factors were related to where certain
accelerated learning options were offered and to
whom. Overall, 71 percent of public high schools
offered courses for dual credit, 67 percent offered
AP courses, and 2 percent offered IB courses. School
size made a difference: 82 percent of large schools
offered courses for dual credit, while only 63 percent
of small schools did. Similar results were found for
schools offering AP: 97 percent of large schools
offered AP courses, yet only 40 percent of small
schools did. School location also made a difference.
Schools located in either towns or urban fringe areas
were more likely than schools in cities or rural areas
to offer dual credit courses. Schools in urban fringe
areas were far more likely to offer AP than their
counterparts in cities, towns, or rural areas (87
percent, 77 percent, 72 percent, and 50 percent,
respectively). Only a small proportion of schools in
any area offered the IB program: 11 percent of those
in towns, 6 percent of those in cities, and 4 percent
of those in urban fringe areas.

The influence of these options is multifaceted and
touches many constituencies, involving nearly all
sectors and levels of postsecondary institutions, as
well as families, students, and policymakers. The
sheer number of students utilizing accelerated options
is significant. Additionally, the increasing mobility of
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students among colleges and universities and across
state lines adds a further dimension to the complex
way that accelerated courses and programs can impact
their access and success. The U.S. Department of
Education reports that 40 percent of students who
enrolled in postsecondary education for the first time
in 1995-96 had attended more than one institution over
a six-year period. Further, among first-time bachelor’s
degree recipients who graduated in 1999-2000, 59
percent had attended more than one institution.™
When students enroll in accelerated programs as
juniors or seniors in high school, they have little idea
how that credit will move with them through their
postsecondary experience.

A paucity of comprehensive data and analysis that
relates participation in accelerated programs in high
school to how well students fare in postsecondary
education has limited our understanding of how public
policy concerning these options can be directed to
support student access and success. With the exception
of descriptive reports provided by the College Board on
AP courses and tests, there has been little information
published on other forms of accelerated courses and
programs. More importantly, there are few evaluative
studies that look at policy issues, such as whether
there is equity of opportunity for all students to take
advantage of these options; whether these options

are effective in increasing access and success for all
students; and the fiscal efficacy of state and individual
investment in these courses and programs.

Research and data collection on accelerated learning
options are complicated by a lack of uniformity in
definitions. For purposes of this study, the term
“accelerated learning” is an umbrella descriptor for
four major programs: the College Board’s Advanced
Placement program, dual/concurrent enrollment,
International Baccalaureate, and Tech-Prep programs.
Other researchers and their publications follow
somewhat different definitions. Bruce Johnstone and
Beth Del Genio used a typology based on three groups:

- Examination-based: Mastery is determined by a
single examination (examples: AP, IB, and College-
level Examination Program - CLEP).

* School-based: A single college or university initially
grants its credit on its transcript to a course taught
in the high school.

o College-based: High school students take courses
taught by college faculty in the college venue,
generally alongside regularly matriculated college
students, by the same faculty."

Clark studied dual-credit programs and developed four
types, very similar to the Johnstone and Del Genio
groups.'?

o Type 1, Exam Preparation - Credit is obtained
after completion of a course and passing an exam
(examples: AP and IB).

e Type ll, School-based - Credit is obtained and
transcripted as if taken from college (examples:
programs that are part of National Alliance of
Concurrent Enrollment partnerships).

o Type lll, College-based - Credit is obtained and
transcripted as are other courses taken from
college (examples: Running Start in Washington
state, Postsecondary Options programs in Ohio and
Minnesota).

o Type IV, Career Preparation - Credit may require
further college faculty member review prior to
being transcripted (examples: Tech-Prep and
professional/technical courses offered as “college-
in-high-school courses).

Clearly, there are many similarities in these later
typologies. In this paper, the four accelerated learning
options have been defined as:

» Advanced Placement: The College Board’s AP
program is a cooperative educational endeavor
between secondary schools and colleges and
universities that allows high school students to take
college-level courses and national examinations
developed by the College Board in a high school
setting. If a student achieves a minimum score on
these examinations, he or she may be awarded
college credit, depending on the requirements of
the postsecondary institution.

o Dual/concurrent enrollment: Dual/concurrent
enrollment programs allow high school students
to enroll in and earn credit for college-level
coursework while they are still in high school.

« International Baccalaureate: A comprehensive
two-year international pre-university course of
study, available in English, French, and Spanish,
that leads to examinations and an IB diploma. It
generally allows students to fulfill the requirements
of their national or state education systems;
internationally mobile students are able to transfer
from one diploma program school to another.

o Tech-Prep: A federally funded program that
includes a combination of at least two years
of secondary education and two years of
postsecondary education in a nonduplicative,
sequential course of study leading to an associate’s
or baccalaureate degree, or a postsecondary
certificate, in a specific career field. Tech-Prep
also includes in-service training for secondary
teachers, postsecondary faculty, counselors, and
administrators.

Introduction
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As noted above, in recent years a few national studies
have been released that shed light on some of the basic
questions of what these programs are, where they

are, and who they serve. The majority of these works
were published after the current study was underway
and are referenced here, where appropriate. Of note
are recent publications from Jobs for the Future; the
Community College Research Center, Teachers College,
Columbia University; and the U.S. Department of
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics and
Office of Vocational and Adult Education.

The research from each of these entities has expanded
our understanding of policies and practices concerning
accelerated learning options in new ways. The current
study, conducted by the Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education (WICHE) and supported by a grant
from Lumina Foundation for Education, complements
this recent work and helps fill the knowledge gaps

by looking at accelerated learning from various
perspectives. Accelerated Learning Options: Moving the
Needle on Access and Success sought to meet several
objectives:

1. To identify individual state policies related to
accelerated learning options and key characteristics
of those policies, including similarities, differences,
funding guidelines or requirements, directives
related to K-12 and higher education collaboration,
quality issues, faculty requirements, etc.

2. To identify institutional policies and practices
related to accelerated learning options and the
application of accelerated learning credit.

3. To analyze existing data on the types of
accelerated options programs and the students who
participate in them, including who they are; how,
when, where, and why they participate; and what
kinds of options they select.

4. To determine the student’s perspective on the
value of these programs.

5. To analyze the cost effectiveness for students,
institutions, and states of accelerated options,
especially for low-income, first-generation, and
underrepresented populations.

6. To present recommendations on effective policy
and practice at the state and institutional level
to enhance the participation and success of
low-income and underrepresented students in
accelerated learning programs.

Over an 18-month period, WICHE engaged in several
activities to gather, analyze, synthesize, and evaluate
policies and practices, including:

» Conducting a policy audit and analysis of the
50 states to identify state-level policies on
accelerated options.

Conducting a 50-state survey and analysis of
policies and practices at public and private two-
and four-year institutions.

« Collaborating with one state that has a
comprehensive student unit record system in
order to conduct a transcript analysis of students
with credits from accelerated courses and their
progression in college.

- Examining financing approaches in some states.

« Convening focus groups of high school and college
students to explore their experiences with
accelerated courses in high school and higher
education.

« Convening a focus group of policymakers and
researchers to discuss the findings of the report.

« Updating WICHE’s State Policy Inventory Database
Online (SPIDO) with state policy information on
accelerated learning options.

The findings from this project are intended to help
guide policymakers and institutional leaders in K-12
and higher education on how to best channel limited
resources for students. It is hoped that this information
will also assist them in designing policies and practices
that will more effectively broaden the opportunity

for underrepresented students to participate in
accelerated learning in order to be more competitive
and enjoy the same kinds of college choices that more
privileged students do.

The report is organized in chapters which summarize
the major findings from five data collecting activities:

» State Policy Inventory: An analysis of the status of
policies across the 50 states concerning Advanced
Placement, dual/concurrent enrollment, the
International Baccalaureate Diploma Program, and
Tech-Prep.

o Institutional Survey of Chief Academic Officers:
Results and analysis of an online survey of chief
academic officers in public and private two- and
four-year colleges and universities to identify
institutional policies and practices related to the
four accelerated learning options reviewed in this
study.

« Transcript Analysis: An analysis of the secondary
and postsecondary transcripts of Florida high school
graduates to examine how accelerated learning
options are related to postsecondary participation,
persistence, degree completion, and time to
degree for all students and for those from different
racial/ethnic and income backgrounds.

o Student Focus Groups: Results of interviews with
high school and college students to explore their
perceptions of the value of accelerated learning
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to them, reasons for participating (or not) in

these options, and their expectations for how
participation in accelerated learning will help them
in college.

« Financing Approaches: An examination of finance
practices used for accelerated learning with
examples from several states and an explanation of
how three approaches to cost-benefit analysis can
be applied to answer critical financing questions.

The final chapter examines the findings from these
activities in light of their implications for state policy.
Extensive appendices contain additional data collected
during the course of the study.
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Chapter 2

The State Policy Landscape

Demarée K. Michelau

Introduction

The primary purpose of this chapter is to identify and
analyze the similarities and differences between states’
policies related to accelerated learning. Specifically,
using a comprehensive audit undertaken by the
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
(WICHE), this chapter identifies state-level policies (as
established by state statute or board rule through 2005)
related to the College Board’s Advanced Placement
(AP) program, dual/concurrent enrollment, the
International Baccalaureate (IB) Diploma Program, and
Tech-Prep, both in terms of general trends and specific
state activity. The chapter also analyzes the status

of these policies and provides a limited discussion of
the policy implications associated with the trends in
accelerated learning policy in the states. A detailed
explanation of how this audit was conducted, as well as
state-by-state information, can be found in Appendix B.

Trends in the States

Although states may sometimes favor one particular
approach over another, the trend overall seems to

be that states are adopting more policies related to
accelerated learning options. This is particularly true of
dual/concurrent enrollment. In 2000, through a survey
of state officials, Calvin M. Frazier found that 23 states
had dual/concurrent enrollment programs established
through legislation.’ In 2001, the National Conference
of State Legislatures (NCSL) reported that 32 states
had laws or had recently passed legislation to establish
and govern dual/concurrent enrollment programs.? In
2005, WICHE found that 42 states had adopted state
policy related to dual/concurrent enrollment. Of
those, 40 had adopted state statutes. Although there
is a clear trend in the overall growth, there is at least
one state, Massachusetts, that is moving away from
dual/concurrent enrollment policy. The state’s statute
governing dual/concurrent enrollment policy is still
technically on the books, but the legislature has not
provided funding for the program in about four years.

In addition to policymaking, states are engaged in

a considerable amount of other work related to
accelerated learning, including disbursing federal
grants designed to increase the successful participation

of low-income students in advanced placement
courses and programs and to support selected test fee
reimbursement.? Many states have also formed local
partnerships designed to provide dual/concurrent
enrollment opportunities to students, as well as local
consortia related to Tech-Prep. For instance, although
Illinois does not have state policy related to dual/
concurrent enrollment, there is a great deal of activity
within the state through partnerships between school
districts and colleges. Likewise, although Ohio does not
have specific state policy related to Tech-Prep, it has

a well-developed system, based on the efforts of local
consortia.

Policymakers and education leaders often need to
have a general understanding of the state policy
landscape, but digging a little deeper into what is
happening in each state can inform the discussion
significantly. Therefore, this chapter begins with an
overview of state policy activity related to accelerated
learning in general and then provides a discussion of
what states have done with regard to each of the four
approaches in this analysis. Table 2.1 summarizes state
policy activity by showing which states have adopted
statutes and board policies related to each of the four
accelerated learning options in this analysis.

As shown, most states have policies related to
accelerated learning options. In total, 45 states have
adopted policy, either through statute or board rule,
related to at least one of the four accelerated learning
options in this analysis. Thirty-two states have adopted
state-level policy related to AP; 42 have policy related
to dual/concurrent enrollment; 12 have policy related
to IB; and 13 have policy related to Tech-Prep.

As of January 6, 2006, only five states - Alaska,
Delaware, New Hampshire, New York, and Rhode Island
- did not have any state-level policies related to any of
the four accelerated learning options. However, several
of these states are developing policies and may adopt
something in the near future.

Advanced Placement

Of the 32 states with state policy related to AP, 29 have
adopted statutes and 10 have adopted board rule. Many
of the state policies related to AP define it and describe
its function. Some examples follow.

The State Policy Landscape
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Table 2.1. Summary of state-level policies related to accelerated learning, 2005

State

Advanced Placement

International Baccalaureate

Dual/Concurrent Enroliment

Tech-Prep

Statute Board Policy

Statute Board Policy

Statute Board Policy

Statute Board Policy

Alabama*

X

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut*

XX | X [ X | X

XX | X [ X | X

Delaware

Florida

>

Georgia*

Hawaii

Idaho

XX | X | X

Illinois*

Indiana*

Towa

Kansas

Kentucky

XX | X | X

Louisiana*

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts*

Michigan

Minnesota*

Mississippi

XX XX | X | X

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

>

New York*

North Carolina*

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania*

XX XX | X | X
>

Rhode Island*

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee*

Texas*

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin*

XX X IX | X | X |Xx

Wyoming

X X |X|IX XXX |X|X|X|X

*An asterisk denotes that the state did not approve the summary analysis provided to the state higher education executive office.
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« According to Arkansas state law, an AP course is
a course of instruction that qualifies for college
credit and is approved for credit as a high school
course by the state board of education.

« In California, AP courses provide rigorous academic
coursework opportunities for high school students
and help improve the overall curriculum.

«  West Virginia law defines AP programs as those
that offer classes which are advanced in terms of
content and performance expectations, relative to
those normally available for the age/grade level
of the student, and that provide credit toward
graduation and possible college credit.

All states that define AP have adopted additional
policies that build on their definitions.

While some states define the terms, some states
utilize statistics about student performance in AP as
part of their accountability systems. One example

is New Jersey, where school districts must report

the percentage of students in AP courses. Another is
Indiana, which requires that the school corporation
(district) annual performance report provide
information about AP, including the percentage of
students taking AP tests and the percentage who score
a 3, 4, and 5. Still another example is Oklahoma,
where the department of education must submit to
the governor and legislative education committees a
report on the program for the previous school year,
including the number of students taking AP exams and
the number of exams taken; the number of exams that
receive a score of 3 or better; the number of schools
that have received funding and the amount of awards,
by type of award; the number of schools offering AP
courses and the number with students taking AP exams;
the number of students who receive assistance with
the test fee and the average amount of assistance; and
an evaluation of the cost versus the benefits of this
program.

Overall, states approach AP in numerous ways and
with a variety of goals. To simplify this complex web
of policies, this chapter outlines some of the key
policy areas and highlights some of the similarities
and differences related to courses, examinations,
incentives for success, and teachers.

Advanced Placement Courses

No state has gone as far as Arkansas in establishing
policy related to AP courses. Through its Advanced
Placement and International Baccalaureate Diploma
Program, Arkansas mandated that all school districts
must offer one College Board AP course in each of the
four core areas - math, English, science, and social
studies - beginning with the 2008-09 school year.

The requirement will be phased in over four years,
beginning in 2005-06.

A few states have adopted policies indicating how AP
courses should be weighted in terms of grade point
average calculation. For instance, Connecticut law
states that each local and regional board of education
must establish a written policy concerning weighted
grading for AP courses. In Georgia, AP coursework
grades are weighted by the Georgia Student Finance
Commission.

Only one state - Florida - makes any reference to joint
dual enrollment and AP courses. It requires that such
a course be incorporated within and subject to the
provisions of the district interinstitutional articulation
agreement. The agreement must certify that each
joint dual enrollment and AP course integrates, at a
minimum, the course structure recommended by the
College Board and the structure that corresponds to
the common course number. Although other states
have policies related to joint courses, Florida is the
lone state to adopt policy that relates to this unique
integration of accelerated learning options.

Advanced Placement Examinations

Another policy area that some states have entered

into relates to AP examinations. In practice, in order
for a student to receive college credit, he or she must
reach a minimum score on the examination, typically

a 3 or better, depending on the state, postsecondary
institution, and subject. For a variety of reasons,
students may choose to not take the test. Indiana law
stipulates that students who enroll in an advanced
course may take the AP examination to receive high
school credit for the advanced course. There is no
consistent indicator, however, of whether a student
will receive college credit. In other words, a 3 on

an examination may result in college credit at one
postsecondary institution but not at another because in
most states the way credit is applied is determined by
the institution or sometimes by the individual academic
department at the college or university.

To remove some of this ambiguity, a few states have
adopted policies that make this process uniform. For
example, West Virginia high school students scoring at
least a 3 on AP examinations receive credit at any state
college or university. Similarly, University of Wisconsin
System board policy states that scores of 3, 4, or 5 on
AP examinations will be accepted for degree credit by
all its institutions. Minnesota has stipulated additional
guidelines: a score of 3 is the minimum for credit
awards; the same amount of credit is granted for scores
of 3, 4, and 5; credit is given for a specific college
course if a test covers substantially similar material;

The State Policy Landscape
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and no college or university can limit the total number
of credits a student can earn through AP courses and
tests.

In an effort to afford economically disadvantaged
students the opportunity to benefit from AP
examinations, several states have adopted policies
that focus on test fee reimbursement for low-income
students. Many states also have received grants

from the U.S. Department of Education to fund test
fee reimbursements for such students. A few states

- Arkansas, Georgia, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin - have
opted to pay for AP examinations as a result of state
policy; while Minnesota may pay all or part of the
exam fee for students of low-income families but is not
required to do so.

Other states have policies regarding payment for test
fees for either certain students or for tests taken in
specified subject areas. California school districts
receiving state funds may use them to pay for the costs
of AP examinations for economically disadvantaged
students. Students who demonstrate financial need in
Texas are entitled to receive a test fee reimbursement
subsidy of up to $25 for the AP examination. School
boards in Virginia must notify students receiving home
instruction and their parents of the availability of AP
tests and of financial assistance to low-income and

needy students to take these examinations. And certain

money appropriated to the Indiana Department of
Education is distributed to pay the fees for each math
or science AP examination taken by a resident student
enrolled in a public secondary school.

Incentives for Success

Rather than focusing on students in need, a few states
have opted to reward students for performance on

AP examinations. Students in Texas, for instance, who
receive a 3 or better may receive reimbursement

of up to $65 for the testing fee. West Virginia has

an incentive-based shares program; when funding is

available, students may receive an award for successful

completion of an AP course and adequate performance
on the exam. Oklahoma focuses on both need and
performance: the Oklahoma Advanced Placement
Incentive Program consists of two components - test
fee assistance to public school students who are in
financial need and funding to students who take more
than one AP test in a year.

In addition to rewarding students, Texas has created
incentives for schools and teachers. Schools may
receive a one-time $3,000 equipment grant for
providing an AP course and $100 for each student who
scores a 3 or better on an AP test. A teacher may be

awarded subsidized teacher training for an AP course; a

one-time award for teaching one of these courses; and
a share of the teacher bonus pool, which is distributed

by the school in shares proportional to the number

of courses taught. Similarly, Oklahoma schools may
receive funding for schools demonstrating successful
implementation; subsidized training for AP courses or
pre-AP courses; $100 for each score of 3 or better on an
AP exam, as long as these funds are used for program
development; a share of the test fee for those students
demonstrating financial need; and grants for developing
an AP vertical team.

Teachers and Advanced Placement

Several states have adopted policies to ensure that
those who teach AP courses are qualified to do so. For
example:

« InArkansas, a teacher may be awarded subsidized
teacher training for AP courses. Further, the
state board of education established specific and
challenging training guidelines that require pre-AP
or AP teachers to obtain College Board-sponsored or
endorsed training.

« In Florida, school districts distribute a bonus to
each AP teacher for each student who receives
a score of 3 or higher on the AP exam and an
additional bonus of $500 to each AP teacher who
has at least one student scoring 3 or higher on the
AP examination in a school that is designated with
a performance grade category of “D” or “F.”

Illinois state law requires AP teachers to obtain
appropriate training. The state board of education
established training guidelines that require AP
teachers to obtain recognized training by the
College Board which provides teachers with the
necessary content knowledge and instructional
skills to prepare students for success in AP courses
and examinations; provides middle grade, junior
high, and high school teachers with AP vertical
team training and other pre-AP professional
development that prepares students for success

in AP courses; and supports the implementation

of an instructional program for students in grades
six through 12, providing an integrated set of
instructional materials, diagnostic assessments,
and teacher professional development in reading,
writing, and mathematics, to prepare all students
for enrollment and success in AP courses and in
college.

« Indiana teachers who are assigned to teach an
advanced course may participate in summer
training institutes offered by the College Board.

« lowa state law established a summer program at
the University of lowa to train AP teachers.

Upon receipt of adequate federal funding, the
Kentucky Department of Education must expand
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AP teacher training institutes and require teachers
planning to participate in training to sign an
agreement to teach at least one AP course in a
Kentucky public school or the Kentucky Virtual High
School, when assigned by the school principal.

« According to New Mexico state law, school districts
and charter schools may create core curriculum
frameworks to provide high-quality curricula in
kindergarten through grade six to prepare students
for pre-AP and AP coursework in grades seven
through 12. The framework must include in-depth
teacher professional development that includes
vertical teaming in content areas.

« In West Virginia, the state board established a
program to provide training to AP teachers, and by
law, there must be an appropriation to the state
board to assist in the implementation of teacher
training. The state also established the West
Virginia Advanced Placement Center to provide
statewide coordination for the continued growth
and development of AP programs in the state’s high
schools. The center coordinates AP teacher training
institutes, establishes a cadre of instructors for the
institutes, and provides follow-up teacher training
for AP teachers.

Dual/Concurrent Enrollment

Most current state policy, both statute and board
policy, relates to dual/concurrent enrollment.
WICHE’s comprehensive policy audit found that 42
states have adopted state policy related to dual/
concurrent enrollment. Of those states, 40 have
adopted statutes, and 15 have adopted board policy.
As with AP policy, states vary widely in terms of the
breadth and depth of regulating dual/concurrent
enrollment. States have adopted policies that specify
program eligibility, indicate how credit is awarded,
identify who pays for dual/concurrent enrollment
programs, require counseling and information sharing,
implement institutional accountability provisions, and
create incentives for success. To better illuminate the
general trends in key policy areas, this chapter will
highlight the similarities and differences among these
categories.

Program Eligibility

Most states that have policies related to dual/
concurrent enrollment lay out minimum eligibility
requirements. The details of the requirements vary

by state, but in general, they include minimums for
class standing, grade point average, class rank, and/or
score on a standardized test. Additional requirements
involve securing a recommendation from a school

administrator; completing an application form; and/or
meeting specified institutional requirements or course
prerequisites. Table 2.2 summarizes the minimum
eligibility requirements as defined in state policy across
the 50 states.

Thirty states have adopted state-level policy that
specifies minimum eligibility requirements for
students to participate in dual/concurrent enrollment.
Another two states - Mississippi and Nebraska - have
recommended eligibility criteria through state

policy, while New Mexico and Utah indicate that
agreements between the local schools or districts and
postsecondary institutions need to specify eligibility
requirements. The most common requirement
established through state policy is that the student
must have a minimum class standing, usually as a
junior or senior. In some states, like lowa, students in
9t and 10t grade are eligible if they are identified as
gifted and talented. Eight states require students to
meet institutional admission requirements or course
prerequisites, while three require a minimum grade
point average. The same number (three) require a
minimum class rank, and more (eight) require students
to achieve a minimum score on a standardized test.
Finally, seven states require a recommendation from
either a high school principal or superintendent, and
two states require students to complete an application
form to participate in the program.

Application of Course Credit

Once students have met eligibility requirements, the
question then becomes how course credit is applied.
Table 2.3 summarizes how state policy addresses the
application of course credit.

As shown from Table 2.3, 31 states have adopted

policy that specifies how dual/concurrent enrollment
credit is applied. Twenty-three of those 31 states

offer an opportunity to earn both high school and
postsecondary credit. Most often, when a student earns
both high school and college credit, the state-level
policy explicitly mandates that the credit also apply
toward high school graduation requirements. One state
- Minnesota - requires students to designate the type of
credit to be awarded at the time of enrollment.

A few states require the agreements between the
local school districts or schools to specify how credit
is applied. For instance, in Colorado when a high
school student enrolls in postsecondary courses, the
school district and the higher education institution
must enter into a cooperative agreement that specifies
the high school academic credit to be granted for
coursework successfully completed by the student and
the requirement that the coursework qualify as credit
applicable toward earning a postsecondary degree or
certificate.

The State Policy Landscape
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Table 2.2. Eligibility for participation in dual/concurrent enrollment as defined in state policy

State Determinants of Eligibility Notes
Alabama Standing

Recommendation

GPA
Arizona Standing
Course/Institution Requirements
Arkansas Recommendation Must meet additional, unspecified requirements for AP.
Colorado Standing Student is eligible if his or her parent or legal guardian, with the advice and counsel of the high school principal,
determine that the student needs higher-level coursework or needs a different environment.

Florida GPA Community college boards of trustees may establish additional admissions criteria, which must be included in the

Standardized Test district interinstitutional articulation agreement.
Georgia* Standing The high school principal and advisement faculty are responsible for informing the postsecondary institution of the

academic, emotional, social, and other characteristics of the student that should be considered in the decision to
enroll or not enroll the student.

Hawaii Standardized Test The student must also be under the age of 21.
Idaho Standing The student is not eligible if he or she is a foreign exchange student.
Indiana* Course/Institution Requirements
Towa Class Rank Students who are in 9th and 10th grade are also eligible if they are identified as gifted and talented.
Standing
Kansas Standing
Course/Institution Requirements
Recommendation Students must also demonstrate the ability to benefit from participation.
Maine GPA
Recommendation The student also must receive school and parental approval.
Massachusetts* The board of education and the board of higher education define which students may qualify for the dual enrollment
program and establish criteria for admission. This program, however, has not been funded in about four years.
Michigan Standardized Test
Recommendation
Minnesota* Standing
Class Rank
Standardized Test
Mississippi Course/Institution Requirements
GPA
Recommendation These are recommended requirements.
Montana Standing
Application
Nebraska Standing These are voluntary guidelines as laid out in the Comprehensive Statewide Plan for Postsecondary Education.
Course/Institution Requirements
GPA
Class Rank
Standardized Test
Nevada Standing High school students below junior level, when identified as academically talented by the school district and
recommended by the high school principal, are reviewed on a case-by-case basis for enroliment.
New Mexico Dual credit agreements established between the public school district and the postsecondary institution must
indicate the methods of qualifying students for dual credit.
North Carolina* Standing Students are eligible for dual/concurrent enrollment programs as early as 9th grade.
North Dakota Standing
Course/Institution Requirements
Recommendation
Application
Ohio Standing
Oklahoma Class Rank
Standardized Test
Oregon Standing
Pennsylvania Standing Student must also demonstrate readiness for college-level work.
Standardized Test
South Dakota Standing
Texas* Standing
Course/Institution Requirements
Standardized Test
Utah Local schools and the higher education institution must jointly establish eligibility requirements, which may include
junior or senior standing, sophomores by exception; a grade point average, ACT score, or a placement score which
predicts success; letters of recommendation; and approval of high school and college officials.
Vermont Course/Institution Requirements Enroliment also must be approved by the district as being in the best interest of the student.
Washington Standing Participating higher education institutions, in consultation with the school district, may establish admission
Standardized Test standards for these students.
West Virginia Course/Institution Requirements
Recommendation
Wisconsin* Standing
Course/Institution Requirements
Wyoming Additional eligibility requirements may be established by the postsecondary institution.

*An asterisk denotes that the state did not approve the summary analysis provided to the state higher education executive office.

LEGEND

STANDING: Must have a minimum class standing, usually junior or senior.  RECOMMENDATION: Requires a recommendation by the high school APPLICATION: Requires student to complete an application form.
COURSE/INSTITUTION REQUIREMENTS: Must meet minimum principal or superintendent. GPA: Requires a minimum grade point average.

requirements for course or institution. STANDARDIZED TEST: Requires a minimum score on a standardized test. ~ CLASS RANK: Requires a minimum class rank.

12 Chapter 2



Moving the Needle on Access and Success

Table 2.3. Application of course credit with respect to dual/concurrent enrollment

State How Course Credit Is Applied Notes
Alabama HS
PS

Arizona Community college district governing boards may authorize community colleges to offer college courses that count toward
both high school and college graduate requirements.

Arkansas HS

PS
G
California HS
PS
Colorado HS The school district and postsecondary institution must enter into a cooperative agreement which specifies the high school academic
PS credit to be granted for coursework and the requirement that the coursework qualify as credit applicable toward earning a
G postsecondary degree or certificate.
Florida HS
PS
G
Georgia* HS
PS
G
Hawaii HS
PS
G
Idaho HS
PS
G Students may earn secondary credit, postsecondary credit, or both, but must designate which at the time of enroliment.
Indiana* HS
PS
G
Iowa HS
PS
G

Kansas G Agreements between the school district and the postsecondary institution determine the academic credit to be granted, either
college credit or college credit and high school credit.

Maine PS The high school may grant academic credit toward a high school diploma.

Massachusetts* HS

PS This statute still exists on record, but the legislature has not provided funding for the program in about four years.

Michigan HS

PS
G A student can earn high school credit, postsecondary credit, or both, depending on certain agreements.

Minnesota* HS/PS Students must designate the type of credit to be awarded at time of enroliment.

Mississippi PS Grades and college credits earned are recorded on the college transcript and may be transferred or used for college graduation
requirements only after the student has received his or her high school diploma.

Montana HS

PS A student may earn both high school and college credits as determined by the interlocal agreement.

Nebraska According to voluntary guidelines for dual credit programs, dual credit students are high school students who take a course
for both college and high school credit. Concurrently enrolled students are high school students who take college courses for
college credit only (not high school credit).

Nevada G

New Jersey PS

New Mexico HS

PS
G
North Dakota HS
PS
Ohio HS
PS
G
Oregon HS
PS
Pennsylvania HS
PS
G
South Dakota PS
G
Texas* HS
PS
Utah HS
PS
G
Vermont PS The school board awarding graduation credits must consider the recommendation of the regional advisory board and must provide
G an opportunity for the secondary student also to receive postsecondary credit.
Washington HS
PS
G
West Virginia HS
PS
Wyoming HS
PS
G

*An asterisk denotes that the state did not approve the summary analysis provided to the state higher education executive office.

LEGEND

HS: Student earns high school credit. PS: Student earns postsecondary credit. HS/PS: Student earns high school or postsecondary credit. G: Credit counts toward high school graduation requirements.
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Carrying the Cost Burden

A concern for many states, school districts, students,
and parents is who bears the cost burden of dual/
concurrent enrollment programs. States often are
concerned about paying twice for educating a student,
which is commonly referred to as double dipping.
School districts worry that they will lose much-needed
state funding if their secondary students are not on
campus, while students and parents often wonder
how they can afford tuition and the related costs of
college participation. States vary considerably on
whether and how they address the financing of dual/
concurrent enrollment (Chapter 6 provides additional
details about the range of state strategies). To provide
an introduction into the similarities and differences
among states’ policies related to this issue, Table 2.4
summarizes the three key strategies for carrying the
cost burden of dual/concurrent enrollment.

As shown, some states assume the cost, and some
school districts or schools carry the burden. In other
cases, students and their parents pay for participation.
And other arrangements exist as well: in Mississippi,
tuition and costs for university-level courses must be
paid from grants, foundation funds, or other private
sources, directly to the participating university.

Transportation to the college campus also must

be considered in calculating the overall cost of
providing dual/concurrent enrollment. Thirteen states
- Colorado, Florida, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Washington, and Wisconsin - have
adopted policies that specify who is responsible

for the costs of transportation. In most states, the
policy absolves the state from responsibility. A few
exceptions to this rule include Minnesota, where
students or their parents may apply to the school
district for reimbursement for transportation expenses;
New Mexico, where dual credit agreements address

a method for how the school district will fund and
schedule the transportation of students; Ohio, where
in a school district or community school that provides
transportation to students in grades nine through 12 a
parent of a student eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch may apply to the board of education for full or
partial reimbursement for the costs of transportation
to the college; Pennsylvania, where grants from the
department of education to schools cover the cost

of transportation; and Wisconsin, where a student’s
parent or guardian may apply for reimbursement for
transportation costs if he or she is unable to afford
them.

When targeting economically disadvantaged students
with dual/concurrent enrollment, it is imperative to
consider whether the state policies create a barrier to
participation for them. Several states have adopted

policies that indicate that financial aid is not available
to dual/concurrent enrollment students, but in most of
these cases, the state assumes the burden of paying for
dual enrollment courses. For example:

« Georgia students enrolled in a postsecondary
institution for secondary credit are not eligible
for any other state student financial aid at a
postsecondary institution for courses taken
through this program, but the state department
of education created a secondary options grant
account with funds appropriated by the general
assembly. The department pays postsecondary
institutions from this grant account the lesser of
the following amounts for students enrolled:

e The actual costs of tuition, materials, and fees
directly related to the approved courses taken
by the students.

« The amount that the students would have
earned if those students had been in equivalent
instructional programs in a local school system
for that portion of the instructional day in
which the students were actually enrolled in
postsecondary institutions.

«  Ohio students in dual/concurrent enrollment are
ineligible for direct financial aid though state and
federal programs because annually the department
of education pays each college for any participant
enrolled in the prior school year.

An exception is North Dakota whose state policy
explicitly states that dual credit students are not
eligible for federal financial aid and the student and his
or her parent or legal guardian are responsible for all
costs.

Other states have adopted policies that specifically
provide financial assistance to needy students in dual/
concurrent enrollment programs. Examples of this
approach include:

- Indiana: Upon demonstration of financial need,
a student accepted for admission to an eligible
institution may receive financial assistance from
that institution.

« New Jersey: State law indicates that the dual/
concurrent enrollment program must have
procedures to ensure that no student who is
academically eligible is excluded from participation
in college courses offered on high school campuses
because of inability to pay.

Maryland’s financial assistance program does not focus
only on economically disadvantaged students. Each
institution of higher education that participates in the
Part-Time Grant Program (for undergraduate part-time
students) must establish criteria for awarding a grant or
waiver to dual enrollment students.

14
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Table 2.4. Who pays for participation in dual/concurrent enrollment programs?

School District/
State School Student Notes

Arizona Community college districts and school districts enter into agreements that address the manner in which tuition is paid by
or on behalf of each student.

Arkansas X

Colorado X The student or the student’s parent or legal guardian pays tuition to the postsecondary institution and is reimbursed by the
school district upon successful completion of the course.

Florida X

Georgia* The state department of education pays to the postsecondary institutions from the secondary options grant account the
lesser of the following amounts for students enrolled:

o The actual costs of tuition, materials, and fees directly related to the approved courses.

o The amount that the students would have earned if those students had been in equivalent instructional programs in a
local school system for that portion of the instructional day in which the students were actually enrolled in
postsecondary institutions.

Idaho X

Indiana* A representative of the school meets with the student to discuss his or her financial obligations.

Iowa High schools pay the partnering college for tuition, textbooks, and fees, and students must reimburse the district if they do
not complete or successfully pass courses.

Kansas X

Maine X The department pays 50 percent of the in-state tuition for the first three credit hours taken each semester by a student
and up to six credit hours per academic year.

Michigan X

Minnesota* X

Mississippi Tuition and costs are paid from grants, foundation, or other private sources directly to the participating university.

Montana Interlocal agreements state the amount for each credit to be paid to the postsecondary institution by the district or
student, but the student is responsible for transportation, books, and supplies. If a student is accepted into the program
and drops out of a class, the postsecondary institution reimburses the district or the student.

Nebraska X

New Jersey State law requires procedures to ensure that no student who is academically eligible is excluded from participation because
of inability to pay.

New Mexico X

North Dakota X

Ohio If the student receives only college credit, he or she is responsible for payment of all costs. If the student successfully
completes the course and receives both high school and postsecondary credit, the college is reimbursed.

Oregon School districts negotiate a financial agreement with postsecondary institutions for the payment of tuition, fees, and other
costs.

Pennsylvania X

South Dakota The school district may pay all or part of the tuition and fees, but the student is responsible for any tuition, fees, and costs
not paid by the school district.

Tennessee* Students may apply for a dual enrollment grant.

Texas* X Postsecondary institutions may waive all or part of the tuition and fees for high school students enrolled in courses for
which they receive joint credit.

Utah X Tuition or fees may not be charged to high school students, but students may be assessed a one-time admissions
application fee.

Vermont X

Washington X

West Virginia X To make college courses more accessible to high school students, an institution may establish a special tuition fee structure
for high school students.

Wisconsin* X If a student fails or does not complete the course at the postsecondary institution or technical college, the student or
parent or guardian must reimburse the school board the amount paid on the student’s behalf.

*An asterisk denotes that the state did not approve the summary analysis provided to the state higher education executive office.

Information Sharing and Counseling

As shown in the previous discussion, states have
adopted accelerated learning options policy through

that states have adopted to provide counseling and
information to students regarding dual/concurrent
enrollment.

various approaches. Several states have acknowledged
that adopting policy related to these programs means
little if the students and their parents are not informed
about opportunities to participate. As a result,

states have chosen to require information sharing or
counseling regarding dual/concurrent enrollment in an
effort to inform those who might benefit from these
programs. Table 2.5 summarizes the policy approaches

Similar to the other specific policies, states vary widely
in how they approach dual/concurrent enrollment.
Most state policies that require information sharing
mandate that information is provided to all students.

In total, 12 states have adopted policy that requires
information to be provided to all students. One state

- Oregon - has opted to reach a specific group of
students. Each Oregon school district must establish

The State Policy Landscape
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Table 2.5. Information sharing and counseling regarding dual/concurrent enrollment

Policy Requirements
for Information Sharing

State and Counseling Notes
Colorado All
Written Notice
Florida All
Georgia* All
Counseling
Idaho All If an institution accepts a high school student for enroliment, it sends written notice to the student and the student’s school district
Written Notice within 10 days of acceptance.
Counseling
Form
Indiana* Written Notice A representative of the school must meet with each interested student to discuss the student’s eligibility to participate in the program;
Counseling the courses in which the student is authorized to enroll; the postsecondary credit the student earns upon successful course completion;
the consequences of a student’s failure to successfully complete a course; the student’s schedule; the financial obligations of the
student and the school; the responsibilities of the student, the student’s parent or guardian, and the school; and other matters
concerning the program.

Towa If an eligible institution accepts a high school student for enroliment, the institution must send written notice to the student, the
district, and the Iowa Department of Education.

Michigan All The school district must provide to the student a letter signed by the principal indicating the student’s eligibility. Within a reasonable

Counseling time, the postsecondary institution must send written notice to the student and school district.
Form

Minnesota* To participate in the postsecondary enroliment options program, a college or university may provide information about its programs to a
secondary school, student, or parent, but may not recruit or solicit participation on financial grounds.

Nebraska Through voluntary guidelines, eligible students are provided appropriate course materials, including policies, college procedures, course
outline/syllabus, and assessment materials. They receive guidance regarding program responsibilities, weighted credit options, and
specific grading practices.

North Carolina* Counseling

North Dakota All High school counselors and teachers are encouraged to advise students regarding their academic readiness to participate in dual credit

Counseling courses. Campuses may publish guidelines which describe criteria for student eligibility.

Ohio All If a college accepts a student, it must send written notice to the student, the student’s school district,

Counseling community school, or nonpublic school, and the superintendent of public instruction. In addition, within 10 days after each enrollment
Form for a term, the college must also send these individuals written notice indicating the courses and hours of enroliment of the student and
the enrollment options.

Oklahoma All

Oregon All Each school district must establish a process to ensure that all at-risk students and their parents are notified about the program

Certain and ensure that providing information to high school students who have dropped out of school is a priority.

Pennsylvania The Pennsylvania Department of Education must publish promotional materials on its publicly accessible website that may be used by
school entities to inform parents and students enrolled in the school entities about the requirements, features, and opportunities of
concurrent enrollment programs.

Virginia All Local school boards must implement a plan to notify students and their parents of the availability of AP, IB, and dual enroliment
courses, the qualifications for enrolling in such classes and programs, and the availability of financial assistance to low-income and
needy students to take the AP and IB examinations.

Washington All

*An asterisk denotes that the state did not approve the summary analysis provided to the state higher education executive office.

LEGEND
ALL: Policy requires information to be provided to all students. COUNSELING: Policy requires counseling to students who have enrolled or who intend to enroll in dual/concurrent enrollment.
CERTAIN: Policy requires information to be provided to certain students. FORM: Policy requires students or parents to sign a form indicating they received counseling or relevant information.

WRITTEN NOTICE: Policy requires students to provide written notice of intent to enroll.

a process to ensure that all at-risk students and their « To the extent possible, school districts in Idaho
parents are notified about the program and that and Michigan must provide counseling services to
information is provided to high school students who students and their parents or guardians before

have dropped out of school.

In seven states, policies require counseling to students

students enroll about a variety of risks and
consequences associated with the program.

who have enrolled or who intend to enroll in dual/ »  Programs in North Carolina must emphasize
concurrent enrollment. Examples of this type of policy parental involvement and provide consistent
include: counseling, advising, and parent conferencing so

« Each local school system in Georgia must provide
counseling services to all eligible students and their
parents or guardians before the students enroll in

that parents and students can make responsible
decisions regarding course taking and track the
students’ academic progress and success.

eligible postsecondary institutions to ensure that « In North Dakota, the responsibility falls more to the
the students and their parents or guardians are high school counselors and teachers specifically.
aware of the possible consequences of enrolling in They are to advise students regarding their

dual/concurrent enrollment.
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academic readiness to participate in dual credit
courses.

«  Ohio law specifically addresses counseling for
students in nonpublic schools. Chief administrators
at these schools must provide counseling services
to students in grades eight through 11 and to their
parents before students participate in the program
to ensure that they are fully aware of the possible
risks and consequences of participation. This
counseling must include explaining the fact that
funding may be limited and that not all students
who wish to participate may be able to do so.

Three states - Idaho, Michigan, and Ohio - require the
students and their parents or guardians to sign a form
stating that they have received the required counseling
services regarding the program.

An additional state policy component related to dual/
concurrent enrollment that has emerged in Colorado,
Idaho, and Indiana is a requirement that students
provide written notice of their intent to enroll. In
Colorado, any high school student who intends to enroll
in an institution of higher education must give written
notice to the school district at least two months prior
to such enrollment.

In some states, however, the requirement to provide
written notice falls on the postsecondary institution. In
Indiana, if an institution accepts a high school student
for enrollment, the institution must send written
notice, which includes the course and number of hours,
to the student and the student’s school district within
10 days of acceptance. Similarly, in Ohio, if a college
accepts a student, it must send written notice to the
student, the student’s school district, school, and the
superintendent of public instruction within 10 days
after acceptance; in addition, the college must send
these individuals a written notice indicating the courses
and hours of enrollment and the enrollment options.

In Michigan, the postsecondary institution must send
written notice to the student and his or her school
district within a reasonable time after registration. In
lowa, if an eligible institution accepts a high school
student for enrollment, the institution must send
written notice to the student, the district, and the
lowa Department of Education that lists the course, the
clock hours, and the number of hours of postsecondary
or vocational-technical credit that the student will
receive upon successful completion of the course.

Institutional Accountability

The proliferation of dual/concurrent enrollment
programs may raise questions about whether the
programs are meeting their stated objectives and
whether they are of the desired quality. Ten states
have built institutional accountability mechanisms into

their state policies to attempt to account for these
questions. Some specific examples:

» Each community college district in Arizona must
report annually to the legislature’s joint budget
committee on the courses offered in conjunction
with high schools during the previous fiscal year.
Further, each district must conduct tracking
studies to include, at a minimum: the high school
graduation rate; the number of students continuing
their studies after graduation at a community
college or university in Arizona; the performance
of the students in subsequent college courses in
the same discipline or occupational field; and the
student’s grade point average after one year at an
Arizona postsecondary institution, as compared to
his or her college grade point average for courses
completed while still in high school.

« District school boards in Florida must annually
assess the demand for dual enrollment and
consider strategies and programs to meet that
demand. Further, each joint dual enrollment and
AP course must be incorporated within and subject
to the provisions of the district interinstitutional
articulation agreement, which must include
a delineation of institutional responsibilities
regarding student screening prior to enrollment and
monitoring of student performance subsequent to
enrollment.

» Michigan intermediate school districts must collect
annually from each constituent school district
information on:

e The amount of money expended for payments
required under this program.

e The number of eligible students who enrolled in
the school district and the number of those who
enrolled in one or more postsecondary courses
and received payment, both in aggregate and
by grade level.

o The percentage of the school district’s
enrollment represented by the eligible
students, both in aggregate and by grade level.

e The total number of postsecondary courses for
which the school district made payment, the
number of courses for which postsecondary
credit was granted, the number of those
courses for which high school credit was
granted, and the number of those courses that
were not completed by the student.

« Nebraska’s Comprehensive Statewide Plan for
Postsecondary Education lays out voluntary
guidelines for dual credit programs. According
to this document, courses in Nebraska should
reflect college-level experiences and rigor as
well as district and state standards and practices.

The State Policy Landscape
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Course outlines or syllabi (including, at minimum,

a description of content, teaching strategies,
performance measures, grading standards, resource
materials, objectives/outcomes, and course
calendar) utilized in the program should meet
district, state, and college/university standards.

North Carolina law requires dual enrollment
programs that target students at risk of
dropping out of high school and those who would
benefit from accelerated instruction to be held
accountable for meeting measurable student
achievement results and establishing joint
institutional responsibility and accountability for
support of students and their success.

A school entity in Pennsylvania that receives a
grant from the department of education must
submit an annual report to the department that
includes the eligible postsecondary institution(s)
with which the school entity has established a
concurrent enrollment program; the number of
concurrent students participating; the number of
concurrent students participating who are enrolled
in early college high school, middle college high
school, or gateway to college programs; the
approved courses offered; the total approved cost
for each concurrent course; and the total amount
of grant funds received. Further, the department
must produce an annual report using the reporting
information submitted by school entities, which
must be provided to specified members of the
state legislature and must be published on the
department’s publicly accessible website.

If a district in Texas with one or more schools has
had an average of at least 26 students in the high
school graduating class for the five preceding
years and has been among the lowest 10 percent
in the percentage of students graduating from the
high school and enrolling in college for any two
consecutive years in the preceding five, the district
must establish an accurate method of measuring
progress toward stated goals, which may include
tracking the percentage of district high school
students who are enrolled in dual/concurrent
enrollment.

The Utah State Board of Education developed

a school performance report that requires data
on the number of students taking concurrent
enrollment courses and the number and
percent who receive college credit. Further,
the commissioner of higher education and the
state superintendent must appoint a concurrent
enrollment coordinating committee, composed of
an equal number of higher education and public
education administrators, to coordinate and
oversee concurrent enrollment activities.

«  The superintendent of public instruction in
Virginia developed (and the board of education
approved) criteria for determining and recognizing
educational performance in the commonwealth’s
public school divisions and schools. In recognizing
educational performance in the school divisions,
the board must include consideration of special
school division accomplishments, such as the
numbers of dual enrollments.

« Each college or university in West Virginia that
offers college-level courses for or in high schools
must maintain a record of the courses and their
enrollments and submit reports of college courses
for high school students. The state board has
adopted education standards for student, school,
and school system performance. These standards
include measures of performance and progress,
such as the percentage of students who enrolled
in dual credit classes and the percentage who
completed them, by grade level.

Incentives for Success

Many states have implemented accountability
mechanisms, but a few states have also adopted
incentives for success (or disincentives for failure) that
focus on the student. For example:

«  Colorado statute mandates that students pay
tuition up front and that the school districts
reimburse the students upon successful completion
of courses.

o High schools in lowa must pay the partnering
college for college tuition, textbooks, and fees, but
students must reimburse the district if they do not
complete or pass the course.

« If a student in South Dakota receives a failing
grade in a postsecondary course, then the student
is no longer eligible to enroll in other dual credit
courses.

« In Wisconsin, if a student fails or does not complete
a course at the postsecondary institution or
technical college, the student or the parent or
guardian must reimburse the school board the
amount paid on the student’s behalf.

International Baccalaureate

While a large number of states have statutes
concerning dual/concurrent enrollment, only 12 have
state policy related to IB. Of those states, 12 have
statutes and just two have adopted board rule. Where
they exist, policies concerning IB are most commonly
linked to policies on AP. For example, Arkansas

had adopted the Advanced Placement Incentive
Program, which was designed to provide advanced
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educational courses that were easily accessible and
prepare students for admission to and success in a
postsecondary educational environment. In 2005,
lawmakers changed the law so that it is now known as
the Arkansas Advanced Placement and International
Baccalaureate Diploma Program.

In Georgia, AP and IB coursework grades are both
weighted by the Georgia Student Finance Commission
in calculating students’ overall grade point averages.
In Minnesota, a statute states that both AP and IB
programs are “well-established academic programs for
mature, academically directed high school students.”

Sometimes, legislation focuses solely on the IB
program, as in California and Colorado. California law
states that the IB Diploma Program is a comprehensive
and rigorous two-year curriculum, leading to
examinations for high school students. Similarly,
Colorado law - which recognizes the importance of
innovative and effective curricula for high school
students - indicates that the IB Diploma Program is

an established program providing innovative curricula
and that a student who has completed this program

is viewed as highly attractive by institutions of higher
education due to the student’s ambition, work habits,
and scholarship. In an effort to retain the state’s

best and brightest, Colorado requires postsecondary
institutions to adopt comprehensive and reasonable
policies to offer credit to IB students.

No other states have done what Minnesota and
Oklahoma have done through board policy in
establishing common practices regarding the IB
Diploma Program, however. Minnesota State Colleges
and Universities Board policy establishes common
practices for awarding credit to students who have
earned an IB diploma in high school. The policy states
that students who complete the diploma with a score
of 30 or higher are offered 12 quarter or eight semester
credits for each of three higher-level examinations,
plus three quarter or two semester credits for each of
the subsidiary exams. Similarly, the Oklahoma State
Regents for Higher Education, as part of admission
standards to postsecondary institutions, established
that institutions must add a standard weighting to 1B
higher-level courses.

Tech-Prep

While more states seem to be adopting state-level
policy related to dual/concurrent enrollment, fewer
states appear to be adopting policy related to Tech-
Prep. In 2005, South Carolina repealed Tech-Prep
language and replaced it with legislation intended to
reform high school curricula around a career cluster
model. Despite a potential movement away from
legislation regarding Tech-Prep, 13 states have statutes,
although none have board policy, governing it.

Of the states with relevant statutes, Texas’s law
appears to be the most comprehensive. According to
Texas’ state law, Tech-Prep is a program of study that:

« Combines at least two years of secondary education
with at least two years of postsecondary education
in a nonduplicative, sequential course of study
based on the recommended high school program
adopted by the state board of education.

» Integrates academic instruction and vocational and
technical instruction.

« Uses work-based and worksite learning, where
available and appropriate.

« Provides technical preparation in a career field,
such as engineering technology; applied science;
a mechanical, industrial, or practical art or trade;
agriculture; health occupation; business; or applied
economics.

o Builds student competence in mathematics,
science, reading, writing, communications,
economics, and workplace skills through applied,
contextual academics and integrated instruction in
a coherent sequence of courses.

« Leads to an associate’s degree, two-year
postsecondary certificate, or postsecondary two-
year apprenticeship with provisions, to the extent
applicable, for students to continue toward
completion of a baccalaureate degree.

« Leads to placement in appropriate employment or
to further education.

Further, the state encourages Tech-Prep consortia to
include four years of secondary education in a Tech-
Prep program. A Tech-Prep consortium is a regional
collaboration of school districts, institutions of higher
education, businesses, labor organizations, and

other participants that work together to effectively
implement a regional Tech-Prep program.

Arkansas has two statutes related to Tech-Prep, but
they do nothing more than define it. In Arkansas,

a Tech-Prep program is a combined secondary and
postsecondary program that leads to an associate of
applied science or other occupational degree or two-
year certificate; provides technical preparation in
engineering technology, applied science, agriculture,
health, business, or a mechanical, industrial, or
practical art or trade; builds student competence in
mathematics, science, and communications; and leads
to placement in employment. California law simply
defines Tech-Prep as a system designed to deliver the
school-to-career programs.

Connecticut takes policy a step further by establishing
a statewide advisory committee to recommend to the
state board of education how alternative technical

training models for students in grades 11 and 12, such
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as Tech-Prep, can be expanded. Kentucky chose an
approach more like Connecticut’s, establishing the
School-to-Careers System, which serves as an umbrella
for career-related programs in the public schools,
including School-to-Work, Tech-Prep, and High Schools
That Work initiatives. The state also has the School-
to-Careers Grant Program, which provides matching
funds to school districts or consortia of districts for the
development and implementation of comprehensive
plans. These grant funds may be used to enhance
ongoing efforts, such as Tech-Prep. Similarly, Mississippi
created the Tech-Prep Fund for implementation of
Tech-Prep programs in grades seven through 12 and in
the public community colleges in the state.

North Carolina has taken a slightly different approach
to Tech-Prep policy. The state requires schools to
develop a technology plan for using funds from the
State School Technology Fund and other sources to
improve student performance through the use of
learning and instructional management technologies.
Components of the plan should include proposals for
addressing equipment needs for vocational education,
Tech-Prep, and science instruction.

Implications

WICHE’s audit of state-level accelerated learning
policies reveals several general trends, as well as a few
specific tendencies, which together describe the state
policy landscape.

It’s All in How You Say It

Policy analysts, policy organizations, foundations,

and other groups currently appear to be pushing
toward expanding accelerated learning options to all
students, instead of targeting only highly motivated
or academically talented students, and the current
literature tends to support the validity of this. In his
2006 report, The Toolbox Revisited: Paths to Degree
Completion from High School through College, Clifford
Adelman reaffirms his earlier findings that there is a
relationship between a rigorous high school curriculum
and postsecondary success, which many researchers
and policy analysts have used to promote the notion
that all students would benefit from accelerated
learning options.“ Taking this a step further, Nancy
Hoffman, in Add and Subtract: Dual Enrollment as

a State Strategy to Increase Postsecondary Success
for Underrepresented Students, states that “dual
enrollment is a promising ‘next best thing’ for states
wishing to increase the number of underrepresented
students gaining a postsecondary credential.”>

In 2003, Thomas Bailey and Melinda Mechur Karp
reviewed 45 published and unpublished reports,
articles, and books in an effort to examine credit-based

transition programs and their ability to increase college
access and success for all students.® They found that
despite the popularity and growth of these programs in
recent years, there is little definitive evidence about
their overall effects. While more states are turning

to accelerated learning options as a strategy for
improved preparation and increased access, much more
research needs to be done to understand the effects of
accelerated learning options on postsecondary access
and success, especially for underserved students.

While the literature in general tends to support the
notion that accelerated learning options hold promise,
the policy activity in the states remains diverse and is
even sometimes contradictory. For instance, several
states have adopted policy language that provides
direction as to the overall goal and target of dual/
concurrent enrollment programs. Much of the language
in statute and board policy targets certain students

- those who are academically talented, prepared,

or highly motivated, not necessarily those who are
economically disadvantaged or who might benefit from
getting a head start on college. For instance:

»  Although no longer funded, California’s Advanced
Placement Challenge Grant Program was designed
to assist public high schools in providing access to
academically challenging, college-level courses to
interested and prepared students in the state.

« In Colorado, any student who enrolls in
postsecondary courses is expected to show a high
degree of maturity and responsibility, especially
with regard to the successful completion of such
postsecondary courses. In addition, Colorado’s
Postsecondary Enrollment Act provides a wider
variety of options to high school students by
encouraging and enabling qualified students
to enroll in courses or programs in eligible
postsecondary institutions.

«  Connecticut Board of Trustees of Community-
Technical Colleges policy authorizes community
colleges to accept AP high school students who
demonstrate sufficient scholastic ability and
who are approved by the high school principal or
designated representative.

« The University System of Georgia Board of Regents
policy recognizes the need to provide academically
talented high school students with opportunities
for acceleration of their formal academic programs
through dual/concurrent enrollment.

« ldaho State Board of Education policy specifically
encourages the use of College Level Examination
Program (CLEP) tests for basic courses and AP to
attract good students and encourages AP programs
for high school students.
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« Minnesota statute states that both AP and IB
programs are well-established academic programs
for mature, academically directed high school
students.

« Each school district in South Carolina must provide
AP courses in all secondary schools that enroll
an adequate number of academically talented
students to support courses.

« In West Virginia, AP and honors programs are
designed to meet the needs of students who have
the potential and desire to complete curriculum
more demanding than that offered in the regular
classroom for their current grade level.

While preparation is a legitimate public goal, focusing
on those students who are academically prepared,
mature, and talented may unintentionally create

a barrier to students who may not be identified as
having those qualities. This runs counter to the policy
recommendation often promoted by researchers

and policy organizations which endorses accelerated
learning options for underserved students, leaving a
significant gap between research and actual policy.

Some states, however, have adopted less directive
language, but they still often have minimum eligibility
requirements for participation in accelerated learning
programs, especially dual/concurrent enrollment. In an
effort to ensure student success, these requirements
may unintentionally act as a barrier to economically
disadvantaged or minority students. Some examples:

« The Kansas Legislature declared that secondary
school students should be challenged continuously
in order to maintain their interests in the pursuit
of education and skills critical to success in
the modern world. Yet at the same time the
law may imply that only certain secondary
school students should be challenged. To be a
concurrent enrollment student in Kansas, a person
must demonstrate the ability to benefit from
participation and be authorized by the school
principal to apply at the postsecondary institution,
in addition to being enrolled in grades 11 or 12
and being deemed acceptable to or accepted at a
postsecondary institution.

»  North Dakota’s Postsecondary Enrollment Options
Program was established in state law and declares
that any North Dakota public high school student
enrolled in grades 11 or 12 is eligible to receive
high school and postsecondary credit for the
successful completion of an academic or career
and technical education course offered by an
accredited postsecondary institution. The student’s
superintendent, however, must provide written
permission for the student to participate in the
program.

Other states have chosen to adopt clear language
that demonstrates their intention of being inclusive.
Arkansas, for example, established the Arkansas
Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate
Diploma Program, which was designed to provide
advanced educational courses that were easily
accessible and that prepare students for admission
to and success in a postsecondary educational
environment.

Two other examples of more inclusive general policy
statement are found in lowa and Kentucky. lowa’s
Postsecondary Enrollment Options Act was enacted

in 1987 to promote rigorous academic pursuits and
provide a wider variety of options to high school
students. Although the law does have requirements,
they are minimal: the student must be in 11t or

12t grade, or be identified as gifted and talented if
the student is in 9*" or 10*" grade. Each secondary-
school-based decision-making council in Kentucky must
establish a policy on the recruitment and assignment
of students to AP, IB, dual enrollment, and dual credit
courses that recognizes that all students have the
right to be academically challenged and should be
encouraged to participate in these courses.

This gap between research and policy coupled with
potentially mixed messages in policy may be creating
some unintended consequences for underserved
students. Whether policy language is sufficiently
inconclusive requires further study.

Results Come From Policy (and More)

Another implication worth noting is that simply having
state-level policy, either through statute or board
rule, does not necessarily mean that the policies are
practiced consistently or implemented as intended.
For instance, Minnesota, the first state to adopt a dual
enrollment program, has arguably one of the nation’s
most comprehensive policies. A 2001 audit report of
the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities Post-
Secondary Enrollment Options Program, however,
revealed that although postsecondary administrators
strongly supported the program at that time, the
policies were not “uniformly accepted, interpreted,
nor implemented.” Specifically, two postsecondary
institutions were found to have not complied with a
clear policy directive adopted by the Minnesota State
Colleges and Universities.”

Similarly, Colorado statute mandates that students pay
tuition up front and that the school districts reimburse
them upon successful completion of courses. According
to a 2001 report of the state auditor, “Postsecondary
Programs for High School Students: Performance Audit,”
however, successful completion is not clearly defined
and potentially causes issues when students attempt
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to transfer credits. Specifically, at most colleges and
universities, successful completion of a course is
considered to be a grade of C, but because the school
districts do not have a consistent definition, they are
sometimes reimbursing students if they earn any grade
higher than an F.2

These are merely two examples of policy
implementation concerns. A thorough analysis of
practice in addition to this comprehensive audit would
be particularly useful in understanding the true state
policy landscape.

Conclusion

WICHE’s comprehensive search of all 50 states’ policies
addressing accelerated learning options reveals some
general trends. First, most states have policies related
to accelerated learning options. Second, these policies
vary considerably in terms of the breadth, depth, and
scope of regulating accelerated learning programs.
Third, states are more likely to have adopted policy
related to dual/concurrent enrollment than any of the
other three accelerated learning options. Finally, state
policy related to accelerated learning options tends to
reside in state statute rather than board policy.

With regard to each of the accelerated learning
options examined for this report, more specific findings
emerged that are worth noting.

Advanced Placement

1. Thirty-two states have adopted state-level policy
related to AP: of those, 29 states have legislation,
and 10 have board policy.

2. Many of the state policies related to AP define it
and describe its function, but those states that
have such policies also have others that build on
this definition.

3. In an effort to afford economically disadvantaged
students the opportunity to benefit from AP
examinations, several states have adopted policies
that focus on test fee reimbursement for low-
income students.

4. Rather than focusing on students in need, a
few states have opted to reward students for
performance on AP examinations.

5. Recognizing the importance of having a high-
quality, skilled teacher in the classroom, states
have adopted policies to ensure that those who
teach AP courses are qualified to do so, most often
through College Board-sponsored training.

Dual/Concurrent Enrollment

1. Forty-two states have adopted state-level policy
related to dual/concurrent enrollment: of those, 40
states have legislation, and 15 have board policy.

2. States vary widely in terms of the breadth and
depth of regulating dual/concurrent enrollment.

3. The details of participation requirements vary
by state. But, in general, they include minimums
for class standing, grade point average, class
rank, and score on a standardized test; additional
requirements involve securing a recommendation
from an administrator; completing an application
form; and meeting specified institutional
requirements or course prerequisites.

4. Thirty-one states have policy that specifies how
dual/concurrent enrollment credit is applied.

5. States vary widely in how they fund dual/
concurrent enrollment programs and courses:
some states assume the cost, some school districts
or schools carry the burden, and in other cases,
students and their parents pay for participation.

6. Twelve states require information about dual/
concurrent enrollment to be provided to all
students. One state - Oregon - has opted to
specifically reach at-risk students.

7. Ten states have built institutional accountability
mechanisms into their state policies.

International Baccalaureate

1. Of the four accelerated learning options analyzed,
the IB program is the one that appears in policy in
the smallest number of states, only 12: of those, all
have legislation, and two states have board policy.

2. Where they occur, policies concerning IB are often
linked to policies on AP.

Tech-Prep

1. Thirteen states have adopted state-level policy
through legislation related to Tech-Prep.

2. State policy concerning Tech-Prep appears to be
less comprehensive than policy related to the other
accelerated learning options.

3. The trend in state policy appears to be moving
away from adopting laws related to Tech-Prep.

All of these policies examined together demonstrate
the complexity surrounding the different state goals
and strategies for the implementation of accelerated
learning options programs. States considering
adopting policy related to any of these options would
benefit from thoroughly understanding the context
and environment in which these programs exist and
operate.
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Chapter 3

Policies and Practices at Postsecondary Institutions

Colleen O. Sathre and Cheryl D. Blanco

The impact of accelerated learning coursework

on a student’s acceptance into and progression

through a postsecondary institution is difficult to
measure but extremely important in any discussion

of how to increase the number of low-income and
underrepresented students participating in accelerated
learning options. This study used two research
activities — an institutional online survey and a
transcript analysis — as tools to collect new information
and shed light on how accelerated learning credits are
accepted and used by colleges and universities. Several
questions guided the collection of information for this
chapter, and the findings are discussed under three
general topics:

« General institutional policies, practices, and
responsibilities.

« Admissions and receipt of postsecondary credit.

« Outreach programs, financial aid, and collaboration
with high schools.

A more complete paper on the institutional policies and
practices survey is contained in Appendix C, including
the methodology and a copy of the online survey
instrument developed and administered for this study.

With the exception of a recent study conducted by the
U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) and work by the Learning
Productivity Network at the University at Buffalo, the
literature is nearly void of studies on the policies and
practices of postsecondary institutions concerning
accelerated learning options.” The NCES report was
released after the online survey of postsecondary
institutions for this study was prepared. While the
general thrust of some questions was similar, the
surveys in the three reports have limited points of
comparison due to the manner in which questions and
answer options were phrased. Nonetheless, the studies
complement each other on several points and provide
a baseline for further research on institutional policies
and practices related to accelerated learning.

General Institutional Policies, Practices, and
Responsibilities

Written Policies

Knowing whether postsecondary institutions have
written policies concerning accelerated learning was
an important first step in developing a picture of what

happens to students’ accelerated credits at this level.
A related interest was whether institutions consider any
of the four accelerated learning options for purposes
of admissions or credit requirements. This study
indicates that the majority of institutions have policies
for some, but not all, of the accelerated programs
examined in this project. And institutions tend to

take the credit earned by a student into consideration
during the admissions process. However, the proportion
of institutions with policies varies considerably when
institutional characteristics such as control (public or
private) and type (Carnegie classification of research/
doctoral, baccalaureate/master’s, or associate’s) are
considered, as well as the specific accelerated learning
program.

Among the four types of accelerated learning options
considered in this study, institutions generally are most
likely to have policies concerning the acceptance of
Advanced Placement (AP) credit: 91 percent reported
having written AP policies, with research/doctoral
institutions and baccalaureate/master’s institutions
more likely than associate’s colleges to have written AP
policies (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1. Does the institution have written policies concerning the
acceptance of accelerated learning options?

Rsch./ | Bacc./
Accelerated Option Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
AP 91% 93% 91% 97% 96% 87%
Dual/concurrent
enrollment 91% 67% 83% 73% 76% 93%
IB 38% 59% 45% 85% 62% 18%
Tech-Prep 59% 12% 43% 22% 16% 79%

The existence of written dual/concurrent enrollment
policy is more prevalent in the public than the private
sector and is more common at associate’s colleges
than at research/doctoral or baccalaureate/master’s
institutions.

The International Baccalaureate (IB) Diploma Program
is much more recently available in the nation’s high
schools, and recognition in postsecondary institutional
policy is not as widespread as either AP or dual/
concurrent enrollment programs. Less than half of

all institutions report having written IB policies, with
research/doctoral institutions (both public and private)
the most likely to report such policies. Nearly all
private research/doctoral universities have written 1B
policy.

Policies and Practices at Postsecondary Institutions
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Less than half of all institutions have Tech-Prep
policies, but they are found at associate’s colleges
to a much larger degree than at research/doctoral or
baccalaureate/master’s institutions.

Consideration of Accelerated Learning Credit
During Admissions

While written policies are relatively widespread, there
is more variability in practice among institutions when
it comes to considering the accelerated options for
purposes of admission or credit requirements. Here,
the differences between public and private institutional
practices are more apparent (see Table 3.2). For
example, 94 percent of private institutions take AP into
account during the admissions process, compared to 89
percent of public institutions. When dual/concurrent
credit is examined, the proportions are reversed: public
institutions are more likely to consider dual/concurrent
credits during admissions than are private institutions.
A similar distinction exists for Tech-Prep credit, where
publics are likely to consider it, but privates are not.

Among private institutions, IB credit is likely to be
considered during admissions, but less than one-half
of public institutions are likely to consider it during
admissions.

Table 3.2. Does the institution consider any accelerated learning option
for purposes of admission and/or credit requirements?

Rsch./ | Bacc./
Accelerated Option Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
AP 89% 94% 91% 97% 95% 86%
Dual/concurrent
enrollment 91% 73% 85% 78% 82% 90%
IB 43% 66% 51% 85% 70% 23%
Tech-Prep 60% 16% 45% 23% 21% 77%

Institutional type (research/doctoral, baccalaureate/
master’s, or associate’s) is also related to differences
in whether accelerated learning credit is considered
during admissions. As Table 3.2 shows, the variations
across institutional type are less pronounced with

AP and more prevalent with dual/concurrent
enrollment, IB, and Tech-Prep. Most institutions (91
percent), regardless of type, consider AP during
admissions. Associate’s colleges are more likely

than baccalaureate/master’s or research/doctoral
institutions to consider dual/concurrent credit during
the admissions process. The reverse pattern is apparent
for IB credit, as 85 percent of research/doctoral and 70
percent of baccalaureate/master’s institutions consider
the IB at admissions, compared to 23 percent of
associate’s colleges. Much larger differences are seen
for Tech-Prep courses, with most associate’s colleges
and few other institutional types considering Tech-Prep.

In a paper published in 2000, researchers B. D.
Johnstone and B. Del Genio also reported that
postsecondary institutions were willing to
accommodate college-level learning in high schools.
When asked to select a statement that best described
the institution’s policy toward admitting freshmen
with successful AP experiences from high school, 84
percent chose the statement: “We encourage the use
of AP credits, some of which can substitute for other
requirements and allow either for early graduation,
for double majors, or for more elective exploration.”?

Making and Applying Accelerated Learning Policy
in the Institution

Who makes accelerated learning admissions policy?
Shifting from the existence of written policies and the
types of practices the institutions employ, the study
also sought to understand who has responsibility for
accelerated learning credit policy — who makes the
policy and who applies it?

Institutions invest the responsibility for determining
accelerated learning admissions policy among many
different institutional officers. The most frequently
identified individual is the chief academic officer
(CAO), with slightly more than one-third of all
responding institutions identifying the CAO for this
role. For the remaining two-thirds of institutions,
responsibility for setting accelerated learning
admissions policy may be assigned to admissions
officers/registrars, the faculty, and various academic
and administrative officers functioning in their
individual capacities or in blended committees.

There are important differences in who makes policy
when institutional control and institutional type are
considered (see Table 3.3). Acknowledging that the
CAOQ is the primary authority in most institutions,
private institutions also tend to vest this responsibility
in other officers or individuals more so than do public
institutions. Institutions vary even more markedly by
type. Research/doctoral institutions report relying

on admissions officers and registrars to determine

Table 3.3. Who determines the accelerated learning admissions policy?

Rsch./ | Bacc./

Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
Chief academic
officer 37% 31% 36% 20% 31% 46%
Admissions officer/
registrar 6% 23% 16% 25% 19% 10%
Faculty 9% 20% 13% 15% 21% 4%
Dean/department
chair 6% 6% 6% 7% 6% 6%
Other/blended
committee 14% 14% 14% 17% 15% 12%
All other 19% 7% 15% 15% 8% 22%
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accelerated learning admissions policy more than

do other types of institutions, with CAOs the second
most-identified individual. Baccalaureate/master’s
institutions identify the CAO most frequently, while
faculty members or committees are the second largest
groups identified for determining these admissions
policies. Associate’s colleges rely most heavily on the
CAO for these policies.

Who decides how accelerated learning credit is
treated during admissions? Having identified the key
policy person at the institutions, the survey turned

to implementation issues and the matter of who
decides how accelerated learning credit is treated in
the admissions process. In general, this responsibility
is vested in three groups: admissions officers, chief
academic officers, and a cluster that includes faculty
and academic administrators acting as individuals or in
various committees.

Patterns similar to those seen above for policy deter-
mination are less evident in policy implementation
when results are disaggregated by institutional control
(see Table 3.4). Public and private institutions rely

on admissions officers and registrars to implement
accelerated learning policy in the admission process,
while the CAO was the primary person to make policy
in this area.

Table 3.4. Who determines how accelerated learning credit is treated in
the admissions process?

Rsch./ | Bacc./

Public | Private All Doc. |Master’s| Assoc.
Chief academic
officer 29% 25% 29% 17% 23% 38%
Admissions officer/
registrar 33% 36% 34% 41% 35% 31%
Faculty 5% 10% 7% 14% 9% 2%
Dean/department
chair 9% 13% 11% 10% 14% 7%
Other/blended
committee 9% 11% 10% 10% 12% 8%
All other 13% 6% 10% 9% 7% 15%

Accelerated learning policy implementation at
research/doctoral and at baccalaureate/master’s
institutions is handled primarily by admissions
officers and registrars. At associate’s colleges, policy
implementation is most often the domain of the CAO.
At research/doctoral institutions, the admissions
officer/registrar is responsible for both determining
accelerated learning policy and implementing it in
the admissions process. At baccalaureate/master’s
institutions, these responsibilities are housed in
different offices (Tables 3.3 and 3.4).

Who decides how accelerated learning credit applies?
A third important step in this process — after policy
setting and policy implementation in the admissions
process — involves the responsibility for determining

how accelerated learning credit is applied to student
records. This study found that responsibility for
determining how accelerated learning credit actually
applies to student records is even more dispersed

than is the authority for determining policy and the
implementation of the policy in the admissions process.

While the CAO is the most frequently identified
individual for determining how accelerated learning
credit is to be applied, only 23 percent of respondents
across all institutions gave this response (see Table
3.5). A variety of officers, including admissions,
department chairs, deans, faculty, and registrars, vied
for second place, at levels of less than 20 percent.
These results suggest that the responsibility for
deciding how accelerated learning credit will apply

to the student’s record is dispersed broadly in the
institution. This is a critical decision point from the
student’s perspective, as this may be the time when
the student receives the type and amount of credit

he or she thought would be granted for AP, dual/
concurrent, IB, or Tech-Prep courses taken while in high
school.

Table 3.5. Who decides how accelerated learning credit will apply?

Rsch./ | Bacc./

Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
Chief academic
officer 23% 22% 23% 3% 18% 35%
Admissions officer 22% 7% 17% 19% 11% 22%
Department chair 12% 14% 13% 12% 20% 5%
College/school dean 10% 15% 12% 22% 11% 10%
Faculty 8% 13% 10% 24% 11% 5%
Registrar & others 9% 20% 13% 5% 19% 8%
Blended committee 8% 6% 7% 12% 7% 6%
All other 7% 3% 6% 3% 3% 10%

Since the decision about how accelerated credit

is actually applied for transcript purposes is an
important decision point for the student, the survey
probed a little further to determine if the authority
for determining how accelerated learning credit

is applied varies by program and college or if it
remains consistent throughout the institution. In
most institutions, the authority for deciding how this
credit will be applied is consistent. In one-third of
the institutions, however, the authority may vary by
program or department within a school or college (see
Appendix C,Table C.8).

Both control and type reveal sharp differences in
institutional authority for who decides how accelerated
learning credit applies. Consistency in authority for
accelerated credit application is more prevalent among
public institutions than privates. Forty percent of the
private institutions report that the authority may vary
by program or department and by college or school.
Research/doctoral institutions are about equally
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split on the degree of consistency and variation in
who has decision-making authority to determine how
accelerated credit is applied. Baccalaureate/master’s
and associate’s institutions are more likely to report
that this authority is consistent within the institution.

In summary, it is very common for higher education
institutions to have AP and dual/concurrent enrollment
policies, but less common for institutions to have IB
and Tech-Prep policies. Accelerated learning policy and
practice go together; institutions that engage in the
practice of considering accelerated learning options
for purposes of admissions nearly always have written
policies. Within the higher education community,

there frequently is not a common institutional source
of responsibility for determining accelerated learning
policy, deciding how that credit is treated in the
admissions process, or determining how the credit is
applied to the student record. These responsibilities
may be handled by chief academic officers, admissions
officers, registrars, department chairs, deans,

faculty, faculty/administrative committees, and other
administrators, and in some cases involve system and
state officers.

Having established a picture of general policies and
practices related to accelerated learning credit, this
chapter now moves to a more detailed examination

of participation requirements, whether accelerated
learning credit enhances admissions prospects, the type
of credit awarded, and when students might learn the
results of decisions made.

Admissions and Receipt of Postsecondary
Credit

There are several decision points at the institutional
level concerning accelerated learning credit. Key
areas involve the admissions process and determining
whether credit for accelerated courses is awarded
and how. Additional concerns include whether having
taken accelerated courses enhances a student’s
chances of entry to the institution and when the
student is informed of the institution’s decision about
the application of accelerated credit. This section
summarizes responses to several survey questions
seeking more detailed information on these aspects of
postsecondary institutional policies and practices.

Minimum Requirements for Participating in Dual/
Concurrent Courses

The literature on accelerated learning infrequently
takes into account the higher education community’s
involvement in dual/concurrent enrollment programs.
The common perception is that accelerated learning
is the domain of secondary education, yet effective
dual/concurrent enrollment programs rely on strong

collaboration between secondary education and
postsecondary education.

The three primary institutional requirements for
students to participate in dual/concurrent enrollment
are:

« Recommendation from a high school counselor,
teacher, or principal.

« Class standing as a junior or senior.
«  Aspecific high school grade point average (GPA).

The most frequently cited requirement was the need
for a recommendation from a counselor, teacher,

or principal: two out of three institutions said

that a recommendation from the high school was

a minimum requirement (see Table 3.6). Nearly as
many respondents also indicated that class standing
was a necessity. Fewer than half cited high school
GPA as a requirement. Under “other” requirements,
several institutions reported test score performance
and mentioned SAT, PSAT, ACT, Asset, Compass,

and other placement tests. A few institutions
specified requirements such as an interview, course
prerequisites, parental/guardian consent, instructor
permission, age, or class rank. Only 11 percent had
no minimum requirement for participation in a dual/
concurrent enrollment course.?

Table 3.6. Does the institution have minimum requirements for a high
school student to participate in dual/concurrent enrollment programs?

Rsch./ | Bacc./

Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
Recommendation 75% 49% 66% 46% 61% 78%
Class standing as a
junior or senior 67% 49% 61% 46% 57% 70%
High school grade
point average 49% 33% 44% 39% 44% 45%
No minimum
requirements 7% 19% 11% 17% 15% 6%
Other/test scores 20% 10% 17% 12% 15% 19%
Other 13% 21% 16% 31% 17% 11%

Public institutions require minimum participation
criteria for dual/concurrent enrollment more often
than do private institutions. The top two requirements
among public institutions were the high school
recommendation and class standing. Among private
institutions, just under half listed these same two
minimum requirements.

Institutional type reveals clear differences in minimum
requirements for enrollment in dual/concurrent
courses. Associate’s colleges require minimum criteria
for participation to a greater extent than do other
types of institutions. These colleges reported the
highest percentages for the top two requirements: 78
percent of these colleges require a recommendation
from the high school, compared to 61 percent of
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baccalaureate/master’s and 46 percent of research/
doctoral institutions. Class standing is also more
important to associate’s colleges, as most require at
least junior or senior status, while over one-half of
baccalaureate/master’s institutions and nearly one-
half of research/doctoral institutions indicate it is a
minimum requirement.

Enhanced Admissions Prospects

One of the many reasons that high school students
take accelerated learning courses is to increase their
competitiveness in the admissions process and enhance
their admissions prospects. The College Board, which
owns and markets AP courses and examinations,
encourages this attitude. On its website, the
organization tells students to sign up for AP to “gain
the edge in college preparation” and to “stand out in
the college admissions process” by:

« Demonstrating maturity and readiness for college.
«  Showing willingness to push yourself to the limit.
»  Emphasizing commitment to academic excellence.*

Thus, an important question concerning institutional
practice is whether evidence of participation in
accelerated learning options actually improves a
student’s chance for admission.

Across the spectrum of higher education institutions,
accelerated learning options, indeed, do appear to
have limited impact on enhancing admissions prospects
at most institutions (see Table 3.7). While nearly one
in three institutions replied that accelerated learning
enhances a student’s chances for admission, the
percentages vary for public and private institutions.
Private institutions are far more likely than public
institutions to enhance admissions prospects for
students who have taken AP, dual/concurrent
enrollment, or IB.

The type of institution also appears to make a
difference. Citing their roles as open-admissions
institutions, few associate’s colleges give students
with accelerated learning extra consideration in the
admissions process. On the other hand, accelerated
options are taken into account at many of the

more selective institutions. Over half of research/
doctoral institutions and somewhat less than half of
baccalaureate/master’s institutions acknowledge that
AP credit on a transcript enhances a student’s chances
of admission; having taken dual/concurrent courses is
less likely to enhance admission at these institutions.
Credit from IB courses did make a difference at
one-half of the research/doctoral institutions in the
study and at one-third of the baccalaureate/master’s
institutions. Thus, it would appear that more selective
institutions value AP and IB more than baccalaureate/

master’s institutions do. In comments, one institution
noted that while these experiences are not factored
into basic admissions requirements, they would likely
work to a student’s benefit in the case of an appeal.
Another college said that they may be a factor in
individual cases.

Table 3.7. Beyond adding weight to a student’s high school GPA, does
evidence of participation in any accelerated learning option enhance a
student’s chance for admission?

Rsch./ | Bacc./
Accelerated Option Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
AP 21% 48% 30% 58% 43% 9%
Dual/concurrent
enroliment 18% 32% 23% 32% 32% 10%
1B 15% 34% 22% 51% 32% 2%
Tech-Prep 6% 4% 5% 2% 5% 7%

In summary, private institutions indicate that three
forms of accelerated learning - AP, dual/concurrent
enrollment, and IB - may enhance a student’s
admissions prospects. Public institutions are less
inclined to enhance admissions prospects for students
with these credits. Additionally, research/doctoral
universities are more likely to provide special
admissions consideration for AP and IB credit than are
other types of institutions.

Preference for Performance in Advanced
Placement Courses

Acceptance of AP credit at the postsecondary
institution is usually tied to the score a student
achieves on a subject area test. Generally, if a student
receives a score of 3 (qualified), 4 (well qualified), or 5
(extremely well qualified) on the subject examination,
colleges and universities will accept that course,
although institutions may have different threshold
scores for awarding credit for individual subject tests.
The College Board tells students that “through AP
Exams, you have the opportunity to earn credit or
advanced standing at most of the nation’s colleges

and universities. At many of these institutions, you
can earn up to a full year of college credit (sophomore
standing) through a sufficient number of qualifying AP
Exam grades.” > The website also links to colleges and
universities with AP credit policy information. Because
some institutions are challenging this practice, this
study probed this issue.

The survey asked if, other factors being equal, the
institution gives preference for admissions purposes

to a student who takes AP courses. The question was
defined in four ways. First, are students who take

AP given preference without regard to the grade
achieved? Second, are students whose high school GPAs
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were enhanced by participating in AP courses given
preference? Third, are students who have taken AP
courses and performed satisfactorily using standards
defined by the institution given preference? And fourth,
are students given preference who have taken AP

tests and performed satisfactorily using the standards
defined by the College Board (received a grade of 3, 4,
or 5)?

In the first instance, only about one in 10 institutions
gives preferential admissions consideration to students
who take AP courses, regardless of the grade achieved
(see Table 3.8). For the remaining three scenarios,

the proportion of all institutions that give preferential
consideration ranges only from 25 to 30 percent.

Key differences emerge, though, when the results

are disaggregated by control and type. Close to one-
half of private institution respondents indicated that
preference is given if students performed satisfactorily
under institutional or College Board standards. At
privates, these percentages dropped significantly for
students whose GPA had been enhanced by the AP
course or if the grade is not taken into account.

Table 3.8. Does the institution give preference for admissions purposes
to a student who took AP and met certain standards?

Rsch./ | Bacc./

Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
Met institutionally
defined standards 21% 46% 30% 63% 40% 9%
Met College Board
defined standards 20% 46% 29% 53% 42% 8%
High school GPA
enhanced by AP 19% 38% 25% 37% 40% 6%
AP courses without
regard for grade 7% 22% 12% 19% 17% 4%

Among public institutions, the percentages for all four
conditions were much lower. Only about one in five
public institutions gives admissions preference even if
institutional and College Board standards are met or
if the high school GPA is enhanced. Rare is the public
institution that gives admissions preference regardless
of the grade achieved.

Whether the institution is a research/doctoral,
baccalaureate/master’s, or associate’s college also
makes a difference when it comes to preferential
admissions for AP students. Students are most likely

to receive special consideration for their AP credit at
research/doctoral institutions if institutional or College
Board standards are met. Approximately 40 percent of
the baccalaureate/master’s institutions give admissions
preference when any standard is met or the high school
GPA is enhanced. Reflecting their open admissions
mission, few associate’s colleges give admissions
preference under any of the conditions proposed.

In sum, students are encouraged to take AP courses to
enhance their chances for admission to a college or
university. Yet their expectations may not be matched
by institutional practice.

Informing Students about the Acceptance and
Application of Accelerated Learning Credit

When credit is accepted. If students use accelerated
learning to leverage their chances of getting into their
first-choice or preferred college or university, then
additional institutional decision points become very
important. If students know in advance (1) that their
accelerated credit is accepted; (2) that it applies; and
(3) whether it will be accepted for elective or required
credit, this information may influence where they
decide to enroll. The survey provided five alternatives
for when a student is informed about the acceptance
and application of accelerated learning credit.

« Before an offer of admission is made.
e At the time an offer of admission is made.

o After admission is offered, but before the student
has enrolled.

o After the student is enrolled.
« Other.

From the student’s perspective, knowing before or at
the time an admissions offer is made would maximize
his or her opportunity to use the information in making
a decision. However, that does not appear to be the
time most institutions tell students whether their
accelerated credit is accepted: 43 percent inform
students if their credit is accepted after the admissions
offer has been made but before the student has
enrolled (see Table 3.9). Institutions rarely share this
information before an admissions offer is made or at
the time of the admissions offer. Seventeen percent

of all institutions do not inform students if their
accelerated credit is accepted until after the student is
enrolled. Comments on some returned surveys indicate
that performance criteria are published or available on
websites, and it becomes the student’s responsibility to
find out about the status of the credits:

«  “All information is published in our catalog and on
our academic testing website.”

»  “Explained in course catalog.”
«  “Upon inquiry by student.”

e “The student knows how the credit has been
applied when he/she views the grade report at the
end of the semester.”

30

Chapter 3



Moving the Needle on Access and Success

Table 3.9. When is a student with accelerated learning credit informed
that the credit is accepted by the institution?

Rsch./
Private All Doc.

Bacc./

Public Master’'s| Assoc.

Before an offer of
admission is made 10% 15% 12% 5% 13% 11%

At the time an offer
of admission is made 16% 14% 15% 15% 15% 16%

After an offer of
admission and before

student enrolls 39% 51% 43% 58% 51% 30%
After the student has

enrolled 19% 14% 17% 12% 11% 26%
Other 16% 6% 13% 10% 10% 17%

Public institutions are less likely than private
institutions to inform students before they enroll
whether the accelerated credit is accepted: 65 percent
of publics inform students before or at the time of an
admissions offer or after the offer is made and before
the student enrolls, compared to 80 percent of private
institutions. Research/doctoral and baccalaureate/
master’s institutions act similarly on the timing of the
information — over half wait until an admissions offer
has been extended but before the student has enrolled.

When and how credit is applied. The student normally
finds out how the credit is applied when the admissions
offer is extended but before enrollment occurs,
although nearly one-third of the institutions wait

until after the student has enrolled to provide that
information. There is little variation on this between
public and private institutions or among research/
doctoral, baccalaureate/master’s, and associate’s
institutions.

Related to the question of how accelerated credit is
applied is whether it is applied as elective or required
credit. This distinction is significant for most students.
Elective credits count toward the total number of
credits required for the completion of a credential (a
degree, certificate, or diploma), but are not designated
as specific general education, college/school, major, or
other course requirements. Contrarily, required credits
are those associated with courses that are specifically
required to fulfill general education, college/school,
major, or other course requirements.

Institutions are more inclined to apply both elective
and required credit for AP and dual/concurrent
enrollment and less inclined to do so for IB and Tech-
Prep (see Table 3.10). Colleges and universities lean
toward required credit: almost all institutions grant
AP as required credit, while more than three-fourths
grant it as elective credit. The percentages dip slightly
for dual/concurrent enrollment granted as required or
elective credit. IB courses are less likely than either
AP or dual/concurrent courses to be granted as either

elective or required credit by all institutions. Only
about 40 percent of all institutions grant elective

or required credit for Tech-Prep. When institutional
control is considered, the private sector is more likely
to award elective or required credit for IB courses,
and the public sector is more likely to do so for dual/
concurrent enrollment.

Table 3.10. Does the institution grant elective or required college credit
for accelerated learning options?

Elective Required
Accelerated Option Public | Private All Public | Private All
AP 75% 80% 77% 91% 92% 91%
Dual/concurrent
enrollment 77% 67% 73% 92% 78% 87%
1B 39% 60% 46% 40% 63% 48%
Tech-Prep 48% 20% 39% 53% 12% 39%

Elective Required

Rsch./ | Bacc./ Rsch./ | Bacc./

Accelerated Option Doctoral | Master's | Assoc. | Doctoral | Master’s| Assoc.
AP 83% 80% 73% 97% 93% 88%
Dual/concurrent
enrollment 73% 73% 76% 80% 85% 92%
1B 80% 61% 20% 81% 63% 23%
Tech-Prep 25% 23% 60% 14% 15% 73%

All types of institutions are somewhat more likely to
apply AP, dual/concurrent enrollment, and IB credit as
required than as elective credit.

The unique nature of the IB diploma and how it is
viewed by postsecondary institutions was of interest
in this study, and a separate question was asked
concerning whether the institution accepts an IB
diploma as equivalent to any college-level work.
Surprisingly, one-half of all institutions apparently do
not accept the IB diploma as equivalent to college-
level work (see Table 3.11). Among those colleges

and universities that do, privates are more inclined
than publics to accept the IB diploma as equivalent to
college-level work. Nearly one-half of privates accept
this diploma for the first year of college, compared to
only 24 percent of public institutions. Few public or
private institutions accept the IB diploma for the first
two years of college.

Table 3.11. Does the institution accept an International Baccalaureate
diploma as equivalent to any college-level work?

Rsch./ | Bacc./
Public | Private All Doc. |[Master’s| Assoc.
First year of college
only 24% 45% 31% 41% 43% 16%
First and second year
of college 14% 16% 15% 10% 17% 14%

The institution does
not accept an IB
diploma as equivalent

to college-level work 62% 39% 54% 49% 40% 71%
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Nearly half of research/doctoral and 40 percent of
baccalaureate/master’s institutions do not accept the
IB diploma as equivalent to any college-level credit.
Among those that do accept this credit, most accept it
as first-year credit only.

To summarize this section, the way institutions accept
and treat accelerated learning credit varies widely. It
appears that across all higher education institutions,
participation in accelerated learning options has
limited impact on admissions prospects. Private
research/doctoral institutions are the most likely to
enhance admissions prospects for those who meet AP
performance standards or those who have taken dual/
concurrent or IB courses. The public sector is more
likely than the private to have minimum requirements
for dual/concurrent enrollment. Two-thirds to nearly
three-fourths of all institutions inform students at
some point before enrollment about the acceptance
and application of accelerated learning credit, and
even larger shares of institutions accept AP and
dual/concurrent enrollment courses for elective or
required credit. Tech-Prep courses are the least likely
to be accepted for credit, except at public associate’s
colleges. The acceptance of IB for elective or required
credit is fairly common within the four-year higher
education community, but it is less likely that these
institutions will accept IB as equivalent to the first year
or first and second years of college.

In the final section of this chapter, additional aspects
of institutional policies and practices explore higher
education’s efforts related to outreach programs,
financial aid, and collaboration with high schools.

Outreach Programs, Financial Aid, and
Collaboration with High Schools

Prevalence of Outreach Programs

Accelerated learning options are often a collaborative
effort between K-12 and higher education, and the
availability of outreach programs may be a signal to
students of opportunities to engage in high-quality
learning experiences that may translate into college
credit. In order to measure the presence of this kind
of cooperation across educational levels, the study
asked if institutions have an outreach program to
notify students, particularly those from low-income or
disadvantaged backgrounds, about opportunities for
accelerated learning options.

Slightly over one half (54 percent) of all institutions
responded affirmatively to this question, but the
difference between public and private institutions

was notable: two-thirds of public institutions have
outreach programs, compared to one-fourth of privates
(see Table 3.12). There are distinct differences on this
item by institutional type. While research/doctoral

institutions were nearly evenly split between those
who reach out to disadvantaged high school students
and those who do not, nearly two-thirds of all
baccalaureate/master’s institutions do not reach out.
However, public baccalaureate/master’s institutions
were more than twice as likely as their private
counterparts to have outreach programs. Associate’s
colleges were the most likely to have such programs:
nearly three-quarters of these respondents reported
having an outreach program for disadvantaged students
(see Appendix C Figure 34).

Table 3.12. Does the institution have an outreach program to
notify students, particularly those from low-income, disadvantaged
backgrounds, about opportunities for accelerated learning options?

Rsch./ | Bacc./
Public | Private All Doc. |Master’s| Assoc.
Yes 68% 27% 54% 49% 38% 73%
No 32% 73% 46% 51% 62% 27%

The NCES survey took a slightly different approach to
determine the range and presence of outreach efforts.
Institutions with dual enrollment programs were asked
whether they had a formal dual enrollment program
specifically for at-risk high school students. The federal
study noted that colleges and universities “have
developed programs for at-risk students as a way of
promoting high school retention as well as enthusiasm
for education among a population of students at risk

of complete withdrawal from the education system.”®
The NCES found that only 5 percent (110 institutions) of
the estimated 2,050 institutions with dual enrollment
programs during academic year 2002-03 had dual
enrollment programs specifically geared toward

high school students at risk of education failure,

with approximately 6,400 students enrolled in these
programs.’

Perhaps the best on-going state-level source for
information on programs that direct their work toward
at-risk students is the APASS (Academic Pathways to
Access and Student Success) website (www.apass.
uiuc.edu), which monitors special efforts to reach
underserved students. Information for the four
accelerated options included in the current study shows
the following:

e AP: All states report offering AP, and only six of
the 50 states indicated that they did not make
special efforts to reach underserved students
with AP. Most states with such initiatives target
low-income students. A few also identify other
underserved student populations, such as low-
achieving students, rural and urban students, racial
and ethnic minority students, and first-generation
students. Those states that have no special
initiatives for underserved students report that
their efforts serve all students.

32

Chapter 3



Moving the Needle on Access and Success

o Dual/Concurrent Enrollment: All states report
offering dual credit/dual enrollment, but only
slightly more than half (29 states) have special
efforts to reach underserved students with this
option. Targeted groups may involve students who
are home schooled, low income, racial/ethnic
minorities, rural, urban, disabled, low achievers,
traditionally not college bound, incarcerated, or
first generation.

o IB: 45 of the 50 states have IB programs in at least
one high school. Of those states, more than half
(25 states) have no special outreach effort for
underserved students. The most frequently cited
targeted groups were racial and ethnic minorities
and low-income students.

o Tech-Prep: Available in all 50 states, Tech-Prep
programs also tend to provide special outreach for
underserved students; only 11 states report no such
initiatives. As with the other options, most states
target low-income students through Tech-Prep.
Other underserved populations reported include
students who are low achievers, rural, urban,
racial/ethnic minorities, ESL learners, disabled,
and first generation. Some of the states with no
special initiatives for underserved students report
that their efforts serve all students.

Where Accelerated Learning Courses Are Taken

The location of accelerated learning courses can be a
defining aspect of who takes them and, in some cases,
the quality of the educational experience. Where the
courses are taken varies by the type of accelerated
option. Three of the four options examined in this
study are offered predominantly at high schools: AP, IB,
and Tech-Prep. For additional details on these options,
please see Appendix C.

Institutions report that dual/concurrent courses are
most often taken by students at college campuses,
although many students also take these courses at
high schools. The NCES study reported that 80 percent
of institutions with dual enrollment programs offered
these courses to high school students at their college
campuses.® This finding is similar to the 76 percent
found in the current study.

In addition to the three-fourths of all institutions
reporting that dual/concurrent courses are taken

on college campuses, nearly two-thirds (63 percent)
indicated that they are also taken at high schools.

The public sector (84 percent) is more likely than the
private sector (62 percent) to report college campuses
as the location for dual/concurrent courses. And nearly
three-fourths of public institutions report offering
dual/concurrent courses at high schools, compared
with 45 percent of private institutions. About one-

third (36 percent) of all institutions report that dual/
concurrent courses are taken by means of distance
learning; this is the only accelerated learning option for
which institutions make significant use of this mode of
delivery.

There are some differences in where students take
dual/concurrent courses by institutional type. The
likelihood of dual/concurrent courses being offered

at high schools varies from a low of 41 percent for
research/doctoral to 53 percent for baccalaureate/
master’s to a high of 82 percent for associate’s
colleges. More than 80 percent of associate’s colleges
offer these courses at both high schools and on college
campuses.

The proportion of institutions that reported making
dual/concurrent courses available via distance

learning also varied by institutional type. Over one-
half (58 percent) of the associate’s colleges said
students take dual/concurrent courses via distance
learning, compared to about one-third of the research/
doctoral institutions and less than one-fifth of the
baccalaureate/master’s institutions.

Opportunity for Financial Aid from a
Postsecondary Institution

The most direct involvement of higher education in
accelerated learning occurs with dual/concurrent
enrollment. A recent national survey found that 48
percent of all Title IV degree-granting institutions had
dual enrollment programs for high school students
taking college courses during academic year 2002-03.°
Nationally, approximately 680,000 high school students
took courses for college credit within dual enrollment
programs that year, and 76 percent of these students
were enrolled in public two-year institutions.™

A particular interest in the current study concerns
the opportunity for economically disadvantaged
students and those from underrepresented populations
to participate in accelerated learning. Given
financial barriers that many qualified students face,
participation might be enhanced if colleges and
universities help support the cost to the student

of accelerated work. Thus, this survey sought to
determine if institutions provide financial assistance
specifically targeted for high school students from
low-income, disadvantaged backgrounds who enroll
in accelerated learning options. The choices for this
survey item were:

e Full tuition waivers or discounts.
o Partial tuition waivers or discounts.

« Special institutional grants from earmarked funds in
the operating budget.
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« Special grants from external sources such as GEAR-
UP.

» No student financial assistance is given.
e Other.

Half of all institutions provide some form of financial
aid for high school students from low-income,
disadvantaged backgrounds who enroll in accelerated
learning options (see Table 3.13). The most common
form, offered by nearly one-fourth of the institutions,
is through special grants from external sources, such as
GEAR-UP and Project GRAD. Partial tuition waivers or
discounts accounted for the second most common form,
at 22 percent. Few institutions provided full tuition
waivers or discounts or special institutional grants from
earmarked funds in the operating budget. In comments
collected through the survey, respondents noted that
scholarships may be provided through the institution’s
foundation, and tuition relief may be available from
community groups and local grants. In a few cases,
financial assistance comes in the form of aid for the
cost of books for low-income students. But half of all
respondents said that there was no financial assistance
targeted specifically for high school students from
low-income, disadvantaged backgrounds who enroll in
accelerated learning courses.

Table 3.13. Does the institution provide financial assistance specifically
targeted for high school students from low-income, disadvantaged
backgrounds who enroll in accelerated learning options?

Rsch./ | Bacc./

Public | Private All Doc. |Master's| Assoc.
Full tuition waivers
or discounts 17% 10% 14% 14% 11% 18%
Partial tuition waivers
or discounts 21% 24% 22% 12% 25% 23%

Special institutional
grants from ear-
marked funds in the

operating budget 14% 9% 12% 5% 10% 17%

Special grants from
external sources
(e.g., GEAR-UP) 31% 10% | 24% | 19% | 16% | 33%

No student financial
assistance is given 45% 59% 50% 59% 57% 39%

Other/aid not
targeted 8% 6% 8% 3% 8% 9%

Public institutions are somewhat more likely to
provide financial assistance to needy students for
accelerated learning courses than are privates. Public
institutions tend to use grants from external sources
and various forms of tuition waivers/discounts, while
private institutions rely more on partial tuition waivers
or discounts. Associate’s colleges tend to award
financial aid to high school students from low-income,
disadvantaged backgrounds who enroll in accelerated

learning options to a greater degree than do research/
doctoral or baccalaureate/master’s institutions. While
associate’s colleges use grants from external sources
more than other sources, baccalaureate/master’s
institutions turn to partial tuition waivers or discounts.
Many research/doctoral institutions do not provide this
assistance; however, those that do use a variety of the
options described above.

In summary, higher education institutions are involved
with accelerated learning options through outreach
programs and the provision of financial assistance

to a limited degree. Slightly more than half of all
institutions have accelerated learning outreach
programs; they are more common in the public sector,
and at associate’s colleges. High schools are the usual
site for AP, IB, and Tech-Prep courses. Dual/concurrent
enrollment courses are offered at both high schools
and college campuses; public associate’s institutions
are the primary users of distance education to deliver
accelerated learning courses. Aid for low-income
students from disadvantaged backgrounds enrolling in
accelerated learning options is very limited. Half of
all institutions give no aid, and the aid that is given is
primarily from external grant programs, such as GEAR-
UP.

Concluding Observations

As a research tool, the online survey of chief academic
officers at public and private two- and four-year
institutions across the U.S. provided new insights into
how U.S. colleges and universities view and treat
accelerated learning credit generated by AP, dual/
concurrent enrollment, IB, and Tech-Prep. It is clearly
impossible to use one stroke of the brush to describe
institutional policies and practices, as there are
significant differences among colleges and universities
based on key characteristics, such as control (public or
private) and type (research/doctoral, baccalaureate/
master’s, or associate’s). The differences become even
more diverse when various accelerated learning options
are considered.

The final chapter of this report elaborates on
challenges for all constituents and the potential

for doing more with accelerated learning options,
especially for increasing both access and success for
disadvantaged students. Following are implications for
students, educators, and policymakers.

Implications for Students

« Participating in accelerated learning options like
AP, dual/concurrent, and IB courses may help
admissions chances but is not a guarantee that
admissions prospects will be enhanced. Because
there is considerable variation in how public,
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private, and different types of institutions treat
these accelerated learning options, prospective
students need to investigate admissions practices
at the institutions they are interested in attending.

Tech-Prep courses appear to have little impact on
admissions. This may be because students taking
Tech-Prep tend to enroll at open-door institutions.

If students are offered admission, they will likely
find out if their accelerated learning work has been
accepted before they actually enroll. Students tend
to learn later in the admissions/enrollment process
and may have to wait until after enrollment to
learn how accelerated learning work will apply to
their record. The timing of these actions varies
considerably between the public and private
sectors and by the type of institution a student
seeks to attend.

Students need to be aware that institutions may
give admissions preference to students taking

AP courses and achieving certain performance
standards, but these standards could be institution-
specific or those established by the College Board.
Practices vary between the public and private
sectors and by type of institution.

High school students should be aware that if
they want to take dual/concurrent enrollment
courses, they will typically be required to: have
a recommendation from a high school counselor,
teacher, or principal; be a high school junior or
senior; or have a specific grade point average.

Students can be confident that some AP and dual/
concurrent courses will be accepted as required
credit by a great majority of institutions in both
the public and private higher education sectors. It
is also common for postsecondary institutions to
accept AP and dual/concurrent courses for elective
credit.

If a student plans to attend public associate’s
institutions, there is a very good chance that his
or her institution will accept Tech-Prep courses

as required credit (half do); the chances of other
types of institutions accepting Tech-Prep credit as
required or elective are considerably lower.

If a student plans to attend a public or private
research/doctoral institution or baccalaureate/
master’s institution, there is a good chance that
his or her IB courses will be accepted for either
elective or required credit. However, it is less likely
that these institutions will accept the IB diploma
as equivalent to the first year of college (and even
more unlikely that other types of institutions will
do so). And very few institutions accept the IB
diploma as equivalent to the first and second years
of college.

Students should be aware that about half of all
higher education institutions tend to assign a
designation to accelerated learning credit to
distinguish it from other transcript credit.

While no generalization applies across the board,
larger institutions tend to be more involved

with accelerated learning options than smaller
institutions.

Implications for High School and Postsecondary
Personnel

Higher education personnel should ensure that
websites, catalogs, and other vehicles are used to
inform prospective students about the accelerated
learning options their institution will consider

for purposes of admissions or credit assignment.
Every reasonable effort should be made to inform
students of performance expectations, required
documentation, and the timing of institutional
admissions and credit assignment decisions.

Importance should be placed on working with
high school students to ensure that paperwork
documenting accelerated learning course work is
submitted to prospective institutions in a timely
manner.

Postsecondary education personnel should consider
targeting some or additional financial assistance
for students from low-income, disadvantaged
backgrounds who enroll in accelerated learning
options.

The higher education sector should work with high
schools to make sure that up-to-date information
about financial aid is available. Since it is not
common for higher education institutions to
provide financial assistance specifically targeted
for students from low-income, disadvantaged
backgrounds enrolling in accelerated learning
options, it is very important to make available
information about those that do. An important
service of “feeder” high schools is collecting
information about the types of aid available at
those institutions where their students tend to
enroll and seek credit for accelerated learning
courses. At a minimum, high school personnel
should make students aware of the importance of
finding out what, if any, aid might be available to
support enrollment in various accelerated learning
options.

Postsecondary institutions that do not currently
have outreach programs to inform students about
accelerated learning should consider establishing
such programs.

Together, high school and postsecondary officials
should review the locations where accelerated
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learning is offered and consider whether
alternative locations or distance education
delivery would make accelerated learning options
more attractive to low-income students while
maintaining program quality.

Implications for Policymakers

« Public and private high school and postsecondary
officials need to ensure that the community
at large, government leaders responsible for
funding public education, and private supporters
understand what accelerated learning is, which
institutions in their community make accelerated
learning options available, and how it can improve
preparation, reduce the time to degree, enhance
workforce development, and use public funds more
efficiently.

»  Postsecondary officials should review where
they place responsibility for determining their
accelerated learning policy, the treatment of
accelerated learning credit in the admissions
process, and the determination of how accelerated
learning credit is applied in order to ensure that
their practices are coherent, are understood
within the institution, and can be reasonably
communicated to prospective students, parents,
and policymakers.

» Postsecondary institutions that have considerable
variation across programs and colleges for
determining how accelerated learning credit
applies should ensure that such practice is based on
sound academic policy.

» Public funding officials should consider setting
aside “pilot” or “performance” funding for high
schools and postsecondary partnerships that
demonstrate how accelerated learning options
increase the admission of students from low-income
backgrounds, reduce course-taking redundancy,
and move students into the workforce or to degree
completion in a timelier manner.

« Regional organizations such as WICHE might
consider working with the postsecondary education
community to develop accelerated learning
standards of good practice. Such standards might
encourage more institutions to publish performance
criteria that make transparent their practices
for accepting and applying accelerated learning
courses.
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Chapter 4

Follow the Students

Brian T. Prescott

Introduction

Proponents of accelerated learning options make many
claims about how participation in such programs is
related to success in education beyond high school.
They draw on evidence that shows that students taking
an academically rigorous curriculum stand a better
chance of completing a postsecondary degree.’ They
also claim that accelerated learning options provide
exactly that while offering exposed students an
introduction to the college environment and academic
performance expectations that help them succeed in
college. They further argue that the college credits
earned while still in high school enable accelerated
learning participants to complete degrees faster,
which offers the potential of considerable savings

for themselves while reducing the strain on public
resources.? Finally, they view accelerated learning as
a way to provide a more seamless transition at the
threshold of high school and postsecondary education,
especially for students from traditionally underserved
populations.?

But there is little empirical evidence to evaluate these
claims. What research exists simply indicates that
participation in accelerated learning options is strongly
correlated with postsecondary access and success. But
it falls short of establishing a causal link, and skeptics
argue that the promises of accelerated learning
programs have been largely illusory or unfulfilled.*

Meanwhile, the Measuring Up 2004 report documented
the leakage in the educational pipeline, estimating
that only 18 out of 100 9t graders nationally will go

on to complete an associate’s degree within three
years of high school graduation or a bachelor’s degree
within six years.> Further, recent reports calling for
increased alignment between K-12 and postsecondary
education also emphasize the need to improve the rigor
of the high school curricula in order to better prepare
graduates for college and the global economy.® In this
climate, detailed analyses that examine what happens
to students who participate in accelerated learning
would be valuable contributions and provide useful
guidance to policymakers trying to improve access and
success in postsecondary education.

This chapter draws on an analysis of the secondary
and postsecondary transcripts of Florida high school
graduates to build a better understanding about the
students who participate in accelerated learning
programs and what happens to them after high school.
It utilizes a transcript analysis approach to examine

how three accelerated learning options, Advanced
Placement (AP), dual/concurrent enrollment, and
International Baccalaureate (IB), are related to
postsecondary participation, persistence, degree
completion, and time to degree.” The research
addresses the following questions:

+  What are the characteristics of students who
participate in accelerated options?

- Is participation in accelerated options related
to educational outcomes such as college-going,
persistence, and degree completion?

« How does participation in accelerated options
relate to a student’s progress toward a
postsecondary degree?

« Are there differences in these patterns based on
income and race/ethnicity?

Due to the interest in using accelerated learning options
as interventions for historically underrepresented
groups of students, the analysis focuses in particular on
low-income students and students of color.

The unusually rich unit-record dataset created for this
project contained information about 734,467 students
who graduated from Florida’s public high schools
between 1997 and 2003. It also contained information
about any credit they earned for AP, dual/concurrent
enrollment, and IB courses taken in high school and
information about their experiences in Florida’s
public postsecondary institutions. Details about the
methodology of the transcript analysis, as well as its
limitations and additional results, are available in
Appendix D.

Participation in Accelerated Learning

Despite the rapid increase in the popularity of
accelerated learning programs, it is apparent that the
opportunity to participate in and benefit from them is
not evenly distributed throughout the nation or within
states. A study by the National Center for Education
Statistics shows that high schools in suburban settings
were most likely to make such programs available to
students while urban and rural schools, where large
numbers of underserved populations are concentrated,
were less likely to offer accelerated learning options.8

The College Board annually provides statistics on
how many schools participate in its AP program. It
also publicly shares information about the number
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of students who take AP exams and what scores they
earn, overall and by race/ethnicity. In 2004, 1,366,788
students took 2,336,812 AP exams. Of the total number
of test-takers, 4.7 percent were African-American, 13
percent were Asian or Pacific Islander, 13.6 percent
were Hispanic, and 61.7 percent were White, non-
Hispanic, with other groups and combinations of groups
making up the remainder.’ By way of comparison, the
U.S. Department of Education reported that public
school enrollments in Fall 2003 by race/ethnicity were
as follows: 58.3% White, 16.1 percent Black, 18.6
percent Hispanic, and 7 percent other."

The transcript analysis conducted as part of this project
provides much more detail for one state concerning the
number and share of students who participated in three
accelerated options: AP, dual/concurrent enrollment,
and IB. The Florida data show that accelerated options
grew in popularity between 1997 and 2003, even as the
size of the graduating cohorts increased dramatically
and became more diverse. The class of 2003 was almost
31 percent larger than the class of 1997, with 28,398
more members; the number of Hispanics alone grew by
over 56 percent. As illustrated in Figure 4.1, between
the classes of 1997 and 2003, the number of students
graduating with accelerated credit grew by nearly
14,000, a 72 percent increase. Participation in IB and
dual/concurrent enrollment also increased substantially
relative to 1997 levels.

Figure 4.1. Florida high school graduates who participated in AP, IB,
or dual/concurrent enrollment, by year of graduation
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Overall, while most Florida high school graduates

in this study accumulated no accelerated credit,

nearly a quarter earned AP credit and over 14 percent
participated in dual/concurrent enrollment, while only
2.5 percent took part in IB (Table 4.1). Many students
accumulated accelerated credit through more than one
of these three programs, as is evident from the fact
that the shares indicated in Table 4.1 together exceed
100 percent.

Table 4.1. Participation in accelerated learning options

Number Percent
No accelerated credit 502,336 68.4
AP 170,449 23.2
Dual/concurrent enroliment 104,997 14.3
1B 18,527 2.5

In a report to the governor and state legislature in
2003, the Florida Department of Education provided
information about how participation in accelerated
learning options was spread throughout the state.

It found that about 80 percent of dual/concurrent
enrollment courses in 2001-02 were taken by students
in public high schools. About 35 percent of all students
enrolled in dual/concurrent enrollment programs at
community colleges that year took the classes in only
five of the 28 community colleges. Participation in

AP was uneven around the state: 12 of the 67 school
districts did not offer any AP courses in 2001-02.
Furthermore, although the report did not provide
specific examples, some of the remaining 55 school
districts offered only one AP course districtwide, which
sometimes had only a single student enrolled. Thirty
of Florida’s school districts offered IB programs, with
the number of courses offered varying widely. Not
surprisingly, participation in AP and IB was strongest
in school districts close to urban areas and to state
universities. These results show that the availability
of accelerated learning opportunities was not evenly
distributed throughout the state.

Accelerated Learning and Postsecondary
Access and Success

Research has shown that taking a rigorous curriculum
in high school improves the chance that a student
will enroll in college and complete a postsecondary
degree.™ In keeping with that finding, it is an
understandable assumption that students with AP,
dual/concurrent enrollment, and IB credit are more
likely to continue their education, especially at a
four-year institution, as well as to persist, earn a
degree, and take less time to finish than students
without accelerated credit. Although the analysis

of Florida transcripts does not make it possible to
draw causal relationships between these programs
and postsecondary participation, persistence, degree
completion, or time to degree, it does provide useful
evidence about the postsecondary experiences, or lack
thereof, of students who earned accelerated credit,
compared to those who did not.

Postsecondary Enrollment

Overall, the results indicate that students with
accelerated credit enrolled in Florida’s public four-year
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institutions immediately after their graduation from
high school at much higher rates than their peers with
no accelerated credit. The difference was substantial,
as shown in Figure 4.2. Compared to the rate for high
school graduates without accelerated credit, students
who earned dual/concurrent credit, AP credit, or IB
credit were, respectively, about five, six, or seven
times more likely to enroll at a campus of the state
university system. A different pattern of results was
obtained for enrollment in the community colleges,
where only students with dual/concurrent credit
enrolled at a rate exceeding that of their peers with
no accelerated credit. Thus, students with accelerated
credit, particularly AP and IB credit, expressed a clear
preference for four-year institutions over two-year
colleges.

Figure 4.2. Students who were enrolled at Florida postsecondary
institutions immediately after graduating from high school
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Notes: Students who were enrolled simultaneously in both the community college system and the state
university system are counted in both (here and throughout the chapter). Therefore, it is not accurate to add
the percentages together to get the rate at which public high school graduates enrolled in public colleges

in Florida. The data available for this project did not track students who enrolled in private or out-of-state
institutions.

Continuous Enrollment

In addition to looking at college-going rates, the
transcript analysis also sought to understand the
degree to which students who participated in AP, IB,

or dual/concurrent enrollment succeeded in college,
as measured by whether they were continuously
enrolled for at least two consecutive academic years
and whether they earned an associate’s degree or a
bachelor’s degree. The evidence shows that among
students who went directly from high school to Florida
community colleges or state universities, those

with accelerated credit were continuously enrolled

at slightly higher rates than students without such
credit.” It also shows that continuous enrollment rates
were higher across the board within the state university
system than within the community college system
(Figure 4.3). Since community college students are
more likely to have inconsistent enrollment patterns,
this result is not unexpected.

Figure 4.3. Students who were continuously enrolled for two or more
consecutive academic years
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Completion

Figure 4.4 shows that participation in accelerated
learning options was also related to higher completion
rates for both associate’s degrees and bachelor’s
degrees.' Among students who enrolled at community
colleges directly after high school, about 44 percent of
those with AP or IB credit, compared to less than one-
quarter of those without accelerated credit, earned
associate’s degrees. Over one-half of students with
dual/concurrent credit earned an associate’s degree.
Moreover, between 65 and 70 percent of students with
accelerated credit earned bachelor’s degrees, while
less than half of students without accelerated credit
did.

Figure 4.4. Students who completed postsecondary degrees
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Time to Degree

Finally, the transcript analysis examined whether
participation in accelerated learning programs was
related to a reduction in time to degree.’ Figure 4.5
shows how quickly completers finished their degrees,
after accounting for students who were enrolled in the
last semester for which data were available. Students
with accelerated learning credit earned associate’s
and bachelor’s degrees in less time following their high
school graduation than their peers without accelerated
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credit. Yet 74 percent of students with dual/concurrent
credit who earned associate’s degrees needed more
than two years to do so, and the ratios for students
with AP and IB credit who took at least that long were
higher still.

Time to degree for students pursuing a bachelor’s
degree was considerably better. Among students who
completed a bachelor’s degree or were not still making
progress toward the degree as indicated by their
enrollment in fall 2004, over one-half of those with
accelerated credit were able to finish their degrees
within four years. About 7 percent of students with
both IB and dual/concurrent credit completed their
bachelor’s degrees within three years of high school
graduation. Meanwhile, about two-thirds of students
without accelerated credit required more than four
years to earn their degrees.

Figure 4.5. Students who completed associate’s and bachelor’s
degrees, by time to degree
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Note: Values do not sum to 100; the remainder represents the share who were enrolled in Fall
2004. See Table 7 in Appendix D.

The evidence from the transcript analysis generally
supports the assertion that accelerated learning options
are associated with higher rates of postsecondary
participation and success, though establishing whether
participation in an accelerated program is the cause of
these positive results would require a more statistically
sophisticated analysis. Furthermore, transcripts
indicated that students with AP and IB credit preferred

to begin their postsecondary education in the four-year
sector rather than in a community college. Almost 38
percent of dual/concurrent enrollment participants
also chose to enroll at a four-year campus, while a
sizeable proportion (31 percent) of them still enrolled
at community colleges. It may be that for many
students with dual/concurrent credit, their greater
familiarity with community college, acquired through
participation in dual/concurrent courses, persuaded
them to continue their education there before
transferring to a senior institution.

Among students who entered Florida’s public
postsecondary institutions, those with accelerated
credit were also more likely to continue their
enrollment and complete an associate’s or a bachelor’s
degree. Finally, students with accelerated credit
completed postsecondary degrees within a shorter
time frame following high school graduation, on
average, than students without such credit. But the
proportion of students completing associate’s degrees
on time (within two years) was small. In addition,
though more than half of students with accelerated
credit completed bachelor’s degrees within four years
(and a small fraction finished in three years), a large
percentage still needed more than four years.

Patterns of Postsecondary Access and Success
by Income and Race/Ethnicity

An important dimension in examining accelerated
learning options is the pattern of participation

by students from different backgrounds. Do low-
income and racial and ethnic minorities take part in
accelerated learning programs at rates similar to those
of other groups? Moreover, do members of historically
underrepresented groups who earn accelerated credit
benefit from their participation in such programs at
the same rates as others appear to do? The answers to
these questions are crucial in understanding whether
accelerated learning is an effective tool for enhancing
equity.

Participation

Earlier, this chapter provided information about
participation levels for all students. Data in Table

4.2 add a dimension by looking at participation by
income group and race/ethnicity.' Seventy-seven
percent of low-income high school graduates earned
no accelerated credit during high school through any
of the three options examined in the transcript study,
compared to 63 percent of their more economically
advantaged peers. The proportion of students who
did earn credit through any of the three accelerated
options was also considerably lower for those from low-
income backgrounds.
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Table 4.2. Participation in accelerated learning options, by income group

No accelerated Dual/concurrent

credit AP enrollment 1B
Total | Number |Percent | Number |Percent| Number |Percent| Number | Percent
Low-
income |268,873(207,085| 77.0 | 45453| 16.9 | 25,157 | 9.4 | 3,732| 1.4
Not low-

income |465,630|295,251| 63.4 |124,996| 26.8 | 79,840 | 17.1 [14,795| 3.2

Note: The percentages in each row do not sum to 100 because many students accumulated credit via more than
one of the accelerated options.

Similar patterns are evident for the breakdown of
participation by racial/ethnic group (Table 4.3). Asian
or Pacific Islanders and White, non-Hispanics were most
likely to complete high school with accelerated credit.
More than one-half of the Asian or Pacific Islanders

did so. Hispanics graduated with some accelerated
credit at a substantially higher rate than Black, non-
Hispanic graduates. Hispanics also earned AP credit at
a rate comparable to White, non-Hispanic graduates,
a pattern that may be unique to Florida due to the
composition of its Hispanic population. Finally, the
number of students from racial/ethnic groups other
than White, non-Hispanics who earned IB credit is low;
about six times as many White, non-Hispanics earned
IB credit as members of other groups.These data show
that Black, non-Hispanics and low-income students
earned some form of accelerated credit while in high
school at substantially lower rates, and Hispanics

at somewhat lower rates, than other groups. To the
extent that participation in accelerated learning does
help students prepare for and make the transition to
college, these gaps are troubling.

Table 4.3. Participation in accelerated learning options, by race/ethnicity

No accelerated
credit AP

Dual/concurrent
enroliment 1B

Total | Number |Percent| Number |Percent| Number |Percent | Number | Percent

Asian or
Pacific
Islander | 21,866 ( 10,130 | 46.3 [ 9,824| 42.2 | 4,532 | 20.7 | 2,021| 9.2

Black,
non-
Hispanic |146,797/122,303| 83.3 | 17,528| 11.9 |10,147 | 6.9 | 2,270| 1.5

Hispanic |120,710 85,134 | 70.5 | 31,136| 25.8 | 8,378 | 6.9 | 1,898| 1.6

White,
non-
Hispanic 1433,523[276,922| 63.9 |109,216| 25.2 80,315 | 18.5 |12,027| 2.8

Note: The percentages in each row do not sum to 100 because many students accumulated credit via more than
one of the accelerated options.

Postsecondary Enrollment

The transcript data also made it possible to compare
the postsecondary experiences of students from
different backgrounds with and without accelerated
credit. Table 4.4 displays the college-going analysis
presented earlier in the chapter, with the data
disaggregated by income and race/ethnicity.

Students with accelerated credit from all groups

were substantially more likely to enroll at a four-year
campus. While about 3 percent of low-income students
without accelerated credit went directly to a state
university, almost one in four low-income students
with AP credit, four in 10 with IB credit, and one in
five with dual/concurrent credit did so. Despite these
gains, however, middle- and high-income students with
accelerated credit still attended a four-year institution
at much higher rates. In fact, the evidence indicates
that gaps between poor students and their peers in
enrollment at four-year institutions was actually wider
among those with accelerated credit. Whereas the
difference for students without accelerated credit

was just over seven percentage points, the gap grew
to 23 percentage points for students with AP credit,
almost 14 percentage points for students with IB credit,
and 20.5 percentage points for students with dual/
concurrent enrollment.

Part of the reason for these increased gaps was

the greater likelihood that low-income students

will continue their education after high school at a
community college rather than at a four-year campus.
While low-income students with no accelerated credit
were less likely to enroll at a community college,
relative to their wealthier peers, the opposite was true
for low-income students with any type of accelerated
credit. Moreover, the rates at which low-income
students with AP or dual/concurrent credit enrolled at
a community college were higher than those at which
they enrolled in the state university system. Thus,

the pattern observed in the general population - that
students with accelerated credit showed a preference
for four-year institutions - did not hold true for
economically disadvantaged students, except for those
few with IB credit.

For underrepresented minorities, the increases in the
participation rates were also dramatic, with Hispanic
and Black, non-Hispanic students with IB and dual/
concurrent credit enrolling at universities at rates
nearly equivalent to that of White, non-Hispanic
students. Interestingly, however, Black, non-Hispanics
and especially Hispanics with AP credit fell well short
of the 46 percent participation rate at four-year
institutions for White, non-Hispanics. Instead, as
indicated above, a larger share of Hispanics with AP
credit elected to begin their postsecondary education
at a community college. Also, among those without
accelerated credit, Black, non-Hispanic students

were substantially less likely to enroll at a community
college immediately after finishing high school.
Meanwhile, the college-going patterns of students
from different racial/ethnic groups with IB and dual/
concurrent credit were more consistent. Why students
with AP credit from different racial/ethnic backgrounds
might behave so differently is puzzling, and no easy
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explanation surfaces. But these results underscore the
need to pay attention to the ways that culture and
background interact with specific types of educational
opportunities.

Table 4.4. Students who enrolled immediately following high school
graduation, by income group and race/ethnicity

Community College State University
(%) (%)
Low-income
No accelerated credit 24.7 2.9
AP 28.3 24.8
Dual/concurrent enrollment 37.3 20.6
1B 13.0 40.5
Not low-income
No accelerated credit 34.9 10.2
AP 17.8 47.8
Dual/concurrent enrollment 30.6 41.1
1B 5.9 54.2
Asian or Pacific Islander
No accelerated credit 39.8 12.2
AP 14.6 49.6
Dual/concurrent enrollment 23.4 46.8
IB 4.2 53.1
Black, non-Hispanic
No accelerated credit 23.8 5.9
AP 18.0 40.8
Dual/concurrent enrollment 27.0 36.4
IB 8.4 51.3
Hispanic
No accelerated credit 33.0 5.1
AP 26.6 31.4
Dual/concurrent enrollment 31.8 36.1
IB 7.6 49.5
White, non-Hispanic
No accelerated credit 32.7 8.4
AP 18.6 46.4
Dual/concurrent enroliment 32.6 37.5
IB 6.6 53.1

One obstacle to a student’s success in postsecondary
education is remedial education. The transcript analysis
examined the number of remedial courses students
were required to take, and the results are shown in
Table 4.5. Members of all groups of students without
credit from one of the three types of accelerated
learning examined in this study were much more likely
than students with accelerated credit to take one
remedial course or more. Yet low-income students were
also more likely to enroll in remedial courses than were
their wealthier peers, regardless of whether the low-
income students earned accelerated credit or not. More
than four in 10 low-income students with AP credit still
took at least one remedial course.

A similar pattern was observed for Hispanic and Black,
non-Hispanic students. Since community colleges

have responsibility for providing remedial education
in Florida, these results may be one reason why low-
income and minority students with accelerated credit
were so much more likely to enroll there than at the
state universities.

Table 4.5. Students who enrolled in remedial courses, by income group
and race/ethnicity

No 1-2 3-5 6 or more
courses courses courses courses
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Low-income
No accelerated credit 26.5 28.9 27.6 17.0
AP 59.6 22.7 12.5 5.1
Dual/concurrent enroliment 68.6 19.5 8.9 3.0
IB 77.8 15.4 5.3 1.5
Not low-income
No accelerated credit 40.5 28.7 21.1 9.7
AP 78.7 14.7 5.2 1.5
Dual/concurrent enroliment 78.7 14.3 5.6 1.4
IB 84.3 11.1 3.5 1.1
Asian or Pacific Islander
No accelerated credit 34.1 29.5 21.7 14.7
AP 67.4 20.2 9.1 3.3
Dual/concurrent enrollment 67.3 20.9 8.9 3.0
1B 82.8 9.4 6.3 1.6
Black, non-Hispanic
No accelerated credit 18.1 27.3 31.8 22.8
AP 56.1 25.8 13.0 5.0
Dual/concurrent enrollment 52.4 26.8 14.3 6.5
IB 69.0 23.4 5.7 1.9
Hispanic
No accelerated credit 28.7 30.5 26.4 14.5
AP 53.5 25.7 14.6 6.2
Dual/concurrent enroliment 67.1 21.6 8.5 2.8
IB 66.4 20.9 10.0 2.7
White, non-Hispanic
No accelerated credit 44.0 28.7 19.6 7.8
AP 83.0 12.4 3.8 0.9
Dual/concurrent enrollment 79.9 13.6 5.2 1.2
IB 88.9 8.1 2.2 0.8

Continuous Enrollment

The results of the examination of continuous
enrollment at state universities revealed no large
differences between groups with different background
characteristics. Students with accelerated credit were
somewhat more likely to be continuously enrolled for
at least two consecutive years at a four-year campus
than students with no accelerated credit, regardless
of income level or race/ethnicity (Table 4.6). The
rates at which students were continuously enrolled at
community colleges were substantially lower across
the board. Moreover, some groups of students with
accelerated credit, especially IB credit, had lower
rates of continuous enrollment than their peers
without accelerated credit. This counterintuitive
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finding may be related to a number of factors: students with some accelerated credit were more than twice

with accelerated credit may complete an associate’s as likely to earn an associate’s degree as their peers
degrees in less than two academic years, may have without such credit, and there was a difference of
higher rates of transfer to senior institutions before at least 20 percentage points for bachelor’s degree
completing an associate’s degree, or may have higher completion rates. Underrepresented minorities with
rates of simultaneous enrollment at both a community accelerated credit also were substantially more likely
college and a state university. But given that two years to complete postsecondary degrees than their peers

is the typical length of a program of study leading to without such credit. Again, however, the results show
an associate’s degree for students enrolled full time, a gap between the completion rates of underserved

it is especially difficult to interpret the findings of this students and more advantaged students. Middle- and
particular analysis. high-income students and White, non-Hispanic students

earned degrees at much higher rates than did low-
income and Black, non-Hispanic and Hispanic students
with the same type of accelerated credit. In addition,
students with dual/concurrent credit were consistently

Table 4.6. Students who were continuously enrolled for two or more
consecutive academic years, by income group and race/ethnicity

Community College State University more likely to complete associate’s degrees than
(%) (%) students with AP or IB credit, and students with IB
Low-income credit were most likely to complete bachelor’s degrees.
No accelerated credit 53.0 77.6
AP 60.1 86.9 Table 4.7. Students who completed postsecondary degrees, by income
Dual/concurrent enrollment 54.3 85.8 group and ruce/ethnicity
1B 48.5 87.7
Not low-income Associate’s degrees Bachelor’s degrees
No accelerated credit 57.7 76.0 (%) (%)
AP 63.1 88.0 Low-income
Dual/concurrent enrollment 60.5 87.2 No accelerated credit 18.5 40.7
IB 57.1 89.6 AP 374 60.4
Asian or Pacific Islander Dual/concurrent enrollment 44.8 61.3
No accelerated credit 65.6 79.7 1B 40.6 65.1
AP 60.5 91.8 Not low-income
Dual/concurrent enrollment 61.7 90.7 No accelerated credit 25.7 47.5
IB 60.9 90.6 AP 47.3 68.4
Black, non-Hispanic Dual/concurrent enroliment 54.1 69.1
No accelerated credit 49.7 79.2 1B 455 712
AP 49.2 875 Asian or Pacific Islander
Dual/concurrent enrollment 51.2 87.5 No accelerated credit 31.0 46.2
1B 39.2 87.3 AP 47.7 67.1
Hispanic Dual/concurrent enrollment 54.1 67.9
No accelerated credit 60.5 75.2 1B 51.6 72.3
AP 66.5 85.7 Black, non-Hispanic
Dual/concurrent enrollment 57.7 84.2 No accelerated credit 13.9 37.6
IB 56.4 90.5 AP 285 57.2
White, non-Hispanic Dual/concurrent enrollment 34.0 57.1
No accelerated credit 56.3 75.8 1B 335 617
AP 62.3 87.8 Hispanic
Dual/concurrent enrollment 59.7 86.8 No accelerated credit 21.3 39.0
IB 57.8 89.1 AP 37.0 577
Dual/concurrent enrollment 46.2 58.9
1B 30.0 66.0
Completion White, non-Hispanic
. . Lo No accelerated credit 26.5 49.3
Degree completion is an important indicator of AP 489 69.0
postsegondary success, and the results of the tran;cnpt Dual/concurrent enrollment 53.9 69.1
analysis show that students with accelerated credit B 9.0 716

were more likely to complete degrees than those
without, regardless of income level or race/ethnicity
(Table 4.7). Among students who went from high school
directly to community colleges, low-income students
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Findings from Other Research

The educational research community has paid modest
attention to accelerated learning programs and their
effects on postsecondary access and success, but

the knowledge base is likely to grow along with the
popularity of such programs. Much of the momentum
behind the expansion of accelerated learning is rooted
in the promises many see in it for closing educational
attainment gaps that are based on income inequality
and race/ethnicity. Underrepresented students who
participate in accelerated learning programs may
become more likely to view college as a realistic option
due to their exposure to college-level curriculum,
receipt of targeted college recruitment materials, and
interaction with peers who share the same or similar
academic goals."” However, accelerated learning
programs are not evenly available to all students;
instead, underrepresented students are concentrated
in the school districts least likely to offer accelerated
learning programs.'®

With the increasing popularity of accelerated programs,
academic researchers are taking greater interest

in examining them, and their efforts are helping to
provide a deeper understanding of the effects of these
programs. However, the research that currently exists
does not consistently indicate that such programs
contribute to collegiate success. One study often cited
by proponents of accelerated learning programs, and
which was recently repeated, indicates that a rigorous
curriculum is the strongest predictor of success in
college, especially for minority students. A study of
the outcomes related to accelerated learning in Florida
found that students with accelerated credit performed
at least as well as or better than students without
accelerated credit in subsequent courses in terms of
grade point average and retention but indicated that
at least part of the difference was related to previous
academic performance and SAT scores. The report also
documented instances in which students in Florida’s
state universities repeated courses for which they had
already earned accelerated credit.?

Studies that examine specific accelerated programs
have not established linkages between postsecondary
success and participation in the programs after
accounting for other important contributors to
academic success. One study found that while scores
on AP tests are strongly related to performance in
college, simply taking AP or honors-level courses seems
not to be a valid indicator of future success.?' After
taking into consideration other factors like family and
school characteristics, another research team found no
differences in persistence and performance in college
between students who took AP and those who did
not.?? Finally, using case studies, a third study found
that minority students faced obstacles to participating
in accelerated learning programs even when schools

expanded access to them with the specific intent of
reaching those students.?

Conclusions and Further Research

Answers to the question posed at the outset of this
chapter are complicated and, as descriptive research,
the transcript analysis does not allow for any definitive
conclusions about whether accelerated learning helps
motivate students to enroll in college or succeed once
there. Additional research is needed that seeks to
capitalize on detailed data in a way that can distinguish
the effects of participation in accelerated learning
options from the likelihood that students who take

part in accelerated options are more academically
motivated, have more aptitude, or enjoy more parental
and community support. Some researchers are already
heading down these avenues, but more can be done.?

But this transcript analysis does offer useful insights
into the ways accelerated learning options are
associated with postsecondary access and success.
First, it shows positive but inconsistent results across
the public sector in Florida in terms of college-going
rates. For all three types of accelerated learning, a
larger share of students went directly from high school
to one of Florida’s public universities than enrolled at
the community colleges, and only students with dual/
concurrent credit enrolled at a community college at
a higher rate than students without any of the three
types of accelerated credit. This evidence indicates
that students with accelerated credit preferred

to enroll at four-year institutions, although it was
noticeably less obvious among students with dual/
concurrent credit and slightly more apparent among
students with IB credit. Among students who enrolled
in either sector, those with accelerated credit tended
to be continuously enrolled and complete a degree at
higher rates than those without accelerated credit.
Fewer years tended to elapse between high school
graduation and postsecondary degree completion for
students with accelerated credit as well. But only a
small percentage of students with accelerated credit
completed degrees in less than four years. Finally,
participation in AP was the most widely available
accelerated option; however, it was generally the
case that the rates at which students with AP credit
accessed and succeeded in postsecondary education
were below those for students with IB and dual/
concurrent enrollment credit.

These general patterns, however, conceal important
differences based on students’ backgrounds. Between
1997 and 2003, Florida students from historically
underrepresented populations experienced substantial
gains in terms of their postsecondary experiences
associated with whether they had earned accelerated
credit in high school or not. But whereas White,
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non-Hispanic students and middle- and high-income
students with accelerated credit tended to enroll more
often at campuses within the state university system,
minority students and low-income students were much
more likely to continue their education at community
colleges. In fact, the improvement in enrollment

rates at the universities among low-income students
with accelerated credit was less than that of their
wealthier peers, and the gap was wider among those
with accelerated credit than among those with no such
credit. This may be cause for concern for policymakers
dedicated to ensuring equality of access to public four-
year institutions, especially for students who elect to
take a more rigorous curriculum in high school.

Among those who went directly to college, historically
underserved students with accelerated credit were
more likely to be continuously enrolled and complete
postsecondary degrees than their peers without such
credit. Furthermore, students with accelerated credit
were consistently less likely to enroll in remedial
courses. Yet low-income and minority students were
substantially more likely to take remedial courses
than others with such credit. Additionally, low-income
students and minority students were less likely to
complete postsecondary degrees than wealthier
students and White, non-Hispanic students.

It is promising that students who earned accelerated
credit while in high school were able to enter college
and complete degrees at higher rates than their

peers without such credit. The transcript analysis
indicates that students who earn accelerated credit
are better positioned for success in their pursuit of

a college education. But it remains unclear why the
benefits of accelerated learning are not as widespread
among underrepresented groups who take part in

such programs. Further research should examine this
in greater depth, and given the inconsistent results
among different students from racial/ethnic groups
who earned AP credit, such research might focus on
how different groups perceive and make use of specific
accelerated learning options. Ultimately, accelerated
learning options were uniformly associated with
improved access to and success in college, particularly
at four-year institutions.
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Chapter 5

The View from Inside:
Students Discuss Accelerated Learning

John Immerwahr and Steve Farkas

As the other chapters in this volume show, there is

a great deal of interest in accelerated learning as a
possible solution to some of the issues facing higher
education in the 21t century. The evidence seems

to suggest that high school students who pursue
accelerated learning options (such as Advanced
Placement (AP), International Baccalaureate (IB),
dual/concurrent enrollment, and Tech-Prep) are more
likely to pursue postsecondary education, perform
better in college once they get there, and obtain their
degree more quickly.! All this suggests that greater
emphasis on accelerated learning may be a win-win
approach; it appears to benefit society by producing
better educated students at a lower cost, and it may
save time and money for students and their families.
Some observers believe that accelerated learning is
an appropriate strategy for improving the educational
attainment of currently underserved populations.

Like many promising strategies, however, an
increased reliance on accelerated learning cannot
be implemented by experts and policymakers alone.
This strategy relies for its success on the active
participation of the public: parents, teachers, and,
most significantly, high school students themselves.
In fact, students hold veto power over any efforts to
increase the use of accelerated learning. All of this
makes it important to understand what young people
think about accelerated learning.

To explore this question, project staff worked with two
researchers to conduct a small-scale focus group study
in Colorado (see Appendix E for a full discussion of the
methodology). In total, the focus group facilitators
spoke to 62 high school and college students, including
some students who were participating in accelerated
learning, some who were eligible for accelerated
learning but chose not to participate, and others who
did not participate or know of the programs. The

high school students ranged from freshmen through
seniors, and the college students were freshmen and
sophomores. The majority of the high school students
were Hispanic or African American and eligible for free
or reduced-price lunch, and about half of the college
students were eligible for Pell grants. Some students
were enrolled in a high school that offered a number
of AP classes; others were in a high school that offered
dual enrollment classes.

Although this report focuses on four types of
accelerated learning options, due to the nature of

the schools and postsecondary institutions involved,
the focus groups mainly concentrated on AP and dual/
concurrent enrollment; only a few of the students
mentioned IB. To gain an institutional perspective,
the researchers also interviewed several high school
guidance counselors and AP teachers.

This research shares the usual advantages and
disadvantages of focus group research. On the one
hand, focus groups allow for an in-depth, qualitative
exploration of the dynamics underlying the public’s
attitudes toward complex issues. The strength of focus
groups is that researchers can talk with real people
face to face, as in this study, getting a feel for their
values, concerns, and priorities. A well-executed focus
group can uncover dormant issues that have not been
part of the public debate, thus creating an opportunity
for organizations to exercise leadership in bringing such
issues to light. Focus group findings, however, are not
the result of random sample surveys, and they cannot
be generalized to the population as a whole.

The conversations centered on four main questions:

1. What sources of information do students have
about accelerated learning?

2. What are some of the things that make accelerated
learning attractive to students?

3. What are some of the obstacles that prevent
students from pursuing accelerated learning?

4. What do the students perceive as the comparative
strengths and weaknesses of different modes of
accelerated learning (specifically, AP and dual
enrollment)?

Information Sources about Accelerated
Learning

Ambitious Dreams, Fuzzy Plans

One of the AP teachers described the current
educational system in this way:

The kids come in with super-high ideals,

which | know they probably won’t get.

That is probably a fault of the schools. The
elementary schools teach them: “Rah, rah,
rah, you can be anything you want, you can be
a doctor, a lawyer, or whatever you want.”
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But the downfall is that they don’t show them
what they have to do to obtain those goals.

The interviews with students, especially those who had
declined to take accelerated learning options, were
consistent with that view. Nearly all of these students
said that they wanted to go to college at some point (a
few were thinking of going into the military first). But
often their plans were rather vague, ill informed, and
unrealistic. Although they talked about college, they
did not seem well informed about the mechanics of
making an application or a decision. As one high school
student who had not taken any AP classes said:

I want to go to college and start my own band
and also study art and medicine. | haven’t
looked into any schools. I’ll go to school for
art. | have never taken any art classes here at
the school.

Inadequate Sources of Information

It is, of course, not surprising or necessarily
problematic that high school students have high
ambitions and little sense of realism. But the
remarks from these students are symptomatic of a
more disturbing factor: many of them do not have
other sources of information that might help them
take the steps necessary to translate their dreams
into realities. Just like students from more affluent
districts, these students learn a great deal from their
parents, relatives, and friends. The difference is that
in many cases these students are in the first generation
to pursue higher education, and some are or will be
the first person in their family to graduate from high
school. Many of these students come from families
who have no first-hand experience with preparation
for college or with the details of various accelerated
learning programs.

Without clear guidance from the adults in their lives,
the students also rely heavily on what they learn from
the media or from popular culture. Many of the young
women wanted to go into the fashion industry, and the
single most common career choice overall was criminal
investigation (possibly a result of the popularity of TV
shows such as Law and Order or CSl). There were many
variations on the following comment by a high school
student:

I want to go to college and get a degree in
criminal investigation. | don’t know how |
picked it. | like everything that has to do with
crime. Nothing here at the high school really
deals with that.

When the focus group moderator asked the students
how important they thought a college education
was for success in life, many drew on what they had

learned from the media. Several students mentioned
the fact that the richest man in the world is Bill Gates,
a college dropout, and they also referred to the success
of highly publicized sports figures or entertainers. One
young man, a high school student, explained it this
way:

Someone told me, you go to high school and
college, they teach you how to work for
someone else. But you can make more money
if you work for yourself. Do like Bill Gates
did: drop out of college and start your own
business. Look at the actors and singers, they
don’t have college degrees.

High School Guidance Counselors

What about the influence of high school guidance
counselors? Those counselors who were interviewed

for the project spoke positively about accelerated
learning. They enthusiastically described their success
in finding students who could do accelerated work and
in giving the students and their parents the appropriate
information. As one counselor said:

We also look at how they are doing, and if we
think a student ought to be able to handle AP,
we encourage them and tell them why they
ought to be taking it. So, for example, we say,
“What are you doing after high school? Maybe
you are going to college.” Then we explain how
this can help them in getting admitted, and we
tell them, “You will be more competitive for
scholarships, and you will be better prepared
for college.”

A few of the students also mentioned how important
and influential their counselors had been. One college
student who had done AP work in high school put it this
way:

My guidance counselor was great. When | was
doing AP classes in senior year, she made sure
| got the right ones and helped me fill out my
college applications.

The more common theme from our discussions,
however, was that the counselors are overworked

and inaccessible. Students said that their counselors
had hundreds of students to deal with. Although each
counselor might have successfully interacted with
some students, many others got little or no positive
information from them. Over and over again, stories
emerged from students about meetings with counselors
that were brief and perfunctory. Said one high school
student:

It bothered me that my counselor didn’t tell
me about college courses until | asked him.
And it was the same way my freshman year. |
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started doubling up on classes, two math and
two science classes. He didn’t tell me about
that; my mom suggested it. He was nice, he
wasn’t mean or a bad counselor, but he had a
lot of stuff going on.

A college student commented:

There were so many kids, and my counselor
seemed overloaded. It was a problem even to
get in to see her. | never expected her to say
something helpful, like about what AP classes
would do for my transcript.

Several students described a situation where a
counselor had suggested an AP course but in a rather
half-hearted way. It seemed that if the student did not
show immediate interest, the counselor sometimes
backed off, rather than following up with a parent

or a student at a later point. A number of comments
resembled this one, from a high school student:

My counselor talked to me about AP classes,
but I was like: “No, I’m good, | don’t need
them.” My counselor said, “When you are
ready, let me know.”

An even more troubling theme surfaced from a
surprising number of the students. These students felt
that the guidance counselors in their school sometimes
discouraged students - especially minority students

- from taking accelerated learning courses, even though
those students might have been able to do the work. An
African-American college student said:

One of the counselors at one of my schools, |
was asking her about testing out of classes and
taking more advanced classes. She was really
discouraging. | remember her saying, “Oh,
honey, you won’t want to do that, those classes
are really hard.”

A high school student, also African-American, told this
story:

I have a friend who was going to take a college
class; it wasn’t AP but a college professor

was coming down to teach it. | know she

could have done the work, but the counselor
recommended her not to take the class, but to
take a back-up class. My friend thought about
it and said, “I might not pass it,” so she didn’t
take it.

A white high school student told of this experience:

In my experience at high school, the counselors
were trying to prevent some black kids from
taking AP courses, saying, “you probably won’t
do well there.” They didn’t try to block them,
but they said, “You want to take an AP class?
You shouldn’t, | wouldn’t recommend it.”

Some of the AP teachers interviewed made similar
remarks. They also felt that at least some of the
counselors were steering students away from
accelerated learning and cautioning students to avoid
challenges. Here are comments from two of them:

Counselors? Sometimes | think we are not
speaking the same language. They aren’t
pushing the AP curriculum because they think
the kids can’t do it. They say, “You don’t want
a hard course.” There is something in the
atmosphere of the community that runs away
from challenges. When it comes to getting kids
into the AP classes, there is a dysfunction.

In the AP courses, we have done an end-run
around the counselors because we haven'’t
found them to be very effective, especially for
students with higher academic demands. They
don’t understand the importance of academic
rigor, and they have an underlying belief

that the students can’t achieve at the levels
[that] are expected. | have heard discouraging
comments from counselors: “This is going to be
a really hard class, you shouldn’t be in there.”
| find that students rise to the occasion.
Students show up in class who you wouldn’t
expec