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Background

• American higher education has become more equitable over the 

last half-century, particularly in terms of the enrollment rates of 

underrepresented minority (URM) students. But these averages 

mask important sources of racial disparities in the types of 

institutions students are able to access.

• Since 1995, 72% of new Hispanic enrollment and 68% of the 

enrollment growth of black students has been funneled into less 

selective universities and community colleges; in contrast, 82% 

of new white enrollment has been concentrated in the most 

selective institutions in the country (Carnevale & Strohl, 2013). 

• And while states and institutions continue to experiment with 

class-based affirmative action as a means to increase both 

socioeconomic and racial diversity (Gaertner & Hart, 2013; Laird, 

2005), research suggests that such measures are often 

insufficient to maintain the levels of racial diversity attained 

through race-based affirmative action (Cancian, 1998). 



Policy Background

• Following the well-known Hopwood decision of 1996, which 

barred the use of race in college admissions for states under 

the jurisdiction of the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, the Texas 

legislature passed the Uniform Admissions Policy (UAP).

• Also known as the Top Ten Percent Plan (TTPP), this policy 

grants all students who graduate with a GPA in the top ten 

percent of their high school class automatic admission to any 

public college or university in the state. 

• The premise behind the UAP is that this policy will translate 

into greater racial and socioeconomic (as well as geographic) 

diversity of the postsecondary population in Texas. 



Theory of Action

• The efficacy of the TTPP in promoting equity in 

postsecondary access is predicated on three primary 

assumptions. 

– Schools in Texas are segregated on socioeconomic and racial 

lines;

– Students from different backgrounds who graduate in the top 

ten percent must apply to and enroll in college with roughly 

equal frequency; and,

– Underrepresented minority and low-income students must 

also enroll at relatively the same frequency as student 

subgroups that are historically better represented at these 

institutions.



Literature Review on TTPP
• TTPP brought changes in the racial, socioeconomic, and academic 

characteristics of applicants (Long & Tienda, 2010) and 

• Admits (Kain, O’Brien, & Jargowsky, 2005; Long & Tienda, 2008) to 

Texas’ public universities, 

• Improved the geographic representation of Texas high school 

graduates attending public universities as measured by the number of 

high schools sending students to the University of Texas at Austin or 

Texas A&M (Long, Saenz, & Tienda, 2010), 

• The extent to which marginal students admitted under the TTPP (i.e., 

those who would not have been admitted otherwise) are more or less 

likely to graduate from their admitting institution than those who would 

have been admitted otherwise (Niu & Tienda, 2010), 

• And the degree to which high school effects linger after top ten percent 

students enroll in college (Black, Lincove, Cullinane, & Veron, 2014). 

• However, thus far scant research has investigated the magnitude of 

racial and socioeconomic disparities in college enrollment and the 

causes of these disparities among students in the top ten percent. 



Six-Year Graduation Rate

Institution Grad Rate %

Texas A & M University-College Station 81

The University of Texas at Austin 81

The University of Texas at Dallas 61

Texas Tech University 61

Texas State University-San Marcos 56

Sam Houston State University 50

University of North Texas 49

University of Houston 46

Stephen F Austin State University 44

Mean** 40.23

Std. Dev.** 15.9

** Other college graduation rates used to 

construct mean and standard deviation.

Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education 

Data System, 2011



Student Futures Project

• Established in 2005 in the Central Texas area

• Collaboration of school districts, Greater Austin 

Chamber of Commerce, and the Ray Marshall 

Center

• Combines a senior year survey with 

administrative data

• Uses National Student Clearinghouse data to 

determine whether students directly enroll in 

college 



Population Sample

• Students in the top 10% are readily accepted to any 

public Texas university as long as they apply,

• Students in the Central Texas region live with easy 

access to UT and are also nearby Texas A&M, both 

flagship universities.

• So for this sample of students, academic 

preparedness for college enrollment and distance to 

college are likely not reasons to prevent them from 

enrolling in college.

• Sample includes students from the classes of 2008, 

2009, and 2010.



Sample Characteristics

Demographic Composition of Student Samples

Total Sample Top 10% Top 10% Surveyed

Asian 5.43% 15.66% 15.90%

Afr. American 11.77% 5.09% 4.63%

White 57.38% 63.56% 63.74%

Hispanic 34.88% 21.13% 21.60%

SpecEd 9.55% <1% <1%

Gifted 11.01% 39.04% 40.30%

Free or Red. Lunch 28.21% 16.45% 16.82%

First Generation 13.87% 10.32% 15.29%

N 36833 3458 2335

Notes: ‘<1%’ rather than an exact percentage is used with small cells to prevent student identification. The 

percentages for the race/ethnicity categories do not total 100% as students could identify as multiracial. 



College Enrollment Outcomes

Postsecondary Enrollment Rates for Race and SES Subgroups

Enrolled 

in Any

2-Year 

Enroll

4-Year 

Enroll

UT-

Austin

Texas 

A&M

Texas 

Flagship

Flagship 

as % of 

4-Year

Asian 86% 6% 81% 50% 1% 51% 64%

African American 94% 11% 82% 23% 10% 33% 40%

White 89% 5% 85% 29% 12% 42% 49%

Hispanic 81% 9% 72% 34% 8% 42% 58%

Non-Disadvantaged 89% 5% 84% 33% 10% 43% 51%

Reduced Lunch 86% 7% 79% 44% 10% 54% 69%

Free Lunch 73% 10% 63% 33% 7% 40% 64%

First Generation 82% 10% 72% 36% 10% 46% 64%



College Enrollment Outcomes

4-Year 

Enroll

UT-

Austin

Texas 

A&M

Texas 

Flagship

Flagship 

as % of 

4-Year

Out of 

State

Flagship 

as % of 

In-State 

4-Year

Asian 81% 50% 1% 51% 64% 18% 82%

African American 82% 23% 10% 33% 40% 17% 51%

White 85% 29% 12% 42% 49% 20% 65%

Hispanic 72% 34% 8% 42% 58% 10% 66%

Non-Disadvantage 84% 33% 10% 43% 51% 20% 67%

Reduced Lunch 79% 44% 10% 54% 69% 5% 73%

Free Lunch 63% 33% 7% 40% 64% 4% 68%

First Generation 72% 36% 10% 46% 64% 9% 72%



Method

• To estimate the influence of race, SES, school 

experiences, and other variables on students’ 

postsecondary destinations we employed 

logistic regression.

• Each presented model here includes district 

and survey-collected controls.

• We are looking for associations and not 

attempting to establish cause.



Odds Ratios for Racial and SES 

Variables

Postsecondary 

Enrollment

University 

Enrollment

Flagship 

Enrollment

Flagship In-

State 

Enrollment

Out-of-State 

Enrollment

Intercept 3.54 1.44 0.52 0.98 0.06

Asian 0.91 1.00 1.31* 1.68*** 0.91

African 

American 2.52** 1.18 0.64** 0.52** 1.59

Hispanic 0.81 0.66* 0.84 0.76 0.78

Female 0.94 0.92 0.71*** 0.65*** 1.14

Gifted 1.10 1.16 0.86 0.95 1.53***

Free Lunch 0.42*** 0.48*** 0.99 1.02 0.30***

Reduced Lunch 0.82 1.00 1.70** 1.59* 0.25***

Mom College 1.01 1.03 0.98 0.99 1.06

Dad College 1.00 1.06 1.06* 1.10** 1.06

First Generation 1.03 1.00 1.32 1.58** 0.97

MultiSchools 1.42 1.21 0.99 1.00 1.13

Note: *p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 



Findings

• As expected, students in the lowest income category were 

significantly less likely to attend postsecondary and university 

than their non-disadvantaged peers, and both the low-income 

and moderately disadvantaged subgroups were substantially 

less likely to attend college out-of-state. 

• However, one of the more unexpected findings of our analyses 

is that there were no significant differences between low-

income students and their non-disadvantaged peers when it 

came to enrollment in the flagships. 

• Moderately disadvantaged students were by far the most likely 

to attend one of the flagship institutions with an estimated 60-

70% greater odds than their non-disadvantaged peers.



Odds Ratios for Survey Variables 

Postsecondary 

Enrollment

University 

Enrollment

Flagship 

Enrollment

Flagship In-

State 

Enrollment

Out-of-State 

Enrollment

Counselor_CollApps 0.82 0.97 1.1 1.34* 1.14

Counselor_CollInfo 0.98 0.96 0.85 0.78* 0.98

Counselor_Career 0.98 1.1 1.16 1.38* 1.14

Parents_Volunteer 1.09 1.01 1.16*** 1.16** 0.92

Parents_ClassChoice 1.01 1.16** 1.06 1.07 0.98

Parents_Athletics 0.95 0.97 0.87*** 0.92 1.17***

Hours Studying 0.97 0.97 1.1** 1.21*** 1.04

FAFSA_b4_April 1.36 1.33* 1.23 1.48** 1.27

FinAid_Easy 1.63* 1.64** 1.25 0.93 0.88

FinAid_MedDiff 1.81** 1.7** 1.05 0.74 1.01

Fin_Schol&Grant 0.86 1.01 0.61*** 0.52*** 1.24

Fin_Savings 1.12 0.98 1.42*** 1.57*** 0.78*

Fin_Loans 1.32* 1.34** 1.11 1.14 1.13

Note: *p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 



Findings

• Why not go to the flagship university?  It may be related to 

financial aid need or disbursements. 

• Students who anticipated taking out loans to pay for college 

were more likely than their peers who did not intend to take out 

loans to enroll in both postsecondary generally and university 

specifically. This finding may support the contention that “loan 

aversion” is a potential deterrent to the postsecondary 

enrollment of particular students.

• Students who anticipated needing scholarships and grants to 

pay for college were significantly less likely to attend one of the 

state’s flagships, while students who indicated that they 

expected to use family or personal savings to pay for college 

were far more likely to choose one of the flagships.



Conclusion

• The TTPP has not eliminated disparities between top 10% 

Central Texas black and white high school graduates rates at 

which they access the state’s flagship universities. 

• However, Hispanics enrolled in the flagships at a rate roughly 

equivalent to whites. 

• One explanation of this phenomenon may be that there is 

already a fairly large population of Hispanic students attending 

UT-Austin as Hispanics make up roughly 20% of each incoming 

class. 

• In contrast, approximately 5% of the incoming class each year 

is black. The lack of a “critical mass” of black students may 

serve as a deterrent to even high-ability black students 

enrolling in the flagships, an argument made by a number of 

institutions advocating for race-based affirmative action. 
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