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l The purpose of this paper is to congider two

’ cr1t1c1sms which have been directed at the rew admissions pollcy of

‘ the City University of .New York« First; it is suggested that this
policy has the effect of ending oper admissions. If open admissions

[ is defined as the provision of access to the university to all high

. > school graduates in New York City, ther the new criteria do maintain

l ) open admissionsJs"This contrasts with the -earlier eighth grade model
which clearly would have ended the program. The second assertion made

[ is that the new criteria, create an ethically segregated system within’

l . the university. The conclusion on this point is more ambiguous.

P Flrst the communlty colleges have, since the very inception of open

v, . adm1551ons, contained a_larger proportion of minority students than

) " the senior colleges. If one considers only students not in spacial

‘ programs, .the nev admissions policy does increase tke initial,

Tw disparity somewhat. On the other handg if one considers all students
including those in SEEK and College Discovery, then it is clear that -~

[ " the new policy does not change the minority group enrollment

L " proportions. The essential conclusion is this: with special program

{ - students included, the new model approximates very closely the senior

college-community college mirority group ratios which existed under
the orlglnal adm1551ons policy. (Author/AM)
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Por some time the Ufiiversity has been considering re-

¥

sponses to the devastating fiscal crisis of New York Cify *

and State. One aspect of the response has involved the .

. ’ . ) . . v - t
formulation of new admissions criteria. Both within the Cos

e

Uﬂiversity and in the conimunity, there has been considerable

“

corifusion regarding the nature and, consequences-of various *
. . o

. . PR . - < . .
admissions policies. - One majQr area of confusion concerns

-

» »

effects upon the ethnic composition of. the Uniyersity.

.
v ' ,
- B . . e . -

" In December, 1975 the éoard.og Higher Education of City

-

University passed a resolution requiring that students dem-

>

: ' . . . o
onstrate at least :an eighth-grade reading anrd mathematics’ \

- -

level in order to be admitted to the University. In April,

1976 the 'Board passed a series of resolutions dealing with

5 %

the restructuring of the University. One of these resolu- . .

tidns involved a different admissions model which replaced

A - ' - .

the earlier admissions plan. This new admissions model .
- - - - . -

dtiliged the college admissions average and percentile rank

in the high school gra%?ating class as criteria for adm}séionﬁ; .-

¢ Ld

Those’ with college ,admissions averages of 80 or above or who' _ , .-

L3

graduated.-in the top 35% of their high school class would Y
. ™ ‘ 4

qualify for senior colleées. Those with college admissions >

-~

averages between 70 and 79.9, or whose rank 'in:their high

~

school class was between the 36th and 75th percentiles would

»

qualify for éommunity colleges. Those who failed to meet
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. . either senior or community college criteria wou}d be admitted

to college transitionél pregr;ms, where, after a éériqd of .

. time, they could be admitted as regular GUNY-s;udenﬁsi if’ -
K B sufficient imprévement in skills was,demgnstrated.
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N - e N
.

— S
) ~
- »
LA J

|

|

|

- 1

This new plan has received a great deal of criticism. . ' J

. It has-been stated that, in effect, ¥t ends open admissiomns. .

’

It is also widely believed that the blan tracks minority . -

group students into the community colleges, theréby«preaﬁing ' .

a segregated system in-the Univefsity. Since the issues and N
1
- " criticism raised are serious, we have conducted a set of : . -

analyses which may illuminate these matters. -

[ . . . N i 1
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The method of procedure is as follows: We have used RS
: ‘ A -

data from a special student file which we have assembled.

- ‘ over the last few years. This file contains data on race,

the high school record, standardized test scores, as well

* as many other socip-economic backgrpund-vqriables. We con-~ L.
3 ‘ )'— . A
sider the effects of the college admissions average-high .-

school rank quel upon ethnic composition. For comparison . "

N purpgoses- we includiya parallel analysis of the earlier R
¢ . » . )
‘ "eighth~grade reading and. numerical.competence admissions _ . .
N L -

3 -~

criterion. For convenience we refer to the former as the ’

. " N ‘ .
- . \ v .
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, . .
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- ERIC ‘ -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




o

.

< . -— 3 N 4
-3=- * \
’ - . A
" "CAA" ‘model and. the latter asg 'simply thé'"eighth-gradﬂ"
model. The -analysés are condicted for the 1971 freshmen,
since this was the last class for which both University-
wide test data and CAA data were available. R
Y ° - ¢ »

. .
v . - R - . ’ KN )

~ —

.The ethnic effects of the two admission models aréh

* -

assessed while controlling for a-very iﬁbortant factor in

the student populatioh: ‘the presénce of specjal pfograp

students who are admitted to the Unive;gity independently

of any admission criteria other than the high s¢hool diploma

[ v

1 \ ? -
or its equivalernt.. 1In the senior colleges of the University
- . 3 o LY ! ”

N ) i -

students are admitted in this way under the SEEK program. ‘ v

In the com@unity colleées the counterpart ig called the Col- |

.

3 . v, ~
Igge Discovery Program. These programs are composed over:

An

whelmingly of low income mipofity group students (essehtially

. . [ % . . =
students of Black and‘Hispani?'originS). For the purposes

. a v

of ‘our analysis, we have assumed that theseé special programs

b

are scomposed entirely of minority group studénts. We- think
. ’o ' ) - : )
this assumption departs very lttle from reality.

- *

“~

-

» 3 - N -

»

.
. .
v 4 &

“We first consider the effects of the new admissions:

policy for all students admittedptproﬁgh‘fééular admissions ‘

procedures; i.e., excluding SEEK and.College Discovery Stu-

v -~ 2 .
C e . FINDINGS . - . D
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‘dents. Second, we shall analyze the effects with these stu- .
dents included. i_ , " ‘ . oW,

~
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Analysis With .Special- Program. Students Excluded

.
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Projections for the senior colleges. are presented in - S

v

ot . N 2

Table 1. It can be seen that the actual proportion of mfnority . -

- -
-

group students in 1971 was about 17%. . The new- CAA policy, had T

1t been in’ effect at that time, would have reduced this.to -
. .

l3.4%. We note that the‘earller elghth-grade‘model would have

$

Ve

“
-

reduced’minority group enrollmént"by“awslightly greater
. \ ‘ N ] 3 ~

/?roportion. ’ T : . .
Lo et - . . L7 ! .

s b # .
5

f . Parallel data for communlty colleges are presented in ¢

- . -

: Table 2. It can be ‘seen that tbe actual mlnorlty group, pro- oo

. 3 portlon of about 30% ‘is reduced sllghtly (to about 27%) by tge

SRR CAA admissions model., In contrast the elghth grade model would -
. -
" have drastlcally reduced the enrollment of mlnorlty stuéents. ‘

A .’"‘“ N
- - . -- 1

. . . . .
o

.

In summary, the following points are moteworthy:" First’
- o

. Qnder the initial opén admissions policy ‘of 1970-mimority

'students were almost twice as likely to enroll ina— communlty~r~‘ \ o

~

college than a senior collebe (30.3% compared'thh 16. 6%).~ ‘

~
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* Second4,$h&s tendency would have been 1ncreased sllghtly under -
TN . )

1 the CAA admxssxons model Thlrd, under the, earller elghth-grade

model one flnds a paradqx:‘ The dlspar;ty betWeen mlnprlty f

%

énrollments in senior and pommunity‘colleées is very sﬁhll{

e - but this is achieved by e]iminating these students entirely T

.o from the University . Therefore, whlle it is ‘true that the

K new admissions bollcy does sllghtly lncrease the ;nltlal Co

wdisparity ian mlnor;tyqgrduﬁ;earollments at .senior and com- o
ﬁmunity qplleges,-the model eliminates- almost no students

'l

from CUNY. We’would add that we use the term "eliminate" in

referrlng to those students who would be ass1gned to remedial

transxtzotal programss , In fact these students are admltted

-

< .
to CUNY, albeit in a provxs10nal statug. - - ) »
.

— Analysis With Special Program StuSents Included
¢ . ; . ‘ . .
° . 4 R . ’ . .. ¢ .. N
We now consider ‘the ethnic composition of CUNY when all
: NEX N R "

students are includéd in the projectiops. Table 3 presents .
1 .

the data for the senior colleges. - With SEEK students included,
. . h‘i's_ \ " . \ N .
.. . the actual minority enrollment was about 24%. , under the new . -

CAA model this proportion.remains about the same‘(24.§%)L :
) S N . /
- As Table 4 shows, with College Discovery students‘included,

A AN

. the minority"enroliment in the.community colleges- was about 35%:




The’ new .CAA model reduces thlsxp%oportlon sllghtfy (about 31%

t+
»

rwould have been enrolled). ‘ ' . . o, «
M . Ed kY ‘. k]
- 13

- L

The essential conclusiof is ‘this: With spetial program Lo

N

__Students included the CAA*model approxihatés very‘c105ely .

the senior college - community college minority‘group~ratios S\\ BERN
which existed under the original open admissions pqlicy. =«

' . ' 3 »

CONCLUSIONS ‘

St

. ) % * "
.The purpose of thi§ paper has been to consider. two crit- ' "
icisms whlch have been dlrected at the new adnissions pOlle *“
Fitst, it has been stated _that it has the effect‘of endlng L .

A

open admissions.. If open admissions is'defined as the pro-

. o S . . .Y ‘ , .
vis}on oﬁ access tofige University to all high school graduates ‘.

-
A . ~

in New York City, then it is clear that thg new.CAA criteria
do maintain oben admissions. This contrasts with the earlier

elghth d%ade model which clearly would have ended the pndgram. ¥

% - . P

- -
. . % .
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‘v " The second aése}tion,méde is that the new crité:%h cre§t§ %,
an ethgfbélly segfegatéd system with;n CUNY. The conclusiong'
‘on this point is more ambiguous. First, tég cémmunity colj
%éges havé, s}nce the ve;§ inceptiog of open admissions, con-

tained a larger proportion of minority students than the

™
.



v

I senior.colleges. If ‘one” consmders only-students not in spec1al - .
~ - - .

program$, the new adm1951ons polzcy does sllghtly 1ncrease the " .
initial disparity. 0pn the other hand, ‘if one consmders all .5; i
Students, lncludlng SEEK and College Dlscovery, then 1t 19 R

*clear that the -new pollcy does not change the mlnonlty group

|

\

|

\

|

. |
enrollment proportlons. ' s BRI . . 3 . i
’ . - . o e

' ’ ¢ . P

*  While the proportiohswa:é not changed ‘for the total stu- -
-dent body, the absolute number of all ‘students envrolied i ‘ .

. . ) . : AN S
_* seniot colleges. has been -decreased considerably. This fact .
. . . [ .

must be understood in light of the recent statements by City -
) ) ] . .
officikals that it is the jntention of the City to reduce and ™
< . \ LY

.

ultiﬁately e@liminate support for the senior colleges. Given

k4 »

the task that this creates: the need to .re-negotiate a .

funding hasé for,the\senior colleges,s the decreased enrbllmente_
.. ~ . « . } R . % - +
ease somewhat the level of funding required in order to main-

tain these four yeéar institutions’as viable units. .
. . - . “a® e . -
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TABLE‘1 . ° Ty R

e
- * A

Ethnic Composition—of CUNY First - \\_f

.. . ~. '« -  Time Freshmen Under Different” . . _ - e Ty
. "« ° 7 Admissidns Criteria (1971.¥Freshmen, B
’ “. Excluding SEEK .Students) o

R « A . ’
3 « , . .
s N

1y
L]

.o s A .. SENIOR COLLEGES . ;
; T~ - TOTAL
MINGRITY ENROL.

T o * . WHITE
R . . - . . 1

e actual, =~ . .. 83.4% . - 16.6% o
e e T . (15,148) - (3006) .' 18,154% .,
‘ Using Below Eighth-Grade. ~  89.4%° . 10.6% . .
Reading & Math Scores - (14,118) © (1682) * 15,800
' ;w . % *. ) ) ‘ . \, J a7 1-0 -
e : . T . .c. * ‘o«
« N .,a . NS . " ~ . .

R , Using.CAA and Rank Criteria _ _ B86.6% 13, 4% .
AR o —~ "(10,624) (1644) 12,268 "
> o v . K C .
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- Y . , L. ' . ~ [ . L . "
R ] A . o . . -9 -
C * .Ethnit Composition of CUNY First . ' ,
Time Fxeshm n Under Different ‘ s
: Admissions Criteria (1971 Freshmen, .
+ «Excludtng College D19cOVery Students)
—t . ’ L4 . - N . )

N PN LT X COMMUNITY COLLEGES vy

e Tl _ .. TOTAL .
. : WHITE * MINORITY ENROL. '

W

Actual : 69,78 . 30.3 - "
S . (11,306) ., " " (4926) | 16,232

et . Tk P

U51ng Below Elghth-Grade ' 86. 3% _ i 13.7% ‘ 4“ O .
Rediing & Math scores © (7665) .~- . (1217) ' ' 8,882
! N . ’ ! o < * . h "'
" Using CAA and Rank Griteria 73.2% 26.8% .
: ' . (14,683) (5364) | 20,047

‘. . . v . ¢
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‘ ’ _’ ) TABLE 3 .- . ' . . ' o v [N
- 0 v . . R & « I . . *
\ . ’ : ' N . . o SR L] *
s o ‘ LEthnic Composition of CUNY First LY g
\ . . Time Freshmen Under Different’y, « '
i R ‘Admissions Criteria (1971 Freshmen ' o . .°
. " ) Including SEEK Students) Lt S
e A 3 * ( A ¥ : ' , . § <’ ., . BN i
A , ‘ - o : - SENIOR COLLEGES . N
- .= . . r . ) . . . TOTAL N .
A 'WHITE MINORITY ' ENROL.

:Actual ‘. } . ' ' 75 -.6‘ Y. ),240 4%. v ter
g ' ‘ . ‘ ‘' (15,148) ~'(4889)." + 20,037
] ] .. - , s ) ‘e N , . x R ) . ‘k__
- . -' o.' \ / ¢ . ‘. , hi ‘ X . 1
o N \ : .
Using Below Eighth-Grade v ©79.8% -, 20.2% - TN
CL " Readifig & Math Scores - (14,118) ,° &356;)' 1_7,6°83‘ ~

-" e 7 e . Ay r. .

R ‘ o ‘ N

~7 7 Using CAA and Rank Criteria’ "75.1% '+ -24,9% -
C ©(10,624) . . (3527% 14,151
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TABLE 4-

. \ : . « Ethnic Compositien of CUNY First )
. N B Time Freshmen Under Different : e
. ’ . Admissions Criteria {197§}Freshmqn, o - ’
\ Including College DNiscove x,Studentﬁ)
©- . . . LT COMMUNITY COLLEGES
/ 9 . - ‘ ’ E ’ R TOTAL
o " .’ ‘ WHITE -MINORITY ENROL..
- Actual " 64.5% . 35.5% .
T . o (ll,30§) (6223) l7,§29-»
b ¢ § . ‘ / - ’ .6’ ! ) "
i "+ "yUsing Below Eighth—érédg . 75.3% 24,7% -
. Reading_. & Math Scores ! * (7665) . (2514) . 10,179
.. . . ‘. . s . Y . -" - ‘— ,.‘” /; . . ’ -:
' Using CAA § Rank Criteria 68.8% ° 31.2%8 .
} . - s, (14,683) (6661) ~ < 21,344
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