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BREAKING DOWN THE BARRIERS THROUGH STATE LEGISLATION

With the most recent research statistics on low minority enroll-
ment and degree attainment in higher education, states 
search for policy options to increase postsecondary access 

and success.  One of the most important linkages in today’s economy is 
the one between postsecondary achievement and workforce needs.  
virginia

In the state of Virginia, recently 
passed legislation allows for a two-
year college transfer grant program.  
House Bill 1681, sponsored by 
Delegate Vincent F. Callahan, Jr., 
encourages Virginia state citizens 
who have completed an associate’s 
degree to go on to a Virginia state 
college for a four year degree.  The 
encouragement comes in the form of 
a $2,000 grant per year to students 
who meet the following eligibility 
requirements: 

•	 have received an associate degree at 
a Virginia two-year public institution of higher education; 

•	 have enrolled in a Virginia four-year public or private institution 
of higher education by the fall following the award of the associate 
degree, have applied for financial aid, and 

•	 have financial need.  
This bill will help to meet goals of fulfilling workforce need and 

expanding higher education access to low-income students.  
New york

Further north in the country, New York mandated the presence 
of “educational opportunity centers” in each of its state university loca-
tions.  Center guidelines were amended this year (Assembly Bill 7956) 

and their purpose expanded to include the following services: 
•	 academic programs leading to and increasing persistence in higher 

education; 
•	 vocational programs leading to career pathways, gainful employ-

ment and self-sufficiency; 
•	 counseling and guidance services to enhance student retention; 
•	 targeted services for business and industry to upgrade the skill 

levels of emerging and incumbent workers such that they support 
increased productivity and the creation and retention of job oppor-
tunities; 

•	 collaboration with secondary schools to assist in the academic 
preparation of at-risk youth; 

•	 collaborative programs with colleges and universities to increase 
opportunities for center graduates for advanced placement and 
receipt of academic credits for academic work completed at such a 
center; 

•	 collaboration with other state and local agencies, workforce devel-
opment boards and charitable organizations to meet emerging 
statewide priorities for serving the disadvantaged, and 

•	 entrepreneurial training opportunities that may lead to community 
economic development.
Virginia and New York are both showing an emphasis on access 

and success in order to meet future workforce needs, thus arguing the 
case that all of society will benefit from increases in the number of col-
lege graduates.  These states are setting noteworthy examples of policy 
options that further the goals of student attraction and retention in 
higher education institutions.  To read more about these bills, visit the 
states’ legislative websites at:

http://legis.state.va.us/
http://assembly.state.ny.us/

Virginia Delegate Vincent F. 
Callahan, Jr. (R-34th District)

Associate degrees Bachelor’s degrees
Men Women Total Men Women Total

Agriculture and natural resources 4,009 2,395 6,404 11,987 11,015 23,002
Architecture and related services 237 346 583 5,222 4,015 9,237
Area, ethnic, cultural, and gender studies 38 77 115 2,307 5,262 7,569
Biological and biomedical sciences 548 1,161 1,709 24,617 39,994 64,611
Business, management, and marketing 30,262 65,805 96,067 155,637 155,350 310,987
Communications, journalism, and related programs 1,254 1,291 2,545 25,324 47,391 72,715
Communications technologies 2,039 1,477 3,516 1,602 921 2,523
Computer and information sciences 25,552 10,621 36,173 42,125 11,986 54,111
Education 2,188 11,141 13,329 22,513 82,938 105,451
Engineering 2,078 363 2,441 52,020 12,886 64,906
Engineering technologies, construction trades, and mechanics 44,884 5,795 50,679 13,144 1,693 14,837
English language and literature 313 682 995 17,154 37,225 54,379
Family and consumer sciences 446 9,261 9,707 2,435 17,639 20,074
Foreign languages, literatures, and linguistics 197 1,037 1,234 5,370 13,016 18,386
Health professions and related clinical sciences 17,097 105,423 122,520 10,858 69,827 80,685
Legal professions and studies 955 8,930 9,885 918 2,243 3,161
Liberal arts and sciences, general studies, and humanities 87,845 152,286 240,131 13,732 30,019 43,751
Library science 11 97 108 15 61 76
Mathematics and statistics 529 278 807 7,937 6,414 14,351
Military technologies 303 52 355 33 7 40
Multi/interdisciplinary studies 5,878 8,010 13,888 9,645 20,598 30,243
Parks, recreation, leisure, and fitness studies 581 385 966 11,702 11,186 22,888
Personal and culinary services 8,903 7,408 16,311 303 284 587
Philosophy and religious studies 122 300 422 7,225 4,359 11,584
Physical sciences and science technologies 1,647 1,167 2,814 10,934 7,971 18,905
Precision production trades 1,877 162 2,039 45 19 64
Psychology 445 1,497 1,942 19,000 66,614 85,614
Public administration and social-service professions 571 3,456 4,027 4,209 17,560 21,769
Security and protective services 13,360 10,389 23,749 15,354 15,369 30,723
Social sciences and history 2,191 4,342 6,533 77,702 79,190 156,892
Theology and religious vocations 270 311 581 6,253 3,031 9,284
Transportation and materials moving 1,241 194 1,435 4,323 581 4,904
Visual and performing arts 9,665 12,985 22,650 31,355 49,600 80,955
All fields 267,536 429,124 696,660 613,000 826,264 1,439,264

earned degrees conferred, 2004-5*

*US Department of Education
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The Minority Report
Doctorates to Minority Group Members 
Increases

•	 20% of the more than 26,000 research doctorates awarded 
to U.S. citizens by American univer-
sities in 2006 went to members of 
minority groups.

•	 African-American researchers earned 
1,659 doctorates in 2006.

•	 33% of research doctorates were 
awarded to noncitizens holding tem-
porary visas.

•	 The majority of U.S. citizens who 
earned doctorates were women 
(51%).
**Source: Annual Survey of Earned Doctorates, 

administered by the National Opinion Research Center 
at the University of Chicago.  Sponsors: the Departments of Agriculture and 
Education, NASA, the National Endowment for the Humanities, the National 
Institutes of Health, and the National Science Foundation.

College Cost Reduction and Access Act
• signed into law by President George W. Bush

Who Benefits?
•	 Those who receive Pell Grants.
•	 Those who take out student loans, as interest rates are 

reduced.

•	 Colleges and universities that serve significant numbers of 
minority students.

What is given?
•	 $510 million over two years for 
minority-serving colleges.
•	 Variety of uses for the money includ-
ing purchase of new lab equipment, 
instructional costs, and more.
What defines “minority-
serving”?
•	 “predominantly black” colleges: 
where at least 40 percent of undergradu-
ates are black and at least half of all under-
graduates are low-income or first-gener-
ation college students ($30 million over 

two years)
•	 Asian/Pacific Islander serving colleges: where at least 10 

percent of the students are from those racial groups and at 
least half are low-income or first generation ($10 million 
over two years)

•	 Native American-serving nontribal colleges: where at least 
10 percent of the undergraduates are Native American 
($10 million over two years)
**These new classifications are beneficial to the colleges because they no longer 

have to compete with historically black and Hispanic colleges for funding.

***Source: Inside HigherEd, 10-09-07.

At a recent congressional briefing in Washington, DC, 
Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP) President 
Jamie P. Merisotis further discussed their report College 

Access for the Working Poor: Overcoming Burdens to Succeed in 
Higher Education.  The briefing highlighted the Institute’s research 
efforts, which focused on what working poor students face in 
degree attainment.  The working poor, defined as adults who 
work at least 25 hours per week and have family incomes at or 
below 200 percent of the poverty level, find themselves juggling 
their careers, family life, and financial burdens.  Often times, even 
if working poor students gain access to higher education, degree 
attainment is out of their reach. 

Much of the complexity comes 
from their part-time enroll-
ment status, which disqualifies 
them for most financial aid.  

As a result, the working poor find themselves nearly $4,000 short 
of their academic financial needs each semester.  This is an insur-
mountable challenge for some, explaining why nearly half of work-
ing poor adult students leave their higher education institution 
within six years without earning a degree. 

With success being the ultimate goal for all enrolled students, 
policymakers ask what can be done to encourage higher rates of 
student retention specifically for working poor students.  Based on 
the report, IHEP has made the following federal policy recommen-
dations: 

•	 expand federal higher education tax credits by including room, 
board and book expenses for students enrolled at least half-
time and make Hope and Lifetime learning credits refundable;

•	 increase childcare allowances in the 
financial need analysis, and count 
postsecondary education toward the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families program;

•	 offer institutional support such as evening and weekend hours 
for support services, and alternative core class times;

•	 conduct more outreach and offer more mentoring and support 
programs for first-generation college students.

As far as state recommendations, state policymakers are 
encouraged to mirror the above in their individual states.  Look 
to the next issue of AccessEd for information on the Lumina 
Foundation’s latest initiative – a grant opportunity for the states, 
encouraging degree attainment and quality assurance in postsec-
ondary education through collaborative efforts involving state legis-
lature, higher education institutions, private industry, and the com-
munity as a whole.  The University System of Maryland provides 
an excellent example of the creativity Lumina hopes to inspire with 
their newest grant offering.

For more information on the reports and programs described 
above, visit:

http://www.ihep.org
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/
http://www.ed.gov/offices/OPE/PPI/HOPE/index.html
http://www.luminafoundation.org/index.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/

article/2007/11/15/AR2007111502518.html

Barriers to Higher Education Access: 
Challenges Faced by the Working Poor
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Lumina Foundation to Welcome New CEO and 
Say Goodbye to Founding President

On October 10, 2007, the Lumina Foundation for Education 
announced their decision for a new CEO.  Lumina spent nearly 10 
months looking for the right successor for its founding President, 
Martha D. Lamkin.  Jamie P. Merisotis, founding President of the 
Institute for Higher Education Policy, will take over the CEO role at 
Lumina January 1, 2008.  Women In Government wishes to take this 
opportunity to express best wishes to Martha as she pursues future 
endeavors, and to send out a warm welcome to Jamie!  We look forward 
to working with Jamie and continuing our successful relationship with 
the Lumina Foundation.

2006 PISA Report Involves Nearly 400,000 
Students Across 57 Countries 

The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s 
Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) released its 2006 
findings earlier this month.  Unfortunately, US student scores continue 
to decline putting issues of future competitiveness into question.  Key 
findings from the study include:

•	 Finland, with an average of 563 score points, was the highest-
performing country on the PISA 2006 science scale.

•	 Six other high-scoring countries had mean scores of 530 to 
542 points: Canada, Japan and New Zealand and the partner 
countries/economies Hong Kong-China, Chinese Taipei and 
Estonia. Australia, the Netherlands, Korea, Germany, the United 
Kingdom, the Czech Republic, Switzerland, Austria, Belgium 
and Ireland, and the partner countries/economies Liechtenstein, 
Slovenia and Macao-China also scored above the OECD average 
of 500 score points.

•	 On average across OECD countries, 1.3% of 15-year-olds 
reached Level 6 of the PISA 2006 science scale, the highest pro-
ficiency level. These students could consistently identify, explain 
and apply scientific knowledge, and knowledge about science, in 
a variety of complex life situations. In New Zealand and Finland 
this figure was at least 3.9%, three times the OECD average. In 
the United Kingdom, Australia, Japan and Canada, as well as the 
partner countries/economies Liechtenstein, Slovenia and Hong 
Kong-China, between 2 and 3% reached Level 6.

•	 Males and females showed no difference in average science per-
formance in the majority of countries, including 22 of the 30 
OECD countries. In 12 countries, females outperformed males, 
on average, while males outperformed females in 8 countries. 
Most of these differences were small. In no OECD country was 
the gender difference larger than 12 points on the science scale. 
This is different from reading and mathematics where significant 
gender differences were observed.

However, similarities in average performance mask certain gen-
der differences: in most countries, females were stronger in identifying 
scientific issues, while males were stronger at explaining phenomena 
scientifically. Males performed substantially better than females when 
answering physics questions. Last but not least, in most countries more 
females attend higher performing, academically oriented tracks and 
schools than do males.  As a result of this, in many countries gender dif-
ferences in science were substantial within schools or programs, even if 
they appeared small overall.

To access the full report online, please visit:
http://www.pisa.oecd.org/dataoecd/15/13/39725224.pdf
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