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Are the Doors Closing?
Assessing Affirmative Action i
at Selective Colleges and gﬂ
Universities o g

he affirmative-action argument hinges on one of the Iy

few facts that both sides can agree upon: programs of}- '

affirmative action have yielded substantial increases in 1
minority enrollments in higher education, particularly at the -
nation’s most selective institutions. Wheresident John F. ; _
Kennedy issued Executive Order 10925 in 1961, establishing 2 AN W e .“’\E
affirmative action policies for the hiring, promotion, and G W AT )
compensation practices of the federal government and o
federally supported organizations, mosthe nation’s
colleges and universities voluntarily began applyffgma- the United Negro College Fund have been examining data
tive-action hiring principles to their admissions practices. on the role of affirmative action in expanding student access

Recent opposition—in the form of legislation, litigation, to selective colleges and universities. The team includes
and public referendums—tbe legitimacy of these voluntary Michael Nettles, executive director of the Patterson Institute
policies now threatens to reverse a trend, three decades longind a researcher at NCPI, as well as his colleagues Laura
of expanding African-American and Hispanic higher educatioperna, Kimberly Edelin, and Cherreka Montgomery.
enroliments. The successful challenges to affirmative action in  Their work provides important evidence, first, of the
Maryland, New Jersey, Texas, and California, as well as the use of affirmative action policies by selective colleges and
new court cases emerging in Georgia, Michigan, and Washingniversities (which are rarely officially documented) and,
ton, are closing doors that oneelcomed minority students.  second, of the troubling effects the reversal of these policies
The largerconcern is thathe growing number of restrictions  has had on minority access to prestigious institutions. The
placed on affirmative-action programs will have their most  results presented here represent the research teaalysis
pronounced effect on the admissions practices of the nation’sf existing national data collected by the U.S. Department of
most selective colleges and universities. Education, the College Board, and the Educational Testing
The stake that colleges and universities have in maintainService to assess the contribution of affirmative action

ing affirmative action policies is becoming clearer. Evidence toward increasing minority enroliments.
mountsthat—wereuniform admissions requirements to be
applied across all racial/ethnic groups—many minority stu-
dents would not be admitted, and might not even apply, to top
institutions. This issue dfhe Landscapexamines that evi-
dence, exploring both the progress and the regress in the affir-

mative-action debate: the role it has played in expanding ~ The Neiordl  Gerer for Possecocity  povemet. (NCP) s
minority student entry to selective institutions and the effectsS.PPoed  uder e Educsiord  Ressath ad ?aemm
. . . Center program, agreement number R309A60001, CHDAS4.309A
of recent challenges in dramatically decreasing that access. & achi byte Oke o Frh o I
What the Numbers Tell Us ';?jﬂmt O=R), Us mrﬁd Edoain E;m”?e
. gqios  eqessd necessaly

As part of a Iarger effort tp assgss the eqlucatlonal :~:tatusmmn o piiss o OERG te US Damimet of Ecican
and progress of African Americans in the United States, re- Trersie & Ressath onHje Elmin mds  te apy
searchers at the Frederick D. Patterson Research Institute ofgt & t5 amm

".r’#

ACIlimb Made Quicker:
] Action and Enrolment  Gains

What trends in enroliment and degree completion make

CHANGE * JuLY/AucusT 1998 XX



Chat 1

Trends in Vebad and Mah MeanScoes of Sudens Taking the

SATin 1990 and 1995

600
White
400 .
African
American
200 ® Hispanic
m Asian
American
0
1990 1995 1990 1995
Vetd Math

Sue Elod  Tedg  Seve

clear is that affirmative-action pro-
grams have been a primary driver
leading to asubstantial growth in
minority participation in higher edu-
cation in general and in selective col-
leges and universities in particular.

Since 1976, the first year for
which national education data by race
are available, the number of African
Americans and Hispanics enrolling in
historically white colleges and uni-
versities has increased by 41 percent
and 203 percent, respectively. On the
other hand, during thisame period,
the increase in participation for white
students was only 13 percent.

Many of the nation’s most pres-
tigious institutions—the colleges most
likely to use affirmative action policies
in admissions decisions—admit a
larger percentage of African-American
and Hispanic applicants than their
white counterparts, outstripping even
the national acceptance rates for all
students combined.

According to an analysis of data
from the National Educational Long-
itudinal Survey of 1988 (NELS 88),
overall, 77 percent of 12th-graders
who applied to the nation’s “most
competitive” and “highly competitive”
collegesand universities, as defined by
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were accepted for admission. After
controlling for other factors related to
the probability of being admitted,
African Americans were about 14 per-
cent more likely than other applicants
to be accepted for admission into the
nation’s 120 most selective colleges
and universities.

In terms of specific institutions,
the number of African-American and
Hispanic undergraduates enrolled
between 1980 and 1997 increased,
respectively, by 24 and 117 percent at
Harvard University, by 68 and 237
percent at the University of California-
Berkeley, and by 50 and 74 percent at
the University of Texas at Austin. In
fact, exactly half of the enroliment
growth for first-time, full-time African-
American freshmen occurred at the
nation’s “competitive” to “most com-
petitive” institutions, as defined by
Barron’s
median SAT score of 950 or higher.

the representation of minority students.
The first measure is student standard-
ized test scores, which, along with high
school achievements, are some of the
most important criteria used for admis-
sion to the vast majority of selective
colleges and universities.

It is well known that, regardless
of the type or level of standardized
educational assessment, the collective
average scores of African-American
and Hispanic students are substantially
below those of white and Asian-
American students. Chart 1 illustrates
the differences in SAT scores for
minority and white students at two
points in time: 1990 and 1995. A
smaller percentage of African Ameri-
cans and Hispanics fall into the high
end of the core distribution for the
SAT; in fact, only a very small number
of African-American and Hispanic
students would be eligible for admis-
sion into the most selective of the
nation’s colleges and universities if test
scores were used as the dominant cri-
terion and if institutions applied iden-
tical weights to the test scores of stu-
dents across racial and ethnic lines.

Chart 2 reinforces this idea, by
comparing the average SAT/ACT
equivalent scores of 12th-graders in
1992 by racial/ethnic group and the
selectivity of the institution they
attended in 1993. The African Ameri-
can-white gap in average SAT score is
162 points at the “most competitive”
colleges, 223 points at “highly com-
petitive” colleges, and 142 points at
“very competitive” colleges. For
Hispanic students, the gap in SAT
scores is less severe, but just as
apparent.

Even though minority students

—those whose students have ahave relatively lower test scores, they

continue to apply to highly selective

These competitive institutions account colleges and universities—at a higher

for 80 percent of the growth in the
enroliment of Hispanic students alone.

While enrollment rates paint part
of the picture, other data provide

rate than majority students. An anal-
ysis of data from NELS 88 suggests
that the perception among minority
students of their ability to gain admis-

evidence that colleges and universities sion to highly selective institutions due
haveused affirmative action to increase to affirmative action policies is an
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important factor in determining where
they apply to college.
African-American, Hispanic, and

Asian-American 12th-graders tended to

apply for admission to more selective
colleges and universities than their
white peers, after controlling for other
factors réated to college choicguch as
gender, socioeconomic status, test
scores, high school gradésgh school
curricular programs, extracurricular
activities, educational expectations,
and the quality of the high school
attended.

For African-American students,
the situation is a bit more complicated:
among minority students, African
Americans tended to apply to less
selective colleges and universities than
other 12th-graders with comparable
educational expectations. However,
they were also more likely to be accept-
ed for admission at the “most competi-
tive” and “highly competitive” institu-

tions than their minority counterparts.

The Efiects of Recent Chalenges

What happens when affirmative
action policies are undermined? Are

these results but harbingers of things to

come? The most celebrated unsucces
ful attack on affirmative action came in
1978 in the case dtegents of the
University of California v. Bakke

when the Supreme Court upheld “race”

as a legally acceptable criterion for
colleges and universities to use in the
admissions process.

It is that decision whose legal
weight is now on the wane. In the past
two years, bills have been introduced
in 13 state legislatures to abolish
affirmative-action programs. California
Republican Congressman Frank Riggs
recently introduced an amendment to
the Higher Education Act in the U.S.
House of Representatives; if it had
passed, the amendment would have

prohibited colleges and universities
from considering race, gender,
ethnicity, or national origin in the
admissions process alt of the
nation’s higher education institutions.
Successful anti-affirmative action
Sefforts have had a telling impact on
continued minority representation at
the affected schools. The well-
publicizedHopwood v. Texadecision
in 1996 has virtually eliminated the
enrollment of African-American
students at the University of Texas
Law School. In this case, the federal
Fifth Circuit Court invalidated the
University of Texas Law School’s
admissions policies, enacting an
injunction that prevents the University
of Texas from considering race as a
criterion in its acceptance decisions.
Chart 3 illustrates the impact of
the Hopwooddecision on the number
of African and Mexican Americans ap-
plying to, gaining admission to, and
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Awrage SATACT BEguvdet Scoe by RacalEhnic Group and by Seleciviy o Instiiion n Which

Swdens  Envoled®
RecdBhnc Most I-i;hy - Vey ) : Less&Non-
Group Competive Competiive Competiive Compeive Competive
Percentage of cases 7% 24% 28% 25% 35%
with missing data
Total 1248 1117 1012 934 856
Asian American 1299 1168 1039 896 880
White 1252 1127 1024 953 894
Hispanic 1177 1020 940 849 764
African American 1090 904 882 798 715
African American — -162 -223 -142 -155 -179
White Gap
Hispanic — -75 -107 -84 -104 -130
White Gap

Souce Neiodl  Ecucaioel  Logdnd Suvey of 1988 (\NBLS 89)

* Selecivity Caegoies  adoped fom  Barron’s Profiles of American Colleges.

CHANGE * JuLY/AucusT 1998

XX



Chat 3

Apdicarts, Admied Sudens, ad Brdess  a te

Unhversty o Tees a Assin  Sdod o Law 19% o 1997
Year Tad White American American American Other
Apicarts
1995 4,131 2,867 356 359 331 218
1996 3,910 2,693 361 354 314 188
1997 3,487 2,515 225 306 309 132
Admited
1995 1,091 808 91 92 71 29
1996 1,105 841 65 70 93 36
1997 1,039 864 11 34 105 25
Enoled
1995 512 368 38 64 28 14
1996 488 370 31 42 30 15
1997 468 391 4 26 39 8

Souce Umpbehed  adhssos il

enrolling in the Univesity of Texas at
Austin School of Law. The number of
applicants between 1996 ah897
declined from 361 to 225 for African-
Americanstudents and from 354 to 306
for Mexican-American students. The
Law School admitted only 11 African-
American and 37 Mexican-American
students for the entering class of
1997—compared to 65 and 70 stu-
dents, respectively, in 1996. Only four
African-American and 26 Mexican-
American students enrolled in 1997.
These enrollment rates represent a

striking contrast to the previous year'’s:

31 African-American and 42 Mexican-
American matriculants in 1996.

Prior to the passing of California’s
Proposition 209—a public referendum
that bans all gender and racial prefer-
ences in public employment, public
education, and government contract-
ing—the state’s colleges and universi-
ties were considered to be national
models of racial and ethnic diversity.
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Only one year aftdProposition 209's
implementation, the number of African-
American applicants admitted to the
University of California system as a
whole has declined by 18 percent.
The decline is even more pro-

While the popular argument for
dismantling affirmativeaction is that
minority students can cgmate with
white students for places at selective
institutions, it is clear from thegkata
that, if colleges and universities adopt

nounced at the most selective campuses race-blind admissions policies that rely

within the University of California
system. The number of African-
American applicants accepted for ad-
mission declined by 66 percent at
Berkeley and by 43 percent at UCLA
between the fall of 1997 and of 1998.
Only 2 percent of all applicants admit-
ted to Berkeley were African American
in 1998—dowrfrom 7 percent in 1997.
The number of Hispanic applicants
admitted declined by 53 percent at
Berkeley and 33 percent at UCLA.

The Needfor Perspective

These trends testify to thenefi-
cial effects of affirmative-action
admission policies for African-
American and Hispanic students.

primarily on standardized test scores,
there will be a significant drop in
admission of African-American and
Hispanic students to the nation’s more
selective institutions.

Based on the perception that
they will no longer gain admittance,
minority applicants to selective in-
stitutions will likely decline signifi-
cantly—whether or not students have
the test scores to compete. The out-
comes of recently reversed affirma-
tive-action policies punctuate the
debate, demonstrating the essential
role these measures have played in
both encouraging anthaintaining
minority representation at selective
institutions. 0
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