V. CUNY’sCurrent Approach to Remedial Education

This Part describes CUNY ' s gpproach to helping its remedid students succeed in college.
Firgt, we examine the configuration of remediation at CUNY. Then welook at how CUNY
diagnoses the remedia needs of itsincoming students and assesses their progress through
remediation. Finaly, welook at CUNY’sremedia curricula and ingructional methods.

A. Configuration

This section describes the macro structure of the programs that CUNY has put in place to help
its underprepared students succeed in college. Wefirst explain the various labels that CUNY
uses to describe remedia courses and programs.  Second, we describe the financial aid rules
that dictate so many remediation decisons — both at the indtitutiond level and at the leve of the
individua student. The third subsection explains the primary waysin which CUNY colleges
Structure remediation, and the fourth subsection describes severd variations.

1. The Nomenclature of Remediation at CUNY

Many of the CUNY representatives interviewed by the Task Force staff objected to use of the
term “remedial” to describe courses and programs whose purpose is to overcome academic
deficiencies or teach a student a second language. Some said that “remediation” isamedical
concept based on the erroneous notion that the students are “sick”; they prefer to use the term
“developmentd” to describe programs that are intended to hel p students devel op the skills they
need to succeed in college. Yet, in describing CUNY s basic skillsand ESL programs, these
same individuas use medica, pop-psychologica, and specia education buzzwords such as
“maingtreaming,” “treatments,” “holistic” approaches, and “improving saf-esteem” —words
that suggest that students have become patients, indtitutionalized within the university.

The terms “remedia” and “developmentd” are also used asterms of art at CUNY::

A“remedial” or “ non-credit” course is pre-college level and carries no degree credits,
only “equated credits’ (see below for adiscussion of equated credits).

A *“ developmental” courseisahybrid—that is it is part college-level and part pre-

college-leve. It carries acombination of degree credits and equated credits, in proportion
to the levd of the materid.
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A* compensatory” course, also known as a*“supplemental instruction” course, is
college-leve, but it has extended classroom hours for remedia students. The courseitself
carries degree credits, while the extended hours carry equated credits®®

Credit desgnation is an important issue for CUNY and its students because of itsfinancid ad
implications. Although CUNY remedia, developmental, and compensatory courses do not
carry degree credits for the full number of hours of instruction they represent, the full number of
hours is counted for purposes of determining full-time status (defined as 12 credit hours) and
financid ad digibility. The non-college-level hours are assgned “equated credits” aso known
as“inditutiona” or “billable’ credits. Equated credits do not count toward a degree, but are
billable, reimbursable, and counted in determining digibility for financid &d®” Thus, a“non-
credit” course (which has no college-level content) carries equated credits, but no degree
credits, a developmenta course carries some degree credits and some equated crediits,
depending on the amount of college-level content; and a compensatory course carries afull
complement of degree credits, plus equated credits for the extra hours of instruction.

While there is a degree of agreement on these definitions, there are no common course codes
across campuses and there is no system-wide standard for what content is*remedia” and what
content is“ college-leve.”?® Thus, what is essentialy the same course may carry degree credits
for one student and not another, smply because the two students are at different colleges.

For example, Table 14, below, showsthat in Fall 1997, Lehman, Queens College, Y ork, and
Hostos offered degree credit for dl basic reading, basic writing, and ESL courses. Infact, a
Hostos, astudent could qudify for full-time status and earn up to Six degree creditsin asingle
semester by taking just two developmenta or compensatory courses, because each course
carried such alarge number of credits. At the other extreme, Baruch, Medgar Evers,
LaGuardia, N.Y. City Tech, and Queensborough gave no degree credit for any of their
remedia courses. Moreover, a Hunter and Queensborough, for example, each remedia
course carried relatively few tota credits, so a student would have had to take two or three
remedial courses plus one or two college-level course in order to qualify for full-time status®®

256 Hassett Responses, 14 & Attachment 9, ESL and Basic Skills Courses by College.

257 This practice is not unique to CUNY. About 80% of public 2-year institutions nationwide award equated
credits, compared with about half of private 4-year institutions. (NCES PEQIS, Oct. 1996, 17.)

258 (|nstitutional Research, interview, 6-25-98; CUNY Responses, 8-18-98, 1.) This is ostensibly because (1)
admission standards vary across the senior campuses, (2) curricula vary depending on the pedagogical priorities of
the faculty, and (3) graduation requirements vary among different fields of study.

258 CUNY, July Reponses, Attachment 9.
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Table 14. Remedial Courses Carrying Degree Credits, by Subject Area and College

Senior Colleges READING WRITING MATH ESL
Baruch none none none none
Brooklyn some some none some
City none none some some
Hunter none none none al
John Jay some some some al
Lehman mainstreamed mainstreamed none all
Medgar Evers none none none none
N.Y. City Tech none none none none
Queens dl al all dl
Staten Island some al none some
York al al some al
Community READING WRITING MATH ESL
Colleges

BMCC none none none none
Bronx some none none some
Hostos al al al all
Kingsborough none none none some
LaGuardia none none none none
Queensborough none none none none

Source: Fall 1997ESL and Basic Skills Courses by College.

The dividing line between remedia and college-level math varies considerably from college to
college within CUNY —and even for sudentsin different mgors a the same college. While
most CUNY colleges consider arithmetic and e ementary algebra to be pre-college-leve
courses, for example, Hostos and Queens College gave even their lowest-level remedia math
students some degree credit in Fall 1997. At the other extreme, most CUNY colleges give full
degree credit for pre-caculus courses. Y et Queens College offers three- and four-hour
developmental and compensatory pre-cal culus courses that carry only one or two degree
credits®  And a the City College School of Engineering, al pre-calculus math courses are
considered non-degree-credit courses, whereas for non-engineering majors, Math 100:
“Precalculus’ is a 3-credit college-level course®®' Most CUNY colleges draw the line
somewhere in between dementary algebra and pre-calculus, but thereisno CUNY -wide
consensus as to whether intermediate algebra, geometry, and trigonometry are high school or
college-leved math,?%?

260 CUNY, July Responses, Attachment 9, Fall 1997 ESL and Basic Skills Courses by College; Queens College
bulletin, 1996-1998, 164.

261 City College bulletin, 1997-99, 182, 269.

262 |bid.; college bulletins.
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2. Financid Aid

One cannot make sense of CUNY’sremediad problem without understanding the influence of
gate and federd financid aid laws. Because many of CUNY’ sremedid students are
profoundly economically disadvantaged®® and rely on financia ad in order to attend college,
the academic digibility requirements of the mgor financid ad programs have an enormous
impact on remediaion at CUNY. Thisimpact is magnified because CUNY conducts
remediation on such agrand scale.

The two largest sources of financid aid for CUNY students are New Y ork State Tuition
Assistance Program (“ TAP") awards and federal Pl grant awards®® PwC has estimated that
the TAP atributable to remedia full-time equivalents totals $22.1 million annualy.”® This
edimate is mideadingly low, however. Table 15, below, showsthat if we consder the entire
basic skills headcount (we cannot include ESL because unduplicated headcount figures are not
available), rather than reducing it to FTES, then basic skills students brought in atota of
$91,770,378 in TAPin 1997-98. In addition, basic skills students received $96,768,774 in
Pell, for atotal of $188,539,152 in TAP and Pell combined.

263 |n 1996, the mean household income of CUNY basic skills students was $20,646 at the bachelor’s level and
$19,435 at the associate level; the mean household income of ESL students was even lower — $18,080 at the
bachelor’s level and $13,463 at the associate level. (Basic Skills & ESL Overview, 5 & Tables 5a & 5b.) The average
family income of a CUNY remedial student is far lower than the national average for college students. In 1995,
60% of CUNY senior college freshmen who lived with one or both parents reported household incomes below
$25,000, while only 21% of 4-year college freshmen nationwide reported that their parents’ income was below
$25,000. Even more strikingly, 72% of CUNY community college freshmen who lived with one or both parents
reported household incomes below $25,000, while only 29% of 2-year college freshmen nationwide reported that
their parents’ income was below that level. (CUNY Student Data Book: Fall 1997, Vol. I, 177.)

264 CUNY’s annual federal and state financial aid disbursements — which include TAP, Pell, and several other grant,
loan, and work-study programs — are approximately $450 million. (Hassett Responses, 27; UAPC, interview, 7-
15-98.) The importance of TAP for remedial students has grown since 1995, when the state eliminated the
Supplemental Tuition Assistance Program, which was a program designed specifically for those students whose
remedial needs made it difficult for them to fulfill TAP’s program pursuit and academic progress requirements.
(Proto, interview, 7-7-98.)

265 PwC, Report 1, 33.
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Table15. Estimated TAP and Pdl Awarded to CUNY Basic Skills Studentsin 1997-98

TAP (%) PELL ($) TAP+PELL ($)
Basic Averag Total Averag Total Averag Total
Skills e Awar ded** e Awar ded** e Awar ded**
Headcoun | Annual Annual Annual
t Award* Award* Awar d*
Senior 17,659 2,142 37,825,578 1,986 35,070,774 4128 72,896,352
Community 27,300 1,976 53,944,800 2,260 61,698,000 4,236 115,642,800
All CUNY 44,959 2,042 91,770,378 2,150 96,768,774 4193 | 188,539,15
2

Sources: PwC, Report I, 12; CUNY Student Data Book: Fall 1997, Val. I, 181.

* “ Average Annual Award” equalsthe average Fall 1997 award per CUNY student, multiplied by two. This
isaconservative estimate, since basic skills students have, on average, lower household incomes than the
CUNY student body as awhole, which would make them eligible for higher TAP and Pell awards.

** “Total Awarded” equals “Basic Skills Headcount” multiplied by “Average Annual Award.”

In recognition that many high school graduates need remediation at the postsecondary leve, the
federd Pdll legidation alows students taking remedid courses to receive federa ad for up to
one year of purely remedia coursework.”® New York State’'s TAP regulations, by contrast,
contain six requirements that make it difficult for postsecondary students to finance remedid
work: (i) the four-year limit, (ii) the full-time requirement, (iii) the degree program reguirement,
(iv) the three-credit minimum, (V) the program pursuit/academic progress requirement, and (vi)
the leave-of-absence and trandfer rules for restoring academic digibility.

TAP awards are generally limited to four academic yearsof study. Thus, a

bachdor’ s student whose college career is extended because she had to spend her first two
semedters in non-degree-credit courses will exhaust her financid ad digibility before she has
enough credits to graduate.

Only full-time, degr ee students®®’ who are taking at least 3 degr ee credits during

their first ssmester aredigible for TAP.?® Thus, astudent who needs basic skills
ingruction must enroll in a degree program and load up with 12 credits (four or five average
courses), including a least 3 college-levd credits, if she wants to receive TAP money.

After the first semester, moreover, students must take at least 6 degree credits to qualify.?®

266 | gwrence E. Gladieux and Arthur M. Hauptman, The College Aid Quandary: Access, Quality, and the Federal
Role (New York: Brookings/College Board, 1995), 27.

267 The Pell regulations also require students to be enrolled in a degree program. (20 U.S.C. §1070a; 34 C.F.R.
§690.)

268 By contrast, the Pell regulations do not mandate that students carry any minimum number of degree credits in
order to be eligible. Pell will pay for up to 30 hours of basic skills coursework (Pell does not limit ESL courses).
Queensbhorough catalog, 37.

269 Queensborough catalog, 35-36.
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In order to maintain satisfactory program pur suit and academic progr ess, sudents must
complete a specified number of courses, accumulate a specified number of degree credits,
and achieve a certain minimum GPA. These standards are ratcheted up with each passing
semester.?”°

Students who fal behind on the program pursuit or academic progress requirements and
want to restore their TAP digibility have limited options, incdluding taking a leave of

absence of at |least one calendar year or transferring to another college.

Thus, CUNY is placed in the postion of designing (and advising freshmen to sign up for)
undemanding “ college-level” courses that overloaded remedia freshmen can handie®™* For
example, as part of its freshman program, Kingsborough advises students who failed the RAT
to take SPE 11, a 3-credit course with the following description:

Listening and Speaking Skills — To strengthen oral language abilities and improve
listening proficiency, students are made aware of the nature for [sic] their language.
Focus is on vocabulary enrichment, word pronunciation, attention to grammar, verba self-

expression, listening as a skill and note-taking techniques.

272

Smilarly, Hunter advisesincoming basic skillsand ESL students to take the following 3-credit

course:

Map of Knowledge — Introduction to range of knowledge available in the curriculum.
Discusses subject matter and methodology of various disciplines as well astheir relations
within and across the curriculum to aid students in making intelligent choices in their

course of study.

20 Table F2. TAP Program Pursuit and Academic Progress Requirements
To be eligible for TAP in A student must have A student must have earned | A student must have earned
semester number: completed (i.e., passed or (i.e., passed) this total this cumulative GPA by the
failed) this number of credits | number of degree credits by | end of the prior semester:
(degree or equated) during | the end of the prior
the prior semester: semester:
1 not applicable not applicable not applicable
2 6 0 0
3 6 6 1.0
4 9 18 12
5 9 31 2.0
6 12 45 2.0
7 12 60 2.0
8 12 75 2.0

Sources: Queensborough catalog, 35-36; BMCC catalog, 14.
271 City, interview, 7-20-98; N.Y. City Tech (referring to such courses as “useless towards the degree).
272 Kingshorough Freshman Prescriptions; Kingsborough catalog, 151.

273 Hunter “Foundations” pamphlet; Hunter catalog, 125.
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In addition, many CUNY colleges attach large numbers of equated and degree creditsto certain
basic skillsand ESL courses, which enables some students to achieve full-time status by taking
just two or three courses. Basic skills courses can carry up to 7.5 totd credits, and intensive
ESL courses can carry up to 10.5 total credits.*™ Thus, at some colleges, basic skills and ESL
sudents can avoid the “time management” issues that would arise if they were taking the usua
full-time load of four or five courses®”

CUNY has dso established a“ grade replacement policy” that automaticaly erases D and F
grades from students GPASsif they repesat the course and earn a C or better the second time
around. (Queens Coallege goes one step further, alowing students to repeat any course if they
need to improve their grade to meet a departmenta or mgjor requirement; Queens sources
emphasize that the second grade dways replaces the origina grade, eveniif it islower.) Under
the CUNY -wide policy, which was enacted by the Trustees in 1990, students may repeet up to
16 credits.*

Thus, according to interviewees, some freshmen cope with an overly demanding full-time course
load by deciding ahead of time to write off one of the courses asa sure “F’ and to focus
exclusively on the remaining courses®”” Indeed, in Fall 1997, one-third of dl bachelor's
freshmen and dmost hdlf of dl associate degree freshmen failed one or more courses during
their first semester. Moreover, the students who failed one or more courses had, on average,
atempted more credits than those students who passed dl of their courses?”®  Although these
data do not prove that students purposdly “throw” courses, they do confirm that large numbers
of incoming CUNY students are unprepared to handle a full-time course load.

What these students may not have redlized is that state and federd financid aid are not available
to repeat a course for which a student already received credit (D or better). Thus, if a student
repeets a course in which she origindly received aD or better, she must smultaneoudy enrall in
at least 12 additiona credits to qudify for financid aid as afull-time sudent. Smilarly, credits
received in arepeated course that a student has dready passed are not counted under the TAP
pursuit and progress requirements.

The combination of financia aid rulesthat tighten each semester and CUNY palicies (financid
ad advisng, dlowing concurrent enrollment, grade replacement) can overwhem students. The

274 CUNY, July Responses, Attachment 9.

275 N.Y. City Tech., interview, 9-23-98. See Section V.A.1, “The Nomenclature of Remediation at CUNY,” for
further discussion of this issue.

276 Trustees’ Resolution 4-23-90; Queensborough catalog, 187; Queens College bulletin, 60; Queens, interview, 7-
21-97.

277 Queens, interview, 7-21-97.

278 (CUNY 8-18-98 Responses, attachments B-11-a & B-11-b.) On average, SEEK students attempted 16 credits
during their first semester — two more credits than the average regularly admitted student; not surprisingly, almost
half of the SEEK students failed at least one course, compared with one-third of regular students. (B-11-a & B-
11-b.) It should be noted that, except under extenuating circumstances, SEEK students are required to enroll as
full-time students. (The Guidelines for the Structure and Operation of the SEEK Program of the City University
of New York, 6-27-94, F2.)
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more they try to work the system, the heavier the courseload they must carry and the higher the
grades they must earn.

When these overwhelmed students fal behind on TAP s program pursuit or academic progress
requirements, New Y ork State law provides that they can restore their TAP dligibility by taking
aleave of absence of at least one calendar year or transferring to another college. Theserules
go along way toward explaining two heretofore mysterious phenomenaa CUNY: the “stop-
out” phenomenon, whereby students take six, eight, or even ten years to earn their degree
because they only attend every other year or s0; and the phenomenon of students apparently
dropping out of CUNY in bad academic standing, only to resurface the following semester as
incoming trandfer sudents at another college. Both of these phenomena undoubtedly contribute
to CUNY'’ s poor graduation rates (see accompanying report, Beyond Graduation Rates).

The effect of the financid aid rules is dramatic when one looks at the proportion of CUNY
undergraduates who begin college as full-time degree sudents. The mgority of CUNY
students attend full-time and are matriculated in degree programs. More than two-thirds of
degree-seeking undergraduates are full-time, while the vast mgority of non-degree sudents are

part-time.

Table 16. Fall 1997 Under graduate Enrollment, by Full-Time/Part-Time Attendance
and Degree Program

Full-time Part-time Total
Bachelor’'s 56,248 66% 28,619 34% 84,867
Associate 52,725 70% 22,935 3% 75,660
Certificate 449 61% 282 3% 731
Non-degree 851 6% 13,093 A% 13,944
Total 110,273 63% 64,929 37% 175,202

Source: CUNY Student DataBook: Fall 1997, Val. I, pp. 11-17.

About three-quarters of CUNY freshmen are enrolled full-time, but that percentage drops
noticeably in each succeeding classyear. While the percentage of CUNY senior college
students who attend full timeis about ten percentage points below the nationd average, the
percentage of CUNY community college students who attend full time is double the nationa

average?™

Meanwhile, there are no federd, Sate, or CUNY regulations on how many hours afull-time
sudent who is recaiving financid aid may work, nor are there any regulaions on how many
credit hours aworking student may take”® Thus, according to a 1995 CUNY survey, 13% of
CUNY’ s full-time undergraduates reported working 35 or more hours per week. " Smilary,

279 CUNY Student Data Book: Fall 1997, Vol. I, 171.
280 Mirrer “Responses” memo.
281 CUNY Student Data Book: Fall 1997, Vol. I, 169.
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CUNY has no workload guidelines for basic skills students. Thus, according to the same 1995
survey, athird of basic skills students in bachelor’ s programs and more than a quarter of basic
skills students in associate programs reported work commitments of 20 or more hours per
W@(.ZSZ

3. The Basic Configuration of Remediation at CUNY

While CUNY faculty and administrators would generdly agree that the main purpose of
remediation is to prepare students for college-level work,” there is no consensus on how to
dructure aremedid program to achieve that purpose. There are some fundamenta smilarities
inremedid programs across the university. For example, the mgority of remediaion at CUNY
takes place within the context of atraditiona degree program, and most remedid students are
smultaneoudy enrolled in college-level courses®* Beyond those similarities, however, the
relationship between remedid and college-level coursework varies from college to college.
Thereis college-by-college variation in remedia placement policies, limits on remediation, the
configuration of remediad courses and departments, and the use of prerequisites.

Mogt notably, there is no CUNY -wide policy mandating remedid courses for students who
have failed one or more of the FSATs. While most of the colleges place these students into
basic skillsand ESL course sequences, Baruch and Lehman mainstream basic skills students
into regular classrooms and address their basic skills needs outside of dass® Baruch and

Y ork aso prohibit students with low WAT scores from enrolling in their regular ESL sequences,
students must instead enrall in the CUNY Language Immersion Program (“CLIP’) or complete
their ESL requirements a another CUNY college, on “permit.” Table 17, below, summarizes
each college' s placement policy for sudents who initidly fail one or more of the FSATS, aswell
as any policies limiting remediation.

282 (Basic Skills & ESL Overview, 5 & Tables 5a & 5b.) According to the U.S. Department of Education’s 1995-96
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study, 55% of students who were employed full-time while in college said that
work had a negative effect on their grades, compared with one-third of those who worked 16-20 hours per week
and just one-fifth of those who worked 1-15 hours per week. (NCES 98-013, 152.)

283 See Section V.C.1, “The Goals of Remediation at CUNY,” for further discussion of this issue.

284 These common features of remediation at CUNY are not necessarily the result of a consensus about what is
best for students. Section 2, above, explains how financial aid eligibility rules encourage these features, and Section
V.C.2.3, below, explains that CUNY collects no data on which remediation practices are most effective. See
Sections 4 and 5, below, for a brief discussion of alternative configurations (i.e., immersion and continuing
education).

285 Note that Lehman’s admissions standards are significantly lower than Baruch’s, with the result that Lehman
has far more basic skills students, and a higher percentage of students with severe remedial needs.
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Table17. 1997-98 Remedial Placement Policies and Time Limitsfor Students Who
Initially Failed FSATS, by Subject Area and College

Senior Reading Writing Math ESL Semester Repeat Limit
Colleges Limit
Baruch mainstreame tutorial summer or WAT score: 2 academic
d permit* 6 - course dismissal
5 - cont. ed. upon 2™
4 - permit* or failureto
CLIP pass
required
remedial
course
Brooklyn course course course course 1 !
City course course course course 2 “
Hunter course course course course 1 “
John Jay course course course course 2 “
Lehman mainstreame | mainstreame course course 2 “
d d
M edgar course course course course 2 “
Evers
N.Y. City course course course course 2 “
Tech
Queens course course course course 1 !
Staten course course course course 2 “
Island
York course course course WAT score: 2 “
high 4 -
course
low 4 -
permit* or
CLIP
Community
Colleges
BMCC course course course course none none
Bronx course course course course none none
(lowest level
advised to
enroll in
CLIP)
Hostos course course course course none none
Kingsborou course course course course none academic
gh dismissal
upon 2™
failureto
pass
required
remedial
course
LaGuardia course course course course none none
Queens- course course course course none academic
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borough dismissal
upon 2™
failureto
pass
required
remedial
course

Sources: Mirrer “Responses’ memo; ESL and Basic Skills Courses by College; college interviews.
* A “permit” allows a student matriculated at one CUNY college to take courses at another CUNY college.

Pursuant to two 1995 Trustees' resolutions, CUNY senior colleges are currently prohibited
from offering more than two semesters of remediation, and their students are subject to
academic dismissal upon the second failure to pass arequired remedia course®® Itis
important to note that a two-semester maximum can be interpreted as alowing, when
necessary, five “treatments’:  the pre-freshman summer program, the fal semester, the January
intersession, the pring semester, and the summer following freshman year — plus workshops,
learning centers, and tutoring. Similarly, a one-semester maximum can alow three trestments.®’
The inditutiond framework of remediation is not uniform across CUNY. The math and English
departments are in charge of basic skillsat most CUNY colleges. At Queensborough,

however, the Department of Basic Educationa Skills covers reading, writing, and ESL;
gmilarly, BMCC's Department of Developmental Skills offers credit-bearing coursesin critical
thinking and linguigtics, dong with non-credit ESL. and reading classes. Some colleges locate
ESL in the English department, while a others ESL is part of an “ingtitute’ or specia program,
or even—asa York — part of the foreign language department. At Medgar Evers, reading,
writing, and ESL courses are al offered through the Department of Languages, Literature,
Communication Skills and Philosophy. In sum, one might say that CUNY  has both
decentralized and centralized remediation models.

Under the umbrella“ Coordinated Freshman Program,” the university both provides for direct
instruction to remedia students and sponsors curricular and ingtructiona innovation.?®® The
Coordinated Freshman Program includes summer and intersesson immersion programs, which
we describe later, and academic year programs, which we describe in this section.
Academic-year programs for freshmen commonly include the following dements.

Freshman orientation seminar. Thisistypicaly one hour per week, covering effective
study habits, time management skills, and student adjustment to college.

Block programming (described below).

286 Board of Trustees, Minutes, 6-29-95, 99.
287 Hunter, interview, 7-22-98.
288 CUNY, July Responses, 14.
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“Linked” or “paired” courses. A basc skillsor ESL courseislinked with adegree-
credit-bearing content-area course. The topics and readings covered in the content course
are used as the basis for skill development in the remedid writing or reading course.

Supplemental or compensatory instruction. This gpproach involves placing remedia
sudentsin college-level courses and using a variety of methods — such as study groups,
tutors, and extra hours of ingtruction — to help students stay up to speed.  Some colleges
place tutors directly in the classroom, where they are supposed to get to know the students
and identify the ones who are having difficulty. Outsde of class, the tutors are supposed to

re-teach what was covered in class; help students with individua problems; and work on
study technicues, note-taking and test-taking strategies, and critical thinking skills?*

Support services. Both remedid and regular students have access to campus learning
centers and computer labs, academic and persona counseling, and tutoring by trained peer
tutors and faculty. Some colleges provide self-paced, computer-asssted ingtruction.
Some colleges aso provide support services designed to assst Sudentsin “developing a
positive sdf-image.”

Faculty development. Faculty must develop the skills they need to collaborate effectively
in conducting blocked and linked programs?®

While some of these eements were originaly designed for remedid, SEEK, and CD students,
some colleges have extended their use to al freshmen.

Interviewees pointed out that CUNY colleges are increasingly using block programming,
whereby agroup of students attend a cluster of courses together.?* At Hunter College, for
example, double-remedid students can take a block program entitled “Foundations,” which
includes five of the following courses

Reading

Writing Workshop

Elementary Algebraand Geometry or Basic Structures of Mathematics
Map of Knowledge

Introduction to Sociology or Conquered Peoplesin America
Introduction to Music

Orientation Seminar or Orientation for Success™

289 Watson, memo 1-26-98; Lehman, interview, 7-23-97.

290 Watson, memo 1-26-98.

291 |n 1995, the Trustees passed a resolution encouraging the use of this practice. (Watson 1-26-98 memo.)
292 Hunter “Foundations” pamphlet.
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Block programming & CUNY hasadud motivation. Firs, it isdesgned to facilitate the
trangtion from high school to college — particularly for underprepared students — by fostering the
development of “learning communities’ that can offer academic and socia support. Second,
block programming is thought to provide a“ cohesive learning experience’ for CUNY s all-
commuter sudent body. As one professor explained, whereas resdential studentsreturn to a
dormitory or roommates after classes, commuter students return to their homes, jobs, and
families —which place competing demands on their time. Block programming is a subgtitute for
the dormitory experience, enabling commuter students to make friends quickly and begin to
develop asense of community. Proponents believe that block programming increases student
achievement, involvement in college activities, and retention.?*

Some schools use FSAT scores to block students with smilar remedid needs together and link
remedid ingtruction with subject matter ingtruction. A notable exception is Lehman, which
offers no reading or writing basic skills classes, but instead maingstreams dl reading and writing
basic skills sudents in block programs with non-remedia students (this model makes extensve
use of in-classroom tutors). Remediation instructors at Lehman stated that this approach spurs
remedid students to higher levels of achievement and reduces stigmatization of sudents who fail
skills tests, but they produced no evidence of this®* They aso stated that, because students
form friendships across ability levels, informa peer tutoring arrangements spring up that result in
benefits both to the remedid student and the better-prepared student who is providing the help.
They acknowledged, however, that (1) the better-prepared students may reap fewer benefits
from mainstreaming than the remedia students; and (2) the neediest remedid students may be
overwhemed by afull schedule of college-level classes.

Each college establishes its own policy regarding dlowing remedid studentsto enroll in regular
academic courses. All colleges dlow students to take some regular courses while they arein
remediation (the aternative would be to deny remedid students digibility for TAP), athough the
options are often limited. Speech, hedth and physical education, and psychology were most
frequently mentioned college-level courses that remedid students can take. Some colleges
broaden the options available to remedid students by offering compensatory coursesin avariety
of aress.

Many of the programs offered to other remedia and non-remedia freshmen are mandatory for
SEEK and CD students. At Brooklyn College, for example, dl SEEK students are
automatically scheduled in blocked courses for their first two semesters. Students take 26
hours per week of remedia and core courses that follow atheme. They are dso divided into
study groups, each of which has 10 students and atutor. In each of the first two semesters,
Brooklyn's SEEK students accumulate just 4.5 credits®

293 Hunter Fall 1998 Block Program pamphlets; Lehman, interview, 7-23-98.

294 See accompanying report, Beyond Graduation Rates, for a discussion of CUNY’'s inability to demonstrate the
effectiveness of its policies and programs.

295 (\Watson, memo, 1-26-98.) Brooklyn's 1991 SEEK entrants had lower retention and graduation rates than
those at every other senior college except City. (Beyond Graduation Rates.)
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All SEEK and CD students who have failed one or more of the FSATs are required to
participate in CUNY’s summer skillsimmersion program.”® In thefall, SEEK and CD students
who require remediation are placed according to the college’ s norma remedid placement
requirements. SEEK and CD students also receive additiona counsdling, one-on-one and
small-group tutoring, supplementd ingtruction, and financid aid, over and above the services
provided to regularly admitted students®’

Conversdy, severd of programs that provide support for remedia students are offered to all
students. For example, many campuses offer block programs designed around themes or
geared towards particular mgors, such as pre-med, nuraing, and business. Typicdly, dl
instructors in the block work together to coordinate curricula around the theme.?®

4, Alternative configurations. USIP, CLIP, and Continuing Education

a) Univer gty SkillsImmersion Program

The Univergity Skills Immersion Program (“USIP’), which is part of the Coordinated Freshman
Program, offersintensve indruction in al three basic skills and ESL. during the summer and
January intersesson. Courses combine intengve skills ingtruction with academic content.
Through their participation in USIP, many students who failed one or more of their FSATson
the first attempt are able to obtain a passing score — or at least get a head start on thelr
remediation — before the start of classes. The importance of this program is increasing asthe
Trustees enact gricter limits on remediation.

USIPisoffered on dl CUNY campuses and is avallable to students at no cost. Summer
sessons range from two to seven weeks in length, with atypical sesson lasting Sx weeks, four
days per week for an average of five hoursaday. Coursework isusualy supplemented with
tutoring and counsding. The campuses are free to experiment with different formats, however,
and there are many variations depending on the subject, the leve of sudents, and available

resources.’®

For example, in 1998, the College of Staten Idand offered two-week modules for students who
were close to passing one of the FSATs. LaGuardia s summer program, known as Quick
Start, uses two- to four-week sessions, and classes meet for up to seven hours per day.*® ESL

296 (Mirrer “Responses” attachment.) SEEK and CD students who pass all three FSATSs are “advised” to attend
the summer immersion program. (Proto, ibid.; see also Board of Trustees, Minutes, 6-26-95, 99 (resolving that
all special program students “should attend the prefreshmen [sic] summer program”).)

297 CUNY, Responses, 8-18-98, 22-23.

298 | ehman, interview, 7-23-98; Hunter, interview, 7-22-98.

299 \Watson, memo 1-26-98.

300 Staten Island, interview, 7-29-98; Alison Gendar, “Summer catchup time at LaG,” Daily News, 8-6-98, 5.
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immersion courses tend to run at least a month and give students 30-35 hours per week to
concentrate on improving language skills>*

The January intersession verson of USIP offers intengve ingtruction over a one- to three-week
period. Thisperiod is often used to extend the semester for students who are close to passing a
course they took inthefdl. Itisaso used as an intensive three-week startup period for spring
semester ESL courses. Findly, a many colleges, the intersesson USIP focuses on students
who are very close to passing their FSATs>% Data are not available on the intersession
usIp.3®

Participation in USIP is voluntary, except for SEEK and CD students, who are required to
atend if they have failed one or more of the FSATs** Participantsfal into three mgjor
categories. newly admitted freshmen; continuing students, who may have first entered CUNY
the previous spring or even earlier; and transfer students.

USIP grew steadily during its first decade, from about 500 students in its pilot summer, to 9,226
students in the summer of 1995.3% Then, in 1996, CUNY implemented two important new
policies that had an impact on USIP participation: the senior collegesimposed limits on the
number of semesters of remediation students could take, and enrollment in USIP became
mandatory for al SEEK and CD students who had failed one or more FSATs*® Asaresult of
these measures, summer enrollment jumped 27% in 1996, and an additiond 24% in 1997; see
Table 18, below. The summer program posted moderate growth in 1998, serving atota of
15,192 students.*”

301 Watson 1-26-98 memo.

302 Watson 1-26-98 memo.

303 Basic Skills & ESL Overview, n.3.

304 (Mirrer “Responses” attachment.) SEEK and CD students who pass all three FSATSs are “advised” to attend
the summer immersion program. (Proto, interview, 7-7-98.)

305 USIP Assessment, 5; Mirrer “Responses” attachment.

306 Board of Trustees, Minutes, 6-26-95, 99.

307 Task Force staff observed several USIP classes during the summer of 1998. The quality and style of instruction
varied, but we were consistently struck by the almost palpable deficit of abstract thinking skills among community
college basic writing students. For example, we observed as one instructor attempted to lead a discussion of a
reading assignment on cloning, in preparation for writing a WAT-type essay, but the students’ grasp of the
scientific concepts was so weak that the discussion alternately veered wildly and faltered. In another class, an
instructor carefully and cheerfully walked students through the process of developing a WAT essay on the theme,
“Why do we need both fears and fantasies?” Again, however, the students seemed unable to grasp the theme,
much less organize their thoughts into an essay.
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Table 18. Summer Immersion Program Participation and Annual Growth, 1993-1998

Total Students FEK CD

Year # % # % # %

Number | Growth | Growth | Number | Growth | Growth | Number | Growth | Growth
1993 9,217 787 378
1994 8,873 -344 - 4% 770 -17 - 2% 488 +110 + 29%
1995 9,226 +353 + 4% 610 - 160 -21% 317 -171 - 35%
1996 11,710 | +2484 +27% 1,275 +665 | +109% 1,027 +710 | +224%
1997 14530 | +2,820 + 24% 1,808 +533 +42% 955 -72 - 7%
1998 15,192 + 662 +5% 1,949 +141 + 8% 1,232 + 277 +29%
Total 68,748 7,199 4,397

Source: Mirrer “Responses’ attachment.

According to newspaper reports, rapid expansion has strained the program’ s capacity at some
colleges. For example, while 450 students participated in LaGuardia’s USIP during the summer
of 1997, enrollment was up to 600 in 1998, and demand was so high that LaGuardia could
have added 10 more dassesiif it had more space and funding.®®

When the Trustees voted recently to phase out remedia course ingtruction in bachelor’s
programs beginning in January 2000, they provided that a senior college could continue to
provide remediation to prospective bachelor’ s students “only during its summer sessions.”>*®
This suggests that the senior colleges will no longer be permitted to provide remediation to
prospective bachelor’ s degree students during the January intersession.

b) CUNY Language Immersion Program

In October, 1995, CUNY piloted the CUNY Language Immersion Program (“CLIP’), which
is designed to provide interested students who have been accepted to a CUNY college but
have subgtantia language-learning needs with the option to defer their enrollment and participate
in an intensve English program of 25 hours per week for up to one year. While deferring
freshmen make up the mgority of CLIP participants, the program aso serves matricul ated
sudents who have failed one semester of ESL, aswell as students who have been dismissed
from one of CUNY’s senior colleges as aresult of having failed the same ESL course twice,
pursuant to university policy.**

Prior to the establishment of CLIP, increasing numbers of immigrant students were depleting
ther financid aid funds on semester after semester of non- or low-credit English language study.

308 Alison Gendar, “Summer catchup time at LaG,” Daily News, 8-6-98, 5.
309 Board of Trustees, Minutes, 5-26-98, 114.

310 CLIP Final Report, 1-2.
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Now these same students can learn English in CLIP without using their financid aid. CLIP
students typically pay just $10 per week >

All CLIP stes are supposed to follow the same ingtructiond philosophy (“a halitic gpproach to
language development that integrates listening, speaking, reading, and writing, in the context of
academic preparation”) and curricular guiddines that were established by a university-wide
committee. Aswith dl other CUNY remedid programs that we have studied, however, course
offerings and content vary from site to site a the option of the local instructors.**2

According to officid CUNY palicy, entrance into and exit from CLIP isvoluntary. The Office
of Academic Affairs has recommended, however, that once stable profiles are developed that
can predict ability to benefit, student advisement guidelines should be established for program
participation and readiness to return to college studies® The fact that no university-wide
participation guidelines have been established after more than two years of program operations
is consgtent with CUNY’ s shotgun approach to remediation in generd. It seems axiomatic that
improved assessment and guidance would yield more direct hits.

Perhaps redlizing this, some colleges seem to have established such guidelines dready. For
example, a York and Baruch, we were told that the lowest-level ESL students — those who
score a4 or lesson the WAT —are not permitted to enrall in the bachelor’s program. Instead,
they are given the choice of enrolling in another CUNY college or CLIP.

One reason that Y ork is so willing to refer sudentsto CLIP isthat it ishometo oneof CLIP's
gx gtes. (The others are located at Bronx Community College, Kingshborough, LaGuardia,
N.Y. City Tech, and the Upper Manhattan site of BMCC.) Even though CLIP students, after
completing their language preparation, are supposed to return to the college to which they were
initidly admitted, collegesthat are not CLIP sites have complained that some of their deferring
freshmen decide, after attending CLIP, to switch to another CUNY college.

C) Continuing Education

A number of CUNY colleges offer remedid education through their continuing education
divisons. Infact, remedid students make up a substantia percentage of CUNY’' s continuing
education headcount. The impetus for the senior colleges to shift remediation out of degree
programs and into continuing education comes from the Trustees' June 1995 resolution setting a
one- or two-semester maximum on basic skillsand ESL remediation for sudents in degree
programs. That resolution explicitly provided that colleges could offer additiona basic skills or

311 (CLIP Final Report, 1-2.) The fee for non-residents is higher, approximately $30 per week, and the fee for
welfare recipients is reduced to approximately $2.50 per week. (CLIP Executive Summary, 1.)

312 CLIP Final Report, 3.
313 |pid., 14.
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ESL through their adult and continuing education programs®*  Asaresult, CUNY senior
colleges are reexamining (or, in some cases, establishing) continuing education divisons as an
option for delivering basic skillsand ESL ingtruction to current and prospective undergraduate
degree students.

PwC found that three senior colleges — Baruch, Hunter, and Queens — offer basic skillsand
ESL through their continuing education programs to significant numbers of participants (in 1996-
97, Baruch and Queens each served about 2,900 remedia students through continuing
education, and Hunter served about 7,400)."> Some colleges actualy divert degree students
who require remediation into their continuing education divisons. For example, Baruch ESL
students who score a5 on the WAT are not admitted to the regular ESL. course sequence;
ingtead, they are placed into an ESL course offered through Baruch’s continuing education
divison.*'® Medgar Evers (which in 1996-97 served only about 700 remedia studentsin
continuing education) is congdering setting up a four-track system, whereby students who are
subgtantiadly underprepared for college would be referred to continuing education to work on
ther skills, sudents with some basic skills needs would work on their skills in the context of a
degree program; regular degree students would be on amiddle track; and honors students
would be on the highest track.®!” The importance of remediation offered through the senior
colleges continuing educeation divisonsislikdy to increase as CUNY gears up to end
remediation in its bachelor’s programs.3'®

Severa of CUNY’s community colleges aready serve large numbers of remedia students
through continuing education. PwC found that in 1996-97, remedia headcount in the
community colleges continuing education programs totaled just over 17,500. LaGuardia,
Kingsborough, and Queensborough had the largest programs®*® Of dl the community colleges,
only Hostos said that they encourage their most underprepared students to defer college
entrance and attend continuing education instead. In 1996-97, however, just under 200
students took remedia courses through Hostos continuing education division.®?°

5. Condudons

CUNY'’ sinconsstent remediation standards and practices give the impresson thet thereisa
great variety of remediation configurationsat CUNY . In redlity, however, the bulk of

314 University Budget Planning & Policy Options, 4.

315 PwC, Report I, 14, Table 18.

316 Baruch, interview, 2-10-99.

317 Medgar Evers, interview, 7-16-98; PwC, Report |, Table 18.

318 The Office of Institutional Research and Analysis prepared a worst-case scenario projecting a total decline of
40% in bachelor entrants as the Trustees’ May 26, 1998 resolution is phased in; they projected that City, John Jay,
Lehman, N.Y. City Tech, and York would experience a decline of more than 50% in the number of entering
students in the first year of implementation. Lavin and Weininger (1999) project slightly steeper declines.

319 PwC, Report I, Table 18.

320 Hostos, interview, 7-15-98; PwC, Report |, Table 18.
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remediation a CUNY is conducted within ardatively narrow range, congtrained by the
traditiona college framework. While there is some evidence of crestivity — continuing education
a Baruch; Sdf-Regulatory Learning a N.Y. City Tech; and the CUNY Language Immersion
Program, for example — the systlem overal is very much “in the box.” The mgority of remedid
students — even those with deep remedia needs — use the same financid aid programs and pay
the same tuition as prepared students, are funneled into the same traditiond, full-time degree
programs, and sign up for many of the same college-level courses. Remedia courses, like
credit-bearing courses, are generally semester-length and meet only afew hours per week. The
mogt extreme example of CUNY’s one-sze-fits-al approach is Lehman’s policy of
maingtreaming remedia reading and writing students into the same college courses as prepared
students.

CUNY’s policy of funnding the vast mgority of its remedid students into full-time degree
programs has devastating consequences. Many students become overwhelmed, flunk courses,
and drop out. Still others use their financid aid to pay for remedid courses, then find that they
have exhausted their digibility before accumulating enough credits to earn a degree.

B. Assessment

1. The Freshman Skills Assessment Tests

For 20 years, CUNY’ s assessment program has consisted chiefly of a set of skills assessment
testsin reading, writing, and mathematics. These three tests are known by different acronyms at
each college, but for the sake of consistency we refer to them asthe FSATs. Students first
encounter the FSATs upon admission to CUNY (but prior to enrollment), when al freshmen
and transfers are required to take the tests for placement purposes. The pre-enrollment test
results are used to determine whether a student may proceed directly to college-level work or
whether aparticular level of remediation is needed. The results are dso used — often in
conjunction with other indicators such as sef-identification and interviews — to place sudentsin
ESL.

As students are admitted, UAPC schedules them to St for the FSATs at the college a which
they have been admitted. Scoring is by machine for the reading and math tests, which are
multiple choice. The writing test, which is an essay, is scored centrdly by CUNY -trained
reeders throughout the spring and early summer; in mid-summer, however, scoring of the writing
test is delegated to the individua campuses, each of which hasits own CUNY -trained reeders.

In addition to the pre-enrollment placement test, the CUNY colleges dso administer the FSATSs
at various times after enrollment. Those results are used for other purposes, including
certification, graduation from associate degree programs, and, at some colleges, exit from
remediation.

91



a) The Reading Assessment Test

CUNY uses the Reading Comprehension Test of the College Board' s Descriptive Tests of
Language Skills ("DTLS’) asitsreading skills assessment test (“RAT”). The RAT isa45-
minute multiple-choice test containing 45 questions. The questions cover three aspects of
reading comprehension: (1) identifying word and phrase meaning through context; (2)
understanding literd and interpretive meaning; and (3) understanding writers assumptions,
opinions, and tone3?

The minimum passing scores for the two forms of the RAT currently in useis 30 out of 45. The
test is normed on college students. According to numerous CUNY sources, the passing score
represents an 11" grade reading level, more or less**

b) The Mathematics Assessment Test

The mathematics skills assessment test (“MAT”), developed by CUNY mathematics faculty,
congsts of 80 questions and is divided into two sections. (1) arithmetic and dementary algebra;
and (2) intermediate algebra, trigonometry, and precaculus. Placement into required basic
mathematics courses is based on the results of the first section, which contains 40 multiple
choice questions and has a minimum passing score of 25 (or 62.5%), which represents, at most,
9th-grade-level competency.®* Placement into more advanced mathematics courses is based
on the second section of the test, for which the individua colleges set minimum passing scores
based on their requirements and curricula. Students have two and a hdf hours to complete the
M AT.324

C) The Writing Assessment Test

The writing assessment test (“WAT”) was devel oped by the CUNY Task Force on Writing.
Students are given 50 minutes to write an impromptu, persuasive essay in response to one of
two topics. Each topic conssts of a brief statement about a common, pop-socia issue. The
directions ask students to take a position in response to the statement and to support or explain
their pogition by drawing on their own experiences, observation, or reading. The directions
suggest that students alot part of their time to planning and proofreading.®®

321 FSAP Student Information Bulletin.

322 E.g., Crain v. Reyonolds, Defendants’ Trial Exhibit E, 1331.

323 (Baruch, interview, 2-10-99; John Jay, interview, 7-22-98; Lehman, interview, 7-23-98.) Whereas CUNY
officially considers intermediate algebra to be college-level math, most other U.S. colleges and some CUNY
colleges consider intermediate algebra to be a remedial course. (Adelman, 1996.)

324 FSAP Student Information Bulletin.

325 | bid.
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Each essay isread by two trained readers and scored holigtically on asix-point scae. In order
to pass, an essay must receive arating of at least 4 from each reader, for atota of at least 8
(out of apossble 12). If one reader rates the essay at 3 or below and the other ratesit at 4 or
above, athird reader resolves the disagreement. For example, an essay with successive scores
of 4-3-4 recelves apassing tota of 8, while an essay with successive scores of 4-3-3 recelves a
faling totd of 6.

2. The Task Force s Andysis of CUNY’'s Assessment Program

Testing experts & RAND evaduated CUNY'’ s assessment program according to the following
criteria

a) Rdiability —What isthe likelihood that a student’ s pass/fail status on atest would remain
the same regardless of which form of that test the student took or which grader scored the
test?

b) Validity —How well does atest accomplish the specific purpose for which it isbeing
used? For example, in the case of aremedid placement test, how well does the test
distinguish between students who truly need remedia instruction and those who do not?

c) Fairness— Arethetests secure againgt cheating? How are passing scores chosen? How
weighty are the decisions that are made based on the test scores?

d) Cost—What arethe total and per-student costs of the assessment program and its
components?*%°

The Task Force' s analysis revedls serious problems with CUNY’' s assessment program. Note
that our criticisms of CUNY’' s assessment program should not be construed as a criticism of
standardized testing in generd. To the contrary, the Task Force' s research consistently found
that standardized testing, done properly, isacriticd tool for assessng not only student
achievement and progress, but aso the effectiveness of educationa policies and ingtitutions.

a) Placement and pre-testing

In order to be effective, a placement testing program should sort students into the correct
categories. In order to be efficient, it should also yield diagnostic-prescriptive information about

326 RAND calculated the costs of initial FSAT administration only. PwC did a more comprehensive analysis of the
costs of remediation testing at CUNY, and found that CUNY’s annual expenditures total approximately $1.5
million — which works out to an average of $46 per new student (freshmen and transfers). (PwC, Report I, 27;
CUNY Student Data Book: Fall 1997, Vol. I, 56, 63.)
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each student’ s strengths and weaknesses, which ingtructors can use to tailor curriculaand
ingtruction to student needs. CUNY'’s placement testing program fails on both counts. Not
only do the FSATs lack sophisticated diagnostic-prescriptive capacity, according to CUNY
interviewees, the FSATs do not sort students properly either, for at least three reasons. Firgt,
RAND found that there is no assurance that CUNY has set FSAT passing scores at
appropriate levels, second, RAND found that because the WAT requires students to answer
only asingle essay question, at least 25% (and probably more) of firg-time WAT takers are
erroneoudy categorized (i.e., they fal when they should pass or pass when they should fail); and
third, CUNY interviewees stated that the FSATSs are inadequate to assess the language abilities
of ESL students (we discuss this point in more detail in Section ¢, below).

(@) Validity and fairness of passing scores

According to RAND, in order for the FSATs to be effective in separating those students who
require remediation from those who do not, CUNY would need to determine what the various
possible test scores mean in terms of student readiness for college-level work, then set passing
scores accordingly. Yet CUNY does not conduct the kind of controlled, systematic research
on passing scores that would be necessary to ensure that the FSATs are vdid and fair.

2 Rdliability, validity, and fairness of the WAT

For severd years, CUNY has been aware that the WAT has religbility problems. CUNY’s
ongoing WAT Audit program, which the degree of consstency among collegesin
scoring the WAT, discovered that the inter-reader disagreement rate in scoring the WAT
ranged from 13% to 22% between 1984 and 1993.%*" According to RAND, however,
CUNY’saudits of inter-reader consstency shed light on only asmall part of the WAT's
religbility problems. A thorough religbility anayss typicdly involves examining the degree to
which a student’ s performance is consstent across different questions, not just the consistency
with which different readers score the same answer. RAND found that inter-reader consistency
is not the mgjor source of the WAT’ sreliability problems. Rather, the reason that single-
question essay tests such asthe WAT are problematic is that students are not highly consstent
with themsdalvesin their writing ability across questions. “In other words, a student’s score is as
much or more a function of the student’ s unique response to the particular question that is asked
asit is of the student’s overal ability to write”3?®

Although it may be counterintuitive to think that a straightforward-seeming exam could yield
results that are little better than the flip of a coin, psychometric studies of essay tests show that,
on a single-essay test, a single question does not produce a score that even comes close to the

3271 The CUNY Writing Assessment Test Audit Results 1984-1993, Oct. 1994, 2.
328 RAND (Klein & Orlando).
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acceptable rdiability of .90 on a zero to one scale. Indeed, based on studies of smilar Sngle-
question essay tests, RAND estimated that the WAT’ s score rdigbility isin the range of .25 to
.60, and that at least 25% (and probably more) of firs-time WAT takers are erroneousy
categorized —i.e., they fail when they should pass or pass when they should fail.*® RAND’s
findings are supported by the observations of CUNY’ swriting instructors. For example, one
Kingsborough writing instructor said that remedia students view passing the WAT aslike
winning the lottery.>*

When large-scale, high-stakes assessment fdls into the wrong hands, students are midabeled
and unfairly stereotyped by the results. For example, CUNY students who repestedly fail the
WAT are encouraged to register for learning-disabled status or to meet with a psychologist who
will “diagnose’ the difficulty.®*

Moreover, CUNY faculty and administrators have developed severd theories asto why various
minority groups performed poorly on the WAT; these theories vary with the demographics of
the college. For example, at Hostos, we were told that Hispanics take longer to make their
point, but they get there eventudly. (Trandaion: many sudentsfaled to write concisdy.) At
Queens, we were told that Asians are not taught to argue for aposition, and that they do better
if they are coached to write their WAT essay as though they were telling astory. (Trandation:
many students failed to write persuasively.) And at Medgar Evers, we were told that Caribbean
sudents learned a British didect. (Trandation: many students lacked facility with sandard
written English.)

Another faculty response to the perceived unfairness of the WAT isthe urge to give sudents
passing scores even if the test essay is poorly written. For example, Sternglass suggests training
WAT readersto “look below the surface” of student responses to identify students who
“deserve’ to pass because their responses, athough poorly expressed, are “thoughtful.”*¥ This
gpproach does not get at the root of the WAT’ sreliability problem, however, and might actually
decrease inter-reader consstency and the test’ s vdidity as ameasure of writing skills.

Findly, CUNY’s Office of Academic Affairs has proposed lowering the passing score on the
WAT from 80 6.3 Again, this proposa would do nothing to improve the test’s rlighility.

(3 Diagnostic-prescriptive capacity of the FSATs

FSAT resaults are not used systematicaly to diagnose individua students' particular problems.
Remedid ingtructors know that their students have failed one of the FSATS, and they may even

329 RAND (Klein & Orlando).

330 CAWS Conference — Markson.

331 CAWS Conference — Markson, audience.

332 (Sternglass, 144-47.)

333 See Crain v. Reynolds, Testimony of Louise Mirrer, 819-22, 856-58, 866.
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know each student’s numerical score. Generdly, however, they do not see the actud test
papers, nor do they receive an anaysis of the test results®** Indeed, in the case of the WAT,
which is scored “holigticaly,” the readers do not create any record of how they decided to
assign a particular score to astudent’ stest. Thus, writing ingtructors interviewed by the Task
Force staff explained that they would have to re-read each test to determine whether a
particular sudent has mgor problems with grammar and spelling, for example, or whether she
faled because her essay was badly organized or unresponsve to the question. Because the
FSATs are not used diagnodticaly, vauable ingructiona time islost as remediation ingtructors
spend the first part of the semester trying to become familiar with students’ individual needs>*®
Moreover, to the extent that indtructors are unable to pinpoint individua students problems,
they cannot know whether they are giving them the instruction they need.

Indeed, widespread dissatisfaction with the FSATSs has led remediation instructors throughout
the university to develop an elaborate “ shadow assessment” network. Their gpproaches vary
considerably from college to college and classroom to classroom. For example, BMCC,
Queensborough, and N.Y . City Tech reedminister the WAT to every remedid student at the
beginning of the semegter to verify placement. N.Y. City Tech uses the Degrees of Reading
Power exam to determine students' reading levels and measure progress through remediation,
and they are experimenting with an off-the-shelf, computer-adaptive math assessment test that
has diagnostic-prescriptive capacity. LaGuardia administers an essay test during the second
meseting of its remedid writing classes to determine whether students need to go to the writing
center, and uses a commercidly-available test (the Nelson-Denny) to refine its assessment of all
remedia reading students early in the semester. Staten Idand goes through alabor-intensve
diagnogtic process to create homogeneous groupings of remedid studentsin its summer
programs. Moreover, aswe discuss later, each college has developed its own ESL placement
methods and remediation exit standards.

b) Progresstesting, post-testing, exit from remediation, and
certification

Defenders of postsecondary remediation have recently been heard to argue that thereis no
consistent standard for what constitutes “ college-level” work.***  Whatever truth there may be
in this gpology for the status quo, it is of little use to the Task Force, whose interest isin
recommending reforms that will strengthen CUNY and improve the education thet it providesto

334 To the extent that they receive diagnostic information based on the RAT, some instructors do not find that
information particularly helpful. (York, interview, 7-27-98.)

335 Additional time is lost during the month-long, centralized WAT-scoring process. Some students reportedly
arrive on campus before their FSAT scores are forwarded to the college. These factors further frustrate the colleges’
ability to use the FSATS to diagnose students and place them to maximize their chances of success. (N.Y. City
Tech., interview, 9-23-98; Queensborough, interview, 7-14-98.) Some interviewees recommended switching to a
commercially-available writing test that can be scored much more quickly. (See SectionV.B.3, The Task Force’s
Analysis of Off-the-Shelf Writing Assessment Instruments.)

336 The Institute for Higher Education Policy (“IHEP”), 1998.
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its tudents. While different indtitutions may set different sandards of what condtitutes college
readiness, that does not absolve each indtitution from setting its own standard and adhering to it.

CUNY isno exception. In its published guiddines for university assessment programs, the
Commission on Higher Education (“*CHE”), CUNY’ s accrediting agency, states that ingtitutions
should assess student progress through remedia programs

relative to carefully articulated exit proficiencies, the achievement of which certifiesthat a
student is ready for college-level work. It is necessary therefore to establish the
congruence between exit proficiencies for developmental courses and entrance criteria
for credit classes. ... The use of standardized test instruments to assess progress aso
may be appropriate, given the wide range of coordinated placement, diagnostic, and value-

added proficiency instruments available at the college level >
CUNY falsfar short of these guiddines:

Progresstesting. CUNY has not established university-wide an effective and efficient
way of measuring student progress through remediation. The colleges use a combination of
teacher-developed measures, off-the-shelf standardized tests, and thinly disguised versons
of the FSATs to assess student progress.

Remediation exit standard. Thereisno CUNY -wide standard for when students may
exit remedia sequences. Asthe Trustees scrutiny of remediation has increased in recent
years, S0 have the incentives for CUNY ingtructors and administrators to shorten remedia
sequences and move students out of remediation as quickly as possible®*® Because CUNY
has no objective, uniform exit tandards, however, there is no assurance that sudents who
have exited remediation are actudly prepared to enroll in credit-bearing courses.

Thereiswide variation in the exit sandards that the different colleges have adopted. Table 19,
below, shows the officid standards used by each college, but in some cases the practice
may deviate from these standards. According to Table 19, N.Y. City Tech isthe only
college that requires dl remedid students to passthe FSATsin order to exit remediation.
At the opposite extreme, LaGuardia requires only that the student pass areatively high
course in the remedia sequence, Queens College uses a “writing portfolio,” and Hostos
uses “multiple measures’ to determine when students may exit writing skills courses. The
downside of such gpproaches may be the amount of discretion wielded by individua
ingructors. To get around this problem, most colleges use some combination of the FSATs

37 CHE, 44.

338 This is consistent with a national tendency, reported by The Institute for Higher Education Policy, for colleges
to understate the amount of remediation they perform because they fear that their reputation for academic
excellence would be threatened. (IHEP, 1998.) We believe that accurate information is key to good
decisionmaking.
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and passing the course. Some campuses, such as John Jay, BMCC, and Kingsborough,
limit discretion by using departmenta exams and standardized reading tests,

Post-testing. CUNY has no university-wide policy on post-testing remedia students.
Post-testing is conducted sporadically, on a college-by-college basis. Some colleges use
the FSA TS as post-tests,**® but RAND found that CUNY cannot draw any meaningful
conclusions about student progress from these post-tests. Thisis because colleges
reedminigter the FSATs for avariety of reasons, with little or no regulation, throughout the
school year, which has led to breaches in test security.>* For example, due to frequent
recycling of the WAT, students familiarize themsalves with the 50 or so possible topics, do
research on the issues, and try to memorize an essay for each one*! CUNY’sfailureto
indtitute uniform pogt-testing using valid and secure ingruments undermines the Trustees
effortsto (1) ensure that remediation is effective and efficient; (2) maintain academic
gandards; and (3) facilitate articulation and transfer among the colleges.

Standards of college-readiness. CUNY has not established meaningful, university-wide
standards of readiness for credit-bearing classes. The consequences of this problem are
discussed further in Section V.C, “Remedid Curriculaand Ingtruction.”

Certification. Although the FSATswere originaly established to certify sudent readiness
for upper-divison study, CUNY faculty oppose their continued use for that purpose
because, among other reasons, the FSATs measure “minima competency” in “sub-college
skills’ rather than gauging the impeact of the freshman and sophomore curriculum.®*? Thus,
after years of controversy, the Trustees have voted to require a new certification test for
students entering in Fall 19993

339 See Table 19.

340 (RAND (Klein & Orlando).) In addition, through its College Now, Early Warning, and Bridge to College
programs, CUNY administers the FSATSs to high school students — which could potentially compromise test
security even further. (Staten Island, interview, 7-29-98; Queensborough, interview, 7-14-98; Lehman, interview,
7-23-98.)

341 CAWS Conference — August, 10-30-98; Bronx, interview, 10-1-98.

342 CUNY Assessment Review Report, 9.

343 See Section 111.1.3, “Testing Policy,” for more on the recent history of CUNY'’s assessment program.
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Table19. Remediation Exit Standards, by Subject Area and College

Senior Colleges READING WRITING MATH
Baruch (Students who fail the Pass WAT Pass course™
RAT areplaced inthe
writing seguence.)
Brooklyn Pass RAT Pass WAT Pass course or MAT
City Pass course & close to Pass course or WAT Pass course
passing RAT
Hunter (Pass RAT) or (pass (Pass coursg, final, and Pass MAT (students
course & closeto WAT) or (closeto who will be taking
passing RAT) passing RAT and WAT) | further math courses
must also pass
departmental final)
John Jay Pass course with Pass course with Pass course with
departmental final. departmental final. departmental final.
Lehman Mainstreamed Mainstreamed Pass course with C or
higher
Medgar Evers Pass course or RAT Pass course or WAT Pass course or MAT
N.Y. City Tech Pass RAT Pass WAT Atleast 70 averagein
remedial math and pass
MAT
Queens (Pass RAT) or (pass Passwriting portfolioor | Pass course
coursewith B or higher | WAT
& closeto passing RAT)
Staten Idand Pass RAT Pass departmental test Pass course or MAT
or WAT
York Pass course Pass course and WAT Pass course or MAT
Community Colleges READING WRITING MATH

BMCC

Score 12" grade level on
national standardized
reading test

(Pass WAT) or
(complete course and
demonstrate writing
competency to
instructor’ s satisfaction)

Pass course and pass
MAT with score of at
least 15in algebraand
score at least 70 on
departmental final

Bronx Pass departmental test Pass departmental test Pass course and MAT
(passing scoreishigher | modeled onthe WAT
for students who have
lower RAT scores)

Hostos Pass final Multiple measures Pass course or pass

MAT with score of at
least 14 in algebra

Kingsborough Pass departmental test Pass WAT Pass MAT or
or Nelson-Denny departmental exam.
LaGuardia Pass course Pass course Pass course
Queensborough Pass course and Pass course and closeto | Pass course
departmental test passing WAT

Source: ESL and Basic Skills Courses by College.

344 Throughout this table, “pass course” usually means that the student must pass one of the highest courses in

the remedial sequence.
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C) ESL Testing

CUNY’ s assessment program has a digproportionate negative impact on ESL students.
Students whaose native language is not English are overrepresented in first semester basic kills
courses (other than ESL), at 68% of those enrolled.®* The WAT, in particular, snares ESL
gudents — from the moment it is used to place them in an ESL sequence, to the day that it
prevents them from graduating. In fact, it is not uncommon for aCUNY ESL student’s
principal English learning experience to be preparing for and failing the WAT.3* In this section,
we discuss the FSATS shortcomings as ESL assessment instruments and the damage the WAT
unfairly causes to students academic progress.

(@) CUNY’sESL assessment system

CUNY has no adequate, university-wide system of assessing ESL students. Instead, university
policy (until recently) been to use the FSATs for any and all assessment purposes, including
ESL screening and placement. But the FSATS cannot assess whether a student’ s problem
areas arein ora comprehension, speaking, reading, or writing — questions that need to be
answered in order to know whether a student is ready for college-level courses conducted in
English. Asaresult, ESL sudents are at risk of being unfairly barred from credit-level courses,
alowed into courses that are too demanding; or placed into an ESL class with sudents who
have completely different needs>’

Ininterviews, ESL ingtructors stated that some of the colleges have adopted shadow
assessments in an effort to minimize this problem.  John Jay, for example, invites dl students
whose initid WAT shows “ESL characterigtics’ to take the ETS Secondary Level English
Proficiency (“SLEP”) test; the SLEP measures listening and reading comprehension and is used
by many community colleges as an ESL placement tool. Similarly, Lehman has its own multiple-
messure ESL placement test. LaGuardiareshuffles ESL students after the first two or three
days of classes, once the ingtructor has “gotten to know” the students.

Unfortunately, however, these and other English-language ESL. assessments do not distinguish
between students who are well-educated in their native language and those who are not. At
CUNY, that type of screening —if it isdone a al — is accomplished informaly, through
classroom observation of students who have aready been placed in an ESL sequence®® CLIP

345 Basic Skills & ESL Overview, Table 5a.

346 This can be very stressful for students, many of whom fail the test numerous times. Not only are they
subjected, over and over, to the burden of preparing for the exam, the stress of sitting for it, and the frustration of
failure; faculty members report that ESL students have a tendency to become preoccupied with the WAT, which
can overshadow their entire college experience. (Lehman, interview, 7-23-98; Bronx, interview, 10-1-98; CAWS
Conference — Markson, Garretson; Sternglass, 14-17.)

347 Bronyx, interview, 10-1-98; Otheguy.

348 John Jay, interview, 7-22-98; Otheguy.

100



isthe only CUNY program that systematicaly uses native-language testing to assessESL
students’ literacy, but even CLIP limits its native-language testing to Spanish.®* CUNY’ s lack
of sophigtication in native-language testing is particularly problemétic in view of the Trustees
desire to exempt ESL students who are not “otherwise remedid” from their effortsto limit
remediation at the bachelor's level .*°

2 The WAT and the academic progress of ESL students

CUNY’suse of the WAT as a graduation, certification, and remedid exit requirement (at some
colleges) unfairly impedes the progress of ESL students. The story of one former student
illustrates how this can happen:

“N” failed the WAT three times— or was it four? The first time he failed it, he was a
new student, sure of himself and proud of his past academic successes. He had
graduated from high school overseas, in the top haf of one percent of the country’s
12,000 graduating seniors. Based on his RAT and WAT scores, he was required to enroll
in ESL every semester until he could pass the WAT; only then would he be allowed to
enroll in the required two-semester English composition and technical writing sequence.

In ESL, N noticed that his grasp of English grammar was a lot stronger than that of his
classmates; he mostly needed to build his vocabulary. Meanwhile, he signed up for a
heavy course load — 16 or 17 credits per semester, plus 8 credits each summer. Although
his libera arts courses had essay exams and his engineering labs had to be written up, his
limited English proficiency didn’'t seem to be aproblem at al. He earned Asand Bs,
making it onto the Dean’s List each semester and winning invitations into al the honor
societies.

Yet at the end of each semester, N would re-take the WAT, and each time he would fail.
One reason he had so much trouble with the test, he thinks, isthat it required him to write
apersuasive essay on atopic about which he knew nothing. A budding scientist, he felt
the need to support his opinions with data, and he had no data. So N was forced to keep
taking ESL — he even had to repeat the same ESL course twice — because he could not
pass the WAT. In effect, he was being told that he was not equipped for college-level
work, but he knew that wasn't true. 1t seemed to him that the WAT was meaningless
exam, ill-designed to certify college-readiness.

Failing the WAT again and again was disappointing, but at least he was earning credits
quickly and making the Dean’s List. Then something happened that N still resents to this
day: because he had not yet passed the WAT, he was placed on academic probation.

For the next two semesters, he was indligible for the honor societies and he was not
allowed to be on the Dean’s List — a degrading experience for someone so accustomed to
academic success.

349 Bronx, interview, 10-1-98.
350 Trustees Resolution, 5-26-98.
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The last time he took the WAT, N was lucky — the topic was one they had studied in his
ESL class, so he had enough facts at his disposal to weave together an essay. He had
escaped. Everything elsefell into place. The rest of college, he says, was smooth sailing.
English Composition was a breeze. Sure, he didn’t get to take technical writing until his
last semester — too late for it to be of usein his engineering courses, but who cared?

N was not dlone. He says he knows a lot of people who took so long to pass the WAT
that they were unable to fulfill the college' s remaining writing requirements by the end of
their last semester, and so they never graduated — yet they went on to graduate school, or
began wonderful professional careers.

N did graduate, however. A master’s degree and a Ph.D. later, N is a successful
academic, chairperson of his department, at the top of his game. He can only imagine
that someone with less confidence might have been stopped in his tracks by the hostility of
the WAT requirement, and he can only hope that future students will not have to go
through what he did.

3. The Task Force s Andlyss of Off-the-Shelf Writing Assessment Insruments

Unlike CUNY, many state colleges and universities—in Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,
Minnesota, Texas, Wyoming, and el sewhere — use off-the-shdlf tests to pre- and post-test
remedia writing sudents. CUNY’ s own accrediting agency has pointed out thet thereisa
“wide range of coordinated placement, diagnostic, and value-added proficiency insruments
available’ to assess remedia students.®! The Task Force staff researched whether the WAT
could be replaced with an off-the-shelf test for purposes of placing and post-testing CUNY
remedia writing students. We researched more than a haf dozen tests published by severa
different companies®? and found that the best tests:

are vdid tools for assessng college remedid writing sudents;

have multiple questions, to ensure rdidhility;

can be used as both pre- and post-tests — so they can quantify remedid students’ skills
gans

are widely used — so nationd norming information is available;

are computer-adaptive — which enhances test security, creates an instant student database,
and enables ingant results;

have diagnostic capacity, to assst academic advisors and writing ingructors in determining a
sudent’ s strengths and wesknesses in specific ills;

31 CHE, 44.
32 E .., the College Board’s Accuplacer and ACT’s Compass.
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cost just $1 to $12 per adminigtration, per student, depending on volume and the desired
level of sophidtication;

have companion math, reading, and ESL assessment tests;

include assstance in designing a comprehensve assessment program and setting vaid cutoff
scores; and

can be used by colleges as “early warning” tests for students at feeder high schools.

4. Condudons

CUNY'’ s assessment program suffers from serious problems. The FSATs are expensive to
administer — averaging $46 per student®® —and are of questionable quality.®™* They aso lack
diagnostic-prescriptive capacity, which has necessitated the widespread use of “ shadow
asessments.” Moreover, thereis no CUNY -wide mechanism for measuring student progress
through remediation; no CUNY -wide standard for when students may exit remedia sequences,
no university policy on post-testing remedid students; and no meaningful CUNY -wide
standards of readiness for credit-bearing classes. In other words, despite more than 25 yearsin
the mass remediation business, CUNY isfailing at the first step in the remediation process — and
at acogt of millions of wasted dollars each year.

CUNY faculty and adminigtrators have long been aware that CUNY’' s assessment system is
flawed, yet have faled to overhaul testing policies to conform to modern scientific sandards. In
1990, a report commissioned by CUNY’s Office of Academic Affairs cadled for CUNY to
replace the FSATs with a set of diagnostic and placement tests whose vaidity has been proven,
and to make explicit provisions for testing ESL students®® These changes have yet to be
implemented,**®

Over the years, CUNY’ s faculty and administrators have designed and implemented CUNY’s
assessment program with little evident input from independent testing professonds. While
faculty and adminigtrators have important roles to play, their track record suggests thet they lack
the expertise and independence to handle the technica side of assessment design. For example,
in 1996 the university conducted what was ogtensibly a comprehengve review of its assessment
program, but the resulting report ignores the program’ s fundamentd reliability and vaidity
problems — presumably because most college faculty are not trained in such matters. Insteed,
their recommendations focus on things like the need for faculty control of the assessment
process, particularly the assessment of student progress through remediation.®’

353 PWC, Report I, 27 (total cost); CUNY Student Data Book: Fall 1997, Vol. I, 56, 63 (number of freshmen and
outside transfers).

354 See RAND (Klein & Orlando); PwC, Report I, 27 (finding that CUNY spends about $1.5 million per year on
remediation testing).

355 Otheguy.

356 See Section I11.1.3, “Testing Policy,” for more on the recent history of CUNY'’s assessment program.

357 CUNY, Assessment Review Report, 1996.
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Thisfocusisreveding. High-levd CUNY officids believe that faculty sdf-interest isan inertid
force behind the university’ s assessment policies. Officids pointed out that certain faculty
members have a vested interest in maintaining their grip on the assessment process because they
earn money and released time for test development and scoring — based on the time they spend,
rather than the results they achieve. Thereis aso awidespread fear that the use of standardized
test scores to make admissions decisions or to hold faculty accountable for student learning
would “shrink the universty.”

Faculty sdf-interet, lack of testing expertise, and a pervasive (yet factualy basdess) feding that
gtandardized tests are biased againgt minority students have al conspired to prevent CUNY
from overhauling its testing program to conform to modern scientific sandards.  The Task
Force' s andyss shows that off-the-shelf tests would offer proven vdidity, rdiability, and
fairness; tight security; faster scoring turnaround; and diagnostic and post-testing capability —dl
at alower cost.

C. Remedial curricula and instruction

In this section, we describe the goa of remediation at CUNY and CUNY’sremedid curricula
and ingructional methods.  We then describe CUNY'’ s remedia writing program in more
etail.

1. The Gods of Remediation at CUNY

In CUNY’ s volatile policy environment, defining the god of remediation is a politicaly loaded
undertaking. The administrators and remediation ingtructors with whom we spoke generaly
agreed that CUNY’sremedia programs are designed not just to prepare students to pass the
FSATS, but to prepare them more broadly for the challenges they will face in their college-leve
courses.®® But what exactly does this trandate to in practice?

Remediation can pursue one of two mgjor gods, the competing merits of which are the subject
of an ongoing debate among remediation experts®° Isthe god of remediation to help students
build a solid foundation in basic skills before they move into college courses? Or isit to “jump-
gart” underprepared students so they can move as quickly as possible into college-level
ingruction?

The CUNY remediation ingtructors with whom we spoke tend to belong to the latter camp:
they arejump-dtarters. University policy and New Y ork State s financid ad policies both

38 CUNY, Responses, 15.
359 See Koski & Levin, 1998.
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encourage this practice. Each fall, anew crop of underprepared students enters CUNY, and
the mandate of remediation ingtructors a the senior colleges is to move those students through
remediation and out the other end in one or two semesters*®  Policymakers have been slent
with respect to what skills a student must magter in that time, however. Aswe discussed earlier,
CUNY has not set any meaningful standards of college readiness.**

CUNY'’s preference for jump-gtarting is apparent inits ingtitutional research practices. In the
accompanying report, Beyond Graduation Rates, we show that CUNY does not collect vdid,
reliable, pre- and post-test data to determine whether remedia students are mastering basic
skills, nor does CUNY conduct follow-up interviews with college-leve ingtructors to determine
whether remediation is effectively supporting the univeraity’s college-leve programs, even
though these should arguably be key gods of remediation that is provided in the context of a
college degree program. By contrast, CUNY has collected extensve data on students’ rates of
progress through remedia programs and accumulation of degree credits — measures that
indicate whether students have been jump-started.

The notion of jump-starting (a.k.a. accelerating) can be very dtractive to remedid instructors.
But for each of its features, thereis a countervailing drawback:

To the extent that jump-garting involves integrating college-level content into remedia
curricula, it gives remedid ingtructors the sense that they are not merely basic kills
ingructors; they are college faculty members. Y et this gpproach requires ingtructors to skip
over foundational competencies in favor of cookbook strategies that students can apply
immediately in their college-level courses, to compensate for their lack of solid skills.

Rather than sysemdticaly congtructing the skills that they will need in college, jump-gtarting
formalizes gapsin students' knowledge.

Similarly, by moving students more quickly into college-leve indruction, jump-gtarting gives
ingructors the feding that they are moving students more quickly towards what they assume
isstudents' ultimate god: acollege degree. In thefirgt place, thisignores the fact thet the
mastery of basic skillsisagod in itsdf for many sudents. Moreover, what happens to
students who are accelerated or maingtreamed into college-level courses, yet ill have skills

360 (Trustees’ Resolution, 6-26-95.) This focus on moving students quickly through remediation is relatively new
at CUNY. In Spring 1992, a committee of CUNY faculty and administrators recommended that the colleges
“expand programmatic options that bring basic skills students more quickly into credit bearing and mainstream
programs” (Report of the Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on the Freshman Year, ii, 12-13), but CUNY had no
time limit on remediation until 1996. Prior to 1996, the only time limits were those imposed by the financial aid
regulations. (See Section I11.1.2, “Admissions Standards and Limits on Remediation,” and Section V.A.2,
“Financial Aid.”)

361 |n some sense, CUNY deems all students college-ready as soon as they enroll in the fall of their freshman year:
for financial aid reasons that we discuss in Section V.A.2, almost all CUNY remedial students are concurrently
enrolled in college-level coursework during their first full semester in college — regardless of the depth or extent of
their remedial need. (See Cilo & Cooper, Bridging the Gap Between School and College; RAND (Klein &
Orlando).) In light of this policy, any effort to set remedial exit standards without also banning concurrent
enroliment in college-level courses would lack teeth.
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deficiencies? The last thing that regular college faculty members are interested in doing is
taking away time from their syllabus to teach basic skills**? So the accelerated students
ether struggle to keep up, or they drag down the leved of their college courses— in terms of
both curriculum and grading. This, in turn, has an adverse effect on well-prepared sudents
and leads to frustration among the regular faculty. >

Findly, because there is some evidence that jump-starting boosts credit accumulation and
short-term perastence rates, it can give remedid ingructors the security of believing that
they areimproving students’ life chances®*  Yet studies suggest that the demands of
college too often overwhem students who lack necessary basic skills, leading to high drop-
out rates (and correspondingly low graduation rates). Remedia reading students and
students who require remediation in two or more subjects are particularly a risk. >

Some of CUNY s remediation ingtructors recognize the flaws in the “jump-garting” modd and
have indtituted gpproaches that more closely resemble mastery learning. For example, Trudy
Katzer, aCUNY writing ingtructor, believesthat CUNY remedid writing students suffer
because they are taught essay organization before they have mastered grammar and syntax.
She saysthat the “smplistic” essay organization strategies that are taught in most CUNY
remedid writing classes are, at this point in a student’ s development, congtraining and stultifying
rather than useful. What compensatory writing students redlly need, according to Katzer, is
proficiency in grammar and syntax, which she cdls “the dl-important tools” Her evidence?

“ Students congtantly say to me, ‘Why didn’t anyone ever teach this suff to me? They let me

write and fail and write and fail and never explained what | was doing wrong and how to fix
it.’ 300

York’s remedia math curriculum is another good example of the rgection of the jump-garting
mode in favor of a mastery-based model. Each of York’sremediad math coursesis designed
asa"“building block to the next level.” York’sremedia math instructors contrast their gpproach
with New Y ork State’ s high school sequential math curriculum, which, they say, leaves gapsin
sudents' knowledge. Reather than requiring students to master skills one a atime by starting
with Pre-Algebra, then moving on to Algebra, Geometry, Trigonometry, Pre-Caculus, and so
on, New York State' s curriculum “spirds’ through a variety of topics each semester, in such a
way that students can get by without ever truly mastering fundamenta skills>*’

362 (CAWS Conference, 10-30-98.) What if the student leaves CUNY and enters the full-time workforce, still
lacking basic skills? If CUNY’s regular faculty have mounted a silent protest by refusing to provide remediation,
New York City's employers have voted with their feet: many have relocated rather than depend on workers who
lack basic verbal, math, analytic, and cognitive skills. (Mac Donald, 1997.)

363 |_ehman, interview, 7-23-98; CAWS Conference, 10-30-98.

364 Lehman, interview, 7-23-98.

365 McMillan et al., 1997, 27-28; Adelman, 1996 & 1998.

366 Katzer, 2 (emphasis in original); CAWS Conference, 10-30-98.

367 York, interview, 7-27-98; Lehman, interview, 7-23-98.
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The mogt gtriking example of the systematic gpplication of mastery learning principlesto
remediation of CUNY degree students was at Queensborough’ s Department of Basic SKills,
which publishes lists of specific competencies that remedia students must master a each leve in
their reading, writing, and ESL sequences. Along with the competency lidts, written guiddines
admonish ingructors:

Students may be ready for [the next course in the sequence] if they are till having trouble
with only one particular type of error. It isassumed that this error can be overcomein
[the next course]. However, students who still have a broad range of errorsin their
writing are not ready [to move to the next level]. Students should not receive a passing
grade in [this remedial writing or ESL course] merely because they have completed al the
work and have made a strong effort. To pass the course, they must meet these

performance standards.>®

2. Remedia Curriculaand Ingtruction

a) Quality and accountability

CUNY'’ s remediation ingructors, like its regular faculty, “own” the curriculum. In other words,
each remediation ingtructor has the “academic freedom” to design her own syllabus, choose her
own textbooks,**® develop her own lesson plans, and write her own tests. Because, however,
thereis no uniform remedid exit sandard, CUNY cannot hold remediation instructors
accountable for sudents progress— or lack thereof. Moreover, CUNY collects no information
on which remedia approaches work best for various student populations — leaving students
vulnerable to a poor fit between their needs and the ingtructor’ s approach.

Based on our interviews with ingtructors and the classes and writing conference we attended, it
seemsthat CUNY’ swriting ingtructors, in particular, develop their own “trademark” curricula,
and that this can cause amismatch between students' remedia needs and what the instructor
chooses to emphasize. For example, some ingtructors have surrendered to the WAT, while
others struggle to escapeit. (See subsection 3, below.) Some emphasize essay organi zation,
while others focus mainly on grammar. The following caseilludrates this problem:

368 (B.E. Performance Standards.) We note that assessment instruments with diagnostic capacity would be
important tools for enabling instructors to implement these guidelines.

369 Many faculty members have written their own basic skills and ESL textbooks. For example, at one college we
sat in on an ESL writing class taught by an adjunct professor who was collecting examples of student errors for
use in her forthcoming grammar workbook. (Responses to 7-29-98 requests, 3; Queensborough, interview, 7-14-
98.) There is nothing inherently wrong with this, of course. Faculty members should be encouraged to refine and
share their techniques, and their effectiveness should be rewarded in the marketplace. Given that CUNY has no
meaningful remedial exit standards and faculty are not held accountable for student outcomes, however, the fact
that textbook authors have a financial stake in curriculum design is potentially dangerous. The danger is that
authors will push their texts, regardless of their effectiveness, if doing so will enhance their reputations and their
sales figures.
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“L” teaches writing to students for whom standard English does not come naturdly. Of
course, L requires his students at Lehman to write some college-style essays in standard
English. But since he believes that higher education should not seek to transform
working-class students or separate them from their working-class origins, he aternates
the standard English assignments with assignments that require students to write persona
narratives in whatever dialect they speak at home.

After describing his teaching methods to a group of colleagues at a recent writing
conference, L admitted that a student had once complained to him that she did not like
doing the assignments in non-standard dialect, because she had come to collegeto learn
standard English.

“| guess the students see standard English as the cash language,” L mused. The
audience had an amost visceral reaction to hiswords. “It is the cash language.”

someone cried out. Well, not according to L, who is apparently something of an amateur
economist. “The fact that they don’t use standard English is not the barrier between them
and the cash,” he retorted. “Unemployment is structural.” 3

This red-life exampleillustrates how CUNY remedid ingtructors pet methods — and even their
political beliefs— can dictate remedia curricula, without regard to students' needs.

Of course, interviewees have argued that CUNY’ s remedid ingtructors are the top expertsin
their fidld, and that their innovative teaching methods reflect the state of the art.>* Yet thereis
no agreed-upon remedia exit standard, and CUNY does not collect data on the comparative
effectiveness of various gpproaches for different types of students, so how can we say which
approaches “work” best? Others have argued that students' options are enriched by avariety
of course offerings and approaches®? But CUNY does not provide students with information
on compardive effectiveness so that they can choose intelligently among the available options.
Students are assigned to an ingtructor on the basis of convenience, word of mouth, and luck.

At least one CUNY college has recognized the need for quality control in its remedial courses.
Citing the large scale on which remediation is conducted and the difficulty of communicating
sandards to alargely adjunct (part-time) teaching force, the Chair of Queensborough’s
Department of Basic Skills explained that Queensborough has implemented severd measures
designed to hold remediation instructors accountable and ensure that udents' needs are met:

Assessment. Remedia reading students are pre- and post-tested on a departmental
criterion-referenced test. Test results are used to determine whether students are ready to
progress to the next level and to evauate the effectiveness of ingtruction.

370 (CAWS Conference, 10-30-98.) In a similar vein, one CUNY faculty member pointed out that, based on her
research, literacy is merely a “blip on the face of history.”

371 CUNY, Responses, July 1998; LaGuardia, interview, 9-24-98; Queens, interview, 7-21-98; Hunter, interview,
722-98.

372 Staten Island, interview, 7-29-98.
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Book Lists. The Department publishes alist of books approved for usein remedia
classrooms.

Performance Standards. The Department has established written performance standards
for each remedia reading, writing, and ESL course. The standards detail the skills that
students should have mastered by the end of the course. For example, the reading
gtandards (for both ESL and non-ESL) cover vocabulary, comprehension, study skills,
ligening, writing skills, tet-taking, and spesking, while the writing stlandards (ESL and non-
ESL) cover rhetoric, style, grammar and mechanics, and formatting.

Instructor Guidelines. Accompanying the departmenta performance standards is a set of
written guidelines for gpplying the standards, tailoring ingtruction to students needs,
assigning written work, grading, attendance and lateness, classroom conduct, and passing
students to the next leve .3

Some of the other colleges, likewise recognizing the issues raised by reliance on alargely part-
time teaching force, have taken some amdl stepsin the direction of sandardization. The
adjuncts who teach remedid courses a Hunter are trained by the full-time faculty, and
interviewees described the exams given in Hunter’ s remedia math courses as “teacher-
proof.”3™  John Jay requires indructors to submit their syllabi for departmenta review, and
they require remediad students to pass a departmenta final exam in order to move from one
course to the next. But there are limits to John Jay’ s efforts. they say that “issues of faculty
autonomy” complicate the use of student test scores to evaluate remedia adjuncts>"

If CUNY istruly committed to providing high-quality remediation servicesto its students,
“faculty autonomy” and the “academic freedom” of remediation instructors must take a back
Seet to accountability.

b) Meeting individual students needs

CUNY’sremedid ingructors frequently assign the same materid to dl sudentsinaclass. Yet
CUNY remedia students, like the student body in generd, are unusualy heterogeneous and
thar kill levels vary widdy.3® Asaresult, some students may be over-remediated, while
otherswill be under-remediated.

373 Queensborough, interview, 7-14-98; B.E. Performance Standards.
374 Hunter, interview, 7-22-98.

375 John Jay, interview, 7-22-98.

376 See Section 1V.A.4, “Diversity.”
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Interviewees cited the need for improved diagnostic assessment tools to enable them to
understand their students and congtruct program to suit sudents’ individual needs, without
presupposing what method of instruction to use®”” They aso cited limited access to computer
technology as an important challenge in the ddlivery of remedia instruction.®”

In October 1997, atask force gppointed to research and review university practices with
respect to educational technology found that:

“[T]he digtribution of technology, both within and across colleges, is dramaticdly uneven.”
Student and faculty access to computer workgtations, eectronic classrooms, email, the
Internet, and computer training opportunities dl vary “tremendoudy.”

Much of the technology that is available is based on “antiquated” equipment.

The oldest technologies, such as film and video, are the most widdly used (“and, indeed, are
not al that widely used”); newer technologies gppear only in scattered locations.

The use of technology in classroom ingtruction, whether in the form of faculty-devel oped
courseware or eectronic presentation materids, “is gill mostly experimental, and is touching
few students’ lives.”%

The technology task force cited inadequate and unpredictable funding as a mgjor problem, but
they dso found that, “for too long we have margindized ingtructiona technology decisions by
treating them as piecemed departmental and program issues.”**° The task force caled for a
“systemic view” and advocated the publication of individua colleges “best practices’
throughout the university. In particular, they recommended rethinking and reshaping remediation
and ESL approaches, using “network-based instructional support strategies that alow students
to access tutorial assistance ‘any time, anywhere,’ "%

Instead of embracing these recommendations, however, the faculty has obstructed them. In
June 1997, the faculty union imposed a moratorium on the use of educationa technology at
CUNY,** effectively halting university-wide initiatives and policymaking in the area of
educationd technology. Asareault, there s little information-sharing among campuses

377 N.Y. City Tech., interview, 9-23-98. See Section 3, “Diagnostic-prescriptive capacity of the FSATS,” for a fuller
discussion of this problem.

378 Conference on Replacing Remediation in Higher Education, Jan. 1998, “Bronx Community College of the City
University of New York: Team Description,” 5.

379 City University of New York, University Library and Educational Technology Task Force, 10-1-97, Final Report,
10-11.

380 | bid.

381 |bid., 11-12.

382 (“D.A. [Delegate Assembly]may lift moratorium on educational technology,” Feb. 1999, Clarion.) Officially,
faculty are concerned about intellectual property rights, workload, compensation, and the respective roles of
campus governance groups and curriculum committees, id., but interviewees said that people are really afraid of
being replaced by computers.
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regarding promising and effective technologies, and each campusis forced to reinvent the
whed.**¥ Each campus acts independently to procure (or develop) instructiona software and to
design computer-assisted ingruction modules. This reinforces our finding that whether a CUNY
student has access to the remedid ingtruction she needsis l€eft largely to chance.

Through campus vigits and interviews, we were able to gather some information about individud
colleges use of computer technology to tallor remedid instruction and supplement classroom
hours:
Baruch’'s“Electronic Campus’ enables students to hold class discussions and submit
essayson line. Baruch'sESL director has developed software that alows teachers to mark
student essays on line. The teacher can mark the eectronic text to indicate which type of
error a student has made — such as spelling, verb tense, or whatever. When the teacher is
finished marking, the computer can andyze the essay, or a group of essays, to show how
many errors of each type were made. Preliminary analys's indicates that, among Baruch's
ESL students, many types of errors are relatively rare, while other types occur quite
frequently. If thistechnology is used more widdy, it will enable ESL teachersto focus thelr
efforts on the kinds of errors that students make most often, rather than teaching al aspects
of English grammar.®*

The CLIP ste at Bronx Community College provides computer-based ESL instruction.
The CLIP program’s capacity is determined by the number of available computer terminas.

City College creditsits use of computer-asssted ingtruction labs with its ability to get
students through reading and writing remediation in one semester, and is consdering using
computer-asssted ingruction in its lower level math courses.

City College, Queens, and Hunter each have writing center webgtes.
L aGuar dia conducts remedia math coursesin the computer |ab. The lab is equipped with
LaGuardid s in-house review software, which adlows students to work through problems or

take practice tests.

Medgar Evers has experimented with computer-assisted ingtruction for many years. They
find that it works best for grammar and math.

N.Y. City Tech uses computerized ingruction in its Learning Center workshopsto help
students with specific basic skillsand ESL problems.

383 Baruch, interview, 2-10-99; N.Y. City Tech., interview, 9-23-98.
384 Dalgish, memo to Task Force Staff, 2-11-99
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The College of Staten Idand isincreasing its use of computerized diagnostics and
ingruction for remedia math students. Two to three hours per week of classroom lecture is
supplemented with one to two hours per week in the computer lab. In the lab, students
work with a commercialy-available interactive math software program, which:

P randomly generates additiond problems of the type that the student is having trouble
with;

P requires sudentsto input the answer rather than giving multiple choice; and

P lets sudents know immediately whether they have answered correctly.

3. CUNY’s Remedia Writing Program

The WAT requires students to write a 50-minute impromptu essay, agreeing or disagreeing with
a50-word editorid on a pop-socid issue, such as “women in the military” or “vigilante justice,”
and using examples from their own experience to support their pogtion. Thisisin stark contrast
to typica college writing assgnments such as term papers, lab reports, and essay exams, which
cal on students to andyze academic issues, describe scientific experiments, or criticize literary
texts — not to discuss their persond experiences and off-the-cuff opinions. Not surprisngly,
CUNY’sremedid writing ingtructors believe that teaching students to pass the WAT is“too
narrow and limiting agodl .”*°

During the 20 years of its existence, the WAT has evolved from a certification test designed to
be passed midway through a student’ s college career, to an admissions test for CUNY’'s senior
colleges®* Under current CUNY policy, students who have not passed the WAT cannot
graduate from an associate degree program, transfer to a bachelor’ s degree program, proceed
beyond the 60™ credit of study, or —at some colleges — receive credit for freshman
composition, enrall in higher-level composition courses, enroll in academic courses, or exit
remediation.®’

Interviewees believe that, because of thisincreasng emphasis on passing the WAT, remediation
ingructors and students devote inordinate time and effort to trying to overcome this hurdle. At
the same time, they believe, the WAT’ s unaccountable emphasis on persond narraive
relentlesdy drives CUNY’sremedid writing curriculain an unproductive direction. Asareault,
there is— quite literdly — a congtant struggle between the forces of WAT-prep and the forces
dedicated to developing college writing skills.

385 Trudy Katzer, unpublished paper presented at CAWS Conference, 10-30-98, “The 10 Day Immerse Program,”
1.

386 Trustees' resolutions 4-5-76; 9-29-97.

387 |t is also used as a gauge of the effectiveness of remedial faculty (CAWS Conference — Parisi) and as a budgeting
indicator (Otheguy).
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CUNY composition teachers say that they have been trying “ desperately” for yearsto keep
remedia courses focused on language and literacy development. Some colleges have adopted
the following Strategy: asamatter of policy, they do not use the FSATs asthe find exam in
their remedia courses, because if they did, students would focus exclusvely on the test rather
than on the other dements of the course.3*® Despite their best efforts, however, the WAT
regularly interrupts students' writing experience.®® Students exert strong pressure on instructors
to reduce the curriculum to WAT prep: they relentlesdy steer the class toward their immediate
god and chdlenge their writing teechers to explain how the assigned classwork will help them
pass the WAT. 3%

Not only does the WAT drive the remedid writing curriculum; it dso influences ESL classes by
diverting the attention of both teachers and students away from the basic activities of academic
literacy in English.** Instead of addressing students’ individual English language wesknesses or
practicing college-level reading and writing assgnments, some classes degenerate into sheer
WAT-prep. Oneinterviewee told of an ESL class in which the students each researched an
actual WAT topic and gave a presentation to the class. This exercise was designed to provide
factua fodder for an essay, should the sudents be lucky enough to encounter one of these
topics the next time they took the WAT.**?

A WAT-prep curriculum would not be so bad, of course, if the WAT were a different kind of
test.3* The CUNY writing ingtructors criticisms of the WAT can also be read as awish-list for
the characteritics of areplacement exit exam:**

Criticism: Teaching students to master the WAT does little to further their college
education. Wish: A replacement exam should fadilitate college learning.**

388 CAWS Conference — Kingsborough (WAT); interview, York (MAT), 10-30-98.

389 CAWS Conference — Parisi.

390 CAWS Conference — Parisi; Lehman, interview, 7-23-98.

391 | ehman, interview, 7-23-98.

392 Bronx, interview, 10-1-98.

393 ronically, many interviewees said that remediation should not be privatized because private education
companies teach to tests rather than preparing students for college. (Queensborough, interview,7-14-98; York,
interview, 7-27-98.) At one college, we were told that the faculty are scared by the prospect that remediation will be
privatized and college readiness will be defined by passing the WAT. (LaGuardia, interview, 9-24-98.)

394 Indeed, many of the items on the “wish list” are characteristics of a new 60t-credit certification exam that is
currently being piloted. As RAND discovered, however, for all its supposed improvements, the pilot exam is also
a single-essay test, and thus appears to suffer from the same reliability concerns that plague the WAT. (RAND
(Klein & Orlando).) Ironically, some interviewees resist the notion of replacing CUNY’s home-grown tests with
off-the-shelf instruments because they believe that such instruments test test-taking ability or lower-order thinking
rather than college-level writing skills. Yet those criticisms apply more accurately to the WAT than they would to
an off-the-shelf college writing test of proven validity. (It is almost axiomatic that a valid post-test would support
the curriculum, since a test is only “valid” if it accomplishes the specific purpose for which it is being used.) See
Section V.B.3, above, for a discussion of the inertial forces that have — for as long as anyone can remember —
prevented CUNY from getting rid of the WAT.

395 (CAWS Conference — Fisher.) The Hostos writing faculty say that the exam they developed to replace the WAT
was intended to meet this criterion. (Ibid.) Given the Hostos test’s striking similarity to the WAT, however, this
claim is suspect.
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Criticism: The teaching of writing has changed since the 1970s, when the WAT was
developed; writing teachers now have students work with readings. Wish: A replacement
exam should require students to write about college-level reading sdections— chalenging in
concepts, structure, and vocabulary, but not requiring speciaized knowledge.**

Criticism: The WAT asks students to perform an unredlitic task. Wish: A replacement
exam should replicate “actud process writing tasks’ such as editing and producing multiple
drafts.>’

Criticism: The WAT requires sudents to come up with an off-the-cuff opinion on atopic
about which they may have no background knowledge. Wish: A replacement exam
should messure ussful anaytical and critical skills®*®

Criticism: The WAT indirectly discourages regular faculty from giving writing assgnments,
intwo ways. Fird, because the WAT isan invdid measure of college writing skills, it dlows
large numbers of poor writersinto college-level courses. Asareault, regular faculty find it
unbearable to grade students written work. Second, although WAT satistics reflect on
each college s academic reputation, writing ingtructors are held uniquely accountable for
WAT pass rates>* Because of the WAT’ s non-academic nature, regular faculty are not
held accountable for improving sudents’ writing skills. Wish: A replacement exam should
encourage “writing across the curriculum.”*®

Not surprisingly, because of the high stakes that are attached to it, the need to passthe WAT
digtracts students from their remedia and other work. One CUNY writing ingtructor has vividly
described the dmost obsessive hold that the WAT has over writing students:

Once [our students] enter a cycle of encounters with the exam, each failure making the
passage to a degree less certain, the more ominous the face of that exam appears. . . .
[S)till the WAT intrudes, repeatedly — generally at the endterm, but aso in its sharper,
more sudden forms throughout the semester — in students' memories and associations
with writing, in their anxieties about the future, and in their fears that “1 won't have time
to do al this drafting, conferencing and revision when | have to take the CUNY WAT.”
The specter of WAT failure inhabits students' learning, their confidence, their trust in us,

their English teachers.**

3% |_ehman, interview, 7-23-98; Bonne August & Donna Morgan, memo to Vice Chancellor Louise Mirrer, 7-20-
98.

397 Sternglass; CAWS Conference.

398 CAWS Conference — Italia.

399 The remedial writing faculty perceive that they are in a catch-22: at the same time that the students expect the
writing faculty to prepare them to pass the WAT, the regular faculty blame the writing faculty for their failure to
prepare students for college writing. (CAWS Conference — Parisi.)

400 Hostos, interview, 7-15-98; CAWS Conference — Parisi, August; interviews/testimony.

401 Parisi, emphasis in original.
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Thus, dthough they recognize that the WAT is deeply flawed, many remedid writing ingtructors
paradoxically believe thet their primary goa must be to help students pass the WAT.*?

Indeed, given the importance of passing the WAT to students educationa progress, teachers at
arecent CUNY writing conference wondered aloud about the ethics of teaching students to
write about atext, or to edit and re-draft their work over time, when such lessons could actualy
set students up to fail the WAT.*® In CUNY’s perverse policy environment, many teachers
fed they have no choice but to conclude that teaching to the WAT is more important than giving
students the kinds of skills they will need in college-level courses and in the outside world.

4. Condudons

CUNY’sfallure to set meaningful standards of college readiness has negatively impacted
remedid curriculaand ingruction. Instead of defining the gods of remediation in terms of the
regular faculty’ s standards for incoming students, then helping remediation ingtructors implement
the mogt effective and efficient means of meeting those goals, CUNY colleges too often dlow
the remediation ingructors themsdves to define the gods of their own remedid classes.
Furthermore, snce CUNY has neither clear, uniform standards of college readiness, nor any
religble and vaid system of pre- and post-testing remedid students, it cannot hold remediation
instructors accountable for sudents progress— or lack thereof. Asaresult, whether agiven
student gets the remediation she needsis left largely to chance.

The absence of meaningful standards and accountability has dlowed four dangerous trends to
develop in CUNY’sremedid curriculum and ingtruction, each of which reducesthe
effectiveness and efficiency of remediation at CUNY :

1. When remedid indructors are faced with a choice between building sudents' skills
systematically and incrementaly, on the one hand, versus jump-garting them with shortcut
drategies for surviving in college-level courses, on the other, CUNY policies (together with
financid ad digibility rules) push them towards the latter godl.

2. CUNY dlowsunregulated variation in the methods remedia teachers use to reach their
gods, yet collects no information on which gpproaches work best for various student
populations — leaving students vulnerable to a poor fit between their needs and the
ingtructor’ s gpproach.

3. For the most part, CUNY subjects remedia studentsto aone-size-fits-all style of
indruction.

402 CAWS Conference.
403 CAWS Conference — audience.
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4. Pressure from students desperate to pass the WAT forces remedid writing and ESL
ingructorsto focus on WAT -pr ep rather than the development of college writing skills.
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