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This dissertation examines trends in access for Black students at public 

institutions in Texas, specifically, the University of Texas at Austin (UT-Austin), in the 

context of automatic admission laws and race-based admission policies. Thus, the current 

study explores how Black students matriculate through the educational pipeline from 

high school graduation through college enrollment. For this study, I utilize Critical Race 

Theory as the framework to analyze data for Texas high school students from 2000 

through 2010. I employed a quantitative methodological approach, which includes both 

descriptive analyses and logistic regression. 

Black people are facing seemingly bleak educational outcomes throughout the 

education pipeline—they are less likely to graduate from high school, be college ready, 

apply to a competitive four-year institution, be admitted, enroll, persist and graduate. 

Automatic admission laws and affirmative action have been implemented to address 

these issues, especially for selective institutions. Increased access to Texas’ most 

selective public institution, UT-Austin, may lead to higher persistence and graduation 
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rates for Black students compared to other state colleges and universities. However, 

Black students remain the most underrepresented group at UT-Austin in spite of these 

laws and policies. This study is unique because no other research has examined how 

automatic admission laws and affirmative action operate simultaneously. Moreover, this 

study fills in some significant gaps in the literature as it relates to Black students in higher 

education.  

Findings from this study suggest that while there is progress toward access for 

Black students at UT-Austin, there is still room for growth. Despite perceptions that 

Black students do not want to attend UT-Austin, this study found that Black students 

were more likely to apply to the University compared to White students when holding 

other factors constant. However, the research findings indicate that White students still 

have an admissions advantage over Black students even when accounting for SAT scores, 

family background and the type of high school a student attended. Furthermore, Black 

students are less likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to their White counterparts. 

Finally, the results from this study also suggest that affirmative action has not had the 

same impact for Black students under the top 10% plan as it has when the policy was 

used by itself.  
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Chapter One: Problem Statement 

When Barack Obama was elected president of the United States of America
1
in 

2008, it was the first time in history that the country elected a person of color to be its 

leader. Obama’s victory was a monumental event and to some, symbolized that America 

was moving beyond its history of racism and emerging as a “post-racial” society (Lum, 

2009; Selmi, 2011). Some would argue that Obama himself set the stage for this post-

racial idealism by declaring that “[t]here is not a Black America and White America and 

Latino America and Asian America; there’s the United States of America” during his 

famous, 2004 Democratic National Convention speech (Tesler & Sears, 2010). Obama 

continued to reinforce this idea during his campaign by using race-neutral strategies 

(Loury, 1998; Tesler & Sears, 2010) and into his first year in office in which he 

intentionally kept issues of race at the margins (Selmi, 2011). Shortly after his election, a 

CNN/Opinion Research Corporation poll showed that 69% of Black
2
 respondents 

believed that the U.S. had fulfilled the vision that Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. laid out in 

his famous, “I Have a Dream” speech. In a similar poll, ABC News and the Washington 

Post found that in January 2009, 75% of Black respondents believed that Obama’s 

presidency would help race relations. 

                                                 

 

1
 I will use US and America interchangeably to refer the United States of America. Although America is 

commonly used in this way, I acknowledge that using it in this manner demonstrates Americentricism and 

inadvertently assumes that other Americas such as South America and Central America are inferior. By 

making this acknowledgement, I reject this notion. 
2
 I use “Black” throughout this dissertation to refer to any person who identifies as African, African 

American or any descendant of peoples throughout the African diaspora.  
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Despite the growing optimism of America’s new racial harmony, many scholars 

have criticized and rejected the notion that the US was transforming into a post-racial 

society (Dawson & Bobo, 2009; Lum, 2009; Selmi, 2011). Dawson and Bobo (2009) 

cited the elevated incarceration rates of Blacks as one clear illustration for why America 

is far from being a society where race does not matter. For instance, in 2009, the United 

States Bureau of Justice Statistics reported that non-Hispanic Blacks made up 39.4% of 

the prison or jail population; compared to their 12.6% make-up of the US population (US 

Census, 2010). Similar to Blacks, Latinos of all races are overrepresented as well. In 

2009, Latinos comprised 20.6% of the prison and jail population but only make up 16.3% 

of the US population (United States Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2010; US Census, 2010). 

In addition to the disparities that exist in the criminal justice system, Selmi (2011) argued 

that many of the social and economic disparities in the US also negate the post-racial 

idealism. For example, Selmi showed that the 2008 recession disproportionately impacted 

Blacks and Latinos. The unemployment rate elevated to nearly 16% for Blacks, and he 

showed that in the recession aftermath, Latinos became the source of extreme resentment 

that was manifested through state laws and penalties targeting undocumented people in 

the US. Furthermore, Selmi argued that Blacks and Latinos were disproportionately 

impacted by the mortgage crisis. He found that there was a considerable amount of 

evidence demonstrating that Blacks and Latinos were the targets of subprime loans, 

which were the root cause of the collapse of the housing market.  
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While it is true that both Latinos and Blacks are still striving for equal 

opportunity, Black people in the United States have a disparate experience compared to 

other marginalized communities due to the legacy of slavery. In the broadest sense, the 

legacy of slavery includes both the slavery system and subsequent racially oppressive 

institutions such as Jim Crow laws, de facto segregation and institutionalized 

discrimination (Zajonc, 2003). Tischauser (2012) defined Jim Crow laws as “a series of 

laws and ordinances passed by Southern states and municipalities between 1877 and 1965 

legalizing segregation (the physical separation of individuals based on race, gender, 

religion, or class) within their boundaries” (p. 1). On the other hand, de facto racism, 

which literally means “segregation from the facts” (Fischback, Rhee and Cacace, 2008; p. 

504) refers to segregation that occurs in society but is not outlawed. For example, schools 

may be considered to be subjected to de facto segregation because enrollment in most 

schools is determined by neighborhood housing zones. If a neighborhood is all White, 

than chances are, the school will be majority White. The school did not legally exclude 

students because of their skin color; however the school is still segregated by race. 

Institutionalized discrimination is an extension of the concept of de facto segregation but 

extends beyond isolated incidences or events. Institutionalized discrimination refers to 

systems of oppression and unfair treatment that are embedded in policies, laws and 

institutions (Feagin & Eckberg, 1980). An example of institutionalized discrimination is 

the use of property taxes to fund schools; schools that are located in poor neighborhoods 

receive less funding compared to schools in wealthier neighborhoods. And, poorer 
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neighborhoods are more likely to comprise of predominately people of color (Orfield, 

1988, 1993; Orfield & Lee, 2005). All and all, this legacy has a direct and indirect impact 

on Black people in America, which shapes opportunities and outcomes for the 

community (Loury, 1998).  

Poverty is one clear example of how this legacy alters outcomes for Black people 

in America. In 2008, the US Census reported that one out every four Black person lived 

below the federally designated poverty line. The devastating consequences of poverty are 

exacerbated when it is concentrated (Loury,1998). Many scholars have documented the 

intentional construction of urban ghettos through racist economic, political and cultural 

practices and policies (Beattie, 2002; Massey & Denton, 1993; Orfield, 1988) and the 

subsequent devastating effects. Those living in concentrated poverty have the highest 

levels of unemployment rates, the most health issues, are exposed to crime at a greater 

rate and are relegated to attending the worst schools (Orfield, 1988, 1993; Orfield & Lee, 

2005; Wilson, 2011).  

Because of the tax structure in the US, schools in urban ghettos are significantly 

underfunded compared to schools in wealthier neighborhoods (Orfield & Lee, 2005). 

This underfunding leads to inferior and segregated schools. Orfield and his colleagues 

have documented many times the relationship between concentrated poverty and low 

academic achievement. These schools have less experienced teachers and students who 

attend them are less likely to enroll in college (Orfield, 1993; Orfield & Lee, 2005).  
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Educational attainment is extremely important because it is the primary means to 

adult success and upward mobility (Becker, 1992; Baum, Ma & Payea, 2010). There are 

several benefits to obtaining a higher education degree. Baum, Ma and Payea (2010) 

showed that there was a positive correlation between levels of education and income. 

Moreover, people with higher educations were more likely to have health insurance, 

lower levels of unemployment and were less likely to live in poverty. Moreover, they 

found that degree holders had higher levels of civic engagement such as voting and 

donating blood. Finally, children of college degree holders had more opportunities 

compared to children whose parents held a high school diploma. Although access to 

higher education has significantly increased, college participation and access differs 

significantly by race and ethnicity (Baum, Ma & Payea, 2010). This difference is further 

exacerbated at selective institutions, and little attention has been paid to this disparity 

(Perna, 2000). Carnevale and Rose (2003) define selective institutions as the most 

competitive colleges and universities in the country based on Barron’s selectivity 

measure. Students who are admitted to these institutions graduate at the top of their class, 

have high GPAs and score well on SAT or ACT exams. Many scholars have documented 

the benefits for students who attend selective institutions (Astin & Oseguera, 2004; 

Carnevale & Rose, 2003). Students who attend top-tier universities tend to have higher 

persistence rates compared to second or third-tier institutions. Overall, selective 

institutions spend as much as four times more per students compared to less selective 
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institutions, which in turn yields more support and higher retention rates (Carnevale & 

Rose, 2003).  

First-year persistence rates provide only a short-term indicator of college success 

(Geiser & Santelices, 2007). Thus, Geiser and Santelices proposed that researchers 

should move beyond only using first-year persistence as an indicator of success but 

graduation rates should be included in the analyses as well. Doing so, they argued, 

showed that a gap existed in college completion, especially at four-year institutions, 

between Black and White students. According to the US Census (2009), 29.5% of all 

Whites over the age of 25 held a bachelor’s degree or higher; only 19.4% of Blacks of the 

same age group had similar credentials. Although the gap between degree attainment is 

shrinking—in 2000, 28% of White 25-year olds had a bachelor’s degree, compared to 

only 16% of Black 25-year olds—current college graduation rates paint a pessimistic 

outlook for closing the gap. A study conducted by the Journal of Blacks in Higher 

Education (2006) found that nationwide, the college graduation rate for Blacks was 42%, 

compared to 62% for White students.  

While it is true that graduation rates are relatively low, this trend is mitigated 

when Black students attend top-tier institutions (Alon & Tienda, 2005; Carnevale & 

Rose, 2003; Tinto, 2005; Journal of Blacks in Higher Education, 2006). Carnevale and 

Rose argued that one of the benefits of attending a selective institution is that graduation 

rates are higher overall, even when controlling for standardized test scores. Alon and 

Tienda contended that this is true for Black students as well; they found that as the 
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selectivity of the institution increases, graduation rates for Black students increased. 

However, it is plausible to assume that these results are based on selection bias because 

the students who are admitted to competitive institutions will have higher graduation 

rates regardless. Alon and Tienda tested this assumption by accounting for selection bias. 

They found that Black students’ probability of graduating is still higher at selective 

institutions compared to non-selective institutions when controlling for prior 

achievement. However, many Black people do not enjoy these benefits because of their 

underrepresentation (Harris, 2010), and several scholars have sought to understand why. 

Although there are many explanations, most scholars have focused on barriers to access 

while others have honed in on the students’ choice to apply and enroll in college. 

Barriers to Access 

There is an enormous body of research that seeks to examine barriers to access to 

higher education for Black students. Scholars have found that historically, de jure racism 

and discrimination prevented Black students from attending institutions of higher 

education (Heilig, Reddick, Hamilton, & Dietz, 2011), and de facto racism and 

discrimination impact access contemporarily (Harper, Patton, & Wooden, 2008). 

Moreover, there are academic barriers; Black students are less likely to graduate from 

high school, and those who do graduate (Heckman & LaFontaine, 2010), are less likely to 

be college ready (Greene & Winters, 2005). Black students also face financial barriers; 

they are more likely to come from low-income backgrounds compared to their White 

counterparts, and are therefore, less likely to be able to afford to attend college (Perna, 
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2000). Finally, some scholars showed that many Black students lacked the social and 

cultural capital needed to seek out selective institutions as well as navigate their 

admissions process (Perna, 2000).  

Student Choice 

Understanding why students choose to apply and enroll in institutions of higher 

education is extremely complicated because it is a very long and cumulative process 

(Cabrera & La Nasa, 2001). Some economists have examined how students weigh the 

costs and benefits of applying and enrolling in college against the expected return in 

income when deciding (Beattie, 2002). Other researchers have found that factors such as 

access to financial aid, size and cost of the institution and the proximity to the students’ 

home impact Black students’ decisions to attend an institution of higher education 

(Orfield & Lee, 2005; Perna, 2000; Turley, 2009). Moreover, research has also shown 

that Black students who attend segregated high schools, are more likely to choose a 

Historically Black College or University (HBCU) instead of other available institutions 

(Butler, 2010).  

Whether low enrollment numbers are due to barriers, based on student choice, or 

a combination of both, institutions of higher education have publicly acknowledged the 

value that diversity brings (Lipson, 2007). Thus, institutions of higher education have 

strived to reduce barriers to access or influence student choice to apply and enroll. 

Moreover, policies and laws, specifically affirmative action and automatic admission 

laws, have been implemented to help increase diversity.  
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Affirmative Action  

During the mid-1960’s, colleges and universities began using affirmative action to 

diversify their campuses after affirmative action was signed into law by President 

Johnson in 1965 to remedy past discrimination in employment and higher education 

(Long, 2007). A little more than a decade later, affirmative action in higher education 

was altered after the Supreme Court struck down racial quotas in Regents of the 

University of California v. Bakke (1978). In a split vote, the Supreme Court reaffirmed 

that diversity was a compelling institutional interest and that universities could use a 

student’s race as one of many factors in admissions decisions.  

In 1983, the state of Texas implemented a voluntary affirmative action plan to 

increase enrollment for students of color before an eminent, direct federal desegregation 

order was handed down (Laycock, 2001). Then, in 1996, affirmative action was struck 

down by the Fifth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in the federal court ruling, Hopwood v. 

Texas (1996), which determined that the admissions practice at the University of Texas 

School of Law was unconstitutional. Although the ruling only impacted the states in the 

Fifth Circuit, the Hopwood decision validated a growing national anti-affirmative action 

sentiment (Tienda, Alon, & Niu, 2010). Other states implemented voter referenda, 

governmental mandates, or had similar court decisions, all of which led to a ban on 

affirmative action (Long, 2007).  

In 1996, voters in California enacted Proposition 209, which eliminated 

affirmative action in admissions, recruitment and financial aid. Voters in Washington 
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followed suit and voted in a similar ban through the state’s Initiative 200 in 1998. In 

1999, Governor Jeb Bush in Florida announced the “One Florida Plan,” and the state 

dropped affirmative action for the top 20% plan. In 2001, the Eleventh Circuit Court case 

struck down the University of Georgia’s use of affirmative action in the court case, 

Johnson v. Board of Regents of Georgia (2001). In 2003, the United States Supreme 

Court upheld affirmative action practices and clarified the ambiguities resulting from 

Bakke, Hopwood, and Johnson in the landmark court case, Grutter v. Bollinger (2003). 

The court affirmed that diversity in higher education was a compelling state interest, and 

thus, race could be used as an admissions criterion. However, it must be “narrowly 

tailored” and could not be a point system. Before the Grutter decision, however, many 

states scrambled to find a race-neutral alternative to affirmative action, especially after 

the enrollment rate of students of color plummeted at the flagship institutions in 

Washington, California and Texas. For these states, an automatic admission law was the 

policy remedy, which was first established in Texas.  

Automatic Admissions Laws 

After the Hopwood decision was handed down, Attorney General Dan Morales 

issued an opinion that applied the ruling to all areas in higher education, including 

admissions, financial aid and scholarships (Pauza, 1997). Immediately, the top-tier 

universities in Texas—UT-Austin and Texas A&M—saw a drastic decrease in the 

enrollment of Black and Latino students (Harris & Tienda, 2010). House Bill 588 (HB 

588) was filed by State Representative Irma Rangel in 1997 during the 75
th

 Legislature in 
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response to the declining enrollments of students of color and the Attorney General’s 

interpretation of Hopwood. The bill, created by a coalition of lawmakers, faculty 

members and community activists, was a race-neutral admissions practice which granted 

any student, who graduated in the top 10% of his or her class, automatic admission to any 

public university in Texas. The original intent of the bill was to promote geographic, 

socio-economic, and racial diversity by capitalizing on Texas’ systemic segregation 

(Tienda & Niu, 2006). Other states followed suit, California implemented a top 4% law, 

and Florida implemented the top 20% law.  

While many studies have been conducted to examine the initial impact of the top 

10% (TTP) plan (Long, Saenz, & Tienda, 2010; Long & Tienda, 2010; Niu & Tienda, 

2010; Tienda & Niu, 2006; Tienda & Sullivan, 2009), few studies have examined the law 

beyond the first few years of implementation (see Long, Saenz, & Tienda, 2010; Vasquez 

Heilig, Reddick, Hamilton, Rodriquez & Dietz, 2011). Moreover, even fewer have 

examined how the TTP plan specifically impacts Black students (Vasquez Heilig, et al., 

2011). Furthermore, there is paucity in the extant literature on the impact of automatic 

admissions policies implemented in conjunction with affirmative action. The University 

of Texas at Austin is the only public institution of higher education in the country that 

uses both affirmative action and an automatic admissions policy. Thus, in order to fill this 

gap in the literature, one must focus on this institution.  
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The University of Texas at Austin Context 

Established by the Texas Constitution of 1876 to be a “university of the first class,” the 

University of Texas at Austin first opened its doors on September 15, 1883. Since this day, 

enrollment at UT-Austin went from 221 students to more than 50,000 over 125 years later 

(www.tshaonline.org). With this growth, the University saw tremendous changes in its student 

population from being entirely monolithic—made up of White, upper class students—to being 

extremely diverse in racial/ethnic identities, socio-economic status, geographical locations, etc. 

Getting to this point was slow and required changes in laws and policies over time. But, the path 

was different for different identities, specifically Black and Latino students; prior to the 1960’s. 

Figure 1 shows the change in racial/ethnic diversity since 1986.
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Figure 1. Percent of first-time undergraduate students at the University of Texas at Austin by race, 1986-2010. 
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In the landmark court case, Plessy v. Ferguson (1896), the Supreme Court established the 

doctrine of “separate but equal,” ultimately legalizing racial segregation. The impact of Plessy 

had widespread implications, especially in the South, because Plessy was instrumental in setting 

the stage for the creation of unequal schools (Massey & Denton, 1993). Although these laws 

impacted Blacks and Latinos differently, due to the fact that the classification for Latinos varied 

and at times they were classified as “White,” (MacDonald & Garcia, 2003) they had extreme 

negative consequences on both groups, especially on access to higher education (Massey & 

Denton, 1993).  

Since the establishment of the “separate but equal” doctrine by the Supreme Court in 

Plessy, there have been several barriers throughout the decades preventing Black and Latino 

students from pursing a higher education, especially at highly selective institutions such as UT-

Austin (Tienda & Niu, 2008). While both Black and Latino students have been historically 

excluded from higher education, the path to access for these two groups differed prior to the 

1960’s. MacDonald and Garcia (2003) argued that research examining the access and 

participation of Latinos in higher education prior to this time had been limited partially due to the 

fact that Latinos were not classified as a group until after the 1970’s. Therefore, their research 

was particularly important and showed that while Latinos were never legally excluded from 

attending White institutions, de facto discrimination often prevented them from attending 

colleges and universities (MacDonald & Garcia, 2003). Early access was also closely tied to 

class and thus, only the students who could afford college, could attend. Moreover, racial 
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segregation for many Latinos meant that they attended inferior elementary and secondary 

schools— which ultimately rendered them unprepared to attend college.  

While Black students faced these barriers as well, they also had legal barriers; before 

1950, Blacks could not attend White institutions of higher education in Texas. This would soon 

change however, after Heman Marion Sweatt applied to the University of Texas School of Law 

in 1946 but was denied admission because he was Black. On May 16, 1946, Sweatt filed a 

lawsuit against T.S. Painter, the University of Texas at Austin President on the basis that the 

University of Texas School of Law violated his rights guaranteed to him under the equal 

protection clause of the 14
th

 Amendment. In an effort to keep Black people out of UT-Austin, the 

Texas Legislature voted to create a law school for Black students and thus, Texas Southern 

University for Negroes (TSUN) was established on March 10, 1947. Heman Sweatt did not 

attend TSUN but continued to fight for admission into the University of Texas School of Law.  

On June 5, 1950, in the landmark court case Sweatt v. Painter, the U.S. Supreme Court 

ruled that the legal educational institution, Texas Southern University for Negroes, set for Blacks 

was not equal in quality to that of the UT Law School. Therefore, the Supreme Court ruled that 

Heman Sweatt be admitted to the University of Texas School of Law under the equal protection 

clause. The University of Texas at Austin became the first university in the South required by 

law to admit Black people to all graduate and professional programs. The outcome of the Sweatt 

case was the beginning of addressing legal barriers to access for Black students; this case set the 

precedence for Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka Kansas and led to the desegregation of 
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undergraduate institutions. In 1956, the Texas Board of Regents opened access to all students, 

regardless of their race or ethnicity.  

During the mid-1960’s, colleges and universities began using affirmative action to 

diversify their campuses after President Johnson signed into law affirmative action to remedy 

past discrimination in employment and higher education in 1965(Long, 2007). Although 

affirmative action in higher education was altered after the Supreme Court struck down racial 

quotas in Regents of California v. Bakke (1978), the court did reaffirm that diversity was a 

compelling institutional interest. While these policy changes opened the door for students of 

color at the University of Texas at Austin, access to higher education remained a challenge for 

both Black and Latinos (Harper, Patton & Wooden, 2009). Due to low enrollment numbers of 

students of color, the University implemented some programs to boost numbers including the 

Program for Education Opportunity (PEO), Project Info and the Provisional Admissions Program 

(Goldstone, 2006). Although the Board of Regents voted to defund PEO, the University 

continued to implementing Project Info and the Provisional Admissions Program. Even so, the 

progress to diversify the campus remained slow (Goldstone, 2006).  

In 1983, the state of Texas implemented a voluntary affirmative action plan to 

increase the enrollment of underrepresented groups before an eminent direct federal 

desegregation order was handed down (Laycock, 2001). In 1996, however, affirmative 

action was struck down by the Fifth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in the federal court 

ruling, Hopwood v. Texas (1996), which determined that the admissions practice at the 

University of Texas School of Law was unconstitutional. In 1997, Attorney General Dan 
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Morales issued an opinion on the Hopwood case and applied its ruling to all areas in 

higher education including admissions, financial aid and scholarships (Pauza, 1997). 

After affirmative action was dismantled, UT-Austin saw a drastic decrease in the 

enrollment of Black and Latino students, ultimately reversing the progress made by the 

previous laws, policies and programs (Harris & Tienda, 2010).  

In response to the declining minority enrollments and Attorney General’s 

interpretation of Hopwood, House Bill 588 (HB 588) established the “Top 10% Policy” 

which extended automatic admission to any student that graduated in the top 10% of his 

or her class to any public university in Texas. The original intent of the bill was to 

promote geographic, socio-economic, and racial diversity by capitalizing on Texas’ 

systemic segregation (Tienda & Niu, 2008). In 2003, the United States Supreme Court 

upheld affirmative action practices in the court case Grutter v. Bollinger, used by the 

University of Michigan Law School. Grutter overturned the Hopwood decision and in 

2004, UT-Austin added race as one of several admissions criterion for the pool of 

students not automatically admitted under HB 588 for the 2005 incoming class. The use 

of race as part of a holistic review process for applicants who did not qualify for 

automatic admission under HB 588 was another strategy used by the administration to 

continue to diversify UT-Austin.  

After more than ten years, it appeared as though the top 10% plan was broadening 

access to the University of Texas at Austin for historically unrepresented students. In 

2010, the Office of Information Management and Analysis at the University of Texas at 
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Austin reported that for the first time in the history of the University, the incoming class 

was not a White majority. White students comprised of 47.6% of the incoming class. The 

University saw a slight increase in the percent of Black students enrolling from the year 

before—4.9% to 5.1% as well as for Latinos—20.8% to 23.1%. Despite these gains, the 

University administration including the President, argued that more gains in diversity 

could be made with the use of the Grutter decision but the growing number of automatic 

admits prevented the university from having the flexibility to really impact admissions 

decisions.  

In 2009, President Powers authored a report entitled, “The Top 10% Law and its 

Impact on the University of Texas at Austin,” in order to provide information to the 

general public about the impact of HB588 on admissions. Although Powers could not 

legally support any bill opposing or supporting HB 588, his report laid out two main 

arguments that the University and other opponents of HB 588 had for changing the law. 

First, opponents argued that the University simply did not have the capacity to 

accommodate the number of students automatically admitted under the law in addition to 

the applicants who are not top 10% students but are “well-qualified” and come from 

highly competitive schools. To make this point, President Powers argued that in 2008, 

81% of admitted applicants were automatically admitted under the law, leaving only 19% 

of the slots available for non-top 10% students. Another argument was that the University 

was lacking flexibility in its admissions process, which reduced its ability to diversify the 

campus. Opponents of capping the Top 10% plan argued that because such a large 
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percent of the incoming class was automatically admitted under the law, the university’s 

discretion in admissions was extremely limited. President Powers argued that with more 

discretion, the University would be able to holistically review more applicants in order to 

provide opportunity to those students who are not in the top 10% of their class but are 

“well qualified” or to other talented students with unique skills or experiences, while 

continuing to increase diversity with the use of Grutter.  

During the 81
st
 State Legislature, legislators passed Senate Bill 175 (SB 175), 

authored by Senator Florence Shapiro and Representative Dan Branch, which modified 

HB 588 for the first time in ten years despite repeated efforts to change the law. SB 175 

mandated that the percent of students automatically admitted to the University of Texas 

at Austin not exceed 75% of the incoming class
3
. Students who did not receive automatic 

admission would go through a holistic review process that may take race and ethnicity 

into account among other factors. The law went into effect during the summer and fall 

2011 admissions cycle and initial results do not show much promise in improving the 

diversity on campus. According the SB 175 2011 Report (2012), the number of Latinos 

enrolled decreased by over 150 students, which was the first year this group saw a 

decrease since the year 2000. Enrollment for Black students did increase however, it did 

so minimally. Despite an increase in the number of Black students admitted, only three 

                                                 

 

3
  In order to meet the 75% cap, President Powers must inform the Texas Education Agency two years in 

advance what percent of the top graduates will receive automatic admission. For example, for the 2011 

admissions cycle, the top 8% of students received automatic admission and in 2012, the top 9% received 

this benefit. SB 175 only applies to the University of Texas at Austin and will be repealed if affirmative 

action is struck down in the court system.  
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more Black students enrolled in 2011 compared to the previous year. Given the historical 

context in addition to the contemporary trends in enrollment for Black students, more 

attention needs to be paid to this group. Particularly, more research needs to seek to 

understand why Black student enrollment has been consistently low at the University of 

Texas at Austin despite the policies and laws that exist to ensure access.  

Purpose of the Study 

Black students are facing seemingly bleak educational outcomes throughout the 

education pipeline—they are less likely to graduate from high school, be college ready, 

apply to a competitive four-year institution, be admitted, and enroll. Yet, there is some 

hope. In Texas, there are polices and laws put in place to address this reality, which have 

the potential to change the future of many Black students. First, the state uses an 

automatic admission policy, which reduces initial barriers to access, and it provides 

opportunities to Black students to attend arguably the most prestigious public institution 

in the state, the University of Texas at Austin (UT-Austin). Second, UT-Austin currently 

utilizes affirmative action, which is meant to provide access to Black students and other 

marginalized communities beyond those who are automatically admitted. Increased 

access to Texas’ most selective public institution may lead to higher persistence and 

graduation rates for Black students compared to other state colleges and universities. 

However, Black students remain the most underrepresented group at the University of 

Texas at Austin in spite of the laws and policies that have appeared to have had a positive 

impact on other students of color. Table 1 demonstrates the levels of representation at 



21 

 

UT-Austin for each group of students as compared to their make-up in the state and 

graduating class. Column one shows the racial/ethnic breakdown of the State of Texas in 

2010 and column two shows the breakdown of the graduating high school class in Texas 

also in 2010. The next two columns show the racial/ethnic breakdown of the 

undergraduate population at UT-Austin and for the incoming class of 2010. The State 

Population Index and the High School Graduate Index displays how well represented 

students are at UT-Austin as it relates to their overall representation shown in the first 

two columns. An index of 100% demonstrates complete representation whereas an index 

above or below 100% shows that there is an underrepresentation or overrepresentation of 

that particular group. Thus, what this table shows is that Asian Americans and Whites are 

overrepresented in both the overall make-up of the undergraduate population at UT-

Austin as well as in the incoming class of 2010. On the contrary, Latinos, Native 

Americans and Black students are underrepresented in their make-up in both the overall 

undergraduate population as well as in the incoming class of 2010.  

Table 1 

State Population Index and High School Graduate Index by Race, The University of 

Texas at Austin 

     

State Pop 

(2010) 

HS Grad 

Pop (2010) 

UT-Austin 

Population 

(2010) 

UT-Austin 

1st Years 

(2010) 

State Pop 

Index: UT 

Pop/State 

Pop 

HS Grad 

Index: 1st 

years/HS 

Grads 

Asian Am 4% 4% 18% 18% 448% 440% 

White 45% 39% 52% 48% 115% 122% 

Latino/a 38% 40% 19% 23% 51% 58% 

Native Am 1% <1% <1% <1% 40% 40% 

Black  12% 14% 5% 5% 42% 34% 
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Sources: Adapted from US Census, 2010; Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 

The University of Texas Office of Admissions.  

Despite the enormous body of literature examining access for students of color in 

these policy contexts, with the exception of Vasquez Heilig, Reddick, Hamilton, 

Rodriquez and Dietz (2011), few have focused on Black students. Thus, the purpose of 

this study is to understand the most recent trends in access for Black students at public 

institutions in Texas, specifically, UT-Austin, in the context of automatic admission laws 

and race-based admission policies. Ultimately, this study seeks to fill several gaps in the 

literature on automatic admission laws, the reimplementation of affirmative action and 

the Black experience in Texas. As such, the following research questions will guide this 

study: 

Research Questions 

1. What are the trends in the college-readiness gaps (i.e. high school graduation, 

class rank, and standardized test scores) by race/ethnicity in Texas?  

2. What are the application, admission and enrollment trends for college-bound 

students in Texas? Does it vary by institutional type? Student characteristics (i.e. 

race/ethnicity, gender, TTP students)? 

3. What factors predict whether students apply, are admitted and enroll at UT-

Austin? How do these odds change by a student’s background characteristics 

(i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, SES, TTP students)? 

4. What factors predict whether students apply, are admitted and enroll at UT-

Austin before and after the implementation of Grutter? 
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Significance of the Study 

The policies and laws that have been enacted to address the inequities in access to 

higher education, specifically automatic admission laws and affirmative action have been 

credited with the “rebound” of students of color at the University of Texas at Austin (UT-

Austin) although the extant research does not necessarily support this perception. The 

automatic admission laws have been popular and some states such as Florida and 

California have adopted these strategies to help increase diversity after affirmative action 

was dismantled. Other states still use affirmative action to help improve student body 

diversity. Texas is unique because it is the only state in which an institution—the 

University of Texas at Austin—uses both affirmative action and an automatic admission 

law. This is a unique opportunity to understand how these policies work or do not work 

together. Moreover, this study will fill in significant gaps in the literature as it relates to 

Black students in higher education. Findings from this study can be used to bolster 

recruitment efforts as well as serve as a source for policy recommendations for other 

institutions seeking to use similar admissions policies.   
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature 

Education has been one of the primary means of social mobility for Black people. 

However, research has shown that access has been limited, both historically and in the 

current era. Policies and laws, specifically affirmative action and automatic admission 

laws, have been enacted to ameliorate structural barriers. To understand the complex 

ways in which these policies impact the end goal, it is important to identify how these 

policies impact each level of the educational pipeline. Figure 2 shows the conceptual 

model of an educational pipeline beginning with the pool of high school graduates 

through college enrollment. For the purposes of this study, the pipeline will be 

conceptualized in two categories
4
: pre-college (high school graduates and college-ready 

graduates) and college access (applicants, admits, and enrollees). The decreasing sizes of 

the boxes illustrate losses at each stage of the pipeline. 

 

 

Figure 2. Educational pipeline. Source: Adapted from the National Center for 

Educational Statistics (1997) and Green (2006). 

This study is designed to understand trends and outcomes at each level of the 

educational pipeline for Black students in order to provide a comprehensive view of how 

                                                 

 

4
 Although I examine the education pipeline beginning at high school graduation through college 

enrollment, I acknowledge the pipeline extends well before and after these levels.  

High School 
Graduates 

College Ready 
Graduates 

Applicants Admits Enrollees 

Pre-College College Access 
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these pieces fit together. While exploring the factors themselves will be the first step in 

addressing trends and outcomes, gaining perspective on the pipeline as a whole will be 

the primary research goal. Understanding the trends at each level of the pipeline over 

time in the context of affirmative action and automatic admission laws will enable me to 

make recommendations to reduce barriers and improve access to higher education. Thus, 

I will first discuss affirmative action and automatic admissions laws by defining these 

policies and providing a historical context. Then, I will describe each level of the 

educational pipeline, starting with the pool of high school graduates and discuss the 

literature that explores the impact of affirmative action and automatic admissions policies 

on each level as well as identify any gaps. Finally, I will discuss the theoretical 

framework that will be used to guide the study.  

Affirmative Action  

The term affirmative action first emerged in 1961, when it appeared in Executive 

Order 10925, which stated: 

The contractor will not discriminate against any employee or applicant for 

employment because of race, creed, color, or national origin. The contractor will 

take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees 

are treated during employment without regard to their race, creed, color, or 

national origin. (Section 301, subsection 1) 

 

The Executive Order was originally signed into law by President John F. Kennedy and 

was later supplemented by Executive Order 11246, which was signed into law by 
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President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1965. Crosby, Iyer, Clayton and Downing (2003) 

defined affirmative action as the voluntary or mandatory policies and practices used by 

governments and state agencies, such as universities and private employers, to promote 

equal opportunity. Moreover, they proposed that the goal was to redress the effects of 

historical discrimination against women and marginalized communities (Crosby, et al., 

2003).  

Affirmative Action in Higher Education  

Institutions of higher education implemented affirmative action policies in their 

admissions decisions shortly after President Johnson signed the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

(Long, 2007). Affirmative action policies and practices in higher education take on many 

different forms, including targeted recruitment of historically underrepresented students 

of color and women, race-based scholarships and programs as well as using race, 

ethnicity, gender and national origin as an admissions criterion (Crosby, et al., 2003). 

While historically the goal of affirmative action practices in higher education was similar 

to that in other industries; to redress the effects of historical discrimination, the purpose 

has shifted; which was first prompted by the Bakke decision.  

In a split vote, the Supreme Court ruled against the University of California 

Medical School’s use of quotas but confirmed that race could be used as a factor in 

admissions decisions as long as it was “narrowly tailored.” Supreme Court Justice Lewis 

Powell made the deciding vote, and thus, his rationale became the court’s majority 

opinion (Moses, Yun, & Marin, 2009). His opinion established two important aspects of 
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the affirmative action used in colleges and universities that we know today. First, it 

established that race must be only one of many factors in making admissions decisions 

and thus, stressed the use of a holistic review process. Secondly, he rejected the notion 

that remedying past societal discrimination was an appropriate justification for 

preferential treatment, but he did state that a diverse student body is a compelling state 

interest (Moses, et al., 2009). Although the Supreme Court did not rule on an affirmative 

action case again for almost another three decades, the controversial policy was 

challenged in the court system through voter-initiated referenda and executive order 

during this time. 

Challenges to affirmative action. An anti-affirmative action national sentiment 

began to emerge during the mid-1990’s, which was manifested in several court cases, 

voter initiated referenda as well as through executive orders handed down by political 

executives (Bowen & Bok, 1998; Long, 2007). In 1995, the University of California 

Board of Regents passed SP-1, which eliminated the use of race in admission decisions. 

Shortly after, in 1996, California voters passed Proposition 209 (Prop 209), which 

outlawed affirmative action practices in university admissions state wide. Also during 

1996, the Hopwood v. Texas case was decided in the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. After 

being denied admission to the University of Texas School of Law, Cheryl Hopwood and 

three other plaintiffs sued the University in 1992. Although a lower court ruled in favor 

of the University, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals overturned the decision and issued 
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an opinion that was opposite to the Bakke ruling. Judge Jerry Smith issued the opinion 

and found that:  

The University of Texas School of Law may not use race as a factor in deciding 

which applicants to admit in order to achieve a diverse student body, to combat 

the perceived effects of a hostile environment at the law school, to alleviate the 

law school's poor reputation in the minority community, or to eliminate any 

present effects of past discrimination by actors other than the law school. (Section 

VI) 

 

Although the Hopwood decision only legally impacted the states in the Fifth 

Circuit Court of Appeals, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas, other states used other 

means to eliminate affirmative action practices. In 1998, Washington voters passed 

Initiative 200, and in 1999, then-Governor Jeb Bush of Florida issued the “One Florida” 

policy, both of which dismantled affirmative action practices in higher education (Long, 

2007).  

In 2001, the Johnson v. the Board of Regents of Georgia (2001) case was decided 

by the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals. Brought on by three White students who were 

denied admission to the University of Georgia in 1999, the students challenged the 

university’s use of bonus points awarded to non-White and male students during the 

admissions process. While the lower court challenged the Bakke decision by ruling that 

diversity was an insufficient compelling state interest to withstand the “strict scrutiny” 

clause, the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals did not rule on the diversity argument but 
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rather focused on the university’s point system. The Court ruled that the use of bonus 

points was not “narrowly tailored” and therefore, violated the Equal Protection Clause of 

the Fourteenth Amendment.  

In 2003, the Supreme Court finally heard an affirmative action case in higher 

education after close to three decades of staying silent on this issue. Gratz v. Bollinger 

(2003) and Grutter were two cases that emerged, which challenged the University of 

Michigan’s undergraduate and Law School admissions policies. The undergraduate 

admissions process used a point system where students of color were awarded fixed 

points. In contrast, the Law School used race as one factor among many in admissions 

decisions. As the cases traveled through the lower courts, conflicting rulings both 

challenged and confirmed that diversity was a compelling state interest. Moreover, the 

courts sought to reconcile if a point system was “narrowly tailored” to pass the strict 

scrutiny clause.  

The deciding ruling in both the Gratz and Grutter cases resolved the discrepancies 

that emerged in the Bakke, Hopwood and Johnson cases (Long, 2007). The US Supreme 

Court ruled that the undergraduate admissions process, which used a point system, was 

unconstitutional, but the Law School’s use of race among many factors was “narrowly 

tailored” enough to pass strict scrutiny. This ruling was based on the Court’s belief that 

the Law School, in “good faith” found no race-neutral formula better than the race-

conscious process. Moreover, the ruling reaffirmed that diversity was a compelling state 

interest because there were education benefits associated with having a class with a 
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“critical mass” of students of color. Although many affirmative action proponents saw 

this ruling as a victory, Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day O’Conner imposed an 

artificial timeline on affirmative action in higher education (Moses, et al., 2009; Sterrett, 

2005). In her majority opinion she stated:  

It has been 25 years since Justice Powell first approved the use of race to further 

an interest in student body diversity in the context of public higher education. 

Since that time, the number of minority applicants with high grades and test 

scores has indeed increased. We expect that 25 years from now, the use of racial 

preferences will no longer be necessary to further the interest approved today. (p. 

342) 

Even with the Supreme Court ruling, affirmative action is still being challenged in 

the court today. In April of 2008, Abigail Noel Fisher, a high school senior from Sugar 

Land, Texas filed a lawsuit against the University of Texas at Austin, alleging that she 

was denied admission because a less qualified student of color was granted admission 

instead. Fisher did not graduate in the top 10% of her class and therefore was not eligible 

for automatic admission to the University. In her suit, Fisher’s defense team brought forth 

three basic arguments. First, they posited that UT-Austin’s admissions policy did not 

follow the guidelines established in Grutter, which affirmed that diversity was a 

compelling state interest. They argued that the University’s admissions policy was 

“untethered to the educational benefits of a diverse student body identified and approved 

in Grutter” due to the fact that UT-Austin did not define in percentages what they 
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believed a “critical mass” ought to be. Instead, they purport that the admissions policy 

“reflects a pursuit of racial balancing that reflects Texas’ racial demographics,” a practice 

found unconstitutional in Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School 

District No. 1
5
 (Fisher v. Texas, 2009, 603).  

Second, the plaintiff argued that the University of Texas has already achieved a 

“critical mass” of students of color through the top 10% plan. Fisher argued that a 

“’critical mass’ is limited to, at most, twenty percent minority enrollment,” as determined 

in Grutter (Fisher v. Texas, 2009, 605). Finally, Fisher argued that the use of race in 

admissions violated federal law because it was not “narrowly tailored.” Fisher had four 

points to back up this claim: 1) "it produces only minimal gains in the enrollment of 

under-represented minorities;" 2) “UT failed to consider race-neutral alternatives that 

would achieve UT's diversity goals”; 3) “UT's consideration of race is over-inclusive 

because it benefits Hispanic students, who are not underrepresented;” and 4) “UT's 

consideration of race has no logical end point” (Fisher v. Texas, 2009, 609).  

In its final ruling, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals rejected the claims laid out 

above and ultimately upheld the University of Texas’ use of race in their admissions 

process. Despite this short lived victory for affirmative action proponents, on February 

21, 2012 the Supreme Court agreed to hear the case. Many proponents of affirmative 

action have a pessimistic outlook on the potential outcomes of the case (Liptak, 2012). 

                                                 

 

5
 Also known as “Parent’s Involved,” this court case was a desegregation suit that was heard in the 

Supreme Court. The Seattle School district used racial balancing to justify school placement by race 

(Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District No., 2007). 
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Given that the University of Texas is the only institution that has both a race-neutral 

admissions policy conjoined with a race conscious one, nothing is certain. The automatic 

admissions policy in Texas lies at the heart of this unique affirmative action debate. 

These race-neutral policies arose during this anti-affirmative action era when the states 

impacted by the dismantlement of affirmative action scrambled to find an alternative.  

Automatic Admission Laws 

Automatic admissions laws are race-neutral admissions strategies designed to 

increase student body diversity by capitalizing on segregated schools and communities 

(Tienda & Niu, 2006). These polices arose as an alternative to race-conscious admissions 

policies that were dismantled or outlawed. Currently, three states utilize automatic 

admission plans: Texas, California and Florida.  

Texas’ Top 10% plan. In 1997, after the Hopwood ruling, then-Attorney General 

Dan Morales applied the ruling to all aspects of higher education, including scholarships 

and retention programs. The dismantling of affirmative action in conjunction with this 

ruling had devastating effects on the application and enrollment rates of students of color 

in higher education institutions in Texas and more specifically, the states’ flagships: the 

University of Texas at Austin and Texas A&M University. The top 10% (TTP) plan first 

went into effect in 1998 and despite the repeated attempts to change the law, remained 

intact for over a decade. It was finally altered in 2009, however, during the 81st 

Legislature. Senate Bill 175, authored by Senator Florence Shapiro and Representative 

Dan Branch capped the law at 75% of the incoming class for the University of Texas at 
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Austin only. For the fall 2011 class, only the top 8% of graduating seniors were 

automatically admitted to the University of Texas at Austin.  

California’s top 4% plan. After the passage of Proposition 209, the University 

of California Regents approved a plan that would extend automatic admission to one of 

the UC campuses to any high school senior that graduates in the top 4 percent of his or 

her class. Although this plan is similar to Texas’ automatic admissions plan, there are 

some important distinctions, as this plan is a little more complex. Students are not able to 

attend any university they wish, and they must also complete 15 required college-prep 

courses as well as take specified ACT and/or SAT tests in order to receive admission.  

Florida’s talented 20 plan. As part of Governor Jeb Bush’s “One Florida” 

policy, automatic admission is extended to any student who graduates in the top 20% of 

his or her class, which is referred to as the “Talented 20 Program.” Florida’s program is 

also more complex than Texas’ plan because it requires students to complete 19 credits of 

college preparatory classes as well as requires them to take either the ACT and SAT. 

Also similar to California, students are not automatically admitted to the institution of 

their choice. The University of Florida supplements the Talented 20 Plan by extending 

automatic admission to Florida’s top 5% graduates as well as provides those students 

with financial aid.  

Of the three policies, Texas’ TTP plan is the most parsimonious and has the least 

restrictions (Long, 2007). As such, it has the potential to have a greater impact on 

expanding access to students of color and other historically underrepresented students 
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and is therefore, the focus of this study. However, the TTP plan is not without criticism. 

In next section, I will review both sides of the TTP policy debate.  

Arguments For and Against the Top 10% Plan 

Proponents. The top 10% plan has been credited for the rebound seen in diversity 

after Hopwood dismantled affirmative action (Tienda & Sullivan, 2009) despite the 

empirical data that shows only modest increases (Kain, O'Brien, & Jargowsky, 2005). 

Proponents argued that historically, UT-Austin was unable (or unwilling) to increase 

diversity on its own (see Goldstone, 2006; Heilig, Reddick, Hamilton, & Dietz, 2011). 

Despite the growing opposition to the top 10%, the law’s advocates still supported it 

because they believed it was a race-neutral strategy that still promoted diversity, 

broadened access to historically marginalized students and leveled the playing field for 

all students in Texas.  

When first implemented, the top 10% law was very popular and received bi-

partisan support because it was touted as a race-neutral policy that still had the ability to 

foster diversity (Tienda & Sullivan, 2008; Long & Tienda, 2010). Long and Tienda 

argued that although bi-partisan support for the bill has since eroded, proponents of the 

top 10% still maintained that being race-neutral was a key benefit of the plan. Shortly 

after implementation, Texas’ neutral admissions policy grew very popular, and it was 

adopted by Florida and California, where affirmative action was also outlawed (Long, 

2007). Moreover, in 2003, the Office for Civil Rights within the Department of Education 

released a report entitled, “Race-Neutral Alternatives in Postsecondary Education: 
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Innovative Approaches to Diversity,” which used Texas’ race-neutral strategies as an 

exemplar on how to diversify enrollment without explicitly using race as an admissions 

criterion. Race-neutral polices were the only option available to many administrators who 

valued a diverse student body but were unable to use race-based affirmative action 

because it was legally banned (Lipson, 2007). And, despite the Grutter decision, all states 

that used an automatic admissions policy, with the exception of Texas, did not use race-

based affirmative action (Long, 2007). To many advocates, this demonstrated the success 

of automatic admissions policies.  

Secondly, proponents of the top 10% argued that the plan broadened access for 

students of color as well as for students who attended high schools that historically did 

not send students to the University of Texas at Austin (Montejano, 2001; Long, Saenz, & 

Tienda, 2010). Ten years after the implementation of the law, there was some evidence 

that the top 10% law broadened access to UT-Austin for students of color. In 2008, the 

Office of Information Management & Analysis at UT-Austin reported that Black students 

comprised 5.6% of all incoming students, and Latinos made up 19.9%, representing an 

increase of 2.9 and 7.3 percentage points from 1997, respectively. In addition to seeing 

shifts in the ethnic and racial make-up of the student body, there has also been a drastic 

increase in the number of feeder schools sending students to the university. According to 

a study by Dr. David Montejano of the University of California at Berkeley (2001), the 

number of Texas feeder schools sending students to UT-Austin increased by 237 from 

1996 to 2000. Building upon Montejano’s findings, Long, Saenz and Tienda (2010) also 
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found that the law broadened access to UT-Austin for historically underrepresented 

students. First, similar to Montejano, they observed that the number and share of high 

school applications and enrollees increased. Moreover, they found increased enrollment 

from high-poverty schools, rural schools, schools with a greater share of minority 

students, small to mid-sized cities as well as regions that were historically 

underrepresented. Lastly, they concluded that schools that started sending students to UT-

Austin, continued to do so in subsequent years.  

Finally, TTP plan advocates argued that the plan is ideal because it levels the 

playing field such that students only have to compete against other students with the same 

resources (Bar, 2005). Tienda and Niu (2006) found that extreme levels of residential and 

school segregation exist in Texas. Many scholars have shown that racist economic, 

political and cultural practices and policies led to the construction of segregated 

neighborhoods (Beattie, 2002; Massey & Denton, 1993; Orfield, 1988). Those living in 

concentrated poverty have the highest levels of unemployment rates, the most health 

issues, are subjected to higher crime rates and are relegated to attending the worst schools 

(Orfield, 1993; Orfield & Lee, 2005; Wilson, 2011). Given the potential outcome for 

many of Texas’ disenfranchised students, proponents posited that the TTP law was ideal 

because it enabled students to circumvent structural inequality, thus leading to more 

equitable outcomes.  

One of the underlying assumptions of the top 10% law is that the very best 

students from every high school in the state deserve access to attend the best institutions 



37 

 

in the state (Montejano, 2001). Montejano found that prior to the implementation of the 

top 10% plan, over fifty percent of the students who attended UT-Austin yielded from 

only 64 schools out of over 1400 high schools in Texas. These schools were 

predominately affluent and White, and students attending these schools had a marked 

advantage over their counterparts who attended inferior schools. Montejano concluded 

that after only four years of implementation, the top 10% plan changed that reality.  

Opponents. Touted as the law of unintended consequences, many of the opponents of 

the top Ten 10% plan believed that the law had too many externalities that only hinder 

progress (Seale, 2009). While many of the opponents once supported the law, they have 

since changed their opinions as these unintended consequences have made the benefits of 

the law no longer worth supporting it. As such, many opponents believed that a holistic 

admissions process was a fairer practice than the use of one criterion. Moreover, 

opponents contended that the University of Texas simply did not have the capacity to 

accommodate the growing number of top 10% graduates. Finally, critics argued that the 

University can increase diversity better than the top 10% plan can if there was more 

flexibility in admissions by capping the law.  

First, many opponents believed that the use of one criterion to determine 

admission is unfair because it gives an advantage to students who attend less competitive 

high schools over students who had very high GPAs and test scores but attend extremely 

competitive high schools (Bar, 2005). This practice also did not allow for the 

consideration of other non-academic based factors that the University valued such as 
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musical talent (Niu & Tienda, 2010). Rather, opponents argued that a holistic admissions 

policy allows for a more fair assessment of applicants. The University of Texas at Austin 

uses a holistic admissions review process for all students who were not automatically 

admitted to the University (Office of Information Management & Analysis, 2010). This 

process takes into consideration a wide range of factors including academics, 

extracurricular activities and other characteristics such as race, family circumstances and 

socio-economic status. The most extreme opponents of the law, especially legislators 

who represented wealthy districts, believed that a holistic review should replace the law 

completely (Long & Tienda, 2010).  

Some moderate opponents, including the University of Texas administration 

believed that the law should not be completely revoked but rather, capped. In 2009, 

President Powers authored a report entitled, “The Top 10% Law and its Impact on the 

University of Texas at Austin,” in order to provide information to the general public 

about the impact of HB588 on admissions. In this report, President Powers showed that in 

2008, 81% of admitted applicants were automatically admitted under the law, leaving 

only 19% of the slots available for non-top 10% students. He further showed that the 

number of high school graduates would continue to grow such that by 2015, over 30,000 

high school graduates would receive automatic admission to the University of Texas for a 

class of 6,800. Therefore, he contended, the University simply did not have the capacity 

to accommodate the number of students automatically admitted under the law in addition 

to the applicants who are not top 10% students but are “well-qualified” but come from 
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highly competitive schools. The unintended consequence of the growing number of 

automatic admits was that there was a smaller pool of discretionary admits. Because the 

pool was extremely small, specialized colleges and schools such as the Butler School of 

Music and Geosciences were having a hard time filling their slots because the students 

that were automatically admitted did not meet the requirements of their schools (Bar, 

2005).  

Some scholars have sought to empirically test the “crowding” hypothesis to 

examine the extent to which students from competitive high schools are being “squeezed” 

out (Long & Tienda, 2010; Tienda & Sullivan, 2009). Consistent with President Powers’ 

report, Tienda and Sullivan (2009) found that Texas experienced tremendous growth in 

the college-aged population between 1994 and 2004. Moreover, the expansion of 4-year 

institutions was slow. Combined, these trends intensified competition at the top-tier 

institutions. When the TTP plan went into effect, the open-ended provision, which 

allowed eligible students to choose any institution of her or his choice, purportedly 

exacerbated the “college squeeze.” Long and Tienda (2010) found that average median 

class rank of applicants and SAT scores rose at less competitive institutions in Texas after 

the implementation of the top 10% law. This shift showed that students who would have 

historically applied to the University of Texas, those with high SAT scores but 2
nd

 decile 

class ranks, were now applying to other state institutions. They hypothesized that high 

achieving students beyond the 10% threshold perceived their admissions prospects to be 

low.  
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Finally, critics of the top 10% plan postulated that since the number of automatic 

admits grew so large, the University no longer had flexibility in its admissions practices. 

Not only did this detract from the work of the admissions office, but it also reduced the 

university’s ability to diversify the campus in the long term. Merely relying upon the top 

10% law to increase diversity would lead to an artificial gap and ethno-racial diversity 

that would taper off (Seale, 2010; Long & Tienda, 2010). According to the Texas Higher 

Education Coordinating Board (2010), Black and Latino students made up 7% and 31% 

of the top ten percent pool, respectively. In 2010, Black and Latino students made up 

5.1% and 23.1% of the enrolled, first year students at UT-Austin. Long and Tienda 

showed that if the trend continues, the UT-Austin student body would mirror the 

applicant pool, which only consisted of top-ranked students.  

Critics have pointed to research that has found that the TTP plan is a less efficient 

method to increase diversity compared to affirmative action (Long & Tienda, 2010; 

Harris & Tienda, 2010). In their study, Long and Tienda quantified the differential impact 

of affirmative action on diversity compared to the TTP plan. Long and Tienda found that 

Texas’ flagship institutions offered significant advantages to Black and Latino students 

under affirmative action but were unable to match such levels under the TTP policy 

despite shifts in applicant characteristic weights that benefited students of color.
6
 Given 

this, critics purported that capping the law was the only way for the University to truly 

                                                 

 

6
 For example, UT-Austin weighted more heavily special circumstances, extracurricular activities and 

students from high schools with low college going traditions.  
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diversify the student body because merely relying upon the automatic admission law 

would not yield significantly higher levels of diversity. 

 Over the past three decades, research has looked at the impact of both affirmative 

action and automatic admissions laws on each level of the college level pipeline: 

application, admission and enrollment for students of color. Although this study focuses 

in large part on this part of the pipeline, I will examine other areas critical to 

understanding college enrollment for Black students, specifically the high school 

graduate pool.  

High School Graduation to College Pipeline 

In order to understand college application, admission and enrollment, it is 

important to first identify the pool of high school graduates to provide context. 

Accurately identifying high school graduates is not an easy task. Given that data sources, 

definitions and methods yield very different graduation results, Heckman and LaFontaine 

(2010) argued that graduation rates were reported in large ranges: between 66-88% 

overall and between 50% to 85% for students of color. Heckman and LaFontaine 

reconciled the discrepancies between the various studies by using eighth grade 

enrollment as a starting point and accounting for GED recipients. Doing so, they found 

that the national high school graduation rate was substantially lower than the commonly 

reported 88%. Furthermore, only about 65% of Blacks and Latinos graduated from high 

school, which was substantially lower than White students.  

 The pool of high school graduates is just one aspect of context, especially when 
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determining the pool for top-tier universities. Thus, some scholars focused on the percent 

of college-ready students. College-readiness has been defined in a multitude of ways. 

Some researchers focused on standardized test performance such as the SAT, ACT or end 

of course exams. Roderick, Nagaoka and Coca (2009) proposed that performance on high 

school exit exams may also be an indicator for college-readiness although it may be a 

difficult indicator to use. Roderick et al. argued that not all states—only 22 to date—have 

exit exams, and the purpose of these exams are not to measure college-readiness but 

rather, basic skill comprehension. However, Roderick and her colleagues still contended 

that these exams may show that students have acquired the minimum basic skills to 

succeed in college and argued for further research to be conducted in this area to examine 

the link between exit exams and college performance.  

Standardized test scores such as the SAT and ACT are other indicators used to 

assess college-readiness. According to the ACT technical manual (2011), the purpose of 

the assessment is to predict a students’ college-readiness. Noble and Sawyer (2002) 

tested this claim using logistic regression for over 200,000 students from over 300 

postsecondary institutions. They found that the ACT was an effective predictor of success 

at different levels of first year grade point average (GPA)—2.0 -3.75. Specifically, they 

found that the ACT was a better predictor of high college GPAs (3.25 and above) 

compared to high school GPA. Similar to the purpose of the ACT test, the College Board 

(the developers of the SAT test), purported that the primary purpose of the assessment 

was to predict first-year grade point average and nothing beyond that including 
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graduation. Since its implementation in the 1950s, numerous studies have been conducted 

to test this claim (Fishman & Pasanella, 1950; Morgan, 1989). More recently, Kobrin, 

Patterson, Shaw, Mattern and Barbuti (2008) found that the best predictors of first year 

GPA are high school grades and SAT scores when comparing single and multiple 

correlations of predictors with the outcome variable. Despite the evidence that 

standardized test scores predict college-readiness, many scholars have rejected this 

notion. For example, Popham (2006) used correlation analyses and showed that these 

tests only predicted 25% of first year GPA; 75% of the grade was determined by study 

habits and motivation.  

Many studies have shown that college-readiness can be determined by high 

school GPA. To some scholars, GPA is an important indicator because it can demonstrate 

non-cognitive skills such as work ethic not measureable by standardized tests. For 

example, Geiser and Santelices (2007) conducted a study examining the achievement, 

persistence and graduation rates of approximately 80,000 first-year students at one of the 

eight University of California campuses. Using ordinary linear regression and logistic 

regression, they tested variables that predicted first year college GPA, the measure 

generally used to determine college readiness. They found that of all variables including 

SAT scores; class rank; family background and school characteristics (measured by 

average test scores), high school GPA were the strongest predictor of first year GPA, first 

year persistence and four-year graduation.  
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Roderick et al. expounded upon this study and conducted a study on students in 

the Chicago Public School system, which was predominately Black and Latino. Using 

National Clearing House data, they used unweighted GPA, the number of honors/AP 

courses and 11
th

 grade achievement scores to predict four-year college enrollment and 

six-year graduation rates. Similar to Geiser and Santelices, they found that GPA was a 

strong predictor of college enrollment and graduation. Moreover, they found that 

standardized test scores were independent predictors of college performance. Using GPA 

as an admissions criterion is not without its critics. In fact, GPA was seen as a less 

reliable source compared to standardized test scores (Geiser & Santelices, 2007). GPAs 

were seen as arbitrary and subject to grade inflations whereas SAT or ACT assessments 

are standardized.  

Recently, there has been a push by researchers to find predictors of college 

success beyond the use of standardized test scores and high school GPA given the 

relatively large amount of unexplained variance in first-year GPA when utilizing only the 

two aforementioned independent variables (Camara & Kimmel, 2005). Thus, some 

scholars have contended that students involved in rigorous course work, as measured by 

their participation in Advanced Placement (AP) courses, may also indicate college-

readiness (Mattern & Wyatt, 2012). The AP program is a rigorous high school curriculum 

sponsored by the College Board which is tied to standardized tests that may result in 

college credit with satisfactory results on final exams (www.collegeboard.com). The 

extant research on the association between academic rigor and college success is mixed. 
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For example, Adelman (2006) found that academic rigor better predicted college 

graduation than high school GPA and standardized test scores yet Klopfenstein and 

Thomas (2009) found no evidence supporting the link between college success and AP 

participation for the average college student. Despite the mixed evidence, Klopfenstein 

and Thomas still contended that AP course enrollment may still be a reasonable indicator 

of college success because it may signal important academic characteristics such as 

motivation and ability. Even though this is true, not all students have access to these 

programs. Some scholars have found that there are discrepancies in both the availability 

and performance on AP courses and exams along racial and ethnic lines (Handerwerk, 

Tognatta, Coley & Gitomer, 2008; Aud, Fox, & KewalRamani, 2010). For example, 

Handerwerk et al. concluded that nationwide, Black students are more likely than any 

other group to attend a school that did not offer any Advanced Placement courses. 

Additionally, Aud et al. showed that although participation rates have increased between 

1999 and 2008, the performance of students of color steadily declined during the same 

period while the scores of White and Asian American students remained the same. In 

addition, Black students had the lowest mean AP exam score compared to all other 

students.  

Regardless of the college-readiness definition, there is a smaller pool of Black 

high school graduates compared to White students and an even smaller pool of college-

ready students who are prepared to attend a top-tier institution. Although there is not a 

standard definition of what constitutes college-readiness, being college-ready does not 
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always translate into college attendance— students must first choose to apply, be 

admitted and enroll at the college of their choice. According to the College Board, there 

are over 34 courses that range from English and Math to a variety of foreign languages.  

Application Rates  

Hossler, Braxton and Coopersmith (1989) have contended that understanding why 

students choose to apply to institutions of higher education is extremely complicated 

because it is an extended and cumulative process. Therefore, they created a three-stage 

model to understand the college choice process, which is frequently used by many 

scholars. In this model, they showed that students must first decide that they want to go to 

college (pre-disposition phase). This generally occurred in elementary or middle school. 

Once a student decided that he or she was going to pursue higher education, the student 

prepared to enter college by earning good grades, participating in extracurricular 

activities, taking entrance exams, researching colleges and universities, applying for 

financial aid and college (search phase). Towards the end of their senior year, students 

selected the institution they wished to attend (choice phase). These three phases required 

a certain level of social capital or what Roderick et al. (2009) referred to as “college 

knowledge.” Many students of color lack this social capital, which is a significant barrier 

to college access. For White and affluent students, social capital has come from family 

and high schools; students of color and low-income students do not have access to the 

same social capital. Roderick et al. (2009) confirmed this proposition in their Chicago 

Public Schools study and found that the single most consistent predictor of whether a 
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student 1) aspired to attend a four-year institution, 2) applied, 3) were accepted and 4) 

enrolled in an a four-year institution that matched their qualifications was the degree to 

which the high school had a strong college-going tradition (measured by percent of 

previous graduates who went on to attend four-year institutions and self-reporting of 

teachers’ college preparatory curriculum).  

Other scholars have examined how the racial and ethnic composition of the high 

school impacted application decisions. For example, Butler (2010) used data from the 

Texas Higher Education Opportunity Project, a multi-year study examining college 

planning and enrollment decisions of Texas high school students to examine the choices 

that Black students make when deciding to which college or university to apply. Using 

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis, he found that a high school’s ethno-

racial demographics were positively correlated with a students’ first preference of 

institutions of higher education for all racial groups. However, after controlling for 

proximity to home, he found that this association disappeared for Black students such that 

they were more willing to commute twice as far to attend a Minority Serving Institution 

(MSI) compared to other racial/ethnic groups. Butler concluded that Black students who 

attended segregated high schools were more likely to choose to apply to a Historically 

Black College or University (HBCU) instead of other available institutions, including 

top-tier institutions. 

Many researchers have looked into the various factors that affect a student of 

color’s decision to attend selective institutions (Frost, 2007; Tienda & Niu, 2008). Tienda 
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and Niu (2008) found that cost, financial aid and proximity to home were significant 

factors in a low-income student’s decision to attend a selective or non-selective school. 

Many students of color, particularly those who are low-income, cannot afford to attend 

selective institutions. Thus, many choose to attend community colleges, two-year 

institutions or non-selective, more affordable institutions. While cost is a factor to many 

students of color, proximity to home is also a factor. Tienda and Niu (2008) found that 

many low-income students of color choose institutions that are close to home. Finally, 

they found that financial aid options are a significant factor in a low-income student’s 

decision to attend a selective university. Students from low-income backgrounds were 

more likely to attend schools that offered more financial assistance. All of the 

aforementioned factors impact a student’s decision to apply to college. I will now review 

the literature examining how the policies of interest impact application rates.  

Application rates, affirmative action and automatic admissions laws. Long 

(2007) posited that students are likely to apply to a selective institution if they believed 

their admissions prospects to be high. Thus, when affirmative action was eliminated, 

many scholars investigated how this change impacted application behavior. The extant 

research showed that affirmative action can have an impact on application rates for 

students of color, but the results are mixed. For example, Dickson (2006) found that after 

the Hopwood decision, Black high school graduates taking the SAT assessment test 

declined by 2.7 percentage points over the previous year, indicating a drop in application 

rates. Similar to Dickson, Brown and Hirschman (2006) found that there was a significant 
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decrease in the number of students of color applying to college after the implementation 

of Initiative 200, which eliminated affirmative action. They concluded that reduced 

application rates had more of an impact on student body diversity because this decrease 

impacted minority enrollment rates more than changes in admission rates.  

Contrary to Dickson, Brown and Hirschman, Card and Kreuger (2005) found that 

the elimination of affirmative action did not have a negative impact on application 

behavior for some students. Card and his colleague investigated the impact of the 

elimination of affirmative action on application behavior on highly qualified minorities. 

They found that there was not a change in SAT sending patterns for the highly-qualified 

minorities at the most selective institutions in Texas and in California. Thus, they 

concluded that changes to affirmative action did not impact application rates for the most 

competitive minority students. Similarly, Howell (2010) found that application behavior 

of students of color did not appear to be sensitive to changes in affirmative action after 

simulating the potential impact if the policy was eliminated. While much of the research 

on the impact of affirmative action has examined the consequences of its elimination, top 

10% literature has examined changes in application behavior as a result of its 

implementation.  

Harris and Tienda (2010) examined changes in application rates for both policies. 

Specifically, they investigated the application rates for Black and Latino students under 

different policy regimes: Affirmative Action (1993-1996), No Policy (1997) and Top 10 

Percent (1998-2003). They concluded that Black and Latino application rates fell after 
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affirmative action was dismantled, and their disadvantage in the percent of applications 

relative to White students grew over time. Moreover, they observed only a modest 

rebound in application rates after the implementation of the top 10% plan, but those rates 

did not return to pre-Hopwood levels. Because of this, Harris and Tienda argued that 

Black and Latino students would have gained a substantive representation if they had 

retained their share of applications during the affirmative action regime. 

Understanding how these policies impact applicant behavior is important; Harris 

and Tienda (2010) argued that if application rates for students of color are low, then there 

is a compounding impact on acceptance and enrollment rates for these groups. After the 

implementation of the top 10% policy, there was a surge in the number of applications to 

the University of Texas at Austin. Applications grew from approximately 17,000 in 1996 

to over 27,000 in 2006 (Tienda, et al., 2010). Although these numbers may indicate a 

change in application behavior, Long (2007) demonstrated that this surge was due to the 

rapidly changing demographics in Texas high school graduates. Long and Tienda (2010) 

found that the number of public high graduates in Texas rose by 33% between 1997 and 

2005 compared to 19% in the nation. These numbers were driven by minorities, 

particularly Latinos who went from being 29% to 35% of total graduates.  

Other scholars, such as Koffman and Tienda (2008), investigated how the law 

impacted application behavior for students of various socio-economic statuses. They 

found that graduates from affluent high schools were significantly more likely to apply to 

one of the state’s flagship institutions compared to students who attend schools with low 
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to moderate levels. Furthermore, they found that the top 10% law did not significantly 

raise application rates to the University of Texas and Texas A&M of applicants from 

poor high schools. These findings are important to understanding the impact on 

application behavior of students of color in the context of the top 10% policy because 

they also concluded that there was a correlation between social class and minority group 

status such that students of color were more likely to attend poor high schools.  

Similarly, Niu, Sullivan and Tienda (2008) sought to determine how knowledge 

of the TTP policy impacted application rates for students of color four years after 

implementation. Using survey data from over 13,000 Texas high school students, Niu and 

her colleagues asked students, “How much have you heard about the Top 10% Rule? 

Response choices ranged from “none” to “a lot.” The researchers found that minority 

students who qualified for automatic admission were less likely than their White 

counterparts to know about the provisions of the law. Of the students who did not know 

about the law, the majority attended schools with low college-going traditions. Niu, 

Sullivan and Tienda concluded that the breakdown in the communication about the law to 

the students could be attributed to school guidance counselors. Of all the students who 

said they knew about the law, particularly minority students, each one acknowledged that 

the guidance counselor was the single most important source of information.  

Summary and gaps in the literature on application rates. In summary, research 

showed (with the exception of Card & Kreuger) that the elimination of affirmative action 

had a negative impact on application rates for students of color at selective institutions. 
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Moreover, while scholars attributed the increase in application rates to top- tier 

institutions to shifts in enrollment rather than the top 10% plan, they have found that the 

law still impacted behavior. This behavior is dependent upon the type of high school a 

student attends; students who attend predominately minority, low-income or schools that 

have low college-going traditions are less likely to apply to a selective institution.  

Although insightful, there are some glaring gaps in the aforementioned research. 

First, all of the studies mentioned examine the top 10% plan during its first years of 

implementation— before 2005. It is plausible to assume that findings may be different 

after 12 years of implementation. Secondly, no study examined the impact specifically on 

Black students. For example, while it is true that high school enrollment rates for students 

of color increased drastically, the rate of increase was less for Blacks than Latinos (Long 

and Tienda, 2010; Tienda, et al., 2010). Aggregating these groups does not allow for 

more in-depth analysis of outcomes for Black students. Finally, while research examining 

affirmative action is extensive and dates back for decades, no study has examined how 

affirmative action operates in the context of the top 10% plan.  

Admission Rates  

Much of the research that examines issues of equity and access in higher 

education largely focuses on institutional admissions decisions (Koffman & Tienda, 

2008). Specifically, most of the attention to this subject has been given to admissions 

processes at selective institutions because contrary to popular belief, race-sensitive 

admissions policies are not used nor are they needed at the majority of the colleges and 
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universities (Bowen & Bok, 1998). In fact, Bowen and Bok postulated that only 20-30 

percent of all institutions of higher education utilized race-sensitive practices. 

 Historically, admissions criteria at top-tier institutions heavily relied upon 

standardized test scores. Because Black students on average had lower test scores, their 

likelihood of admission was much lower compared to their White peers (McNamee & 

Miller, 2004). In addition, many Black students attended inferior schools, which made 

them less academically prepared and thus, less competitive. Because of this disparity, 

Bowen and Bok (1998) contended that admissions officers took these factors into 

consideration, which ultimately increased the likelihood of admission for Black students. 

Despite the repeated challenges to affirmative action, many colleges and universities have 

used this policy both historically and those that can, contemporarily after the Grutter 

decision. Others have turned to automatic admissions policies in order to bolster 

admission rates for students of color. Both policies impact admission rates for students of 

color and in particular, Black students.  

Acceptance rates, affirmative action and automatic admissions laws. Research 

has shown that affirmative action and automatic admissions can have a major impact on 

admissions rates for Black students. For example, Bowen and Bok (1998) examined the 

impact of affirmative action at five selective institutions throughout the country. Overall, 

approximately 25% of all White applicants were admitted to one of the five institutions, 

compared to 42% of all Black applicants. Although these findings show how race-

sensitive policies improve access to higher education by shifting admissions probabilities, 
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Bowen and Bok further asserted that by simply comparing the overall admissions gives 

an inaccurate view of the true degree of advantage for Black students under these 

policies. Taking into consideration SAT score distributions, they demonstrated that Black 

students with the same SAT score range were three times more likely to be admitted 

compared to their White counterparts. Similarly, Long (2004) used data from the 

National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS) and found that the admissions 

probabilities for underrepresented minorities became positive after an SAT score of 860 

and significantly increased after a score of 967.  

While Bowen, Bok and Long showed the positive impact of affirmative action on 

admission rates, Healy (1998) showed the negative impact of elimination. Healy found a 

52% decrease in the number of Black and Latino students admitted to UC Berkley after 

Prop 209 was enacted. Consistent with these findings, Brown and Hirschman (2006) 

found the likelihood of admission for minority students at the University of Washington, 

the state’s flagship institution, decreased after the implementation of Initiative 200. 

However, they concluded that decreases in admissions chances had a secondary impact 

on enrollment, compared to decreases in application rates. Overall, the extant research 

examining the impact of affirmative action on admissions probabilities for Black students 

at selective institutions has shown that students receive a significant advantage, which 

helps to increase study body diversity. With the elimination of such policies, states began 

to utilize automatic admissions laws; however, the impact on admissions probabilities is 

not so promising.  
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Understanding how automatic admissions laws improve the chances of a student 

of color being admitted is more nuanced. Although at face value the potential impact of 

the policy seems straightforward— a student of color is automatically admitted to any 

public state institution if he or she is in the top 10% of his or her class, thus guaranteeing 

admission. In addition, this policy reduces barriers associated with standardized test 

scores. However, Tienda and Niu (2006) posited that the maximum benefit under this 

policy for minority students was yielded only when they attended segregated schools. In 

their rigorous study, Tienda and Niu sought to determine how much segregation was 

required in order for the automatic admissions policy to diversify the applicant and 

enrollee pool. Moreover, they explored the potential impact of the law on students who 

attended high schools with different ethnic-racial compositions. Their findings shed light 

on the impact of the law on acceptance rates for students of color. First, they found that 

Texas public high schools are highly segregated. Given this, Blacks and Latinos were 

more likely to be in the top 10% of their class if they attended a predominately minority 

high school. This likelihood decreases as the level of integration increases; Black and 

Latino students are less likely than White or Asian American students to be in the top of 

their class if they attend an integrated high school.  

Long (2007) investigated the difference between admissions probabilities for 

students of color under both policies. Using a national data set, he simulated the impact 

of a top 10% law nationwide. He illustrated that a top 10% policy would not substantially 

affect the distribution of admitted minority students. When comparing the admissions 
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advantage under affirmative action, the automatic admissions policy was inferior. Similar 

to Tienda and Niu, Long acknowledged that these results would be different in states with 

high levels of segregation, specifically California, Florida and Texas. After taking 

segregation levels into account, he still found affirmative action policies to be more 

advantageous for students of color.  

Summary and gaps in the literature on admission rates. To summarize, race-

sensitive admissions policies increase a Black student’s admission probability. The 

prevailing body of literature showed that affirmative action is more efficient at yielding 

higher admission rates for students of color, compared to automatic admission policies. 

While automatic admission laws impact admissions probabilities for students as well, 

advantage depends upon the type of schools that a student attends. Particularly, students 

of color benefited more from the TTP plan by being at a predominately minority high 

school, which as the research shows, is more likely to be low income. The tradeoff to this 

benefit is that students attend inferior schools, which have other consequences that can 

offset the advantages provided by the TTP policy.  

Many of the gaps in the literature that examine the impact are similar to those 

found in the research on application rates. While many of the original affirmative action 

studies focused on Black student admissions probabilities, most notably Bowen and Bok, 

no studies have focused specifically on Blacks in a post-Grutter nation. Moreover, the 

predominant body of literature examining how the TTP plan impacts admissions rates 

does not focus on how this policy indirectly impacts the admissions prospects of non-
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TTP students— although an exception is Long and Tienda (2008). After taking into 

account the automatic admits, the pool of discretionary admits is small. Given this, it is 

questionable as to whether Blacks would benefit to the same degree as they did under 

affirmative action policies in the past. Although scholars have confirmed the “crowding” 

out theory (Long & Tienda, 2010; Tienda & Sullivan, 2009) for students who attend 

competitive high schools, studies have not looked specifically at how non-TTP Black 

students are crowded out of the admissions pool due to the shrinking number of slots 

available for holistic review. There is a need for future research to examine this 

phenomenon and to further explore how affirmative action policies operate in the context 

of the top 10% plan.  

Enrollment Rates  

Admissions officers as well as politicians generally use enrollment rates to 

measure the success of policies on student body diversity (Koffman & Tienda, 2008). 

However, Roderick, Nagaoka and Coca (2009) observed that more students aspired to 

attend a four-year institution than actually applied and enrolled. They called this 

discrepancy the “aspiration-attainment gap.” Students who wanted to move beyond the 

aspiration-attainment gap needed information about college, resources and the skills 

necessary to navigate the college process. Since 1980, the Department of Education has 

reported a rise in college enrollment for Black students. In the 2007 report, The Condition 

of Education, the Department of Education reported that in 1980, approximately 44% of 

all Blacks in the country enrolled in college immediately following their high school 
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graduation—just under 59% enrolled by 2004. Similar to Roderick et al., Niu, Sullivan 

and Tienda (2008) explored this phenomenon but referred to it as “talent loss.” While the 

greatest talent loss occurred when high achieving students did not enroll in college at all, 

a significant loss occurred when these students enrolled at a less-selective institution. 

Affirmative action and automatic admissions policies were created to mitigate these 

losses, but the research examining the impact on enrollment is mixed. 

Some researchers have examined the role social capital plays in a student’s 

decision to enroll in college (Perna & Titus, 2005; Sandefur, Meier, & Campbell, 2006). 

Perna and Titus define social capital as “a resource that students may draw upon as 

needed to enhance productivity, facilitate upward mobility, and realize economic returns” 

(p. 488). Sandefur, Meir and Campbell posited that a student’s parent(s) may be one 

source of many for social capital. And, more social capital is accrued through higher 

incomes and education among other things. Sandefur et al. found that family resources 

and high levels of education increased the likelihood of a student choosing to enroll in a 

four-year college.  

Enrollment rates, affirmative action and automatic admissions laws. 

Affirmative action plays only an indirect role on student enrollment. Enrollment rates are 

dependent upon the diversity of the application and admissions pool. Thus, affirmative 

action practices such as targeted recruitment and improving the likelihood of admissions 

for Black students do indeed impact enrollment rates (Bowen & Bok, 1998). To 

understand this impact, some scholars have shown what happens to enrollment rates for 
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students of color after affirmative action is eliminated. For example, Moses, Yun, and 

Marin (2009) reported that after the enactment of Proposition 209 in California, the 

University of California-Berkeley saw significant decreases in minority enrollment for 

the incoming class; in 1998, the first year without affirmative action, minority enrollment 

dipped to 9.9% of the class compared to 20% the year before. Moreover, Moses et al. 

showed that Florida had similar results. After the implementation of the “One Florida” 

plan, Black enrollment dipped at the University of Florida, the state’s flagship institution, 

and at the same time, enrollment for White students increased. By 2005, enrollment 

levels had not returned to pre-affirmative action levels.  

The University of Texas saw similar results after the Hopwood decision. Tienda, 

Alon and Niu (2010) found that enrollment rates for Black students between 1992-1996 

were 4.2% compared to 3.9% between 1998-2002. Enrollment rates were also impacted 

by the top 10% plan. Niu, Sullivan and Tienda (2008) sought to explore how the top 10% 

plan impacted enrollment rates for students of color after they observed that more 

students qualified for automatic admission than the number that actually applied and 

enrolled. Thus, they examined how information about the top 10% law impacted the 

enrollment rates for students of color. In their study, they hypothesized that well-

informed students are more likely to enroll in an institution of higher education and more 

specifically, one of the state’s flagship institutions. Their findings reveled that top-ranked 

Black students aspiring to attend a four-year college were as likely as White students to 

know about the top 10% law. However, Niu et al. found that a higher proportion of Black 
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and Latino students compared to White students did not accurately know their class rank 

and were more likely to enroll at a nonselective four year institution, thus resulting in a 

loss of talent at the state flagship institutions.  

Niu and Tienda (2010) compared differences in enrollment between automatically 

admitted students to those who were admitted under the discretionary admissions pool. In 

their robust analysis, the researchers used a regression discontinuity approach to examine 

the differences in enrollment at the cutoff point between top 10% students and those just 

beyond that threshold. Niu and Tienda came to four important conclusions about the 

impact of the law on enrollment rates. First, they found that the top 10% law did not 

appear to affect enrollment at Texas’ flagships for all high school seniors. When 

disaggregating by race and ethnicity, the results of the study showed a potential impact 

on enrollment for Latinos but no other groups. In addition, they found differences in 

enrollment probabilities by high school composition. The law did not appear to impact 

enrollment at the flagship universities by students who attended predominately White 

high schools. However, top 10% students who attended high schools that were 

predominately minority (80% or more) or a “typical” high school with average shares of 

low-income students, were more likely to enroll at a flagship institution, compared to 

their classmates who are just beyond the top 10% of their class. Finally, they explored 

how the law impacted enrollment decisions among students who attended schools that 
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were potential recipients of a Century or Longhorn Opportunity scholarship
7
. They found 

that the law did not appear to have an effect on enrollment decisions for students who 

attended these high schools.  

 Summary and gaps in the literature on enrollment rates. In sum, enrollment 

rates are indirectly impacted by both race-sensitive admissions policies as well as 

automatic admission laws because rates depend upon the diversity of the applicant and 

admission pools. Enrollment rates dropped at selective institutions after affirmative 

action was eliminated, partially due to the direct impact on application and admission 

rates. Moreover, the type of high school a student attended appeared to be related to 

enrollment decisions for TTP students but not necessarily for non-TTP students. While 

these findings are important, there is a need for new research to examine potential 

changes in enrollment patterns for both students automatically admitted and those 

admitted under race-sensitive admissions policies. Given that research has found little 

impact of the TTP plan on Black student enrollment decisions warrants another look, 

especially given the study was based upon the early years of the TTP policy. Moreover, 

there is a need to understand enrollment rates for students admitted under race-sensitive 

admissions policies in the context of the TTP plan.  

 In sum, critics of both affirmative action and automatic admissions laws argued 

that the policies enable unprepared students of color to attend institutions that are more 

                                                 

 

7
 After the elimination of affirmative action in Texas, Texas A&M and the University of Texas at Austin 

implemented Century and Longhorn Opportunity scholarships, respectively. These scholarships were 

targeted for schools that historically sent few or no students to these institutions.  
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academically challenging then they are able to handle (Alon & Tienda, 2005; Bowen & 

Bok, 1998). And, the prevailing assumption is that students who benefit from these 

policies have worse academic outcomes compared to their White counterparts (Alon & 

Tienda, 2005; Bowen & Bok, 1998); Bowen and Bok referred to this phenomenon as the 

“fit hypothesis.” The research pair dispelled this myth in their groundbreaking study, The 

Shape of the River: Long-term Consequences of Considering Race in College and 

University Admissions. Using robust statistical methods, they found that when controlling 

for gender, SAT scores, high school grades, and socio-economic status, Black students 

that attended selective institutions had better academic outcomes compared to their 

counterparts at second or third-tier institutions. Similar to Bowen and Bok’s fit 

hypothesis, Alon and Tienda sought to test the “mismatch hypothesis,” which critics of 

the top 10% law have used to oppose the policy. The basic assumption of this hypothesis 

is that minorities with “lower credentials” than the university average are “mismatched” 

at that institution. Their rigorous study disproved the “mismatch hypothesis” and found 

that while there were disparities in graduation rates between students of color and Whites, 

the likelihood of graduation for these students was higher at more selective institutions.  

All in all, it is clear that the academic outcomes for Black students are better at 

top-tier universities compared to less-selective institutions. However, in order for Black 

students to enjoy these benefits, they must successfully matriculate through the 

educational pipeline. As the aforementioned research shows, there are many barriers 

blocking these students. Socio-economic background, high school composition, gender, 
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and social capital, all impact each level. However, there is one thread that is common 

amongst all of these barriers: race. Because race is inexplicably tied to each one of these 

barriers, it must be at the center of any analyses that seeks to understand how these 

policies influence outcomes for Black students. Thus, I argue that Critical Race Theory is 

an appropriate framework to examine the proposed research questions. 

Theoretical Framework: Critical Race Theory 

Critical Race Theory (CRT) was conceived during the mid-1970’s by a group of 

activist scholars—Derrick Bell, Alan Freeman and Richard Delgado—who were 

dissatisfied with the scholarly tools available to examine new forms of racism that 

emerged following the Civil Rights Movement (Delgado & Stefancic, 2001). Bell, 

Freeman and Delgado, among other critical scholars began to notice that racism and 

racist acts were no longer blatant as they once were during the Jim Crow era, but rather, 

they were more subtle and manifested in institutions, systems, and in the subconscious 

thoughts of those in power. The foundation of CRT was built upon the ideas of critical 

legal studies and radical feminism. Delgado and Stefancic argue that “critical legal 

studies” is based on the idea of “legal indeterminacy—the idea that not every legal case 

has one correct outcome” (p. 5). Further, the ideas of power dynamics, the social 

construction of roles and the invisible practices and patterns that create systems of 

domination manifested in patriarchy were borrowed from radical feminism. Together, 

these sets of ideas helped to define a new movement which is made up of activist 
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researchers, also known as “crits,” who seek to examine as well as transform the 

relationship between power and race.  

Over time, Critical Race Theory evolved from being a sub-theory in legal studies 

to being incorporated in other disciplines, including but not limited to, education, 

political science, sociology and ethnic studies. Similarly, the basic tenets of CRT have 

evolved. While no single set of principles exist, many scholars would agree upon the 

following basic tenets. 

Basic tenets of critical race theory. First, CRT is based upon the assumption that 

race and racism are permanent fixtures in our society. As such, CRT positions race and 

racism at the center of any discussion and seeks to show how these phenomena operate in 

society (Bell, 1992). Given this, the proposed study will do the same. Race, specifically 

the Black experience, will be the primary focus of the proposed research. This lens guides 

the research questions, the variables that will be included in the methods as well as the 

analyses. Second, CRT assumes that notions based upon neutrality, equal opportunity, 

meritocracy and colorblindness are false and are actually used to perpetuate systems of 

oppression. Moreover, CRT actively challenges any notions that claim to be objective or 

rational because these ideas seek to camouflage systems of oppression by contending that 

they are separate from race and institutionalized racism (Crenshaw, 1988). For example, 

the underlying assumption of merit is that individuals who work hard are rewarded. 

However, this idea does not take into consideration that some people start off with a 

marked advantage due to their race and position in society. Further, these ideas have only 
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been used by the dominant group to exclude, oppress and marginalize communities of 

color. 

In applying this theory to understanding automatic admission laws, the first thing 

that becomes apparent is that these policies are far from being “race neutral.” 

Acknowledging this fact illuminates the ramifications of this policy; the need to sustain 

racial segregation in order for the plan to operate as it was designed. Tienda and Niu 

(2006) showed that Texas schools are highly segregated, and it is this racial segregation 

that prompted the architects to design the plan that is used today. Since the law only 

works if there is racial segregation, then this policy only perpetuates barriers for Black 

students, particularly for those who are not automatically admitted, because access is 

strongly tied to socioeconomic status, which is associated with segregation (Orfield & 

Lee, 2005). The purpose of the reinstatement of affirmative action is to alleviate some of 

these barriers. In particular, the Grutter decision enables colleges and universities to seek 

out college-ready Black students who are not automatically admitted, encourage them to 

apply, take their race and other special circumstances into consideration when evaluating 

their application and offer scholarship money as an incentive to enroll. Given this, 

examining the pool of students not automatically admitted is useful in determining 

overall access for Black students to Texas’ flagship institutions and more specifically, 

UT-Austin.  

Furthermore, this tenet speaks to the merit debate underlying both race-sensitive 

admissions practices as well as purported race-neutral policies. Meritocracy is a term 



66 

 

created and perpetuated by the dominant group to camouflage the systemic racism that is 

used to exclude and silence marginalized communities (McNamee & Miller, 2004). 

Critics of affirmative action have argued that underserving, “less qualified minorities” are 

chosen over more qualified White applicants (Bowen & Bok, 1998), which means that 

the White applicants have more merit. The top 10% plan shifts this debate; however, the 

assumption is the same. Since automatic admissions laws are based on schools rather than 

by race, the new merit debate shifts; opponents argue that students attending less 

competitive high schools are unfairly advantaged over students who attend extremely 

competitive high schools. Using CRT as a lens of analyses will enable me to challenge 

the basic assumptions of this debate by examining the underlying institutional racism that 

is operating. For example, various factors such as the school that a student attends and 

socio-economic status impact access. Therefore, taking these factors into consideration is 

important to understanding how these factors influence the matriculation through the 

educational pipeline beyond objective measures such as standardized test scores.  

Next, CRT uses counter-narratives to shed light on the lives and experiences of 

marginalized communities. CRT uses these narratives to counter the dominant stories, 

which are deemed as normal and are exhibited in the media, language, and actions. These 

counter-stories give voice to a people who have historically been silenced (Delgado & 

Stefancic, 2001). This tenet is important to this study because it adds to the justification 

for exploring the experience of Black students. While most of the early affirmative action 

literature focused primarily on the Black experience, namely Bowen and Bok’s landmark 
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study, the drastic shifts in demographics of higher education, specifically the surge of 

Asian American and Latinos, has changed the recent dialogue around race-sensitive 

admissions practices. Since the Grutter decision, there is a need for research to examine 

the Black experience in the context of a more diverse society. In regards to automatic 

admissions, the prevailing literature examining the impact of the top 10% plan does not 

focus precisely on the Black experience; thus, the counter-narrative for this community is 

incomplete.  

The idea that interest convergence can hinder progress is another assumption of 

this theory. CRT acknowledges that social progress occurs to the extent to which the 

progress benefits the dominant group. To illustrate, Bell (1980) contended that the 

landmark court case Brown v. Board of Education was merely the result of self-interested 

White people rather than a genuine desire to help Blacks. Given this, crits have sought to 

uncover conscious and subconscious motives of the dominant group when evaluating the 

impact of policies and practices that are meant to help marginalized communities. 

Understanding the concept of interest conversion will be useful in drawing conclusions 

and making policy recommendations. 

Finally, there is a commitment to social justice and action. As such, CRT is more 

than a theory; it presupposes action. Crits argued that the theory is not merely used to 

explain phenomena, but it is also calls for people to actively resist and challenge racism 

and systems of oppression. This study is a manifestation of this core principle; this 

research will go beyond explaining trends or the findings; this study will use CRT to 
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illuminate the barriers to access to higher education in order to provide recommendations 

to address the problems. Despite the goal of the top 10% law and the reimplementation of 

affirmative action, Black students still have not enjoyed the benefits of full access to the 

University of Texas at Austin. Thus, this research study will use CRT as a lens to analyze 

the findings to the proposed research questions in order to provide a more comprehensive 

and critical understanding of the how Black students are or are not matriculating through 

the high school graduation to college pipeline within the context of affirmative action and 

automatic admission laws in Texas. 

Critical quantitative research. CRT has been used by many scholars to 

examine, understand and critique education policies and their outcomes (see Carter & 

Hurtado, 2007; Stage, 2007 and Harper, Patton and Wooden, 2008, ). Specifically, 

Harper, Patton and Wooden (2008) contended that using CRT to analyze policy was 

appropriate because “racial subordination [was] among the critical factors responsible for 

the continued production of racialized disparities and opportunity gaps” in higher 

education (p. 392). Historically, Critical Race Theory has been used as a framework to 

guide qualitative methodologies. Qualitative research is a method of inquiry that uses 

tools such as observations, in-depth interviews and focus groups to provide answers for 

“how” and “why” questions (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). Quantitative research, on the other 

hand, seeks to ask questions such as “what, where and when” through descriptive and 

inferential statistical methods. In recent years, some scholars, known as quantitative 
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criticalists, have adopted critical lenses to examine and critique quantitative research 

(Carter & Hurtado, 2007; Stage, 2007).  

Applying a critical lens to quantitative methods directly challenges the basic 

assumptions associated with this method, which are based a postpositivist paradigm 

(Stage, 2007). According to Willis (2007), a postpositivist paradigm is driven by certain 

assumptions that are universally accepted such as the idea that research is objective, is 

based on the scientific method, is used as way to test theory and findings may be 

generalizable. Critical quantitative research maintains the rigor associated with 

postpositivist inquiry but directly contradicts many of these assumptions. In particular, 

Stage (2007) argued that a critical quantitative paradigm is similar to a traditional, 

postpositivist lens in the application of the research methods i.e. the scope of research is 

broad, findings are generalizable, data is examined in the aggregate and the results of a 

study are independent of the context. The viewpoints differ when it comes to the 

motivation of research.  

Rather than accept established models to verify or confirm research questions, 

quantitative criticalists not only question those models but modify them in ways that are 

meaningful for the population being examined. A popular example of model modification 

is Carter and Hurtado’s alteration of Tinto’s 1993 theory of college integration (Stage, 

2007; Carter & Hurtado, 2007; Tinto, 1993). Despite the popularity and widespread use 

of Tinto’s model, Carter and Hurtado not only challenged the model and its applicability 

to Latino students but changed it to better reflect factors that impact this particular 
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community. Another way models may be modified is by applying statistical methods to 

various subpopulations differently than traditional means. For example, traditionally in 

quantitative analyses, all subpopulations are included in a single model to understand 

group differences. Carter and Hurtado argued that due to small population sizes, the 

effects of different variables on these populations may be overshadowed by larger 

groups. Thus, they argued that there are alternative ways of examining historically 

underrepresented groups: Comparative Group Approach and Specific Group Approach. 

In comparative group approach, models are run separately by groups and then compared 

and for specific group approach, models are run just for the population of interest. While 

Carter and Hurtado issue some cautions associated with both approached, they argued 

that these methods are still alternative ways to “stretch the boundaries of current theory” 

(p. 25). 

Another way in which quantitative criticalists depart from their traditional 

counterparts is by challenging the assumption that research is objective. Carter & 

Hurtado (2007) posited that quantitative research is far from being objective because it 

can often be driven politically and biased, especially when dealing with race in higher 

education. Therefore, they argued that allowing a researcher the ability to reveal one’s 

own autobiography and how it impacts research will enable others to judge the works 

rigor and determine how the work fits into the researchers’ long-term goal to improve 

education. By acknowledging that research is not entirely objective, researchers have the 

ability to develop better questions, collect appropriate data, create more relevant models 
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and are able to better interpret findings. In sum, Stage (2007) argued that a quantitative 

criticalist has two main tasks: 

Use data to represent educational processes and outcomes on a large scale to 

reveal inequities and to identify social or institutional perpetuation of systematic 

inequities in such processes and outcomes…. [and] Question the models, 

measures, and analytic practices that better describe experiences of those who 

have not been adequately represented. 

Using Critical Race Theory as my theoretical framework, I will seek to hold true to these 

two main tasks as I embark on this quantitative research study. 
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

This chapter outlines the methodology that guided this study. As mentioned in 

previous chapters, the purpose of this study is to examine trends in application, 

admission, and enrollment rates across the state of Texas in the context of automatic 

admission laws and affirmative action. The focus of my analysis is on Black students at 

UT-Austin, but I compared and contrasted results to other institutions as well as other 

races/ethnicities in order to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the trends 

observed. This section is organized as follows: First, I will review the research questions 

that guided the study. Next, I will present the research design in which I will describe the 

methodology. Following that, I will discuss my data collection process and sample as 

well as explain how I analyzed the data to answer the proposed research questions. I will 

conclude with a summary and some final thoughts.  

Research Questions 

In order to accomplish the goal of this study, I examined two areas of the 

educational pipeline: pre-college and college access (see Figure 1). Therefore, the 

following research questions guided this study: 

1. What are the trends in the college-readiness gaps (i.e. high school graduation, 

class rank, and standardized test scores) by race/ethnicity and gender in Texas?  
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2. What are the application, admission and enrollment trends for college-bound 

students in Texas? Does it vary by institutional type? Student characteristics (i.e. 

race/ethnicity, gender, TTP students)? 

3. What factors predict whether students apply, are admitted and enroll at UT-

Austin? How do these odds change by a student’s background characteristics 

(i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, SES, TTP students)? 

4. What factors predict whether students apply, are admitted and enroll at UT-

Austin before and after the implementation of Grutter? 

 Research Design 

To answer the proposed research questions, this study utilized a critical 

quantitative methodological approach, which will include two statistical methods: 

descriptive analyses and logistic regression. The following section will describe these 

methods in detail as well as present the rationale for their use.  

Descriptive statistics. According to Best (1970): 
 

Descriptive research is concerned with conditions or relationships that exist; 

practices that prevail; beliefs, points of views, or attitudes that are held; processes 

that are going on; effects that are being felt; or trends that are developing. At 

times, descriptive research is concerned with how what is or what exists is related 

to some preceding event that has influenced or affected a present condition or 

event. (p. 46) 



74 

 

Given this, this study utilized descriptive statistics to answer research questions 1 and 2. 

Findings from these two questions served as a useful context for my subsequent analyses. 

For example, I examined application rates by race and institution type over time to show 

changes in rates for Black students at UT-Austin after the reimplementation of 

affirmative action in 2005. I compared and contrasted these trends with application rates 

at Texas A&M during the same time. Although this type of analysis did not allow me to 

infer any effect of affirmative action on application rates, it did provide a context for 

understanding outcomes derived from the inferential methods, which were also used in 

this study. Dissimilar to descriptive statistics, inferential statistics allowed me to reach 

conclusions beyond descriptions. For this study, I used logistic regression. 

Logistic regression. Logistic regression is used to assess the effect of 

independent variables on a binary outcome (dependent) variable (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 

1989). When the outcome variable is dichotomous, logistic regression is a superior 

statistical method compared to ordinary least squares (OLS) regression because using 

OLS linear regression on binary outcomes violates the basic assumptions of this method 

(Allison, 1999). Specifically, Allison showed that using OLS linear regression using a 

dichotomous outcome violated the assumptions that the variance was constant and values 

were normally distributed. The basic logit model is given by: 

Log [P(Y=1)/ P(Y=0)] = β0 + βi(Xi) 

 

where the natural logarithm of the odds of the outcome variable is a function of 

the intercept, β0 and the coefficient, βi of predictor Xi. This method is fitting for this study 
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because it enabled me to examine the relationship between several independent variables 

and an outcome variable as well as compute the odds of a particular event occurring. The 

coefficients in a logistic regression are expressed as odds ratios, which estimate the odds 

of an outcome occurring given a one unit change in a predictor variable. For example, 

imagine the effect of being female (males are codes as 0 and females are coded as 1) on 

college enrollment (not enrolled in college is coded as 0 and enrolled in college is coded 

as 2) is 2.0. This means that the odds of enrolling in college are twice as high for females, 

compared to males. I used logistic regression to answer research questions 3 and 4. Now, 

I am going to discuss my data collection process as well as my sample.  

Data Collection and Sample 

The data for this study will come from several sources. First, I used the Academic 

Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) found in the Public Education Information 

Management System (PIEMS) database to report data on high school student indicators 

such as high school graduation rates and academic achievement indicators such as SAT 

and ACT scores. In order to obtain the data, I pulled the State’s AEIS report for each year 

examined. From each report, I recorded and aggregated the data by variable into an excel 

spreadsheet and created the respective graphs which facilitated me answering research 

question 1. Second, I used the publically accessible Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board (THECB) data to report indicators for the core educational pipeline 

such application, admission and enrollment rates of Texas high school students. With 

these data, I first categorized each institution by type (see below for variable descriptions) 
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and calculated the various rates needed to answer my research questions (i.e. admission 

rates by race/ethnicity, gender and institution). Finally, I used longitudinal, student level 

data housed on the THECB “Research PC” for additional descriptive analyses and for the 

inferential analyses. These data were facilitated by the Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board and contained data from both the TEA and the Coordinating Board. 

In order to obtain these data, I first submitted a request to TEA to access high school data 

not available at the Coordinating Board (i.e. socio-economic status as measured by free 

or reduced lunch status). These data were compiled by TEA, masked according to the 

Federal Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and sent to the THECB through a 

secured server. Once at the Board, the staff loaded the TEA and Coordinating Board data 

onto the “Research PC.” The Coordinating Board data contained college application, 

admission, and enrollment data for all high school students that applied to and attended 

an institution of higher education in Texas from 2000 through 2009. The data were 

aggregated into a large database and I was given a 2-month access to run my analyses. 

This data set was used to answer research questions 3 and 4 of this study.  

Sample. Although the entire population of students used for this study was all 

Texas high school students who graduated between 2000 and 2010, which is 

approximately 2.6 million students (TEA, n.d.), the specific sample used by different 

research questions varied. RQ1 used the entire aforementioned population. For RQ2, I 

used only the Texas high school students who graduated and applied to at least one 

institution of higher education in Texas, which equated to over 1.1 million students 
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during the ten year period. For RQ3, my data set was reduced by about 65% after missing 

deleting cases
8
. To examine admission rates, I used only the data for students that were 

admitted to an institution of higher education in Texas. Similarly, I used only those 

students that were admitted to examine enrollment. Finally, the final research question 

included only students who applied, were admitted and enrolled at UT-Austin or Texas 

A&M University. Now, I will discuss my data analyses.  

Data Analyses 

As aforementioned, this study was guided by four research questions. In order to 

better guide my analyses, sub-questions were created for the first two descriptive research 

questions. This enabled me to focus my analyses based on the findings in the literature. 

The sub-questions for RQ1, which was, “What are the trends in the college-readiness
9
 

gaps (i.e. high school graduation, standardized test scores and class rank) by 

race/ethnicity and gender in Texas?,” are:  

                                                 

 

8
 Many of the missing cases were due to TEA eliminating data cells that were five or less in accordance to 

FERPA. In addition, approximately 50% of the cases did not have SAT scores available and therefore, any 

student record without a score was also eliminated. Despite this reduction, my data set was still very large 

and substantial.  
9
 As aforementioned in Chapter 2: Review of the Literature, there is no agreed upon definition of “college-

readiness” and thus, different scholars have researched and posited varying indicators of college-readiness. 

For example, Roderick, Nagaoka and Coca (2009) and Geiser and Santelices (2007) found certain 

standardized test scores such as the SAT, honors courses and high school GPA all were indicators of 

whether a student would be successful in college. Others, including Chapa and Horn (2007) and UT-Austin 

(2007) found that high school rank, specifically those who graduated in the top 10% of their class were 

successful in college, which was indicated by higher GPAs, retention and graduation rates. For the 

purposes of this analysis, I will use the following indicators in combination to display college-readiness: 

high school graduation rates, Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) exit exam rates, Texas 

Success Initiative (TSI) for math and reading, SAT or ACT scores, Advance Placement (AP) course/Dual 

Credit enrollment, AP and International Baccalaureate (IB) exam passage rates, Diploma track and Class 

rank (top 10%), which are defined below.  
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1. What are the high school graduation rates for Black students in Texas from 

2000 through 2010? How do they compare to other groups? 

2. What percent of Black high school students in Texas are considered college-

ready based on various standardized tests? How do they compare to other 

groups? 

3. What percent of Black high students in Texas are graduating in the Top 10% 

of their high school class? How do they compare to other groups? 

The purpose of RQ1 is to determine the actual pool of first year prospective Black high 

school students in Texas. A common perception in the admissions debate is that 

enrollment at UT-Austin is small because the pool is small; graduation rates are relatively 

low for Black students and of those who do finish, many are not ready to enter college 

(Seale, 2009). Thus, the rationale for RQ1 is to show that although gaps continue to 

persist for Black students due to systemic racism and discrimination that 

disproportionately impacts the Black community, there is still a pool of eligible students 

that do not seek admission to UT-Austin.  

To answer RQ1, I utilized descriptive data from the PIEMS
10

 databases and 

reported the following variables: 

                                                 

 

10
 Although this study was interested in examining indicators by race and gender, the AEIS reports do not 

disaggregate the data by race and gender thereby limiting my analysis to race only for high school 

graduation and college-readiness indicators.  
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Graduation rates. Graduation rates were defined as the percent of students in the 

starting cohort of ninth graders who graduated in four years. Graduation rates did not 

include those who received a General Education Degree (GED).  

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) exit exams passage rates. 

TAKS is a standardized test designed to assess student learning. Passing TAKS exit 

exams are a requirement for graduation from Texas public schools. This variable showed 

the percent of students that have passed all exit exams.  

Texas Success Initiative (TSI) for math and English/Language Arts. The TSI is an 

exam for college-bound students assessing skills in math and reading. Students may be 

exempt if they receive a high enough score on the math and English/Language Arts 

TAKS exit exams as defined by the THECB. This variable showed the percent of 

students passing the math and English/Language Arts exams.  

SAT or ACT scores. This variable reported the results of a student’s score on 

either the College Board’s SAT Reasoning Test or ACT, Inc.’s ACT Assessment. This 

indicator showed the percent of graduates who took either college admissions test, the 

percent that scored at or above criterion and the average score. TEA considers a score of 

1110 on the SAT mathematics and critical reading sections combined, or 24 on the ACT 

composite to be at criterion.  

Advanced Placement (AP) course/Dual Credit enrollment. AP course or Dual 

Credit enrollment is based on whether a student took and completed at least one AP 

course or enrolled in and completed at least one Dual Credit course, for which the student 
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receives college credit. This variable showed the percent of 11
th

 or 12
th

 grade students 

who are enrolled in at least one AP or Dual Credit course.  

AP and International Baccalaureate (IB) exam participation rates. . This 

indicator displayed the AP course or International Baccalaureate exam participation rates. 

The IB is a non-profit organization that creates honors programs in various schools 

around the county. There are 50 programs in the state of Texas (www.ibo.org, 2012). 

This variable showed the percent of 11
th

 or 12
th

 grade students who have taken at least 

one AP or IB exam.  

AP and International Baccalaureate (IB) exam passage rates. According to TEA 

(2010) this variable referred to the results of the College Board’s Advanced Placement 

(AP) examinations and the International Baccalaureate Organization’s International 

Baccalaureate (IB) examinations. Scores that are eligible for credit on these exams range 

from 3, 4, or 5 on AP exams and scores of 4, 5, 6, or 7 on IB examinations. Students 

receive credit when they score at or above the criterion; 3 for AP exams and 4 for IB 

exams. Therefore, this variable showed the percent of scores at or above the minimum 

score.  

Diploma track. According to TEA, students in Texas follow one of three State 

Board of Education defined diploma tracks, which are Minimum High School Program 

(MHP), Recommended High School Program (RHSP), and Distinguished Achievement 

Program (DAP). High school students who wish to enter the Minimum (IEP) track must 

receive special permission. The default track is the RHSP however TEA considers any 
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student who finishes the RHSP or DAP to be college-ready. This variable showed the 

percent of students in each diploma track.  

Class rank. This indicator showed the percent of students who graduated in the 

top10% of his or her class. The data for this indicator was limited because neither TEA 

nor the THECB records the number of students who graduate in the top 10% of their 

class. Thus, I only reported the percent of top 10% students who chose to apply to at least 

one public institution of higher education in Texas. It does not include students who 

graduate in the top 10% of their class but choose not to apply to college in Texas.  

With these indicators, I created a series of line graphs and bar charts that enabled 

me to display trends over time. First, I displayed Texas high school graduation rates by 

race from 2000 through 2010. Second, I reported college-readiness indicators by 

race/ethnicity for the State over the ten year period. Displaying the data this way allowed 

me to highlight the prevailing gaps in college-ready indicators and show whether these 

gaps were closing, widening or staying the same over time. 

To answer RQ2, “What are the application, admission and enrollment trends for 

college-bound students in Texas? Do they vary by institutional type? Student 

characteristics (i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, TTP students)?,” I asked the following sub-

questions: 

1. What are the application rates of graduating Black high school students in 

Texas by institutional type? How do rates change by gender, automatic 
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admission status and other background characteristics? How do they compare 

to other groups? 

2. What are the acceptance rates of Black students at public institutions of higher 

education in Texas by institution type? How do rates change by gender, 

automatic admission status and other background characteristics? How do 

they compare to other groups? 

3. What are the enrollment rates of Black students at public institutions of higher 

education in Texas by institution type? How do rates change by gender, 

automatic admission status and other background characteristics? How do 

they compare to other groups?  

The purpose of RQ2 is to examine differences in application, admission and enrollment 

rates over time by different types of institutions and various student characteristics. To 

this end, I was able to identify the leaks along the educational pipeline as well as observe 

any changes before and after the implementation of Grutter. The variables that were 

utilized to answer this research question were as follows: 

Application rates. Application rates were be computed by dividing the number of 

Texas high school graduates that applied to at least one institution of higher education by 

all graduates. The same calculation will be used to determine rates by institution type and 

background characteristics. 

Admission rates. Admission rates were calculated by dividing the number of 

graduates admitted to at least one institution of higher education by the number of Texas 
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high school graduates that apply. The same calculation was used to determine rates by 

institution type and background characteristics. 

Enrollment rates. Enrollment rates were computed by dividing the number of 

graduates enrolled at one institution of higher education by the number of Texas high 

school graduates that were admitted. The same calculation was used to determine rates by 

institution type and background characteristics. 

Race/ethnicity. The races/ethnicities that were included are White, Black, 

Latino
11

, Asian American, and “Other,” Native American, International, and 

Unknown/Other
12

. In 2008, the Federal Government changed the guidelines for how 

students could identify themselves for reporting purposes. The racial/ethnic categories 

were expanded and students could choose one or more race (www.ed.gov). The changes 

went into effect in Texas in 2010 thus, for this year, I combined students who were 

classified as “Multi-racial/Black” with students who only identified as “Black” and 

reported these groups of students together as “Black.” 

Gender. Gender included males and females. 

Institution type. As of 2010, Texas has 146 public and independent institutions of 

higher education (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2010). For the purposes 

                                                 

 

11
 The “Latino” variable was created by recoding all students who identified their ethnicity as “Hispanic” 

on the Texas Common Application. Therefore, the “White” category only includes non-Hispanic White 

students.  
12

 This grouping is partially adapted from the Coordinating Board report, “High School Graduates in the 

Top 10% of Their Class Found in Texas Public Higher Education, Fall 2009 and Fall 2010 Cohorts” 

(2011). My grouping differs because I pull out Asian Americans whereas the THECB includes this group in 

the “Other” category. 
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of this study, institution type will be classified into the following levels: Small (30,000 

students or less); Medium (30,000-40,000 students); Historically Black College or 

University (HBCU); Texas A&M University (TAMU); and the University of Texas at 

Austin. I did not include private colleges and universities because they are not subject to 

the provisions of the TTP plan. I categorized small and medium sized public colleges or 

universities—as compared to the largest universities in the State, TAMU and UT-

Austin—because selectivity has been found to increase by institution size. For example, 

UT-Austin and TAMU are the most selective institutions in the state where Texas Tech, a 

medium size institution, is more selective than Sul Ross University. Categorizing the 

HBCUs separately allowed me to observe the relationship these types of institutions have 

on Black student outcomes (Butler, 2010) Moreover, I separated the two public flagship 

institutions because it allowed me to isolate results for UT-Austin, which is the source of 

interest for this study.  

To answer RQ2, I first reported descriptive data for application, admission and 

enrollment rates from 2000-2010 for all college-bound students in Texas. Next, I 

disaggregated the data by institutional type, automatic admission status, race, and gender. 

I presented the result using various tables and charts.  

To answer RQ3, “What factors predict whether students apply, are admitted and 

enroll at UT-Austin? How do these odds change by a student’s background 

characteristics (i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, SES, TTP students)?,” I used the secured data 

from the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. First, I created outcome variables 



85 

 

for each model by dummy coding application, admission and enrollment status using a 

binary coding scheme. Next, I recoded the independent variables in ways found in the 

literature, which enabled me analyze the predictors for the outcome variables. I then 

proceeded by running a series of logit models using race first as a predictor for each level 

of the core educational pipeline. For example, I am interested in understanding the effect 

on likelihood of a student being admitted to one of the flagship institutions. Running a 

model with admission status as the outcome and race as the independent variable will 

show that the differences in the odds of each race being admitted to one of the flagships. 

The results of these models served as a baseline for interpreting subsequent models with 

additional predictors.  

After running these logit models using race as a predictor, I ran a series of logit 

models and included a wide array of independent factors known to be associated with the 

outcome variables. The variables were entered as a block in the logistic regression model 

and were eliminated using a hierarchical backward selection procedure designed to create 

the most parsimonious set of statistically significant variables. All main effects were and 

Wald Statistics were computed to assess significance. I observed the differences and 

similarities between the models for UT-Austin and Texas A&M University. Finally, I 

added a variable (see below) created to examine changes before and after the 

reimplementation of affirmative action.  
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Independent variables. The independent variables utilized in this study are in 

one of four categories: student background characteristics, academic indicators, and high 

school composition. For RQ3 and 4, the following independent variables were used: 

Student background characteristics. Using the literature reviewed, I included 

several background characteristics that are known to have a relationship with the outcome 

variables. The background characteristics include:  

Race/ethnicity. The races/ethnicities were Black, Latino, White, Asian American 

and “Other.” Black students served as the reference group for comparison purposes. 

Latino refers to all students that identified themselves as “Hispanic.” White refers to all 

students who identified as “White, non-Hispanic.” The “Other” category includes all 

other students including Native American, International, or Unknown. Texas 

implemented a change in racial characterization in 2010, the year that was not included in 

my data set for my inferential statistical models. Therefore, I did not use the new 

reporting guidelines for my research questions 3 and 4.  

Gender. Gender included males and females, where males served as the reference 

group. 

Father’s and mother’s educational level. The THECB (2011) defines educational 

level as the highest level of formal instruction received by the undergraduate student’s 

father or male/mother or female guardian. This is a self-reported variable indicated on the 

Texas Common Application. The available options for students to choose are: no high 

school, some high school but no diploma, high school diploma or GED or recognized 
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home school, some college but not degree or certificate, bachelor’s degree, graduate 

degree. These options were recoded into four levels: 1) No High School Diploma which 

included “no high school” and “some high school but no diploma;” 2) High School 

Diploma which includes “high school diploma or GED or recognized home school;” 3) 

Some College which included “some college but not degree or certificate;” 4) College 

Degree or Beyond which included “bachelor’s degree” and “graduate degree.” The 

College Degree or Beyond served as the reference group. 

Family’s gross income included both untaxed and taxed income from the most 

recent tax year, which was self-reported on the Common Application. This was a five-

level variable: 1) less than $20,000, 2) $20,000–39,999, 3) $40,000–59,000, 4) $60,000–

79,000, and 5) $80,000 and greater. In order to create a more parsimonious analyses, this 

variable was recoded into this variable was recoded into three levels of family income: 1) 

less than $40,000, or low-socioeconomic status (SES); 2) $40,000–79,999, or middle-

SES; and 3) $80,000 or greater, or upper-SES. The upper-SES served as the reference 

group. 

Academic indicators. As shown in the literature reviewed, academic achievement 

can be measured by many indicators. The indicators that were chosen for this study are 

based upon the literature in addition but were also limited to what variables were 

available. The following indicators were used:  

SAT composite scores. This variable is a continuous variable and showed the self-

reported SAT score on the Texas Common Application. If a student listed multiple 
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scores, the score that was used to admit or deny an applicant was used. For students who 

only had ACT composite scores, I converted the reported score into a comparable SAT 

score according to the guidelines published by ACT (reference). If a student listed 

multiple scores, the score that was used to admit or deny an applicant was used. Students 

without an SAT or ACT converted score were eliminated from the analyses.  

Advance placement (AP) course/dual credit enrollment. This variable was a 

dummy coded indicator which showed whether or not a student enrolled in at least one 

AP or Dual Credit course. “Enrolled” served as the reference group. 

Class rank. Class rank was based on the THECB’s “Admission Action” variable 

which indicates whether a student was “Accepted Top 10%,” “Accepted or Rejected Top 

25%, If Not Included in Top 10%,” of “Accepted or Rejected Other Criteria
13

.” This 

variable was dummy coded into the three variables: 1) Top 10%, 2) Top 25% and 3) 

Other. Top 10% students served as the reference. These data only include students who 

chose to apply to at least one public institution of higher education in Texas. It does not 

include students who graduate but choose not to apply to college in Texas.  

High school composition. The next set of independent variables that were utilized 

in this study was high school composition. There are multiple ways to look at how high 

schools are composed but for the purposes of this study, I used the following variables: 

                                                 

 

13
 The “Other” criteria does not necessarily indicate that a student did not graduate in the Top 10% or 25% 

of his or her class because this category includes those students who attended schools, such as private 

schools or home schools, which may not rank their students.  
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Ethno-racial make-up. All high schools were coded as one of the following: 

predominately White (>80%); majority White (60-80% White); integrated (40-60% 

White); majority students of color—SOC— (20-40% White); predominately SOC (<20% 

White) (Niu, et al., 2008). Predominately White schools served as the reference group.  

College-going tradition. Each high school was dummy coded to show whether or 

not that school had a low college-going tradition, which is defined as a school that sends 

less than 10% of its graduating class to college (Roderick et al., 2009). Schools with a 

college-going tradition were the reference group.  

Dependent variables. This study used a series of dummy coded outcome 

variables. These outcome variables were as follows: 

Application status. This variable indicated whether or not a graduating student 

chose to apply to an institution of higher education. This variable was dummy coded as 

applied-1 or not applied-0.  

Admission status. This variable indicated whether or not an applicant was 

admitted by institution type and was dummy coded as admitted-1or not admitted-0. 

Enrollment status. Enrollment status was dummy coded as enrolled-1 or did not 

enroll-0 and pertained to only students who were admitted to an institution of higher 

education. 

Limitations 

There are a few limitations to this study that are worth noting. First, although my 

final data set for my logit models was reduced by approximately 65% due to missing 
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data, the n-count was still very large; more than 350,000 students. The risk of having a 

dataset so large is that most if not all of the variables may be found to be significant. 

However, having a large dataset is a superior option to having one that is far too small. 

Secondly, many of the indicators used for this study are self-reported including, parent’s 

income and education and SAT scores. Even so, these indicators are also used by the 

institutions making admissions decisions (with the exception of SAT scores) since they 

were reported on the Texas Common Application. Thus, they can be considered as 

reliable but with caution. Finally, I had race/ethnicity reported from two separate 

databases, Texas Education Agency and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. 

Although the two databases did not completely match, only about 3% of the cases 

reported different races/ethnicities. I used the Coordinating Board’s race/ethnicity 

because most of my descriptive and inferential statistics utilized the CB’s data.  

Conclusion 

The proposed study utilizes descriptive statistics and logistic regression to 

examine the trends in access to higher education over time for Black students in the 

context of automatic admission laws and affirmative action. Moreover, this research 

seeks to examine the academic outcomes of students who benefit from these policies. 

Although I look at patterns and predictors for all college-bound students in Texas for 

various types of institutions, the primary focus of this study will be on Black students at 

the University of Texas at Austin. With few exceptions, the literature on Black student 

access to higher education and their academic outcomes in Texas within this policy 
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context is scant. Therefore, I will use Critical Race Theory to analyze the results in a way 

that has not been done in previous research. Using this framework as a lens will enable 

me to more critically examine the results of the proposed methods.  

Finally, as aforementioned, this is a unique opportunity to understand how 

automatic admission laws and affirmative action operate simultaneously. Moreover, this 

study enables me to fill in significant gaps in the literature as it relates to Black student 

access to higher education. Findings from this study can be used to better understand 

trends in access for Black students over the past decade as well as show differences in 

academic outcomes for students in Texas. My hope is that the findings of the proposed 

research can be used to increase access for Black students at the University of Texas at 

Austin.  
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Chapter Four: Results 

The purpose of this study was to seek to understand trends in Black student 

enrollment in institutions of higher education and more specifically, UT-Austin within 

the context of automatic admissions law and the reimplementation of affirmative action. 

To better understand these trends, I argued that examining how Black students, as 

compared to other students, matriculate through the pipeline beginning in high school 

through college helps to better understand enrollment numbers. The purpose of this 

chapter is to highlight the findings of my quantitative analyses which were guided by the 

following research questions: 

1. What are the trends in the college-readiness gaps (i.e. high school graduation, 

class rank, and standardized test scores) by race/ethnicity and gender in Texas?  

2. What are the application, admission and enrollment trends for college-bound 

students in Texas? Does it vary by institutional type? Student characteristics (i.e. 

race/ethnicity, gender, TTP students)? 

3. What factors predict whether students apply, are admitted and enroll at UT-

Austin? How do these odds change by a student’s background characteristics 

(i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, SES, TTP students)? 

4. What factors predict whether students apply, are admitted and enroll at UT-

Austin before and after the implementation of Grutter? 
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College-Readiness Indicators 

To answer RQ1, “What are the trends in the college-readiness gaps (i.e. high 

school graduation, standardized test scores and class rank) by race/ethnicity and gender in 

Texas?,” I asked five sub-questions, which focused on understanding high school 

graduation rates, TAKS exit exams cumulative passage rates, Texas Success Initiative 

test scores, SAT and ACT scores, Advanced Placement/Dual Credit course enrollment 

and examination scores, diploma track, and class rank. Thus, the first sub-question posed 

was: “What are the high school graduation rates for Black students in Texas? How do 

they compare to other groups?” Figure 3 illustrates the four year high school graduation 

rates of all Texas students for a decade. Overall, four year graduation rates have 

improved for all students over time. The state’s average went from 80.7% in 2000 to 

84.3% in 2010. However, the trends for Black students are not as promising. Black 

students improved the least in the 10 year period; graduation rates increased overall by 

1.9 percentage points (PP) compared to 4.9 PP for Whites and 3.6 PP for the state overall. 

In addition, the White/Black graduation gap is increasing despite a decreasing trend from 

2000 through 2004 in which the gap was at its lowest at 6.6 PP. The gap in four year 

graduation rates between White and Black students in 2000 was 9.8 percentage points; 

the gap was 12.8 PP in 2010. Asian American students had the highest graduation rates 

compared to all groups for all years.  
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Figure 3: Texas high school graduation rates by race, 2000-2010 

Note. Data were unavailable for Asian Americans for 2010.  

To answer sub-question 2, “What percent of Black high school students in Texas 

are considered college-ready based on various standardized tests? How do they compare 

to other groups?,” I analyzed 11 indicators illustrated below (see Figures 4-14). For 

TAKS Exit Exam cumulative pass rates, scores have improved for all students during the 

ten year period with the greatest increase occurring between 2000 and 2001. The state’s 

average went from 58.5% in 2000 to 90.0% in 2010. Black students improved the most in 

the 10 year period; passage rates increased overall by 43.7 percentage points compared to 
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24.9 PP for Whites and 31.5 PP for the state overall. In addition, the White/Black 

achievement gap is decreasing; the gap in TAKS Exit Exam cumulative passage rates 

between White and Black students in 2000 was 30.8 PP; the gap was 12.0 PP in 2010. 

The greatest decrease occurred between 2001 and 2004 in which the White/Black 

achievement gap was at its lowest of 4.9 PP.  

 

Figure 4. Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) exist-level tests 

Cumulative pass rate for Texas high school seniors 

 The Texas Success Initiative (TSI) is an exam for college-bound students that 

assess their skills in math, reading and writing. Students may be exempt if they receive a 
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high enough score on the math and English/Language Arts TAKS exit exams as defined 

by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB). In order to be exempt, 

students must achieve scale scores of 2200 on their TAKS mathematics and 

English/Language Arts and written composition score of 3 or higher on the writing 

component. This exam was implemented in 2004. Figure 5 shows that scores on the 

English/Language Arts increased overall for all students in Texas. The state’s average 

went from 29% in 2000 to 60.0% in 2010. Black students improved by 32 percentage 

points in the ten year period, similar to all other groups. Despite the improvement, the 

White/Black achievement gap has increased. Only 51% of Black students were proficient 

on the ELA TSI exam compared to 70% of White students. This gap in TSI 

English/Language Arts Exam passage rates peaked in 2007 at 25 PP and dropped to 19 

PP in 2010.  



97 

 

Figure 5. English/Language Arts Texas Success Initiative (TSI) exam passage rates, 

2004-2010 

 Figure 6 illustrates that scores on the Math TSI have also increased for all 

students in Texas. The state’s passage rates increased by 23 PP over the six year period 

(data not shown). The increase in the percent of Black students passing the Math TSI 

exceeded the states improvement rate; their increase was 28 PP. Unlike with ELA TSI 

scores, the White/Black achievement gap has steadily decreased for Math TSI scores. The 

gap was 35 PP in 2004 and dropped to 29 PP in 2010.  
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Figure 6. Math Texas Success Initiative (TSI) exam passage rates, 2004-2010 

 Other standardized tests that students take before they apply and enroll in college 

are college entrance exams. In Texas, students may choose to take either the SAT or ACT 

tests. Figure 7 shows the percent of students who take either one of these exams. Overall, 

more students in Texas are taking one of these exams in 2010 compared to 2000. Black 

students had the greatest increase in the percent of students taking college entrance 

exams; this group increased by 12.8 PP over the ten years compared to .4 PP increased 

for the state overall. The figure also clearly shows that the White/Black testing gap has 

diminished and in fact, more Black students are taking either exam compared to any other 
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group, with the exception of Asian Americans. In 2010, more than 70% of Black seniors 

took either the SAT or the ACT.  

 

Figure 7. Percent tested, college entrance exams, 2000-2010 

 Despite these findings, the results of the exams are not as promising. Figure 8 

shows the percent of students who scored at or above the criterion score, which is 1110 

on the SAT critical reading and mathematics sections combined, or a 24 on the ACT 

composite. For the state overall, fewer students are scoring at or above the criterion in 

2010 compared to 2000 albeit a very slight decrease of .4 percentage points (results not 
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slightly by .3 PP. Even with this slight increase, the White/Black achievement gap has 

grown for this indicator. The gap was 28.6 PP in 2000 and increased to 33.3 PP in 2010.  

 

Figure 8. College entrance exams, percent scoring at or above criterion, 2000-2010 

 Examining the college entrance exams more closely, average scores of the SAT 

and ACT exams show why the gap is increasing between White and Black students. 
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other hand, average scores for White students increased by 18 points thereby facilitating 

an increase in the White/Black achievement gap. By 2010, the gap in average SAT scores 

between White and Black students was 207 points compared to 198 in 2000. Moreover, 

Black students consistently had the lowest average score compared to all other groups for 

the entire ten year period.  

 

Figure 9. SAT exams, average score, 2000-2010 

 A similar picture emerges with average ACT scores, which are depicted in Figure 
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time to a difference of 5.7 points in 2010 compared to a difference of 4.5 points in 2000. 

And, as with SAT average scores, Black students consistently had the lowest average 

ACT scores compared to all other groups.  

 

Figure 10. ACT exams, average score, 2000-2010 

 Students wishing to take advance level courses in high school either enroll in 

Advanced Placement (AP) courses or enroll in a local college for Dual Credit. In order 

for students to get college credit for AP courses, they must first enroll in and complete at 

least one AP course, take the exam and score at or above the criterion for credit set by the 

College Board. Because AP courses may be taken by both eleventh and twelfth graders, 

17.2 17.2 

18.1 
18.2 

21.7 

22.9 21.8 
24.6 

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

30.0

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

A
v

er
a

g
e 

S
co

re
 

Graduating Class 

Black Latino White Asian Am



103 

 

this indicator is not disaggregated by graduating class, similar to other college-readiness 

variables reported in this study. Figures 11-13 show the percent of students who enrolled 

in and completed at least one AP/Dual Credit course, took the AP/IB exam, and who 

scored at or above the set criterion for the respective examinations.  

 Figure 11 shows the percent of eleventh and twelfth graders enrolled in at least 

one AP or Dual Credit course for each respective year. Examining trends overtime, it 

shows that enrollment for all students increased over the ten year period. The average for 

the state increased by 6.2 percentage points overall. Similarly, enrollment rates for Black 

students increased during this time however, the increase was less than the state’s 

average; enrollment rates increase by 4.6 pp. Figure 11 also shows a White/Black 

achievement gap that increased over the ten year period. In 2000, the difference between 

White and Black enrollment was 8.7 PP. In 2010, the gap grew to 11.4 pp.  
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Figure 11. Advanced placement /dual credit course enrollment rates, 2000-2010 

Note. Data were unavailable for Asian Americans for 2009.  
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compared to 10.9 for White students. Thus, the White/Black gap went from 9.5 PP in 

2000 to 11.4 PP in 2010.  
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Figure 12. Advanced placement/International Baccalaureate exam participation rates, 

2000-2010 
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Figure 13. Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate Exam, Percent Scored At or 

Above Criterion, 2000-2010 
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graduating in either one of these tracks increased by 44.1 percentage points. The increase 

for Black students was greater at 50.2 PP. Given this, the White/Black gap decreased 

during the ten year period; in 2000, the difference between the two groups was 16.8 PP 

and in 2010, the difference decreased to 6.6 PP. Despite these improvements, however, 

Black students consistently were the students who were more likely to be in the 

Minimum High School Program.  

 

Figure 14. Percent of graduates in the Recommended High School or Distinguished 

Achievement Program diploma track, 2000-2010
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Finally, this study asked the sub-question, “What percent of Black high students 

in Texas are graduating in the Top 10% of their high school class? How do they compare 

to other groups?” As aforementioned, students in Texas who are in the top10% of their 

class are automatically admitted to any public institution of their choice in Texas with the 

exception of the University of Texas at Austin
14

. Unfortunately, data on top 10% 

graduates is not aggregated at the state level; rather, this data is kept within the local 

school districts because it is not required to be reported to the Texas Education Agency. 

Thus, the only way to estimate the composition of top 10% graduates is to determine how 

many apply to at least on public institution of higher education in Texas. Given the top 

10% policy, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board does aggregate the data for 

these students. Not all top 10% graduates apply to a public institution of higher education 

in Texas. For example, in 2010, there were 280,520 high school graduates, which would 

yield about 28,052 top 10% graduates. Only 24,734 top 10% graduates applied to a 

public college or university in Texas; thus, approximately 3300 students either chose not 

to apply to college during their high school graduation year or chose to apply to a private 

or out of state college. Figure 15 shows the composition of TTP students by 

race/ethnicity for ten years. During this time, the percent of students of color
15

 steadily 

                                                 

 

14
 This policy was altered during the 81st Legislature. Senate Bill 175 capped the law such that only 75% 

of the incoming class for the University of Texas at Austin may be automatically admitted. This policy 

went into effect for the fall 2011incoming class, which meant that the top 8% of graduating seniors were 

automatically admitted to the University of Texas at Austin.  
15

 Students of color include Black, Latino, Asian American and “Other,” which is an aggregate of Native 

American, International and Unknown.  
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increased thereby going from being the minority to the majority. In 2000, White students 

made up over 63% of the top 10% graduates and in 2010, they were less than 50%. These 

shifts in composition were largely driven by Latinos, who grew by 12.5 percentage points 

(PP) during the decade. Black students increased by less than 1 PP.  

 

Figure 15. Composition of top 10% graduates who apply to at least one public institution 

of higher education in Texas 
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Application, Acceptance and Enrollment Rates 

To answer RQ2, “What are the application, admission and enrollment trends for 

college-bound students in Texas? Do they vary by institutional type? Student 

characteristics (i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, TTP students)?,” I asked three sub-questions. 

The results follow, 

Application rates. To answer research question 2, I asked for the first sub-

question, “What are the application rates of graduating Black high school students in 

Texas by institutional type? How do rates change by students’ background characteristics 

(i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, TTP students)?” I could not calculate application rates overall 

for high school students in Texas because these data are not reported by TEA or the 

THECB. Thus, in order to get a sense of the rate of Black graduates applying to college, I 

compared the percent change in the number of graduates from 2000 through 2010 to the 

percent change in applications. Table 2 displays the results. Overall, high school 

graduates in Texas have increased by 24% partially due to higher graduation rates (refer 

to Figure 3) but also due to a growing number of graduates. In 2000, Texas had just over 

212,000 high school graduates; in 2010, there were more than 280,000. This growth is 

due to the increases in the number of students of color in the state. On the contrary, the 

percent of White students graduating from Texas High schools have decreased by 1% due 

to a decrease in population growth.  
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Table 2 

Percent change in Graduation and Application numbers of Texas High School Students 

from 2000-2010 

 State Black Latino White Asian Am 

HS Graduates 24% 26% 43% -1% 34% 

College Applications 37% 47% 57% 7% 41% 

  

As with the number of graduates, the number of college applicants increased 

during the ten year period but increased at a greater rate. Again, this increase was driven 

by the increase in applications by students of color. Thus, what these data show is that not 

only are there more Black students graduating from high school but more are applying to 

college. Given this, I was interested in examining which types of institutions Black 

students were applying to and how they compared to other groups. Figure 16 shows the 

distribution of applications by institution type for Black students from 2000-2010. 

Overall, more Black students applied to UT-Austin compared to Texas A&M. UT-Austin 

did see an increase in the percent of applications after the reimplementation of 

affirmative action but this pattern was true for Texas A&M as well. Also during this 

period, less Black students applied to one or both of the HBCU’s; there is a 7 percent 

point difference between the percent of applications in 2000 compared to 2010. There 
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was also a shift in the percent of applications to smaller schools, which tend to be the 

least selective
16

.  

 

Figure 16. Distribution of applications by institution type, Black Texas high school 

students, 2000-2010

                                                 

 

16
 In 2010, the acceptance rate for Texas High School students at HBCU’s was 80%, 86% at small public 

institutions and 78% at medium sized institutions. The acceptance rates at UT-Austin and Texas A&M 

were 55% and 70%, respectively (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, n.d.). As a point of 

comparison, the acceptance rate at University of California at Berkley was 22% for fall 2010 (US News & 

World Report, 2011). 
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Next, I examined application rates by automatic admission status by race at UT-

Austin. Figure 17 shows that there is a greater percent of students who are eligible for 

automatic admission compared to those who actually apply. Most notably, less top 10% 

Black students applied to UT-Austin for 10 out of the 11 years shown; in 2010, only 31% 

of automatically admitted students applied. On the other hand, top 10% Asian Americans 

had the highest application rate for all years compared to all other students.  

 

Figure 17. Application rates of top 10% Texas high school graduates, University of 

Texas at Austin, 2000-2010
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To better understand the trends found in application rates for Black top 10% 

students at UT-Austin, I compared rates to Texas A&M University. Figure 18 shows that 

although application rates are the lowest at UT-Austin for Black top 10% students 

compared to other groups, these rates are even lower at TAMU. The difference between 

application rates between the two tier 1 institutions was more than 10 percentage points 

in 2010. Another notable trend is the decrease in the application rate one year after the 

reimplementation of affirmative action in 2006. This trend held true at both universities 

and for all students at UT-Austin except for White students.  

 

Figure 18. Application rates of top 10% Texas high school graduates, tier 1 institutions, 

2000-2010
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Examining rates by race, gender and institution type, Table 3 shows that there are 

relatively small differences between applications rates by gender. During the decade, 

female students submitted more applications to college compared to male students. This 

trend is partially due to the fact that more women applied to college overall. For example, 

in 2010, 53.3% of all applicants were women (data not shown). Even though more 

women submit more applications compared to their male counterparts, men submit a 

greater percent of their applications to tier 1 institutions.  

Table 3 

Percent of Applications by Race, Gender and Institution Type, 2000, 2005 & 2010 

Year & 

Race/Ethnicity  Gender 

UT-

Austin 

Texas 

A&M  HBCU 

Medium 

Public 

Small 

Public Total 

2000        

Black Male 6.0% 3.6% 32.9% 27.7% 29.8% 100.0% 

 Female 4.9% 3.0% 31.6% 26.6% 33.8% 100.0% 

Latino Male 10.9% 8.2% 1.1% 31.1% 48.7% 100.0% 

 Female 9.0% 6.5% 1.1% 31.4% 52.1% 100.0% 

White Male 16.9% 19.3% 0.2% 33.6% 30.1% 100.0% 

 Female 15.2% 17.0% 0.2% 32.9% 34.7% 100.0% 

Asian Am Male 34.3% 14.3% 1.2% 36.2% 14.0% 100.0% 

 Female 33.5% 11.5% 1.1% 37.4% 16.5% 100.0% 

Other Male 3.3% 18.7% 24.7% 26.7% 26.6% 100.0% 

 Female 3.5% 16.9% 23.9% 27.3% 28.4% 100.0% 

Total Male 15.1% 14.8% 5.3% 32.3% 32.5% 100.0% 

 Female 13.0% 12.4% 5.8% 31.7% 37.1% 100.0% 

2005        

Black Male 4.1% 3.8% 39.2% 27.2% 25.6% 100.0% 

 Female 4.1% 2.6% 38.3% 24.8% 30.2% 100.0% 

Latino Male 9.4% 7.2% 1.5% 31.5% 50.4% 100.0% 

 Female 8.6% 6.1% 2.0% 31.8% 51.4% 100.0% 

White Male 14.1% 17.2% 0.3% 38.8% 29.6% 100.0% 

 Female 14.0% 14.4% 0.3% 38.2% 33.1% 100.0% 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Asian Am Male 28.4% 13.0% 2.6% 40.0% 16.0% 100.0% 

 Female 28.1% 10.7% 3.6% 39.1% 18.5% 100.0% 

Other Male 27.6% 12.0% 3.1% 29.3% 28.1% 100.0% 

 Female 19.0% 7.8% 3.9% 30.3% 39.0% 100.0% 

Total Male 13.2% 12.3% 6.5% 35.0% 33.0% 100.0% 

 Female 11.9% 9.7% 8.1% 33.9% 36.5% 100.0% 

2010        

Black Male 5.1% 4.0% 25.9% 31.7% 33.2% 100.0% 

 Female 4.7% 3.2% 27.4% 28.5% 36.2% 100.0% 

Latino Male 9.9% 8.0% 1.1% 34.9% 46.2% 100.0% 

 Female 8.9% 6.7% 1.3% 34.5% 48.7% 100.0% 

White Male 16.8% 17.5% 0.2% 38.0% 27.4% 100.0% 

 Female 15.5% 15.6% 0.2% 36.9% 31.9% 100.0% 

Asian Am Male 28.6% 15.4% 1.1% 38.4% 16.5% 100.0% 

 Female 26.3% 13.6% 1.6% 39.1% 19.4% 100.0% 

Other Male 18.6% 11.2% 1.6% 23.3% 45.2% 100.0% 

 Female 15.9% 7.4% 2.0% 21.7% 53.1% 100.0% 

Total Male 14.1% 11.9% 4.5% 34.9% 34.6% 100.0% 

 Female 12.2% 9.8% 5.7% 33.6% 38.7% 100.0% 

 

Overall, the application data shows that more Black students are applying to 

college overtime, they are more likely to apply to UT-Austin compared to Texas A&M 

and Black males submit more applications to the more competitive universities compared 

to women. Given this, the second sub-question will focus on the tier 1 institutions in 

Texas, specifically UT-Austin and Texas A&M University. 

Acceptance rates. The second sub-question for research question was, “What are 

the acceptance rates of Black students at UT-Austin? How do rates change by students’ 

background characteristics (i.e. race/ethnicity, gender, TTP students) and institutional 

type?” To answer this sub-question, I created a series of graphs which enabled me 
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examine trends over time. The first, Figure 19, shows acceptance rates by race for UT-

Austin. Over the ten year period, the university has become much more selective. For all 

years, Black students had the lowest acceptance rate compared to all groups. There was 

not an increase in acceptance rates after the reimplementation of affirmative action; 

however, the acceptance rate stayed the same from 2004 to 2005 when the rate for White 

and Asian American students decreased. There was a slight increase for Black students 

between 2006 and 2007 but the rate decreased more for Black students between 2007 and 

2009 compared to other groups.  

 

Figure 19. Texas high school students’ acceptance rates by race, University of Texas at 

Austin, 2000-2010
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 To better examine changes in application rates before and after the 

implementation of Grutter, I compared acceptance rates for Black students at the tier 1 

institutions (see Figure 20). Similar to UT-Austin, Black acceptance rates at Texas A&M 

declined over the over the ten year period but the decline was not steady. Given that more 

students apply to UT-Austin compared to Texas A&M, it is expected that acceptance 

rates will be higher at TAMU compared to UT-Austin. Also, there are no apparent 

changes before and after Grutter shown in Figure 20. Thus, to better examine changes, I 

examined only the students that were not automatically admitted under HB 588, which is 

the group more susceptible to changes due to affirmative action.  

 

Figure 20. Black student acceptance rates, tier 1 institutions, 2000-2010
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Figure 21 shows the acceptance rates by race for the University of Texas at 

Austin. What is immediately apparent is that there is a gap between the acceptance rates 

for Black and Latina/o students compared to the rate for White and Asian American 

students. What is also evident in the graph presented is the shifting slope of the Black and 

Latino students between 2004 and 2007. For these students, the slope was positive, 

indicating that their acceptance rate increased during this time period. On the contrary, 

the slope for White and Asian American students was negative, indicating their 

acceptance rates decreased. Because of these trends, the gap in acceptance rates 

decreased to its smallest point during the ten year period; the gap between Black and 

Latina/o acceptance rates compared to the rate for White and Asian American students 

was less than five percentage points. Even so, the gap increased again over the next three 

years as acceptance rates dropped for Black and Latina/o students at a greater rate 

compared to the White and Asian American students. For example, the acceptance rate 

for Black students decreased by 72.9% between 2007 and 2009 whereas the acceptance 

rate for White students decreased by 45.6% during this time period thereby increasing the 

gap in acceptance rates.  
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Figure 21. Non-top 10% Texas high school students’ acceptance rates, University of 

Texas at Austin 

 The decrease in acceptance rates for students not automatically admitted is 

directly related to the increases in the percent of students automatically admitted to UT-

Austin under HB 588. Figure 22 shows acceptance rates on non-top 10% students along 

with the percent of students automatically admitted under the top 10% plan.  
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Figure 22. Top 10% as percent of overall admits vs. non-top 10% Texas high school 

students’ acceptance rates, the University of Texas at Austin 
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analysis. What is immediately apparent between the two schools is that Texas A&M had 

very few fluctuations between 2000 and 2008 such that acceptance rates for Black 

students remained within a ten percentage point difference between one year to the next. 

With UT-Austin, rates decreased drastically during the first three years under 

investigation but held a steady increase from 2004 to 2007. Although the increase was 

steady, it was small yielding an increase of a total of 100 students during that time period 

compared to TAMU, which yielded a total of 35 students. However, as previously stated, 

any gains during that period diminished between 2007 and 2010. And, although 

acceptance rates decreased at both institutions, the decrease was greater at UT-Austin 

compared to Texas A&M. This fact is not surprising due to the fact that the percent of 

students automatically admitted to TAMU is approximately 50% of the entire class 

compared to 70-80% at UT-Austin.  
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Figure 23. Non-Top 10% Black Texas high school students, acceptance rates, tier 1 

institution in Texas.  
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Figure 24. Acceptance rates by gender, Black students at the University of Texas at 

Austin 

 Figure 25 shows acceptance rates for non-TTP Black students by gender at the 

University of Texas at Austin. What is immediately apparent is that the gender gap is all 
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Figure 25. Acceptance rates by gender, non-top 10% Black students at the University of 

Texas at Austin 
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Figure 26. Texas high school students’ enrollment rates by race, University of Texas at 

Austin, 2000-2010 
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Figure 27. Black Texas high school students enrollment rates, tier 1 institutions, 2000-

2010 

 The next set of graphs focus on enrollment rates by class rank. First, I examined 
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Figure 28. Non-top 10% Texas high school students’ enrollment rates by race, the 

University of Texas at Austin, 2000-2010 
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Figure 29. Top 10% vs. non-top 10% Texas high school students’ enrollment rates, the 

University of Texas at Austin, 2000-2010 
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Figure 30. Non-top 10% Black Texas high school students’ enrollment rates, tier 1 

institutions, 2000-2010 
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of-state university instead of not enrolling all together. For the non-top 10% students, a 

smaller percent enrolled at another public institution in Texas. 

Logistic Regression Model Results  

To better understand the descriptive statistics, I used inferential statistics in order 

to draw additional conclusions about my data. Specifically, I ran a series of logit models 

for each of the following outcome variables: applied, admitted and enrolled for UT-

Austin and Texas A&M University. Because the primary focus of this study is on race, I 

first ran each model with race as the only predictor. Next, I ran each model and controlled 

for the students’ background characteristics such as family income, parents’ education, 

the type of high school he or she attended as well as standardized test scores. Third, I 

added the “Grutter” indicator to the model and observed changes in the odds ratios for 

each predictor variable
17

. Finally, I ran all models for Black students at the University of 

Texas only in order to isolate the effects for this group. The rationale for running separate 

models for my target population is based on my methodological framework, Critical 

Quantitative Theory and specifically, the “specific group approach.” Under this approach, 

models are run just for the population of interest (Carter & Hurtado, 2007). 

Table 4 shows the results for the logit models predicting which students applied to UT-

Austin compared to Texas A&M University.  

                                                 

 

17
 The Grutter variable controls for before and after the re-implementation of affirmative action at UT-

Austin in 2005. All cases were coded as either 0 if the student applied before 2005 and 1 if they applied in 

2005 or after.  
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Outcome variable: Applied. In the first set of models, predicting the outcome 

variable “applied,” I used race as the only predictor. When doing so, I found that White 

students were 2.867 times more likely to apply to UT-Austin compared to Black students. 

Latino students were 1.784 times more likely to apply compared to Black students and 

Asian American students were 12.203 times more likely. At TAMU, White students were 

5.290 times more likely to apply compared to Black students. Latinos and Asian 

American students were 2.049 and 5.333 times more likely to apply to TAMU compared 

to Black students, respectively.  

For the second set of models, I added control variables. All factors were found to 

be significant with the exception of time (before and after the implementation of Grutter) 

at UT-Austin and whether or not a student attended a high school with a college-going 

tradition (a school that sends more than 10% of the students to college). At UT-Austin, 

Black students are 2.037 times more likely to apply when controlling for the students’ 

background characteristics compared to White students. There is no significant difference 

between Black and Latino students. On the other hand, Asian American students are 

2.049 times more likely to apply compared to Black students. The effect of race on 

application status was very different at TAMU. White students are 1.369 times more 

likely to apply than Black students; Latino students were 1.124 times more likely. The 

difference in application rates between Black and Asian American students was not 

significant. Gender is also a significant predictor as to who applies to either institution. 

Female students are 1.143 times more likely to apply to UT-Austin compared to their 
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male counterparts. On the contrary, male students are 1.121 times more likely to apply to 

Texas A&M
18

. 

Father’s and mother’s education were also significant factors in predicting 

whether or not a student applied to UT-Austin when controlling for other variables. 

Overall, students whose parents had a college degree or higher were more likely to apply 

UT-Austin compared to those students whose parents had less than a college degree. This 

trend held mostly true for Texas A&M as well with the exception of students whose 

mother’s did not have a high school diploma (p < .01). Another thing to note for Texas 

A&M is that although the differences in education were significant, they were fairly close 

to one, which indicates a relatively small difference. For example, a student whose 

mother had a college degree was 1.05 times more likely to apply to Texas A&M 

University or just 5% more likely compared to a students’ mother who had a high school 

diploma.  

Students from low and middle income backgrounds were also less likely to apply 

to both institutions compared to those students from high income backgrounds. However, 

students from lower income backgrounds were more likely to apply to UT-Austin 

compared to Texas A&M University. For example, students whose household income 

was less than $40,000 per year were 1.12 times less likely to apply to UT-Austin whereas 

similar students 1.39 times less likely to apply to Texas A&M University.  

                                                 

 

18
 I converted the odds ratio into a number that is more meaningful for the reader. In order to get the odds 

ratio for the inverse relationship i.e. female to male compared to male to female, I divided the odds ratio 

into 1 (1/0.892), yielding the presented results.  
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Whether or not a student was enrolled in an Advance Placement or Dual Credit 

course was also significant factor predicting whether a student applied to either UT-

Austin or Texas A&M when controlling for the other variables. For both universities, this 

predictor had the highest odds ratio among all other independent variables. As shown in 

Table 4, students enrolled in these courses are 2.282 and 2.834 times more likely to apply 

to UT-Austin and TAMU, respectively, compared to those students who did not enroll in 

these courses when controlling for other factors. Another academic indicator, class rank, 

shows that students who graduated in the top 10% of his or her class and qualified for 

automatic admission to UT-Austin were 2.101 times more likely to apply than students 

who were not eligible for automatic admission. This trend was similar at TAMU however 

top 10% graduates were 1.4 times more likely to apply.  

The type of high school a student attended also was a factor predicting whether or 

not a student applied to one of the tier 1 institutions. Students who attended high schools 

that were predominately made up of students of color were 1.955 times more likely to 

apply to UT-Austin compared to those students who attended a predominately White high 

school when controlling for other factors. And, as the composition of White students 

increased, the likelihood of a student applying decreased. This trend was not found at 

TAMU. There were significant differences found between students who attended 

predominately White schools and students who attended schools that were composed of a 

majority of students of color (20-40% White) and the schools that were majority White 

(60-80% White). Finally, when controlling for background characteristics, students who 
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attended a school that did not have a college-going tradition were 1.372 more likely to 

apply to UT-Austin compare to students who attended high schools that had a tradition of 

sending students to college. This indicator was not found to be significant at TAMU.  

To answer RQ4, I re-ran the models for each university and controlled for 

application status before and after the implementation of Grutter to determine if there 

were any changes to application rates after the reimplementation of affirmative action at 

UT-Austin compared to TAMU. There were no significant differences found in 

application rates at UT-Austin but at TAMU, students were 1.049 times more likely to 

apply before 2005 (p < .001). Although this was true, the difference was relatively small; 

students were 5% more likely to apply to Texas A&M before 2005 than after.  
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Table 4 

Logistic Regression Models, Odds Ratios by Institution for Outcome Variable: Applied  

Independent Variables (Reference) University of Texas at Austin Texas A&M University 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Race/Ethnicity (Black)       

  White 2.867*** 0.491*** 0.491*** 5.290*** 1.366*** 1.365*** 

  Latino 1.784*** 1.014 1.014 1.753*** 1.122*** 1.121*** 

  Asian Am 12.203*** 2.049*** 2.049*** 5.333*** 1.061 1.060 

  Other 0.906 0.328*** 0.328*** 2.149*** 1.061 1.105 

Gender (Male)       

  Female  1.144*** 1.144***  0.892*** 0.892*** 

Father’s Education (College 

Degree) 

      

  No Diploma  0.662*** 0.662***  0.711*** 0.712*** 

  High School Diploma  0.646*** 0.646***  0.702*** 0.702*** 

  Some College  0.670*** 0.670***  0.781*** 0.781*** 

Mother’s Education (College 

Degree) 

      

  No Diploma  0.869*** 0.869***  1.087* 1.088* 

  High School Diploma  0.792*** 0.792***  0.950** 0.950** 

  Some College  0.793*** 0.793***  0.940*** 0.940*** 

Family Income (High)       

  Low  0.885*** 0.885***  0.723*** 0.722*** 

  Middle  0.798*** 0.798***  0.731*** 0.730*** 
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Table 4 (continued) 

SAT Scores  1.005*** 1.005***  1.002*** 1.002*** 

       

AP/DC Enrollment (Not Enrolled)       

  Enrolled  2.270*** 2.270***  2.384*** 2.388*** 

Class Rank (Top 10%)       

  Non-Top 10%  0.476*** 0.476***  0.716*** 0.716*** 

       

HS College Going Culture (Yes)       

  No  1.390*** 1.390***  ------ ------- 

HS Racial/Ethnic Make-up  (Pred. 

White) 

      

  Predominately students of color  1.931*** 1.931***  0.979 0.981 

  Majority students of color  1.294*** 1.294***  0.791*** 0.792*** 

  Integrated  1.242*** 1.242***  1.007 1.009 

  Majority White  1.259*** 1.259***  1.058*** 1.058*** 

Before/After Grutter (After)   ------   1.049** 

       

Null hypothesis test 
a
 (Likelihood 

Ratio) 

33232.9206 134168.812 134168.812 32221.8094 65610.8376 65629.0678 

-2 Log L 695050.56 396564.04 396564.04 684535.31 382991.91 382991.91 

N 783383 390677 390677 779546 390377 390377 

* p < .01  ** p < .001  *** p < .0001 

Notes. “--------“ Indicates the variable was eliminated from the model due to lack of significance. 
a
 All null hypothesis tests were significant (p < .0001) 
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Outcome variable: Admitted. Table 5 shows the results from the series of logit 

models predicting which students were admitted to UT-Austin and Texas A&M. For the 

first model, I used race as the only predictor for which students were admitted to either 

UT-Austin or Texas A&M University. When only using race as the predictor, White 

students were 1.657 times more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin compared to Black 

students. Moreover, Latinos were 1.386 times more likely to be admitted and Asian 

American students were 1.918 times more likely to be admitted compared to Black 

students.  

The second set of models added the other background characteristics. When 

adding control variables to the model, these odds ratios change. For both schools, class 

rank was not found to be a significant factor in predicting which students were admitted 

when controlling for the other background characteristics. At UT-Austin, White students 

were 1.164 times more likely to be admitted when controlling for all other background 

characteristics, compared to Black students. White students were even more likely at 

TAMU to be admitted than Black students when controlling for the background 

characteristics compared to UT-Austin. At TAMU, White students were 1.341 times as 

likely to be admitted to TAMU compared to Black students. There were no significant 

differences found between Latino and Black students. Black students were 1.245 times 

more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin when holding other factors constant compared to 

Asian American students. At TAMU there was not a significant difference found between 

Black and Latino students. However, Black students were 1.90 times more likely to be 
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admitted at TAMU compared to Asian American students. Gender was also found to be a 

significant predictor as to whether a student was admitted at UT-Austin and TAMU. For 

both schools, female students were 1.937 and 1.755 times more likely to be admitted to 

each school, respectively.  

A student’s family background also impacted admissions probabilities. Students 

whose father had less than a college degree were more likely to be admitted than those 

students whose fathers did have a degree or above. This trend was observed at both UT-

Austin and TAMU. There were also significant differences between students whose 

mother’s did not have a high school diploma compared to those who had college degrees; 

students with mother’s without a high school diploma were 1.244 and 1.290 times more 

likely to be admitted to UT-Austin and TAMU, respectively, compared to those students 

whose mother’s had a college degree. Furthermore, students who came from households 

that earned less than $80,000 were more likely to be admitted to both UT-Austin and 

TAMU compared to students who came from households that earned more after 

controlling for other background characteristics.  
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Table 5 

Logistic Regression Models, Odds Ratios by Institution for Outcome Variable: Admitted 

Independent Variables (Reference) University of Texas at Austin Texas A&M University 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Race/Ethnicity (Black)       

  White 1.657*** 1.164** 1.148** 1.815*** 1.341** 1.338** 

  Latino 1.386*** 0.970 0.965 1.614*** 0.983 0.983 

  Asian Am 1.918*** 0.803*** 0.794*** 1.378*** 0.525*** 0.525*** 

  Other 1.325** 1.055 0.998 1.132 0.885 0.884 

       

Gender (Male)       

   Female  1.937*** 1.940***  1.755*** 1.754*** 

       

Father’s Education (College 

Degree) 

      

  No Diploma  1.244*** 1.271***  1.136 1.139 

  High School Diploma  1.257*** 1.269***  1.165*** 1.168*** 

  Some College  1.169*** 1.170***  1.127** 1.127*** 

       

Mother’s Education (College 

Degree) 

      

  No Diploma  1.244*** 1.236***  1.290*** 1.290*** 

  High School Diploma  1.054 1.055  1.167 1.168 

  Some College  0.937* 0.931*  0.907* 0.906* 

       

Family Income (High)       

  Low  1.274*** 1.254***  1.430*** 1.426*** 

  Middle  1.170*** 1.152***  1.100** 1.096** 
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Table 5 (continued) 

SAT Scores  1.008*** 1.008***  1.007*** 1.007*** 

       

AP/DC Enrollment (Not Enrolled)       

  Enrolled  2.354*** 2.435***  3.067*** 3.082*** 

       

Class Rank (Top 10%)       

  Non-Top 10%  ------- -------  ------- ------- 

       

HS College Going Culture (Yes       

  No  3.097*** 3.063***  2.014*** 2.014*** 

       

HS Racial/Ethnic Make-up  (Pred. 

White) 

      

  Predominately students of color  7.136*** 7.381***  4.294*** 4.315*** 

  Majority students of color  2.197*** 2.252***  1.696*** 1.700*** 

  Integrated  1.387*** 1.423***  1.286*** 1.291*** 

  Majority White  0.924** 0.929*  0.852*** 0.853*** 

       

Before/After Grutter (After)   1.715***   1.082** 

       

Null hypothesis test (Likelihood 

Ratio) 

580.0427 19444.4423 19910.0845 501.7796 24588.1270 24596.6087 

-2 Log L 151832.89 103607.42 103607.42 147019.14 89141.259 89141.259 

N 123834 79562 79562 124329 77349 77349 

* p < .01  ** p < .001  *** p < .0001 

Notes. “--------“ Indicates the variable was eliminated from the model due to lack of significance. All null hypothesis tests were 

significant (p < .0001) 
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The academic indicators examined in the models were also significant, with the 

exception of class rank. SAT scores were found to be significant predictors (p < .0001) as 

well as AP/Dual credit Course enrollment. AP/DC students were 2.435 and 3.067 times 

more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin and TAMU, respectively, when controlling for 

other factors. Similar to the academic indicators, the type of high school a student 

attended also impacted admissions probabilities. The students who attended schools with 

a low college-going culture, were 3.097 and 2.014 times more likely to be admitted to 

UT-Austin and TAMU, when controlling for other factors. Students who attended 

schools that were predominately composed of students of color were 7.136 and 4.294 

times more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin and TAMU, when controlling for other 

factors. As the composition of White of students at the high school increased, the 

likelihood of admission decreased. This held true at both universities.  

To answer RQ4, I added the Grutter variable to determine if there were any 

differences in admission probabilities before and after the reimplementation of 

affirmative action. Students were 1.715 times more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin 

before 2005 compared to after. At TAMU, students were 1.082 times more likely to be 

admitted before 2005 than after, when controlling for the other factors. There were very 

little changes to other factors after this variable was added to the model. Some of the 

most notable changes were in regards to the admissions probabilities for White students. 

When compared to Black students, White students were 1.148 and 1.338 times more 
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likely to be admitted to UT-Austin and TAMU when controlling for other factors 

including differences before and after the implementation of Grutter. 
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Table 6 

Logistic Regression Models, Odds Ratios by Institution for Outcome Variable: Enrolled 

Independent Variables (Reference) University of Texas at Austin Texas A&M University 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Race/Ethnicity (Black)       

  White 1.156*** 1.418*** 1.415*** 2.002*** 2.237*** 2.244*** 

  Latino 1.057 1.064 1.063 1.084 1.239*** 1.239*** 

  Asian Am 1.431*** 1.830*** 1.827*** 0.520*** 0.701*** 0.701*** 

  Other 0.711* 0.973 0.969 1.134 1.451* 1.454* 

       

Gender (Male)       

  Female  0.856*** 0.855***  0.855*** 0.855*** 

       

Father’s Education (College Degree)       

  No Diploma  ------ ------  1.075 1.073 

  High School Diploma  ------ ------  1.223*** 1.222*** 

  Some College  ------ ------  1.150*** 1.150*** 

       

Mother’s Education (College Degree)       

  No Diploma  ------ ------  0.811** 0.810*** 

  High School Diploma  ------ ------  1.052 1.051 

  Some College  ------ ------  1.118*** 1.118*** 

       

Family Income (High)       

  Low  1.097 1.094*  1.052 1.054 

  Middle  0.959 0.956  0.995 0.998 
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Table 6 (continued) 

SAT Scores  0.998*** 0.998***  0.998*** 0.998*** 

       

AP/DC Enrollment (Not Enrolled)       

  Enrolled  1.182*** 1.188***  1.080 1.075 

       

Class Rank (Top 10%)       

  Non-Top 10%  1.249*** 1.243***  1.231*** 1.231*** 

       

HS College Going Culture (Yes)       

 No  1.499** 1.498**  0.453*** 0.453*** 

       

HS Racial/Ethnic Make-up  (Pred. White)       

  Predominately students of color  0.828*** 0.833***  .0630*** 0.628*** 

  Majority students of color  1.030 1.019  0.873** 0.871*** 

  Integrated  1.058 1.064  1.002 1.000 

  Majority White  1.019 1.019  .0960 0.959 

       

Before/After Grutter (After)   1.113***   0.936* 

       

Null hypothesis test (Likelihood Ratio) 215.1377 1038.6420 1055.9036 3177.6965 4043.7123 4050.7138 

-2 Log L 116768.93 65624.118 65624.118 120209.19 7689.094 7689.094 

N 86373 48532 48532 89759 57012 57012 
* p < .01  ** p < .001  *** p < .0001



146 

 

The next set of models I ran examined the factors predicting which students 

enrolled at UT-Austin and Texas A&M. Table 6 shows the results of logit models. The 

first set of models used race as the only predictor for the outcome variable, enrolled. 

White students were 1.156 times more likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to Black 

students and Asian Americans were 1.431 times more likely. There were no significant 

differences found between Black and Latino students at UT-Austin or TAMU. At 

TAMU, White students were 2.002 times more likely to enroll compared to Black 

students. Unlike at UT-Austin, Black students were 1.92 times more likely to enroll at 

TAMU compared to Asian Americans.  

Race was still found to be a significant predictor when controlling for other 

factors as to whether students enroll at UT-Austin. Black students were less likely than 

all other students to enroll at UT-Austin. White students were 1.418 times likely to enroll 

compared to Black students and Asian American were 1.830 as likely. There was not a 

significant difference between Black and Latino students. At Texas A&M, White 

students were 2.237 times as likely to enroll compared to Black students and Latinos 

were 1.239 as likely. A student’s gender was also a significant predictor as to whether a 

student enrolled. Although female students were more likely to apply and be admitted to 

UT-Austin, they were less likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to male students when 

controlling for other background characteristics. On the contrary, male students were 1.17 

times more likely to enroll at TAMU when controlling for other factors compared to 

female students.  
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A student’s background, specifically parent’s education and household income, 

had a different impact at each school. Both the father’s education and mother’s education 

did not significantly predict whether a student chose to enroll at UT-Austin. On the other 

hand, a student whose father had less than a college degree was more likely to enroll at 

Texas A&M. A student who came from a household that made less than $60,000 was 

slightly more likely to enroll at UT-Austin.  

Academic factors also were found to be significant when controlling for other 

factors. Specifically, a student who was enrolled in Advanced Placement/Dual Credit 

courses were 1.183 times more likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to those who were 

not enrolled. There was no significant difference found for this factor at Texas A&M. 

The type of high school a student attended also had an impact on whether a student 

enrolled at one of the universities. If a student came from a high school with a low 

college-going tradition, than they were 1.499 times more likely to enroll at UT-Austin. A 

similar student was 2.21 times less likely to enroll at TAMU. Students who attended high 

schools that were predominately composed of students of color were 1.207 and 1.587 

times less likely to enroll at UT-Austin and TAMU, respectively, when controlling for 

other factors. There were significant differences between enrollment rates before and 

after 2005 for both schools. For UT-Austin, students were more likely to enroll before 

2005 and more likely to enroll at TAMU after 2005. Although this is true, the distance 

from 1, which indicates no difference, is relatively small. For example, for UT-Austin, 
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students overall were 1.113 times more likely to enroll before 2005, or 11% more likely. 

At Texas A&M, students are 1.067 times more likely to enroll, or 7% more likely.  

Logistic models for Black students. Because the primary focus of this 

dissertation is on Black student access to the University of Texas at Austin, I also ran 

three models for this group only in order to gain a better understanding of the factors that 

predict which Black students apply, are admitted and who enrolls at UT-Austin. This 

approach is based on my theoretical framework, critical quantitative theory, which 

encourages researchers to examine sub-populations separately to tease out effects that 

may be drowned out when included in a larger model (Carter & Hurtado, 2007). I 

compared these results to the previous models to provide context for the findings.  

First, I ran two models predicting whether or not Black students applied to UT-

Austin. Gender was not found to be a significant factor, which is dissimilar to the 

previous model for all students. On the contrary, Father’s and mother’s education were 

found to be significant predictors of which students chose to apply to UT-Austin. Across 

the board, students whose parents had a college degree were more likely to apply to UT-

Austin compared to parents who did not have a degree. This was true for students overall 

as well. For example, the odds of a Black students applying whose father had a college 

degree was 87% greater compared to a student whose father did not have a high school 

diploma. There was not a significant difference between a student applying whose mother 

had less than a high school diploma compared to a college degree however, the odds of a 
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Black student applying to UT-Austin whose mother had a college degree was 29% higher 

compared to a student whose parent had just a high school diploma.  

Whether or not a student was enrolled in an Advanced Placement or Dual Credit 

course also was a factor in which students chose to apply. Students enrolled in these 

courses were 2.089 times more likely to apply to UT-Austin. This trend also held true for 

students overall, but the odds were higher (2.282 times more likely). Class rank had the 

largest odds ratio compared all other factors in the model. Students who were not in the 

Top 10% of their class and thus, not eligible for automatic admission, were 3.623 times 

more likely to apply to UT-Austin compared to those students in the top 10% of his or 

her class. While this trend was true for students overall, the odds ratio for class rank was 

not as large compared to Black students. A non-top 10% student was 2.101 times more 

likely to apply to UT-Austin compared to a non-top 10% student.  

The type of high school a student attended also had an impact on whether a Black 

student chose to apply to UT-Austin. Compared to those students who attended 

predominately White schools, students who attended schools that were predominately 

students of color were 1.406 times more likely to apply to UT-Austin when controlling 

for other factors. There were no significant differences between other types of schools 

including schools that had a “college going culture,” which means that more than 10% of 

their students went to college. After running my initial model, I added the “Grutter” 

variable to determine if there were any differences before and after the reimplementation 

of affirmative action. Overall, Black students were 1.208 times more likely to apply to 
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UT-Austin before 2005 (p < .01). There were slight shifts in all independent factors but 

the overall patterns remained the same for all predictors.  

The next model I ran examined the factors that predicted which Black students 

were admitted to UT-Austin.
19

 Unlike with applications, gender was found to be a 

significant predictor; female students were 1.618 times more likely to be admitted 

compared to male students when controlling for other factors. Although a student’s 

mother education was not found to be a significant predictor, father’s education did have 

an impact on acceptance status. Students whose fathers had less than a college degree 

were more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin regardless of the level of education. For 

example, a student whose father did not have a high school diploma was 1.714 times 

more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin compared to those students whose fathers had a 

college degree or beyond. This trend was also found for students overall however, the 

odds ratios for Black students were higher compared to students overall. As with 

mother’s education, family income was not found to be a significant predictor for which 

students were admitted to UT-Austin.  

Two out of the three academic indicators were found to be significant factors 

predicting which students were admitted to UT-Austin when controlling for other factors. 

                                                 

 

19
 The findings for the models predicting which students were admitted to UT-Austin and TAMU should be 

interpreted with caution. During my analyses, I received an error message indicating that at least one of my 

predictor variables perfectly predicts the outcome variable (Albert & Anderson, 1984). In this case, 

students classified as top 10% are admitted 100% of the time, thus, class rank seems to be the variable 

causing the error message. One way of dealing with this error message is by doing nothing given that the 

maximum likelihood for the other independent variables is still valid. The drawback is that there is not a 

reasonable estimate for the variable that perfectly predicts the outcome variable (Introduction to SAS, n.d.). 
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SAT scores were found to be significant as did Advanced Placement/Dual Credit course 

enrollment status. Students enrolled in AP/DC courses were 1.954 times more likely to be 

admitted to UT-Austin compared to students not enrolled in these courses when 

controlling for other factors. Unlike the other two academic predictors, class rank was not 

found to be a significant predictor in whether a Black student was admitted to UT-Austin. 

This trend held true for students overall.  

The type of high school a student attended also played a role in determining 

which Black students were admitted to UT-Austin. Students who attended schools that 

had low college going cultures, they sent less than 10% of their graduating seniors to 

college, were 3.545 times more likely to be admitted compared to students who went to 

high schools that had a tradition of sending students to college. Students attending 

schools that were predominately made up of students of color were 4.332 times more 

likely to be admitted to UT-Austin compared to students who attended predominately 

White high schools. Although this trend was true for students overall, the odds ratio was 

greater; students who attended schools predominately composed of students of color were 

7.126 times more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin compared to students who attended 

predominately white high schools.  

Next, I added the “Grutter” variable to the model to see if there were differences 

before and after 2005, which was the first year race/ethnicity was used as one of many 

factors in the holistic admissions process. The odds of a Black student being admitted at 

UT-Austin was 45% greater before 2005 compared to after when the other predictors 
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constant. This trend was true for students overall except the odds ratio was slightly 

greater; the odds of a student being admitted before 2005 was 71% greater when 

controlling for the other factors.  

The final set of models examined the factors that predicted which students chose 

to enroll at UT-Austin. Only two predictors were found to be significant; SAT scores and 

class rank. The odds of a Black student who was admitted under a holistic review process 

enrolling at UT-Austin was 70% higher than a similar student who was automatically 

admitted. This trend was also found for students overall however, the odds of a student 

who was not automatically admitted to UT-Austin enrolling was 23% greater compared 

to their counterparts receiving automatic admission. The descriptive statistics support 

these findings. As aforementioned, the enrollment rate for non-Top 10% Black students 

was 71.7% and 49.4% for those who were in the top 10% of his or her class.  
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Table 7 

Logistic Regression Models, Odds Ratios, Black Students at the University of Texas at Austin 

Independent Variables (Reference) Applied Admitted Enrolled 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 

Gender (Male)       

 Female ------ ------ 1.618*** 1.605*** ------ ------ 

       

Father’s Education (College 

Degree) 

      

  No Diploma 0.534*** 0.536*** 1.714*** 1.733*** ------ ------ 

  High School Diploma 0.657*** 0.658*** 1.409** 1.415** ------ ------ 

  Some College 0.639*** 0.639*** 1.414*** 1.410*** ------ ------ 

       

Mother’s Education (College 

Degree) 

      

  No Diploma 0.951 0.949 ------ ------ ------ ------ 

  High School Diploma 0.728*** 0.728*** ------ ------ ------ ------ 

  Some College 0.775*** 0.775*** ------ ------ ------ ------ 

       

Family Income (High)       

  Low 1.053 1.049 ------ ------ ------ ------ 

  Middle 0.969 0.966 ------ ------ ------ ------ 

       

SAT Scores 1.004*** 1.004*** 1.005*** 1.005*** 0.998*** 0.998*** 

       

AP/DC Enrollment (Not Enrolled)       
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Table 7 (continued) 

  Enrolled 2.089*** 2.102*** 1.954*** 1.985*** ------ ------ 

       

Class Rank (Top 10%)       

  Non-Top 10% 0.276 0.278 ------ ------ 1.695*** 1.692*** 

       

HS College Going Culture (Yes)       

  No ------ ----- 3.545** 3.438** ------ ------ 

       

HS Racial/Ethnic Make-up  (Pred. 

White) 

      

 Predominately students of color 1.406** 1.424** 4.332*** 4.451*** ------ ------ 

  Majority students of color 0.932 0.944 1.722 1.767 ------ ------ 

  Integrated 1.025 1.037 1.052 1.081 ------ ------ 

  Majority White 1.088 1.091 0.913 0.916 ------ ------ 

       

Before/After Grutter (After)  1.208*  1.451**  ------ 

       

Null hypothesis test (Likelihood 

Ratio) 

10000.3176 10011.0437 980.5957 993.8745 104.9410 105.5152 

-2 Log L 29073.075 29073.075 6380.467 6380.467 3301.833 3301.833 

N 40450 40450 4641 4641 2417 2417 
* p < .01  ** p < .001  *** p < .0001
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Summary 

The descriptive and inferential statistics presented in this study contribute to 

understanding why Black enrollment at UT-Austin is relatively low compared to the 

Black population of the state. As previously mentioned, understanding enrollment levels 

requires one to examine how these students move through the educational pipeline, which 

arguably begins with pre-natal care. However, given constraints on time and access to 

data, this study examines students as they are exiting high school and starting the process 

of applying for college. These analyses show that although there is some hope for 

progress, they also demonstrate that Black students are far from achieving the goal of 

complete access.  

The pre-college data shows that there has been consistent progress in nearly all of 

the college-readiness indicators for Black students. For example, graduation rates 

increased over a ten year period as well as the percent of Black students who were 

graduating with Recommended or Distinguished Achievement Program high school 

degrees. Another promising finding is that more Black students are taking college 

entrance exams such as the SAT or ACT. In fact, the greatest increase in the percent of 

students taking college entrance exams was among Black students; this group increased 

by 12.8 percentage points over ten years compared to a .4 percentage point increase for 

the state overall. Despite these positive findings, Black students in Texas have lagged 

behind all of their peers on all college-readiness indicators with the exception of college 

entrance exam participation rates.  
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Another key finding from the pre-college data is that there is definitely a pool of 

“qualified” Black students who would be eligible for admission at UT-Austin. One of the 

assumptions about low enrollment for Black students at UT-Austin is that the pool of 

“qualified” Black students is small. In order to clarify this point, the distinction is made 

between “qualified” and “competitive” such that to be qualified to be admitted, a student 

must meet the requirements of the automatic admission law while a competitive student 

must compete against other students under a holistic review process. At UT-Austin, there 

is a dual admissions process; students who are in the top 10% of their class receive 

automatic admission
20

 and students who do not qualify for automatic admission go 

through a holistic review process.  

Automatically admitted students need only be qualified to be admitted to UT-

Austin which means (1) they are in the top 10% of their class, (2) have graduated with a 

Recommended or Distinguish Achievement Program high school degree, (3) have met 

the minimum score requirements on college entrance exams and (4) have submitted a 

completed application to UT-Austin. For students who go through a holistic admissions 

process, they must be “competitive” to gain admission. Admission for those students who 

are not automatically accepted is extremely selective; for example, in 2010, the 

                                                 

 

20
 As aforementioned, the top 10% policy only applies to the years within this study. SB175 revised the law 

and capped automatic admits to 75% of the incoming class at UT-Austin. The first year it was 

implemented, students in the top 8% of their class received automatic admission. All other students went 

through a holistic admissions process.  



157 

 

acceptance rate, was 16% for Texas high school students at UT-Austin compared to 52% 

at Texas A&M. The Office of Admissions uses two indices to rate applicants; a student’s 

personal achievement index (PAI) and academic achievement index (AI) 

(Implementation and Results of the Texas Automatic Admissions Law Report, 2009). 

According to the Office of Admissions, the PAI includes written essays, leadership, 

extracurricular activities, awards and honors, work experience, community service and 

“special circumstances,” which can include race, socio-economic status, family 

responsibilities, etc. The AI includes class rank, the completion of the required high 

school curriculum, SAT/ACT scores and “the extent to which students exceed the UT 

required units” (p. 2). Although it is impossible to quantify the actual pool of 

“competitive” graduates, it is possible to approximate the pool of “qualified” students 

based on the number of students who would be eligible for automatic admission. For 

example, in 2010, 7% of all top 10% graduates were Black but only 5% of the incoming 

first year students at UT-Austin were top 10% graduates. To present this in another way, 

there were 1,821 Black students eligible for automatic admission to UT-Austin; of these 

students, only 571 applied, which is only 31% of the qualified pool. As illustrated by the 

example, there is still a relatively larger pool of eligible Black students compared to the 

number that actually matriculate through the pipeline and enroll.  

 The results of the logistic regression models help to further explain enrollment 

rates at UT-Austin. For the model predicting which students apply to either UT-Austin or 

Texas A&M, the data supports the idea that there is a “perception” of access to UT-
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Austin for historically and currently underrepresented students. For example, when using 

race as the only predictor for which students apply to one of the tier 1 institutions, this 

study found that the odds of White students applying to UT-Austin was 180% greater 

compared to Black students. When holding other predictors constant, a Black student’s 

odds of applying to UT-Austin compared to a White student are 100% greater. At Texas 

A&M, the odds of a White student applying compared to a Black student were greater 

before and after controlling for other background characteristics. Another finding that 

supports the “perception of access” to UT-Austin is that the odds of a student who attends 

a high school that is predominately comprised of students of color are 96% more likely to 

apply to UT-Austin compared to a student who attends a predominately White high 

school, when holding other factors constant. Additionally, automatically admitted 

students are more likely to apply to both tier 1 institutions compared to students who are 

not automatically admitted, when controlling for all other factors.  

The predictor that had the largest odds ratio for both universities after controlling 

for other factors was whether or not a student was enrolled in Advanced Placement/Dual 

Credit courses. Students enrolled in these courses were 2.27 and 2.85 times more likely to 

apply to UT-Austin and Texas A&M, respectively. This finding is not surprising given 

the competitiveness of both tier 1 institutions.  

The results of the admitted models also shed light on how student progress 

through the educational pipeline. Based on my results, it appears that White students have 

an admissions advantage over Black students even when taking into consideration 
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standardized test scores, class rank and family background. On the other hand, it seems as 

though Black students have an admission advantage over Asian Americans but there is 

virtually no difference between Black and Latino students.  

Another interesting finding was that the results of the models predicting which 

factors influenced a student’s admissions probability demonstrated that there is access to 

UT-Austin for historically disadvantaged groups. For example, students who had parents 

with less than a college degree were more likely to be admitted compared to those 

students who had at least a bachelor’s degree. This trend held true for low income 

students as well. Students whose families made less than $80,000 per year were more 

likely to be admitted to UT-Austin and TAMU compared to students from wealthier 

households. Additionally, students who attended a school that had a low college-going 

tradition (the high school sent less than 10% of its students to college), were 200% more 

likely to be admitted to UT-Austin compared to students who went to high schools that 

sent more than 10% of their graduating seniors to college. Furthermore, students 

attending schools that were predominately comprised of students of color were more than 

600% more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin compared to their counterparts that 

attended predominately White high schools. It is feasible to suggest that these results are 

due to the top 10% plan given what was found in the previous literature. For example, 

Tienda and Niu (2006) posited that students of color received the maximum benefit under 

the TTP policy only when they attended segregated schools. They found that that Blacks 
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and Latinos were more likely to be in the top 10% of their class if they attended schools 

that were predominately students of color.  

Examining the models predicting enrollment further helps to explain the final step 

of matriculation through the education pipeline. Although Black students are more likely 

to apply to UT-Austin compared to White students, they are less likely to be admitted and 

are less likely to enroll. Women are more likely to apply and be admitted but are less 

likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to their male counterparts when holding all other 

factors constant. Unlike with application and acceptance rates, a student’s family 

background, specifically their parents’ education and family income, does not impact the 

decision to enroll. On the other hand, similar to application and acceptance rates, students 

who were enrolled in Advanced Placement/Dual Credit courses or attended a high school 

with a low college-going tradition were more likely to enroll just as they were more 

likely to apply and be admitted. Although class rank was not a significant factor in 

determining a student’s admission probability, it did impact a student’s decision to enroll. 

The odds of a non-top 10% student enrolling at UT-Austin were 49% greater compared to 

their automatically admitted counterparts. In addition, students who attended high schools 

that were predominately comprised of students of color were more likely to apply and be 

admitted to UT-Austin compared to students who attended predominately White high 

schools but were less likely to enroll. Finally, controlling for timeframe revealed some 

interesting findings. When controlling for before and after the reimplementation of 

affirmative action in 2005, I did not find a significant difference in application rates for 
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students at UT-Austin but I did find that students were more likely to be admitted and 

enroll at UT-Austin before 2005.  

Last of all, I focused my analysis specifically on Black students in order to isolate 

the effects of the predictors on the outcome variable for this group alone. While many of 

the findings were consistent with the findings for students overall, I did find some 

differences. First, gender played a different role for Black students compared to students 

overall. There was no difference between men and women in application rates and 

enrollment decisions but Black women were more likely to be admitted compared to 

Black men. Unlike for students overall, family income was not a significant factor for any 

level of the college access pipeline for Black students. Additionally, there were 

differences in the results for Black students when controlling for before and after the 

reimplementation of affirmative action compared to students overall. First, unlike for 

students overall, there was a significant difference found in application rates before and 

after 2005; Black students were more likely to apply and be admitted to UT-Austin 

before 2005 compared to after. Lastly, the only variables found to be significant 

predictors of which Black students chose to enroll at UT-Austin were SAT scores and 

class rank; non-top 10% students were more likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to 

students in the top 10% of their class.  

As previously mentioned, the purpose of this study was to examine the trends in 

the matriculation of Black students from high school graduation through application, 

admission, and enrollment in college within the context of automatic admission laws and 
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race-based admissions policies. Specially, I focused my analyses on Black students at 

UT-Austin, given the paucity of research in this area. Chapter five will further discuss the 

findings by connecting them to previous research, demonstrating how they fill gaps and 

provide policy implications for law makers and admissions staff interested in better 

understanding Black student enrollment.  
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of why Black 

students are the most underrepresented group of undergraduate students at the University 

of Texas at Austin compared to both their overall representation in the state and their 

racial/ethnic composition of high school graduates. To do so, this study examined how 

Black students matriculated through the educational pipeline beginning with high school 

graduates through college enrollment within the context of automatic admission policies 

and affirmative action. Furthermore, I compared and contrasted Black students to other 

groups as well as examined trends for Black students at other institutions, such as Texas 

A&M in order to provide context to understand the results observed. Doing so, this 

dissertation answered four research questions. First, I examined the college-readiness 

gaps of Texas high school graduates in order to better understand the pool of eligible 

students for admission. Second, I investigated trends in application, acceptance and 

enrollments rates of students at Texas public institutions of higher education. Next, I 

examined the factors that predicted which students applied, were admitted and enrolled at 

UT-Austin. Finally, I observed how the predictability odds of each factor changed before 

and after the reimplementation of affirmative action at UT-Austin.  

The purpose of chapter five is to connect my findings to and fill some gaps in the 

literature reviewed. Additionally, this chapter will discuss the significance of the results 

through lens of my theoretical framework, critical race theory and critical quantitative 
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research. Finally, this chapter will discuss policy implications, make recommendations 

and conclude with suggestions for future research.  

Summary 

The experiences of many Black and Latino people in the United States are shaped 

by systems of oppression that lead to an inequitable distribution of resources. Thus, Black 

and Latino people are more likely to live in poor neighborhoods, be incarcerated, and 

attend the worse schools (Dawson & Bobo, 2009, Massey & Denton, 1993; Orfield & 

Lee, 2005). Even though it is true that both Blacks and Latinos are disadvantaged in 

America, Black people have a disparate experience compared to others due to the legacy 

of slavery. The legacy of slavery refers to both actual slavery and the subsequent racially 

oppressive institutions such as Jim Crow laws and institutionalized discrimination 

(Zajonc, 2003). This legacy directly and indirectly shapes opportunties and outcomes for 

Black people in America. Many would argue that educational attainment is one means by 

which Black people can transcend the odds before them because it is the primary vehicle 

for adult success and upward mobility (Becker, 1992; Baum, Ma & Payea, 2010). 

In the past four decades, there has been a rise in the percent of Black people 

attending college (Baum, Ma & Payea, 2010). Despite this progress however, Black 

people are still underrepresented in higher education, especially at selective institutions 

(Perna, 2000). Selective institutions are the most prestigious universities in the country, 

such as Ivy League Schools and tier 1 research institutions such as the University of 

Texas at Austin. Access to these institutions is important because there are many benefits 
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associated with attending them that reach beyond simply obtaining a college degree; 

benefits such as higher persistence and graduation rates and greater post-secondary 

returns such as easier access to top-tier graduate programs (Alon & Tienda, 2005; 

Carnevale & Rose, 2003; Tinto, 2005).  

Although Black students are underrepresented at selective institutions and thus, 

many do not enjoy the benefits of attending top-tier colleges and universities, there is 

some hope. In Texas, and some other states, there are policies and laws put in place to 

break down barriers to access for students of color; specifically, automatic admissions 

laws and affirmative action. Automatic admissions laws guarantees admissions for a 

specified group of students based upon a percentile or class ranking
21

. The Texas Top 

10% (TTP) policy increases access to institutions of higher education by guaranteeing 

admission to any public institution to any student graduating in the top 10% of his or her 

class. Since Texas is racially segregated, the TTP plan ensures that at minimum, students 

who attend schools that are predominately students of color will have access to the top 

tier institutions if they choose to apply and enroll (Tienda & Niu, 2006). In addition, 

affirmative action is a policy that allows universities to use race as one factor among 

many in admissions decisions in states where it has not been banned due to proposition. 

The University of Texas at Austin is unique because it is the only institution of higher 

education in the country that utilizes both. Even though this is true, these policies 

together have not yielded sufficient representation of students of color, especially for 
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 I.e. Florida’s talented 20 plan and California’s top 4% plan  
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Black students. Thus, there is a need to better understand enrollment trends for Black 

students within the context of these laws in order to continue to find ways to reduce 

barriers and increase access. This dissertation is designed to contribute to this gap in the 

research and understanding of this issue due to the theoretical framework that guided this 

study and the methodological approach to answering the research questions.  

  Theoretical framework. This dissertation utilized Critical Race Theory (CRT) 

in conjunction with critical quantitative research methods in order to design and analyze 

findings of this study. CRT is a theoretical framework that is built upon the assumption 

that race and racism are permanent fixtures in our society and thus, positions race at the 

center of any analyses or discussion (Delgado & Stefancic, 2001). CRT has historically 

been used in qualitative research given the basic assumptions of the theory. Specifically, 

qualitative research is a means of inquiry that uses tools such as observations, focus 

groups and in-depth interviews to provide answers for “how” and “why” questions 

(Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). Such methods enable a researcher to ask questions and probe 

respondents on issues related to race and racism. Recently, some scholars have used a 

critical race lens to examine quantitative research. Applying a critical lens to quantitative 

research methods is an innovative approach because doing so directly challenges the 

basic assumptions undergirding the method.  

Quantitative research methods are based on a postpositivist paradigm that is 

driven be the idea that research is objective. On the contrary, Critical Race Theory does 

not subscribe to notions of objectivity. Thus, a critical quantitative analysis differs from a 
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traditional quantitative analysis in regards to the motivation of researcher. Traditionally, a 

researcher is seen as an objective observer seeking to verify or confirm the truth about 

some phenomenon using established models. On the other hand critical quantitative 

researchers acknowledge that they are not entirely objective in their pursuit of 

knowledge. Their motivation for research is to challenge and modify established models 

that are more meaningful for the population being examined. Such populations are 

generally marginalized communities whose experience differs from the dominant culture. 

This motivation not only shapes their models and methods but also the very questions 

they pose.  

Using CRT as a theoretical lens not only informed the research questions but also 

dictated the models used for the inferential statistical analyses. Thus, my study is 

considered a critical quantitative analysis because it departs from the traditional 

postpositivist paradigm in a few ways. First, the assumptions undergirding the research 

questions are based upon the primary tenet of CRT: racism is a permanent fixture in 

society and should therefore be at the center of any analysis or discussion. Thus, the 

questions were framed in such a way that enabled this study to uncover the trends 

specifically for Black students as compared to their peers.  

Second, since the focus of this study is on Black students in Texas, Black students 

were set as the reference group for the logistic regression models. Doing so is unlike 

traditional models that would have used the dominant group—White Students—as the 

reference group. Finally, the last set of models focused on Black students only in order to 
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isolate the effects of the predictors for this unique group, an approach that Carter and 

Hurtado (2007) refer to as “Specific Group Approach.” Not surprisingly, results for these 

models differed in some ways compared to the models for students overall, which 

validates the need for alternative approaches to examining these issues. These examples 

also illuminate the methodology that guided this study, which will now be further 

explained. 

Methodology. This study employed a critical quantitative methodological 

approach, which applied two statistical methods: descriptive analyses and logistic 

regression. The descriptive analyses were an important aspect to the overall 

methodological strategy because they served as a useful context for the subsequent 

inferential analyses. Descriptive analyses helped to easily identify patterns and trends 

overtime. I was then able to investigate these trends further through an inferential 

statistical method, logistic regression. Logistic regression is used to assess the effect of 

predictor variables on a binary outcome variable. This statistical method was appropriate 

for my study since my research questions focused on predicting the outcomes for students 

applying, be admitted and enrolling at institutions of higher education in Texas, all of 

which have dichotomous outcomes—applied/did not apply, admitted/not admitted and 

enrolled/did not enroll. Beyond the basic application of logistic regression to answer my 

research questions, I structured my logit models in a way that enabled me to critically 

analyze the data. In the previous section, I gave various examples of how my theoretical 
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framework helped me structure these models. Thus in this section, I will now discuss the 

findings of these models in the context of the literature reviewed.  

Discussion of Findings 

The findings for research question 1 (RQ1) provide a pessimistic outlook for the 

future of Black students moving through the high school to college enrollment pipeline in 

Texas. Despite the consistent progress made year after year for Black students on nearly 

all of the college-readiness indicators, they still lagged behind all of their peers for ten out 

of the twelve indicators displayed. Given that Black people are not inherently 

intellectually inferior to others,
22

 there must be some other explanation for these patterns. 

Applying CRT to these findings, what appears to be happening is that a confluence of 

institutionalized discrimination and systemic oppression is negatively impacting Black 

students in Texas and is clearly playing a role in their overall academic performance. 

Standardized test scores such as the SAT, are a primary example. The College Board (the 

developers of the SAT test) only contends that the primary purpose of the assessment is 

to predict first-year grade point average. However, they do not claim that this test is 

meant to predict any grades beyond the first year or graduation rates. Additionally, 

research has shown that these tests are weaker at predicting first-year success for Black 

students compared to Whites (Bowen & Bok, 1998). Even so, many institutions of higher 

education rely heavily on SAT scores as an admissions criterion.  

                                                 

 

22
 Although some individuals may believe this to be true i.e. UT-Austin Law Professor Lino Gralia, 

countless studies have debunked early “scientific” notions of Black intellectual inferiority (see Crane, 

1994).  
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Examining the trends in Advanced Placement/Dual Credit (AP/DC) participation 

and test scores may also be explained by one of the tenets of CRT. One can look at 

AP/DC participation and success rates through the lens of merit; such that individuals 

who take these courses and work hard are rewarded. CRT actively challenges any notions 

of the existence of a meritocracy because they do not account for systems of oppression 

which make it impossible for a true system of merit to exist (Crenshaw, 1988). For 

example, the low participation rates of Black students in AP/DC courses can be viewed 

as an unwillingness of these students to enroll in these courses. However, research has 

shown that many Black students do not even have access to these courses, (Aud, Fox, & 

KewalRamani, 2010) which ultimately turns the merit argument on its head. The 

descriptive data in this study are consistent with national statistics and show that Black 

students lag behind their peers in both participation rates and average scores (Aud, Fox, 

& KewalRamani, 2010). Looking at these patterns from a Critical Race perspective, 

critical theorists might suggest that these trends must be viewed beyond the face value of 

the data presented. Specifically, these data should be used to identify areas of policy 

changes rather than be used to definitively classify the pool of eligible students for 

college admission. Despite this point, some critics may use these descriptive data to argue 

that the pool of eligible Black students is small and thus argue that the 5% of Black 

students at UT-Austin accurately reflects the pool. Critical race theorist would counter 

that argument by pointing out, as described in chapter four, that determining who is 

competitive reaches beyond indicators such as standardized test, especially given the 
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holistic review process. Thus, it is impossible to definitively say what the pool of 

competitive Black students looks like or how large/small it is. However, given the TTP 

policy, is it easier to determine the pool of qualified students; who are automatically 

admitted students under the Top 10% Plan. In 2010, there were 1,821 Black students 

eligible for automatic admission to UT-Austin; of these students, only 571 applied, which 

is only 31% of the qualified pool. Given the recent policy changes to the TTP plan, these 

percentages would look a little different in subsequent years however, there is still a 

relatively larger pool of eligible Black students compared to the number that actually 

apply to UT-Austin. Given this, the lack of qualified Black students is most likely not the 

primary reason for low enrollment at UT-Austin. Looking at the descriptive data 

presented for RQ2 provides additional evidence towards a plausible answer. 

While there has been several studies examining application, admission and 

enrollments rates under the top 10% plan, much of the research examines the early 

implementation of the policy. Furthermore, no study, with the exception of Vasquez 

Heilig et al. (2011) has examined the TTP plan after the Grutter decision. This study fills 

in these gaps in the literature by examining 10 years of implementation including the 

crucial years after affirmative action was reinstated. Research question 2 revealed key 

findings from the descriptive statistics for application, acceptance and enrollment rates 

for Black students in Texas to close some of these gaps. Overall, more Black students are 

applying to college. Between 2000 and 2010, there was a 47% increase in college 

applications compared to 37% statewide. Over the ten year period, there was a shift away 
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from HBCU applications to small public institutions (i.e. Sul Ross). In addition, there 

were a relatively small number of Black students who actually apply to UT-Austin; in 

2010, less than 5% of Black applications went to The University. Even so, more Black 

students apply to UT-Austin compared to Texas A&M. Furthermore, while there were 

few differences between men and women in application rates, women submitted more 

applications overall but men applied to the more competitive institutions such as UT-

Austin and Texas A&M. Finally, there were little differences observed in application 

rates before and after the reimplementation of affirmative action at UT-Austin. There was 

a slight increase (less than .5 percentage points) between 2004 and 2005 but the pattern 

was not steady. It is difficult to determine whether the Grutter decision had an impact on 

application rates due to the fact that true application rates cannot be calculated.
23

 In 

addition, it is not possible to truly isolate the effects of the policy change. These findings 

are important because as previously mentioned, Harris and Tienda (2010) posited that 

enrollment rates are dependent upon application rates because if students of color are not 

applying, then there could be a negative confounding impact on admissions and 

enrollment rates. Overall, UT-Austin may yield higher enrollment rates for Black 

students if application rates were higher. 
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 In order to calculate application rates, I would need the actual pool of eligible Texas high school students 

to use as the denominator. This data is not available because students do not need to apply to college 

immediately after high school graduation. Thus, it is impossible to determine the actual pool eligible to 

apply to college. 
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Examining acceptance rates for Black students at UT-Austin demonstrates a bleak 

outlook. Black students had the lowest acceptance rate compared to all other students for 

every year examined. In 2010, the acceptance rate for Black Texas high school students 

was 43%, which was 10 percentage points below Latino and White students and 17 

percentage points below Asian Americans. When disaggregating the data by class rank, 

the situation gets worse. The acceptance rate for non-top 10% Black students in 2010 was 

10%— just under 10 percentage points less than White students. These findings are 

important because few studies (see Long & Tienda, 2008) focus on non-top 10% 

students. Overall, Black women had a higher acceptance rate at UT-Austin compared to 

Black men but there was virtually no difference between men and women for non-TTP 

students. Finally, there did not appear to be any difference in overall acceptance rates 

before and after 2005; the year affirmative action was reinstated at UT-Austin. However, 

there was a slight upward trend in acceptance rates for non-top 10% Black students 

between 2003 and 2007. Nevertheless, it is impossible to completely contribute this 

increase to affirmative action for two reasons. First, the trend began before race was used 

in admissions decisions. Second of all, it is impossible to isolate the effects of the policy. 

However, all and all, the research does show that when affirmative action is being used, 

there are significant changes in admission rates for Black students (Bowen & Bok, 1998; 

Long, 2004). Unfortunately, UT-Austin has not seen similar results after the re-

implementation of affirmative action in 2005.  
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Enrollment rates are arguably the most important part of the pipeline because the 

ultimately goal of the University is to have a diverse pool of first-year students. Thus, 

even if students apply and are admitted, if they fail to enroll, they cannot receive the 

benefits of attending a selective institution such as UT-Austin. Previous research showed 

that the top 10% plan had little impact on a students’ decision to enroll (Niu & Tienda, 

2010). The descriptive data for enrollment rates in this study differ from their findings 

and provide a much more optimistic outlook overall compared to application and 

acceptance rates. In general, there were very little differences in enrollment rates at UT-

Austin for all students. When disaggregating by class rank, there was a downward trend 

for TTP Black students; however, enrollment rates were higher for Black student at UT-

Austin compared to Texas A&M. In 2010, non-TTP Black students had the highest 

enrollment rates compared to all other students; almost 72%
24

 of Black students admitted 

under the holistic review process enrolled at UT-Austin. While the application, 

acceptance and enrollment rates helps to shed light on the overall enrollment patterns at 

UT-Austin, the inferential statistics provides yet another layer of explanation. 

The findings from RQ3 were based upon inferential statistics that expand upon 

the descriptive data. One interesting finding shows the potential impact of social capital 

on application behavior. As previously mentioned, Perna and Titus define social capital 

as “a resource that students may draw upon as needed to enhance productivity, facilitate 

upward mobility, and realize economic returns” (p. 488). This study found that students 
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 71 out of 99 students total 
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who have parents with higher levels of education and are from higher income families are 

more likely to apply to UT-Austin. These findings are consistent with Sandefur, Meir and 

Campbell (2006) who also argued that social capital played a role in a student’s decision 

to enroll in college. On the contrary, findings for Black students differed in some ways 

from the literature because unlike for students overall, family income was not a 

significant factor for any level of the college access pipeline for Black students.  

Furthermore, the results of the inferential statistics support the perception and 

reality of access to UT-Austin for historically and currently underrepresented students. 

For example, Long (2007) argued that students are more likely to apply to an institution 

of higher education if they believe or perceive that their admissions probability was high. 

The logit models predicting which students applied to UT-Austin support this theory. 

When using race as the only indicator for predicting which students apply to one of the 

tier 1 institutions, I found that the odds of White students applying to UT-Austin were 

much greater compared to Black students, but changed when I added control variables. 

When holding other predictors constant, a Black student’s odds of applying to UT-Austin 

compared to a White student was 100% greater. This pattern did not hold true at Texas 

A&M. Another finding that supports the perception of access to UT-Austin is that 

students who attend high schools that are predominately students of color are more likely 

to apply to UT-Austin compared to a student who attends a predominately White high 

school, when holding other factors constant. Thus, although the descriptive data show a 

relatively small percentage of Black students applying to UT-Austin, when all other 
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factors are equal, Black students do want to apply to UT-Austin. Even though this is true, 

students must also be admitted and enroll for complete access. 

Many scholars have argued that the TTP policy has expanded access to UT-

Austin for students of color and other historically marginalized groups (Montejano, 2001; 

Long, 2007, Long, Saenz, & Tienda, 2010). Just as the logit models in this study support 

the idea of a perception of access, they also align with the literature that supports the 

notion that actual access to the University exists. For example, students who had parents 

with less than a college degree were more likely to be admitted compared to those 

students who had at least a bachelor’s degree. This trend held true for low-income 

students as well. Moreover, students who attended a school that had a low college-going 

tradition (the high school sent less than 10% of its students to college), were more likely 

to be admitted to UT-Austin compared to students who went to schools that had a 

college-going tradition. Finally, students attending schools that were predominately 

students of color were more than 600% more likely to be admitted to UT-Austin 

compared to their counterparts that attended predominately White high schools. These 

findings are consistent with Tienda and Niu (2006), who posited that the TTP policy only 

worked because students of color attended segregated schools. Although these findings 

do provide some optimism for students of color overall, one fact remains the same: it 

appears as though White students still have an admissions advantage over Black students 

even when taking into consideration standardized test scores, class rank and family 

background.  
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Given that the automatic admission policy ensures acceptance to all students in 

the top 10% of his or her class; some might wonder if these admissions probabilities 

change for students evaluated under a holistic review process. Although the focus of this 

dissertation was primarily on the top 10% plan, in response to a committee request at my 

oral defense, I did run a series of logit models predicting what factors predict which non-

TTP students are admitted to UT-Austin and Texas A&M (See Appendix 3). When 

controlling only for race, White students still have an admission advantage. This 

advantage changes, however, when I added control variables. When holding constant 

other background characteristics, Black students are more likely to be admitted to UT-

Austin compared to their White, Latino, Asian and Native American counterparts. In 

contrast, there were no statistically significant differences in admission probabilities 

found between Black and White students at Texas A&M. Despite the statistical 

admission advantage, non-top 10% Black students’ acceptance rates are still the lowest 

compared to all students of other race/ethnicities at UT-Austin.  

The final stage of the educational pipeline is enrollment. Koffman and Tienda 

(2008) argued that enrollment rates are important because admissions officers as well as 

politicians generally use enrollment rates to measure the success of policies on student 

body diversity. The logit models predicting enrollment corroborates the descriptive data 

as well as findings in the literature. First, although Black students are more likely to 

apply to UT-Austin compared to White students, they are less likely to enroll. Second, 

class rank did impact a student’s decision to enroll. Non-top 10% students were 49% 
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more likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to their automatically admitted counterparts. 

Students who attended high schools that were predominately students of color were more 

likely to apply and be admitted to UT-Austin compared to students who attended 

predominately White high schools but were less likely to enroll. Furthermore, the only 

variables found to be significant predictors of enrollment for Black students at UT-Austin 

were SAT scores and class rank; similar to students overall, non-top 10% students were 

more likely to enroll at UT-Austin compared to students in the top 10% of their class. 

These findings varied from the general logit models; for students overall, gender, AP/DC 

enrollment, the college-going culture and the high school racial/ethnic make-up were 

factors in predicting enrollment. 

Finally, this study explored changes in odds ratios when controlling for time. 

Specifically, this research sought to explore differences before and after Grutter. The 

findings to this question supported the descriptive data and much of what was found in 

the literature. First, when controlling for before and after the reimplementation of 

affirmative action in 2005, this study did not find a significant difference in application 

rates for students but did find a significant difference acceptance rates. Before 2005, the 

odds of a Black student being admitted at UT-Austin were 45% greater compared to after 

2005 when holding the other predictors constant. This trend was true for students overall 

except the odds ratio was slightly greater; the odds of a student being admitted before 

2005 was 71% greater when controlling for the other factors. The findings may have 
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more to do with the diminishing pool of discretionary slots than to the effectiveness of 

the policy itself.  

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

There are four major limitations to this study that warrant discussion. First, there 

is an absence of qualitative data. Understanding how structural barriers and student 

choice impede access to higher education within the context of these the top 10% policy 

and affirmative action cannot be completely answered using quantitative methods alone. 

However, findings from this study are relevant to how students matriculate through the 

educational pipeline and thus, lay the groundwork for future research examining this 

topic using qualitative methods. Second, because the data needed to isolate the use of 

race in admission decisions was not available, this study cannot truly measure the impact 

of the reinstitution of affirmative action at the University of Texas at Austin. However, 

the analysis of pre and post-Grutter trends displayed changes and differences that are 

useful to understanding Black student access within the context of these policies and 

laws. Even so, additional studies should be conducted to expand upon the preliminary 

findings of this research.  

Another potential limitation to this research is that the TTP plan has recently been 

altered for the University of Texas at Austin (UT-Austin). During the 81
st
 Legislature, 

Senate Bill (SB) 175 was enacted, which capped the law at 75% of the incoming class at 

UT-Austin. Although the focus of this study examines trends in the educational pipeline 

for Black students at UT-Austin in the context of the TTP plan, it is still relevant despite 
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these changes because this research examines patterns and predictors by automatic 

admission status (i.e. TTP or non-TTP), rather than by actual class rank. Organizing the 

data in this way enables me to examine the influence of automatic admissions status, 

rather than actual class rank, on the proposed outcomes. Doing so is consistent with the 

basic premise of the original top 10% law; the architects of the law wanted to demystify 

and simplify the admissions process for traditional underserved communities, which is 

why they created a policy that was parsimonious. Even so, future research should 

examine more closely the impact of the changes on increasing student body diversity as 

well as on student behavior i.e. application and enrollment decision-making. 

The final limitation to this study has to do with the fact that the future of both the 

top 10% policy and affirmative action is in flux given the Fisher v. Texas court case 

waiting to be heard in the Supreme Court. Depending on how the Supreme Court rules, 

any number of changes may occur. If the Supreme Court strikes down affirmative action, 

the TTP plan goes back to its original state. If affirmative action is upheld, that may 

prompt Texas Legislators to attempt to cap the plan further. A third possible scenario 

could be that the Court rules that an institution cannot use both a race-neutral admissions 

policy in conjunction with a race-sensitive one. Despite the outcome of the case, there are 

implications for either scenario based on the findings of this study.  

Policy Recommendations 

The findings from this study demonstrate that while there has been some progress 

for Black student access to institutions of higher education in Texas, specifically at UT-
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Austin, there is still room for growth. In order to make the necessary leaps towards full 

representation for Black students, radical policy changes are needed. Dumas and Anyon 

(2006) argued that “critical policy implementation researchers must advance scholarship 

about ‘deep-structural’ solutions” (p. 168) in order to truly facilitate significant changes. 

Thus, the two policy recommendations from this study may not be popular but drastic 

changes require drastic measures.  

Phase out the top 10% plan and replace it with affirmative action. The 

rationale for the first policy recommendation is rooted in the extant literature on both the 

TTP policy and affirmative action as well as based on the findings of this study. First, the 

literature shows that affirmative action works and is more efficient at increasing student 

body diversity compared to race-neutral policies such as the TTP plan (Bowen & Bok, 

1998; Long, 2004; Long, 2007). Moreover, this study found little changes before and 

after the reimplementation of affirmative action in application, acceptance and 

enrollments for both descriptive and inferential statistics. As previously stated, no other 

study has examined how affirmative action operates in conjunction with a race-neutral 

policy. Based on the findings of this study, it appears as though affirmative action does 

not have the impact found in other studies because of the TTP plan. Figure 22 displayed 

the trends in acceptance rates of non-top 10% students in comparison to the percent of 

students automatically admitted under the Top 10% plan. It is no coincidence that these 

trends are mirror images of each other. This suggests that acceptance rates for non-top 
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10% students are more of a function of the size of the pool than the actual merit of the 

applicants.
25

  

Notably, as discussed above, secondary analysis of non-TTP students did reveal 

an admission advantage for Black students under a holistic review process relative to 

Whites, Latino, Asian American and Native Americans when controlling for a variety of 

factors (See Appendix 3). These findings do provide some evidence that affirmative 

action has the potential to operate as it was designed, which is to provide more access to 

historically underrepresented students— especially Black students. However, on balance, 

the other findings in this study show that White students still have an overall advantage 

both under the automatic admission policy and without controls for non-TTP students. 

Therefore, considering the trend analyses in this dissertation (See Figure 1), it appears 

that the admission advantage that Black students have under affirmative action is still not 

sufficient in increasing access to UT-Austin due the overall White advantage noted in the 

automatic admission policy. Thus, the results of this secondary analysis further supports 

the recommendation to phase out the top 10% plan and replace it with affirmative action, 

which research in the field has shown is more effective in increasing student body 

diversity (Bowen & Bok, 1998; Long, 2004; Long, 2007) 

Second, although prior research, including the current study shows that the TTP 

plan has increased access for historically underrepresented students, findings from this 

                                                 

 

25
 This was one of the arguments put forth by the University of Texas at Austin during the 81st Texas 

Legislature as rationale to cap the TTP plan. 
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study suggests that the TTP plan is not as effective for Black students as it is for other 

groups such as Latinos and Asian Americans. The descriptive statistics clearly show that 

even with over ten years of the top 10% policy, the percent of Black students is flat-lined 

unlike the trend for Asian Americans and Latinos. In addition, there is an artificial ceiling 

to the top 10% plan that still would not yield complete representation for Black students. 

Figure 15 shows the composition of top 10% students by race/ethnicity. This figure 

shows that Black students only represent 7% of all top 10% graduates. Thus, even if 

100% of UT-Austin admits were top 10% graduates and they perfectly reflected the 

distribution of TTP applicants, than Black students would remain underrepresented as 

compared to their overall state representation.  

Finally, the TTP is not sustainable long-term. First, as Tienda and Niu (2006) 

found, this policy requires racial segregation in order to operate effectively. Critical race 

theorists would reject policies that are short-sided and detrimental to communities of 

color. Furthermore, critics would argue that if racial segregation was eradicated than race 

preferences in admissions would probably no longer be needed. Aside from the moral 

argument, there is just simply not enough space to accommodate the number of automatic 

admits to UT-Austin, an argument that both the President and the Office of Admissions 

continue to make.  

An alternative. A successful phase out of the TTP plan will require careful 

planning and execution in order to alleviate or prevent unforeseen consequences of 

changing the policy. It is recommended that these changes be made for the University of 
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Texas at Austin only given that it is the only institution that has been significantly 

impacted by the TTP plan. First, automatic admission should be extended only to those 

students who attend schools that are classified as Title 1. The original purpose of the TTP 

plan was to promote geographic, socio-economic and racial/ethnic diversity at institutions 

of higher education in Texas where access for historically underrepresented students was 

limited (Tienda & Niu, 2006). Since the law was based upon rankings given by individual 

high schools, students would only have to compete against their peers with the same 

resources (Bar, 2005). Thus, students from resource poor high schools could circumvent 

structural inequality associated with inferior schools, ultimately leading to more equitable 

outcomes. However, because the law was broadly written and included all top 10% 

students regardless of background, some students benefit from the plan who may not 

necessarily need the additional advantage. For example, students who attend wealthier 

schools have access to the best teachers and more classroom resources compared to their 

peers at low-income schools (Orfield & Lee, 2005). These students are already more 

likely to be admitted to a selective institution compared to their peers who did not have 

similar resources available to them (Harris, 2010).Thus, the law should focus on reducing 

barriers to access to Texas’ top tier universities, specially UT-Austin, for the students 

who are at a disavantage.  

There are some possible drawbacks to this plan, which deserve mentioning. 

Extending the TTP plan only to low-income schools may ultimately exclude many 

middle-class Black students from automatic admission, which may negatively impact 
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application rates. However, by reducing the pool of automatic admits, the pool of 

discretionary admits will increase. If affirmative action is upheld in Fisher by the 

Supreme Court, a larger pool of discretionary admits would give Black students a greater 

admissions probability. Regardless of any changes, there has to be aggressive marketing 

and recruitment specifically targeting Black students in order to ensure that application 

rates do not drop due to lack of information. Finally, all changes should be accompanied 

with a three to five year review. This will keep UT-Austin accountable for ensuring that 

diversity continues to increase. Moreover, these reviews may provide rationale for further 

changes to the TTP plan as the representation of the student body starts to better reflect 

the overall state representation until it is completely phased out. If the Supreme Court 

rules that race-neutral policies cannot be used with race-sensitive policies than the TTP 

plan should be replaced by affirmative action but again, there must be an aggressive 

marketing and recruitment strategy to inform students of the changes. Regardless of what 

policy changes are made, the University of Texas at Austin should review and revise 

some of its recruitment and admissions practices to continue to reduce barriers to access 

for Black students. 

Change institutional practices. The second policy recommendation is targeted 

specifically at UT-Austin’s Office of Admission. First, recruitment practices must be 

reevaluated. Given limited resources, time must be strategically split between 

recruitment, admissions processes and facilitating enrollment yields. Thus, it is important 

for the Office of Admissions to be strategic at each of these levels to increase Black 
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student enrollment. First, the Longhorn Opportunity Scholars (LOS) schools should be 

reevaluated given this program has been in place since the establishment of the TTP plan. 

Although there has been some evaluation and thus subsequent changes to the partner 

schools, there should be some changes to ensure that more predominately Black students 

are included. Currently, approximately 33% of the LOS schools are predominately Black. 

Given the findings of this study, expanding the list to other predominately Black schools 

may help with recruitment and thus, increase application rates.  

Last of all, UT-Austin should adjust its admissions policies. One such change 

should be to make SAT and ACT scores an optional part of the overall application. The 

primary purpose of these tests is to predict first-year GPA (Fishman & Pasanella, 1950; 

Morgan, 1989). However, research has shown that predictions of first-year GPA for 

Black students are not as strong (Bowen & Bok, 1998). On the contrary, research has 

shown that high school GPA is a better indicator for predicting college success compared 

to standardized test scores. Critics of this suggestion would argue that GPAs are not good 

indicators because each high school has different standards and therefore, there is no 

uniform way to judge the merits of a high school GPA unlike with standardized tests. 

However, Geiser and Santelices (2007) argued that GPA is an important indicator 

because it can demonstrate non-cognitive skills such as work ethic, which cannot be 

measured by standardized tests. UT-Austin does not currently factor in high school GPA 

in admissions decisions.  
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Although these policy recommendations may seem extreme or unrealistic, they 

are needed to make real change. UT-Austin is a public institution and its role is to 

educate the citizens of Texas. Everyone should have equal opportunity to this instituiton 

and UT-Austin should do what it takes to ensure that this day comes.  
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Appendix 1 

 

Figure 30. Black Texas high school students’ enrollment rates by gender, the University 

of Texas at Austin, 2000-2010 
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Appendix 2 

Table 8 

Enrollment Patterns for Students Admitted to the University of Texas at Austin, 2000, 

2005 & 2010 

 White Black Latino 

Asian 

Am 

2000     

   Accepted, Top 10% Offers     

      Enrolled, this institution  96.6% 90.1% 95.0% 96.9% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  1.0% 2.9% 2.1% 0.9% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  0.2% 1.2% 0.6% 0.3% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

      Not enrolled  2.2% 5.8% 2.3% 1.9% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     

   Accepted, All Other Offers     

      Enrolled, this institution  35.3% 23.1% 25.1% 37.8% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  21.8% 27.8% 27.1% 20.0% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  3.2% 4.2% 5.0% 2.4% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

      Not enrolled  39.7% 44.9% 42.8% 39.7% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     

   Applicant Rejected or Withdrew     

      Enrolled, this institution  0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  20.5% 36.3% 30.6% 23.3% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  6.9% 8.9% 11.6% 5.8% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

      Not enrolled  72.5% 54.8% 57.7% 70.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     

2005     

   Accepted, Top 10% Offers     

      Enrolled, this institution  55.8% 55.6% 54.6% 58.5% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  11.1% 14.2% 14.5% 9.8% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  0.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.5% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  6.3% 4.7% 6.1% 7.5% 

      Not enrolled  26.7% 25.4% 24.0% 23.7% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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   Accepted, All Other Offers     

      Enrolled, this institution  55.8% 55.6% 54.6% 56.0% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  11.1% 14.2% 14.5% 9.3% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  0.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.1% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  6.3% 4.7% 6.1% 4.6% 

      Not enrolled  26.7% 25.4% 24.0% 30.1% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     

   Applicant Rejected or Withdrew     

      Enrolled, this institution  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  45.3% 50.4% 56.7% 53.4% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  3.3% 5.5% 6.3% 3.5% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  10.8% 10.6% 11.1% 7.8% 

      Not enrolled  40.6% 33.5% 25.9% 35.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     

2010     

   Accepted, Top 10% Offers     

      Enrolled, this institution  48.1% 48.7% 52.5% 56.4% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  19.2% 19.2% 24.1% 12.8% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  0.4% 0.5% 1.9% 0.2% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  7.8% 7.3% 6.2% 8.2% 

      Not enrolled  24.5% 24.3% 15.4% 22.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     

   Accepted, All Other Offers     

      Enrolled, this institution  48.9% 61.3% 58.8% 46.9% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  5.5% 6.6% 5.6% 3.4% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  0.1% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  3.5% 2.2% 3.6% 1.9% 

      Not enrolled  42.0% 29.9% 31.6% 47.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     

   Applicant Rejected or Withdrew     

      Enrolled, this institution  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public university  39.2% 49.2% 50.6% 48.0% 

      Enrolled, other Texas public CTC  3.0% 3.7% 5.9% 2.9% 

      Enrolled, Texas ind. college or university  11.8% 9.7% 12.0% 10.0% 

      Not enrolled  46.0% 37.3% 31.6% 39.1% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Appendix 3 

Table 9 

Logistic Regression Models, Odds Ratios for Non-Top 10% Students by Institution for Outcome Variable: Admitted 

Independent Variables (Reference) University of Texas at Austin Texas A&M University 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Race/Ethnicity (Black)       

  White 2.055*** 0.765*** 0.742*** 1.988*** 1.093 1.089 

  Latino 1.110* 0.777*** 0.765*** 1.363*** 0.894 0.893 

  Asian Am 1.919*** 0.598*** 0.583*** 1.633*** 0.543*** 0.543*** 

  Other 2.028*** 0.947 0.816 1.369*** 0.843 0.844 

       

Gender (Male)       

  Female  1.460*** 1.464***  1.347*** 1.346*** 

       

Father’s Education (College Degree)       

  No Diploma  ------ ------  1.072 1.077 

  High School Diploma  ------ ------  1.029 1.031 

  Some College  ------ ------  1.054 1.054 

       

Mother’s Education (College Degree)       

  No Diploma  1.069 1.071  1.099 1.103 

  High School Diploma  0.872* 0.873*  1.103 1.099 

  Some College  0.884*** 0.876***  0.897** 0.896 
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Family Income (High)       

  Low  1.344*** 1.314***  1.225*** 1.220*** 

  Middle  1.083 1.055  0.985 0.980 

       

SAT Scores  1.008*** 1.008***  1.007*** 1.007*** 

       

AP/DC Enrollment (Not Enrolled)       

  Enrolled  1.411*** 1.499***  2.239*** 2.256*** 

       

HS College Going Culture (Yes)       

 No  3.017*** 3.005***  ------ ------ 

       

HS Racial/Ethnic Make-up  (Pred. White)       

  Predominately students of color  1.915*** 2.052***  1.699*** 1.708*** 

  Majority students of color  1.051 1.090  1.180** 1.182** 

  Integrated  0.951 0.992  0.935*** 1.161*** 

  Majority White  0.908* 0.923  1.155 0.937 

       

Before/After Grutter (After)   2.238***   1.112*** 

       

Null hypothesis test (Likelihood Ratio) 1143.4740 7695.2703 8265.8205 615.2798 14959.1552 14971.6442 

-2 Log L 91088.963 48716.404 48716.404 103381.02 63128.100 63128.100 

N 66506 40196 40196 74888 45976 45976 
* p < .01  ** p < .001  *** p < .0001 
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