NBER WORKING PAPER SERIES

DO HISTORICALLY BLACK INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION CONFER
UNIQUE ADVANTAGES ON BLACK STUDENTS:
AN INITIAL ANALYSIS

Ronald G. Ehrenberg

Donna 8. Rothstein

Working Paper No. 4356

NATIONAL BUREAU OF ECONOMIC RESEARCH
1050 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138
May 1993

Irving M. Ives Professor of Industrial and Labor Relations and Economics at Comell University
and Research Associate at the National Bureau of Economic Research, and Ph.D. candidate at
Comell University, We are grateful to Dan Goldhaber and Michael Schultheis for their research
assistance to the Andrew W, Mellon and William H. Donner Foundations for financial support,
and to Alan Fechter and his staff at the National Research Council for providing us with the data
used in section Il of the Paper. The views expressed here are solely our own and do not
represent the views of Cornell University, the National Bureau of Economic Research, either
foundation, or the National Research Council. This paper is part of NBER's research program
in Labor Studies. Any opinions expressed are those of the authors and not those of the National
Bureau of Economic Research,



Working Paper #4356
May 1993

DO HISTORICALLY BLACK INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION CONFER
UNIQUE ADVANTAGES ON BLACK STUDENTS:
AN INTTTAL ANALYSIS

ABSTRACT

Do Historically Black Institutions (HBIs) of Higher Education confer unique advanlages on black students?
Our paper consists of (wo separate analyses that begin to address this issue.

The first uses data from the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972 to ascertain
whether black collzge students who attended HBIs in the early 1970s had higher graduation rates, improved early
carcer labor market success and higher probabilities of going on fo graduate or professional schools than their
counterparts who attended other institutions. The econometric methods we employ control for the characleristics of
the students, characleristics of the institutions, and the process by which black students decided 1o enroll (or were
prevented from enrolling) in different types of institutions. We find that attendance at an HBI substantially enhanced
the probability that a black student received a bachelor's degree within seven years, however it had no apparent affect
on the student’s early career labor market success and probability of enrolling in posi-college schooling.

The second uses data from the 1987 to 1991 waves of the National Research Council's Survey of Eamed
Doclorates to provide evidence on the patems of black citizen doctorates with respect to their undergraduate

institutions, their graduate institutions, and whether they achieved academic positions in major American liberal arts
and research/doctonate institutions. Among the major findings is that black doctorates who received their
undergraduate degrees at HBIs were much less likely (o have received their graduate degree at a major research
institution than those black doctorates who attended a major research or sclective liberal arts undergraduate
institution. Similarly, among the black doctorates who entered academic careers, those with graduate degrees from
HBISs were less likely to be employed in major American research or liberal arts institutions than those who received
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1. Introduction

Throughout most of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century the majority of
black American citizens lived and were educated in the south. They were formally excluded
from southern segregated white institutions of higher education and found higher
educational opportunities only in the Historically Black Institutions (HBIs) of higher
education.! Some of the latter (for example, Morehouse, Spellman and Fisk) were private
institutions that were initially established by church-related organizations. Others (for
example, Florida A & M, Grambling and Morgan State) were public institutions established
in the southern states after the Civil War to provide separate education for black youths.
In the absence of allowing blacks to attend the same institutions as whites, the establishment
of the public HBIs was necessary if the southern states were to meet the requirements of
the second (1890) Morrill Act. As part of providing funding for land grant institutions, the
Act required that the states provide educational opportunities for all of their citizens.

As the black population began to move to the north in response to urban industrial
employment opportunities, the relative importance of the HBIs for the education of black
college age students began to decline. The famous 1954 Brown v. Board of Ed cation
Supreme Court decision, which outlawed separate but equal public schools, actually had very
little impact on many of the southern states and formally segregated higher educational
systems remained. When integrated at all, the white institutions often did so only as a result
of suits pursued by the NAACP in the courts.? It was not until the passage of the 1964
Civil Rights Act, Title VI of which prohibited the allocation of federal funds to segregated
public educational institutions, that any real progress at integration was made. However,

this progress was very slow and in a 1973 Supreme Court decision, Adams v. Richardson,
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the southern states were formally finally ordered to dis£nantle their dual higher educational
systems.

As recently as 1964, over half of all bachelor’s degrees granted to black Americans
were granted by HBIs. By 1973, with the continued black migration to the north and the
beginnings of integrated higher education in the south, the HBI share had fallen to about
one-guarter to one-third, a range in which it remains today. The 106 institutions officially
classified as HBIs that exist today are listed in Table 1. Over 90 percent of the institutions
are 4-year institutions and over 95 percent of the students enrolled in HBIs attend 4-year
institutions. While more HBIs are private than public, the former are often quite small and
about three-quarters of the students at HBIs are enrolled in public institutions.
Approximately twenty percent of all black college students are now enrolled in the HBIs.

Despite the declining relative importance of the HBIs in the production of black
bachelor’s degrees, in recent years they have become the subject of intense public policy
debate for two reasons. First, court cases have been filed in a number of southern states
that assert that black students continue to be underrepresented at traditionally white public
institutions, that discriminatory admissions criteria are used by these institutions to exclude
black students (e.g., basing admissions only on test scores and not also on grades) and that
per student funding levels, program availability and library facilities are substantially poorer
at the public HBIs than at other public institutions in the state.® In one 19927case,l.m_it_c_d

tates v, Fordice, the Supreme Court ruled that Mississippi had pot done enough to
eliminate racial segregation in its state-run higher educational institutions.* Rather than

mandating a remedy, however, the court sent the case back to the lower courts for action.
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What should the appropriate action be? Should it be to integrate more fully both

the historica]ly white and historically black institutions by breaking down discriminatory
admissions pracﬁces at the former and moving to (or newly establishing at) the latter some
unique programs? Should the HBIs be eliminated and their campuses either folded into the
historically white institutions or abandoned? Or should effort be directed at equalizing per
student expenditure levels and facilities between campuses and not at worrying about the
racial distribution of students at each campus, even if such policies might result in "voluntary
separate but equal” institutions?

From an economic efficiency perspective, the appropriate policy responses will at
least partially depend upon the answers to a number of questions. Do HBIs, per se, provide
unique advantages to black students that they could not obtain at other institutions? If they
do, do they do so because of the racial composition of their faculty or the racial composition
of their students? If they do, would enrolling more black college students in higher
expenditure/pupil integrated institutions actually leave these students worse off?

There is a long literature that stresses the importance of HBIs to black students,
especially those from poorer socioeconomic and academic backgrounds.® This literature
suggests that students at HBIs are likely to have better self-images, be psychologically and
socially more well-adjusted, and to have higher grades than their counterparts at other
institutions. Although it is asserted that HBIs graduate a larger proportion of the black
students that enroll in them than do other institutions, only a much smaller number of
studies have addressed (with mixed findings) whether HBIs continue to appear to enhance

black student degree probabilities once one controls for differences in the characteristics of
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the students that attend HBIs and other institutions. Only a handful have addressed
whether attendance at an HBI, per se, enhances black students’ subsequent labor market
and educational success; these studies typically find that they do not. None of these studies
takes account of the process by which black students decide to enroll (or are prevented from
enrolling) in different types of institutions.

To shed some light on these issues, the next section presents econometric analyses
of whether black college students who attended HBIs in the early 1970s had higher
graduation rates, higher early career labor market success and higher probabilities of
attending graduate school, than their counterparts who attended other institutions. These
analyses use data from the National Longitudinal Study of the High Schoo! Class of 1972
(NLS72). The econometric methods we emply control for characteristics of the students,
characteristics of the institutions and the above mentioned matching process between
students and institutions.®

The second subject of policy debate relates to the production and employment of
black doctorates.” Despite vigorous (or nonvigorous?) affirmative action efforts, the
proportion of faculty that is black at major American universities is typically quite low. In
par, this reflects the small number of black doctorates that are produced annually, and
many people stress the need to increase the production of black doctorates to overcome this
problem. Projections of forthcoming overall shortages of doctorates also reemphasize the
need to increase black doctorate production to help avert these shortages, independent of

concerns about the need for black facuity to serve as role models for black students.
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What is the best way to increase the flow of black students into doctoral programs?
Do HBIs currently serve disproportionately as the source of the black undergraduate
students who go on for doctoral degrees? Should new doctoral programs be set up or
existing programs strengthened at HBIs to enhance the flow of black doctorates? Or, should
attempts be made to recruit more black students from HBIs, or more black students from
other instimtiogs. into existing doctoral programs at leading Research I institutions? In part,
the appropriate policy responses depend on the answer to another question — do black
undergraduate students from HBIs who go on to doctoral study and black students who get
doctoral degrees at HBIs, do as well in the academic labor market as their counterparts
from other institutions?

Section 11T provides partial answers to some of these questions using special
tabulations prepared for us from the National Research Council's Survey of Earned
Doctorates. A brief concluding section summarizes the implications of our findings and

suggests directions for future research.

II. Did Historically Black Institutions of Higher Education Confer Unique

Advantages on Black Students in the 1970s?

This section presents a detailed description of our analyses of data on black college

students from the National Longitudinal Survey of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS72).

We focus on students who first enrolled in a 4-year HBI or other 4-year college within three
years after their June 1972 graduation from high school® Our interest is in learning

whether attendance at an HBI per se increased the probability that these students received
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a bachelor's degree by 1979, improved their early (1979) labor market outcomes (as
measured by earnings and an index of occupational prestige), and increased the probability
that they subsequently enrolled in an advanced degree program?

These questions are all addressed ‘in the context of models that permit the students’
choice of college type (HBl or non-HBl)-t'o be treated as endogenous. In places the models
also control for the process that determined whether an individual was employed in 1979.
The sensitivity of our findings to the statistical models used are stressed throughout.

A) Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the 638 black students in our sample are found in Table 2;
298, or 47 percent of these students, attended HBls, while the remaining 340 students
attended other institutions.

Mean SAT test scores (SAT) were substantially lower and high school ranks
(HSRANK) were somewhat poorer for the students at HBIs. These students also tended
to come from families with lower incomes (PARINC) and their parents were slightly less
likely to have earned bachelor's degrees (DADBA, MOMBA). Not surprisingly, they were
much more likely to have gone to high school in a state in the southeastern region of the
country (SOUTH), where the majority of the HBIs are located. Indeed, the proportion of
full-time equivalent undergraduates enrolled in HBIs (SLOTS) in the states in which
students went to high school was typically twice as large for students who subsequently
enrolled in HBIs than it was for students who did not subsequently enroll in HBlIs.

Characteristics of the high schools that the students attended also differed between

the two groups. Students enrolled in HBIs were more likely to have attended a public high
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school (PUBHS), to have greater proportions of black high school classmates (PBSHS) and

black high school teachers (PBFHS), but were less likely to have gone to high school in an
urban area (URBHS).

The characteristics of the colleges the students attended also differed. Mean SAT
scores at the college or university in which the students enrolled (CSAT) were over 300
points lower in the HBI sample, while expenditures per full-time equivalent student
(EXPST) averaged about 10 percent lower; The proportions of black students (PBSTU) and
black faculty (PBFAC) at the students’ institutions were both much higher in the HBI
sample, and students at HBIs were more likely to be attending a private institution
(PRIV).

Turning to some of the outcomes that will be of interest to us, the proportion of
students that had received a bachelor’s degree by the 1979 survey data (BA79) was .04
higher in the HBI sample, In contrast, average hourly earnings for the roughly 85 percent
of both samples that were employed in 1979 (WAGE7?9) was almost 10 percent lower in the
HBI sample. An index of employed individuals’ occupational prestige (SE179) was also
slightly lower at HBIs.!

One goal of our study was to estimate the effects of characteristics of colleges, other
than whether they were HBIs, on students’ educational and labor market outcomes. Of
interest were questions such as; were outcomes higher at institutions that had greater
expenditures/student and/or greater student test score selectivity? Were the advantages,

if any, that can be attributed to HBIs due to the racial composition of the faculty or the
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racial composition of the students? Given that they historically have had different missions,
did private HBIs benefit black students by more or less than public HBIs did?

Our ability to answer such questions is limited by the high correlations that existed
. among these college characteristics; these correlations are tabulated in Table 3. It is clear
that in the pooled sample we could not jhopf: to disentangle the effects of HBIs from the
effects of other variables. Similarly, in the non-HBI sample, the high correlations between
CSAT and EXPST and between PBSTU and PBFAC made it unlikely that we could
estimate these variables’ effects. Correlations are substantially lower in the HBI sample and
hence, throughout the paper, we attempt to estimate the effects of the various institutional

characteristics on the different outcomes attained by students enrolled in HBIs.

B) The Decision to Attend an HBI

Prior attempts to estimate whether attendance at HBIs improve black students’
graduation probabilities or labor market outcomes have, for the most part, treated whether
a black student attended an HBI as exogenous.'" If students are not randomly assigned
to HBIs, such a procedure may lead to biased coefficient estimates. As a first step, this
section analyzes students’ decisions to attend HBIs.

Given that a black student enrolled in a 4-year institution, what determines whether
it was an HBI? The answer is a complex one because it depended not only on the student’s
preferences and resources, but also on the policies pursued by institutions. For example,
a number of southern states have required scores on standardized tests that exceed a critical
level as the sole criterion to gain admission to their historically white public institutions of

higher education, in spite of the facts that black students often did poorly on these tests and
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that even the generators of the tests recommend that they not be used as the only criterion
for admissions decisions.!?

In the absence of being able to estimate a structural model in whicb we can identify
both the admissions decision rules of all institutions and the preferences of each student, we
adopt a simpler reduced form approach. A student’s choice of institutional type, which
resulted from his or her preferences and the constraints imposed by various institutions’
decision rules, is assumed to have depended on the student’s high school rank and SAT
scores, characteristics of the student’s family and the high school that be or she attended,
and the characteristics of the HBIs and the other higher educational institutions in the state
in which the student attended high school.

Why consider the characteristics of only institutions in a single state? It is well
known that nationwide the vast majority of students attend college in the same state in
which they went 10 high school. As Table 4 indicates, this was true in the 1970s for students
who attended HBIs as we.ll. In 1976, 58 percent of the students enrolled in private HBIs
and 84 percent of the students enrolled in public HBIs were in-state students.”’ Since
roughly three-quarters of all students in HBIs attended public institutions, the overall in-
state percentage was around 78.

Table 4 also contains a set of regression equations that seeks to explain the variation
across HBIs in the proportion of freshmen that were in-state students. One key finding is
that, holding the tuition level for out-of-state students constant, the lower was the tuition
level for in-state students, the higher was the proportion of in-state students. In addition,

other variables held constant (including tuition), private HBIs tended to attract a greater
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proportion of in-state students, and more selective HBIs tended to attract a smaller
proportion of in-state students. These findings suggest several state-level institutional
variables that should have influenced whether in-state students enrolled in an HBI in the
state and, as described below, we include several in the model.

Table 5 presents probit estimatesl'of our model of the determinants of whether an
individual in our sample attended an HBLM The only state level variable included in the
analyses reported in column (1) is SLOTS, the proportion of full-time equivalent
undergraduate students in the student’s high school state that were enrolled in HBIs.?
The specification reported in column (2) adds three additional measures. RELTUI is the
average (weighted by FTE enrollments) tuition in HBISs in the state relative to the weighted
average tuition for other institutions in the state. RELFAC is the weighted average
proportion of faculty in HBIs in the state that were black relative to the weighted average
proportion of faculty in other institutions in the state that were black. Finally, RELSAT is
the weighted average SAT score in HBIs in the state relative to the average weighted SAT
scores of other institutions in the state. Our expectation is that these variables in turn
should be negatively, positively, and positively related to the probability of enrollment in an
HBI.

The estimates in Table § suggest that students with higher test scores were less likely
to attend HBIs. Students from public high schools and high schools with a greater
proportion of black teachers were more likely to attend HBIs. Males were more likely to
attend HBIs than females. Finally, parents’ educational backgrounds and income do not

appear to have influenced whether students attended an HBI.
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The fraction of full-time equivalent undergraduate student slots in a state that were
available in HBIs also mattered. While the other state level variables proved to be jointly
significant when included in the model, individually only RELTUI approached statistical
significance and its coefficient was positi\_re. Higher levels of RELTUI may have signified
increased relative quality of HBIs in a w.:a'y not captured by SAT scores, and thus may have
led to an incregsed probability of black students’ enrollment in an HB].

C) The Characteristics of the Collepes Siudent; Attended

Characteristics of colleges, other than whether they are HBIs, may influence a
student’s educational and early labor market outcomes. The quality of an institution, as
measured by its expenditure per student, or the quality of its students, as measured by their
average test scores have been shown to matter.!® Within the HBI sector, the proportions
of students and faculty that were black varied considerably and if HBIs did prove to confer
unique advantages on black students, it is important to learn whether it was the racial mix
of the students and/or that of the faculty that was responsible.!” Finally, as noted in the
introduction, private and public HBIs may have had differential impacts on students. Thus,
in some 5pecii:ications, we include each of these variables in the educational and labor
market outcome equations that appear in subsequent sections.

“Of course, the characteristics of institutions chosen by students are not random and
it is of some interest to understand how individuals are matched to institutional
characteristics. To the extent that these characteristics enter into outcome equations, and
we want to estimate the difference in an outcome that an individual would have achieved

in the two sectors, it is also necessary for us to be able to predict the values of the
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characteristics for each individual for the choice (HBI or non-HBI) not taken."® For both
of these reasons, we require estimates of the determinants of the characteristics of the
institutions that the students attended.

Table 6 provides such estimates for individuals enrolled in HBIs and those individuals
enrolled in other institutions. The characteristics analyzed are the average SAT score in the
institution (CSAT), institutional expenditures per student (EXPST), the proportions of black
faculty (PBFAC) and students (PBSTU), and whether the institution was private (PRIV).”
In each case, the characteristic was assumed to depend on the weighted mean value across
institutions in the sector in the state in which the individual went to high school of the same
characteristic, as well as a vector of characteristics of the individual, his or her family, and
the high school that he or she attended.

Not surprisingly, given that most individuals remained in the same state for college,
the mean values of the state/sector characteristics prove to be important predictors. In
addition, more able students, as measured by higher test scores and lower class rank,
enrolled in institutions with higher average test scores and higher expenditures/student. For
students not enrolled in HBIs, an increase in their test scores also were associated with
lower proportions of black students and black faculty in the institution that the students
attended. For students enrolled in HBIS, an increase in the proportion of black teachers in
their high school was associated with an increase in the proportion of black faculty in their
college. Finally, if a student graduated from high school in a state that had no HBIs and
he or she attended an HBI, other variables held constant, the student tended to be enrolled

in an HBI with higher average test scores, expenditures per student, proportions of black
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faculty and black students, and probability of being private. These latter findings suggest

some of the institutional characteristics that black families that sent their children out of
state to HBIs were interested in obtaining.
D) Receipt of a Bachelor's Degree by 1222

The proportions of students who r;:'ceived bachelor’s degrees by 1979 were .554 in the
HBI and .515 in the non-HBI sample respectively (Table 2). What happens to the
difference in these proportions once one controls for differences between the two groups
in the characteristics of individuals and the schools they attended, as well as the process by
which students enrolled in HBIs or other schools?

Table 7 presents probit estimates of the probability that a bachelor’s degree was
received by 1979. Equations were estimated for students who attended HBISs, students who
attended other institutions, and the pooled sample. In the separate sample cases,
specifications were reported in which the probability was assumed to have varied with
measures of the individual’s ability and family background, and then these variables plus the
characteristics of the college the individual attended. The pooled analyses included a
dichotomious variable for whether the individual attended an HBI and also specifications in
which this variable was treated as endogenous. To accomplish the latter, instruments for
the student’s institutional type were obtained from the choice of sector equations reported
iri Table 5.2

Turming first to the estimates by sector, students whose high school class rank was
lower (better) were more likely to have received a degree in both sectors. Higher SAT

scores were associated with higher completion probabilities, but the relationship is
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statistically significant only for students who did not attend HBIs. Students from wealthjer
families, as measured by higher family income or higher father’s occupational prestige, had
higher completion probabilities, as did students from families where the mother had a
bachelor’s degree. _

When one adds the set of institutional characteristics, they prove not to be
statistically significant as a group in each sector, and individually no individual characteristic
was statistically significant either.” One can not infer from these results that increasing
either institutional selectivity, expenditure per student or the proportions of students or
faculty that were black, increased black students completion probabilities in either sector.
Nor were private institutions associated with higher completion rates than public institutions.

Turning to the pooled analyses, the results in column (12) clearly indicate that,
holding other factors constant, the probability that a bachelor's degree was received by 1979
was significantly higher if the student attended an HBI than if the student attended another
institution. Indeed, one can make use of the coefficient estimates from column (1a) and the
values of the explanatory variables for each individual to compute how much higher the
probability would have been for each individual if he or she attended an HBL2 When this
is done, the mean value of these differentials is seen to be .090 and the standard deviation
of the differentials only .015. This is strong evidence that these black students’ probability
of receiving a bachelor’s degree by 1979 was higher if they attended HBIs than if they
attended other institutions.2

The estimates in column (1a) do not control for the fact that enrollment in an HBI

was not a random occurrence. To do so, we compute instrumental variable estimates for
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the probability a student was enrolled in an HBI froml each of the two enrollment models
found in Table 5. We then reestimate the graduation probability model twice replacing the
dichotomous HBI variable in turn by each of the instruments. The resulting estimates
appear in columns 1I1 and 112 in the table,

The latter two sets of coefficients prove to be virtually identical. The coefficients of
the HBI instrument in both cases are much larger than the original HBI coefficient found
in column (1a). Indeed, when one computes the implied impacts of attending an HBI in
these models, as described above, one finds that the mean probabilities of obtaining a
bachelor's degree by 1979 were over .20 higher in each of these two models if the individual
attended an HBL. That is, controlling for the endogeneity of whether these students
attended an HBI substantially increased our estimate of the HBI/non-HBI probability of
graduating by 1979 differential.

Given that we obtained virtually identical estimates when the two different
instruments for attendance at HBIs were used, for simplicity, in the remainder of the paper
we report results only for the instrument derived from the specification that excludes the
relative characteristics from the enrollment equation (Table S, column 1).

E) Early Career Earings

Table 8 presents estimates of the logarithm of 1979 hourly eamnings equations for
individuals who initially were enrolled in HBIs, but who were employed in 1979 and not
enrolled full-time in college. Missing from this sample then will be full-time undergraduate

or graduate students and/or individuals who were unemployed or not in the labor force.
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Table 9 presents similar estimates for individuals who were initially enrolled in other
institutions.

Equations were estimated that both excluded and included whether the individual
had received a bachelor’s degree by 1979. For each of these cases, since enrollment in an
HBI was nonrandom, specifications werc‘.also estimated that controlled for the factors that
determined whether an individual enrolled in an HBI, using the sample selection bias
correction method suggested by Heckman (1979).* As is well known, this involves
computing, and then adding, an estimated correction factor (the inverse Mills’ ratio) to the
model and then reestimating the models.

Since being employed in 1979 was also a nonrandom event, specifications were also
estimated that controlled for the probability that each individual was observed employed.
These latter specifications made use of estimated employment status equations and were
estimated under the assumption that the correction factors for attendance at an HBI and
being employed in 1979 were independent of each other.?

The explanatory variables included in these models were personal and family
characteristics of the individual, the area unemployment rate in 1979 and, to control for
price differences across areas, a vector of regional dichotomous variables and a dichotomous
variablethat indicates whether the individual attended an urban high school. The high
school urbanization variable served as a proxy for the extent of urbanization in the area in
which the individual resided in 1979. Some specifications also included the characteristics
of the college that the student attended. However, in neither sector did any of these college

characteristics appear to significantly influence early career wages.
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Our interest in these equations is primarily so we can compute estimates from them
as to whether individuals who attended HBIs earned more than they would have earned if
they had attended other institutions. We make such estimates in a later subsection. For
now, we note only two findings. First, the return to earning a bachelor’s degree by 1979 was
higher for individuals who attended HBis than for other individuals (more on this below).
Second, correcgion for both types of sample selection bias appear important for individuals
who did not attend HBIs, and correction for selection bias associated with employment
status appears important for individuals who attended HBIs.

Table 10 presents estimates of wage equations when the data for individuals who
attended both HBIs and other institutions were pooled together and a dichotomous variable
for attendance at an HBI added to the model. The -.021 coefficient of this variable in
column (1), which is statistically insignificantly different from zero, suggests that enrollment
in an HBI did pot lead to an increase in early career earnings for black college students in
the sample. This conclusion continues to hold when the sample selection bias correction
method is used to control for being employed (column (1a)), when enrollment at an HBI
is treated as endogenous and an instrumental variable estimate used instead of the actual
value (column (1b)), and when the instrumental variable and the sample selection bias
correction method are used simultaneously (column (1c)). That s, we find no evidence that
attendance at an HBI led, on average, to increased 1979 hourly earnings.®

What if we add whether an individual received a bachelor’s degree by 1979 to the
model, treat the degree attainment and wage equations as recursive and estimate the

augmented wage equation? The coefficient of HBI becomes -.036, and remains statistically
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insignificant. However, attainment of a bachelor’s degree raises the logarithm of earnings
by a statistically significant .214. Since individuals who attended HBIs were more likely to
graduate, one may ask whether this positive indirect effect of HBIs on earnings was larger
than the negative direct effect of attendance at an HBI.

The answer is no! The analogous"(single equation) estimate of the marginal impact
of attending an HBI on degree attainment by 1979 was .090 and thus the total effect of
attendance at an HBI on 1979 earnings is estimated in percentage terms to have been -.017
((.214)(.090)-.036). Similar findings occur (column (3c)), when we control for both the
endogencity of HBI and for sample selection (employment) bias. With attendance at HBI
treated as endogenous, the estimated mean impact of attendance at an HBI on degree
attainment we obtained was .215. Hence, the estimated total effect of attendance at a1 HBI
on earnings in percentage terms was the direct effect (-.131) plus the indirect effect
(-200)(.215) or -.088.

Finally, column (3) reports the results of allowing the effects of attendance at an HBI
on earnings to vary with whether the individual actually graduated by 1979, The pattern of
coefficients suggests that, holding other variables constant, individuals who had not
graduated from HBIs earned less than individuals who had not graduated from other
institutions. In contrast, other things held constant, graduates of HBIs earned more than
graduates of other institutions. There may have been a larger payoff to attending an HBI,

but only if the student succeeded in graduating.
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F) Early Career Qccupational Prestige

Tables 11, 12, and 13 replicate the analyses of the previous three tables replacing the
logarithm of hourly earnings by the index of occupational prestige in the occupation in which
the individual was employed in 1979, The rationale for using this alternative variable is that
individuals may trade off earnings early-in their careers for training opportunities. Thus,
occupational prestige may be a better measure of early career success than earnings.

The results obtained when this alternative success measure is used are very similar
to the earnings results, although neither correction for sample selection bias due to the
nonrandom nature of employment status nor for attendance at an HBI mattered here, Once
again, the analyses conducted with the pooled sample (Table 13) suggest that attendance
at an HBI did pot lead to an increase in black students’ early career occupational success.”’
G) Enrollment in Graduate Education

Historically, HBIs graduated many of the black Americans who went on to graduate
and professional schools and who ultimately assumed professional positions in the black
community. We discuss the role HBIs play in the production of black doctorates in the next
section. Here we ask whether, conditional on having received a bachelor’s degree by 1979,
was it the case that graduates of HBIs in our sample were more likely to have enrolled in
a master’s, doctoral, or professional degree program by 19797

In the aggregate, 33 percent of the individuals who received a bachelor’s degree by
1979 were enrolled in such programs by 1979. The comparable percentages for graduates
of HBIs was 27 and for graduates of other institutions 38. These raw percentages, however,

ignore differences in the two groups in students’ academic ability or family backgrounds
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(e.g. income), both of which might influence their propensities to attend graduate or
professional school.

Table 14 presents estimates of probit probability of enrollment in graduate programs
by 1979, conditional on having received a bachelor’s degree, equations.® The simplest
model (column (1)} included measures of a student’s academic ability at the time he or she
graduated from high school, the student’s family background at that time, and whether the
student attended an HBI. A student’s academic ability and parents’ income are seen to bave
both positively influenced the probability of having been enrolled in postgraduate education,
but attendance at an HBI per se did not significantly increase this probability. Use of an
instrument for attendance at an HBI, to control for its nonrandom nature (column (2)) did
not change any of these findings.

When the data were stratified by whether the students attended an HBI, the
characteristics of the institutions the students attended can be entered into the models. This
is done is columns (4) (non-HBIs) and (6) (HBIs). In each case, an increase in the
proportion of black students in the institution’s undergraduate student body is seen to have
been associated with an increase in the probability of enrollment in graduate education.
H) Did Attendance at an HBI Matter?

Table 15 compactly summarizes the predicted mean (across individuals) proportional
differential impacts of enrollment in an HBI on the probability of having received a
bachelor’s degree by 1979, on hourly earnings (if employed) in 1979, and on the

occupational prestige index (if employed) in 1979.
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In addition to the single equation (pooled sample) estimates that have already been
discussed, estimates are presented for when separate "outcome equations” were estimated
for individuals attending HBIs and other institutions. In these latter cases, estimates of
mean differentials are reported for individuals initially in each sector. In addition, to
ascertain the sensitivity of the findings to the statistical mode! used, estimates are reported
for models in which attendance at an HBI was treated as exogenous, attendance at an HBI
was ftreated as endogenous, and (where relevant) being employed was treated as
endogenous. In each case, the models used are those that excluded the vector of
institutional characteristics and (for wages and occupational status) excluded receipt of a
bachelor’s degree by 1979. In each case, the predicted impact was computed for each
individual in the sample and then the mean of the individual responses reported.”

Table 15 makes clear that attendance at an HBI did substantially increase the
probability that black students in the sample received a bachelor’s degree by 1979.
Depending on the specific model and statistical method used, the mean probability was
between 9 and 29 percent higher if a student attended an HBL. In contrast, the impact of
attendance at an HBI on early career labor market success, as measured by 1979 earnings
or occupational prestige, was much smaller. In many cases the estimates were negative,
although given the statistical insignificance of the underlying coefficients, all of these impacts
on early career labor market success are probably insignificantly different from zero.

How could HBIs have improved black students’ graduation probabilities, but not
improved their early career labor market success? At least two explanations come to mind.

On the one hand, the quality of education received by black students may have been lower
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at HBIs and graduation standards lower at the HBIs also lower. On the other band,
employers may have discriminated more against black graduates of HBIs than they did
against black graduates of other institutions.*® The data we have used do not permit us

to distinguish between these two explanations.

IIT. The Prgdpctign and Early Career Attainment of Black Citizen Doctorates

Historically, HBIs have provided many of the black college graduates who have gone
on to carn doctoral degrees in the United States. In recent years, approximately 40 percent
of the new doctorates granted to black ¢itizens have gone to individuals who have received
their undergraduate degrees from HBIs, even though the HBIs grant only about 30 percent
of the bachelor’s degrees received by black Americans. Thus, the HBIs are asserted to be
an important component of the pipeline for the production of black doctorates.!

This section investigates the role of HBIs in the production of black doctorates, using
special tabulations prepared for us by the National Research Couneil from the Survey of
Earned Doctorates (SED). Each year when doctoral candidates submit their dissertations
to their graduate schools and receive their degrees, they are asked to respond to the SED.
Of primary interest to us here are their responses relating to their field of doctoral study,
the institutions at which they received their undergraduate and graduate degrees, and their
plans for future employment or study. Because of the small number of doctoral degrees
granted to black citizens in any one year, most of the tabulations that follow are based on

data from a recent five year period.
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Table 16 presents data on the share of black citizen doctorates granted by HBIs and
the share that went to individuals who received their undergraduate degrees from HBI, by
field, over the 1987-1991 period. Focusing initially on the latter, in the aggregate the share
of black citizen doctorates granted to individuals with undergraduate degrees from HBIs was
39. However, this aggregate figure masks considerable variation across fields. Over 47
percent of all black citizens doctorates during the period were granted in the field of
education and the share of black education doctorates going to individuals with
undergraduate degrees from HBIs was .48. While the analogous shares for the professional
fields, the life sciences, and the humanities were all greater than 3, the shares in the
physical sciences, engineering, social sciences, and psychology were less than 3. In these
latter fields, at least, undergraduates from HBIs are not over represented among black
citizen new doctorates.

Perhaps another way to convey this point is to tabulate the share of black citizen
doctorates granted in various fields, by institutional type. This is done in Table 17, where
the first column again indicates that about 47 percent of all black citizen doctorates during
the 1987-91 period were in the field of education, while the comparable percentage for black
citizen doctorates who graduated from undergraduate HBIs was .55. Indeed, the shares of
black citizen doctorates in each of the science, engineering, social science, and humanity
fields were lower for undergraduate degree holders from HBIs than they were for graduates
from the other types undergraduate institutions.

Returning to Table 16, it also indicates that the share of black citizens doctorates

granted by HBIs was .09 during the period. The number of HBIs that grant doctorate
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degrees in any year is actually very small. For example, as Table 18 indicates, in 1991 there
were eight such institutions and over two-thirds of the total number of degrees they granted
were granted by Howard and Clark Atlanta University. If one excludes doctorates granted
in education, the number of HBIs producing doctorates falls to four. The small number of
doctorates produced annually by many :of the doctoral programs in HBIs leads to the
concern that these programs may be too small to reach the critical mass necessary to
efficiently train doctoral students.®

What types of graduate institutions do graduates of HBIs attend for doctoral study
and how do they compare to the institutional types that other black doctorates attend? This
question is of some importance because, as we show below, where one attends graduate
school heavily influences a new black doctorate’s employment prospects. To answer this
question, Table 19 presents cross-tabulations, by field, of black doctorates’ undergraduate
and graduate institutional types. The graduate institutions are broken down into HBIs,
Research I doctorate granting institutions (the institutions that produce a large number of
doctorates in a number of fields and whose doctoral programs often are highly rated), and
other institutions.”® The undergraduate institutions are broken down into HBIs, Liberal
Arts I (selective Liberal Arts) and Research I institutions, and other institutions.

In the aggregate, 9 percent of black doctorates during the 1987-91 period were
granted by HBIs, 45 percent were granted by Research I Institutions and 47 percent were
granted by other institutions. For those black doctorates whose undergraduate degrees were
earned at HBIs, the comparable figures were 16, 36, and 47 percent respectively, while for

black doctorates from Liberal Arts I and Research | undergraduate institutions, the figures
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were 5, 41 and 54 percent respectively. That is, black doctorates whose undergraduate
degrees were earned at HBIs were much more likely to attend HBIs and somewhat less
likely to attend Research I institutions for their doctoral study. Perusal of the field specific
data suggests that the same pattern holds for each of the doctorate fields, although in some
cases the differences are not as large as the overall ones,

Why do black doctorates who received their undergraduate degrees from HBIs tend
to be less likely -to wind up in elite Research I doctoral programs than graduates from
Liberal Arts I and Research I institutioﬁs? In part, it may reflect differences in the ability
levels and undergraduate training of students from HBIs vis-a-vis their counterparts from
Research I and Liberal Arts institutions. In part, it may reflect their personal preferences
to remain for graduate study in what they perceive to be a supportive environment. In part,
it may reflect ignorance about the HBIs, discriminatory attitudes towards the graduates of
HBIs, or the failure of faculty in the elite graduate programs to aggressively recruit potential
graduate students from HBIs, most of which are located in different areas of the country
than are the elite graduate programs.

The SED data do not permit one to distinguish between these various hypotheses.
However, the fact that average test scores of black students tend to be lower at HBIs than
at other institutions (see, for example, Table 2) and that over a recent seven year period
only 20 percent of National Science Foundation Black Minority Graduate Fellowship
winners received their undergraduate degrees at HBIs (Table 20), suggest that perceptions

of differential ability or training are at least part of the problem. Indeed, 67 percent of
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these fellowship winners from HBIs came from four in‘stitutions and 45 percent came from
Howard alone. The perceived quality of HBIs and their students may fall off quite rapidly.

The final information in the SED that is useful to us comes from the question that
asks doctorates at the time their dissertation is approved, if they have already made definite
employment plans? For those that have, additional questions are asked about whether
academic or another form of employment, or a postdoctoral appointment, has been
obtained. Finally, for those entering academic appointments, the name of the academic
institution at which they will be employed is reported.

The tabulations reported in Table 21 indicate that, in the aggregate, 69 percent of
all black citizen new doctorates during the 1987-1991 period had definite employment plans
at the time that they received their degrees and that 58 percent of these had definite plans
to work in academia or in postdoctoral positions. The comparable percentages are both
higher for doctorates from Research I institutions than they are for doctorates from HBIs
however, once one breaks the data down by field, a consistent pattern of results does not
emerge across, That is, once one controls for field, on balance doctorates from HBIs are
roughly equally likely to have definite plans at the time they receive their degrees and
equally likely to have a postdoctoral or an academic position, as are doctorates from
Research I institutions.

What is different, though, is the type of academic position doctorates receive if they
do enter the academic sector. Table 22 provides data on the shares of black citizen new
doctorates with definite plans in the academic sector that g0 on to employment in HBIs

(including Howard), Research I or Liberal Arts I institutions, and other institutions. In the
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aggregate, these shares are .23, .21, and .56, respectively. However, new doctorates from
HBIs are much more likely to wind up in HBIs and much less likely to wind up in Research
I or Liberal Arts institutions than are new doctorates from Research I institutions.®
Similarly new doctorates whose undergraduate degrees were from HBIs are much more
likely to wind up employed in HBIs an'd much less likely to wind up employed and in
Research I or Liberal Arts I institutions than are new doctorates whose undergraduate
degrees came from Research I or Liberal Arts I institutions.” Similar results hold for each
of the seven specific fields for which data are tabulated in Table 22.

Again one can not ascertain if the sorting by institution type that occurs in these data
are due to inherent differences in the ability or training of black doctorates who attended
HBIs as undergraduate or doctoral students, vis-a-vis their counterparts at Research I or
Liberal Arts I institutions, to lack of information about and effort to recruit students from
the HBIs by the Liberal Arts I and Research I institutions, or to discriminatory preferences.
If, however, a social goal is to increase the flow of talented black students into PhD
programs and ultimately into academic positions in elite teaching and research institutions,
a number of actions are possible.

First, one could increase the number and size of doctorate programs in HBIs.¥
Second, one could more aggressively recruit graduates of HBIs into Research I institutions’
doctoral prbgrams and pursue extra efforts to retain these students until graduation. Third,
one could more aggressively recruit black students who otherwise would attend HBIs to
attend undergraduate programs at Research I or Liberal Arts I institutions. The third

option is likely to have adverse effects on the "better” undergraduate HBIs and, without
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other policies, the first option appears likely to continue the current segmentation of black
doctorate emplo'yment. Hence, building "pipelines” between the HBIs undergraduate
programs and the Research I institutions’ doctoral programs appears to be the preferred

strategy.

IV. Concluding Remarks

What should public policy be towards the Historically Black Institutions of higher
education? In an increasingly multicultural society, should public policy encourage their
integration and/or incorporation into the larger and often better funded Historically White
Institutions? Or should public policy facilitate the HBIs "specializing” in the education of
blacks and other underrepresented minorities on American campuses, by providing the HBIs
with improved facilities and increased annual support?

At the outset, it should be stressed that the only real question relates to the status
of public HBIs. There is a long tradition in American private education of institutions being
established by particular religious groups and then continuing to draw the majority of their
students from members of these groups. No one objects to Catholics voluntarily attending
Notre Dame or Georgetown, Mormons voluntarily attending Brigham Young, or Jews
voluntarily attending Yeshiva or Brandeis. If voluntary association with predominately
members of one’s own group in a private nondiscriminating institution is deemed by an
individual to be in his or her best interest, this choice should be permitted. Hence, no one

should question the importance to black Americans of the private HBIs, those institutions
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that receive much of their support through private fund raising activities conducted by the
United Negro College Fund.

What should public policy be towards the public HBIs? .Our empirical analyses in
section II focused on all HBIs as a group, however, we did not find that the public/private
distinction was an important predictor of the benefits of attendance at an HBL. For black
students attending college in the early 1970, attendance at an HBI did substantially enhance
their probability of receiving a bachelor’s degree within seven years, however, it had no
apparent effect on their early career labor market success and probability of enrolling in
post-college graduate or professional schools. Furthermore, for none of these outcomes did
it appear that attendance at an HBI yielded larger benefits for students from low-income
families or students with low test scores than it did for other black students.

Of course, "early success” is not the same as "career success” and in future work we
will examine if data from later waves of the NLS72 provide any evidence of larger gains for
students who attended HBIs.”  In addition, to contemplate making policy
recommendations for the 1990s, up-to-date evidence is required on the effects of attendance
at HBIs. Given that one needs data for at least seven to ten years after entrance to college
to conduct any meaningful analyses, about the best one can do is to use data on students
who entered college in the 1980s. In subsequent work we will conduct such analyses using
data from High School and Beyond (HSB), a national longitudinal survey of students who
graduated from high school in 1980 and 1982.%

Our analyses in section III of the National Research Council’s Survey of Eamed

Doctorates provided evidence on the patterns of black doctorates in recent years with
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respect to their undergraduate institutions, their graduate institutions, and whether they
achieved academic positions in major American liberal arts and research/doctorate
institutions. To the extent that one wishes to increase the flow of black doctorates to get
more black Americans into faculty positions at major American colleges and universities,
our tabulations suggest the need to increase the flow of black students into doctoral
programs in major research institutions.

Of course, this presumes that hiring practices at American universities will remain
the same and that perceptions of the quality of students at lesser programs, as well as the
quality of training they receive, will remain unchanged. If federal funding for doctoral
programs at HBIs could lead to high quality programs that attract high quality students, such
funding may provide a viable option, Given the likely small scale of these programs and the
complementary resources (e.g,, libraries, faculty quality in other closely related fields) that
they will have available (or unavailable) to them, one must question whether this option
makes sense. Building better pipelines bétwcen the undergraduate HBIs and the Research

Iinstitutions’ doctorate programs appears to be a preferred strategy.
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Footnotes.

1. See Ralph D. Christy and Lionel Williamson (1992), John Fleming (1981), Susan
Hill (1984), Charlene M. Hoffman, et al. (1992), and James R. Mingle (1981) for more
complete discussions of the formation and history of HBIs.

2. Many of these are vividly described in Carl Rowen (1993).

3. See Julie Johnson (1991).

4, Susan Chira (1Q92).

5. See Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) for a summary of the literature. Noteworthy
studies include Allen (1986), Allen and Wallace (1988), Anderson and Hoabowsk (1977),
Astin (1978), Ayres (1983), Baratz and Finklen (1983), Cross and Astin (1981), Davis
(1988), Jacqueline Fleming (1982, 1984), Pascarella, et al. (1981), Pascarella, Smart, and
Stoecker (1989), Peterson, et al. (1979), Stoecker, et al. (1988), Thomas and Braddock

(1981), Thomas (1981) and Thomas and Gordon (1985).

6. In later years, when black students became more common on white campuses, the
effects of attendance at an HBI may have changed. As such, in future research we will
present similar analyses for black students who entered college in the early 1980s, using

data from High School and Beyond.
7. See Ronald Ehrenberg (1992) for a discussion of these issues.

8. Over 95 percent of undergraduate enrollments in HBIs are in 4-year institutions.
Hence, the restriction of the sample to students initially in four-year institutions is not a

major one. Eighty-one percent of both the HBI and other college sample were first
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enrolled in September of 1972 and roughly 10 percent of each first enrolled in each of
the next two years, so using a three-year "entrance window” should also not cause us any

problems.

9. Data on the proportion of faculty at each American college and university that is
black have been collected every few years since 1976 by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission as part of their "Higher Education Staff Information” (EEOS).
Citing confidentiality and budgetary restrictions, the EEO formally declined to provide us
with data from the early years of the survey. Data for 1989 had been provided to the
U.S. Department of Education and they kindly permitted us access to a version in which
confidential data (earnings) had been removed.

The use of 1989 racial composition of the faculty data obviously provides us with
an estimate of the racial composition of the faculty in the 1970s that contains
considerable measurement error. As such, this reduces our likelihood of observing that
this variable significantly influenced the outcomes of black students.

10. The index of occupational prestige is the revised Duncan index and is found in
D. Featherman and G. Steven (1982). The index is defined at the three-digit census
occupation level and spans the range 14.3 to 87.4 in our sample. Prior research has
established that this index is highly correlated with the national median earnings and
median education levels of individuals employed in the occupation.

11. See, for example, Thomas and Gordon (1985), Cross and Astin (1981),
Pascarella, Smart, Ethington and Nettles (1987), and Pascarella, Smart, and Stoecker
(1989).
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12. See Scott Jaschik (1992).

13. As Table 4 also indicates, these percentages declined by 1988. This mirrors a
national trend in which, faced with a declining applicant pool, more and more
institutions recruited their students from wider geographic markets.

14. An appendix that is available from the authors, spells out the formal statistical
models used here and throughout the paper.

15. SLOTS is zero if no HBIs were present in the state,

16. For example, see Estelle James, et al. (1989).

17. For example, as indicated in Table 2, the standard deviations of the proportions
of black students and black faculty at HBIs that students in the sample attended were
.131 and .106 respectively,

18. See the appendix for a more complete description of this point,

19. For simplicity, we treat whether an individual enrolled in an HBI as given here.
It could, as we do later in the paper, be made endogenous, or determined simultaneously
with the other characteristics.

20. See G. S. Maddala (1983) for this durnmy endogenous variable method. In
future work, we will consider addressing the endogenous nature of sector choice in the
context of the separate sector models using a bivariate probit model.

21. Recall the discussion above about the high correlation of these variables in the
non-HBI sector.

22. See the appendix for details.

23. Similar calculations using the separate sample estimates, which we report below,

yield similar findings, We note that in specifications not reported here we found no



38

evidence that the effects of HBIs on bachelor’s degree attainment were larger for
students who had low test scores or came from low-income families,

24. See the appendix for details.

25. Again, see the appendix for details. The employment status equations included
all of the variables that entered into the earnings equations, as well as variables
reflecting the individual’s marital status, number of children, and (if married) spouse’s
income, all in 1979, Each of these latter variables’ effects were allowed to differ for men
and women,

26. Furthermore, in specifications not reported here, we found no evidence that
attendance at an HBI was associated with increased 1979 earnings for either low test

Score students or students from low-income familjes,

27. Again, as in the previous footnote, no unique gains were observed for students
from low-income families or students with low test scores who attended HBIs.

28. Future drafts may experiment with correcting for sample selection bias due to
the nonrandom nature of having received a bachelor's degree.

29. Again, see the appendix for details.

30. In addition, students in 1979 were no more than three years post-college
graduation; labor market outcomes this early may not be good measures of their career
labor market success. In future work we plan to use data from the 1986 wave of the
NLS72 to address this issue.

31. See, for example, the statement of Congressman William Gray in U.S. House of

Representatives (1991).
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32. See William Bowen and Neil Rudenstine (1992) for a discussion of the relative
ineffectiveness of small doctoral programs.

33. Howard University is classified throughout this section as an HBI, not as a

Research I institution, which in fact, it also is.

34. The two percentages are respectively for doctorates from HBIs 58 and 4, and for

doctorates from Research [ institutions 18 and 31.
35. Similarly, the two percentages are, respectively 41 and 14, and 12 and 36.

36. For example, some federal funding for selected graduate programs at 16 HBIs in
science, engineering, mathematics, and professional fields is provided in fields in which

African Americans are underrepresented under Section 303 of PL102-325, the Higher

Education Amendment of 1992,
37. The last wave of NLS72 was conducted in 1986. Unfortunately, the sample size

was substantially reduced, which decreases the likelihood that we will be able to observe
HBIs having any statistically significant effects then.

38. HSB initially surveyed students who were high school seniors and sophomores in
1980. The former were last resurveyed in 1986 (6 years after high school graduation)
and the latter in 1990 (8 years after high school graduation). So again, at best one can

focus on garly career labor market and educational success with them.



Table 1

Historically Black Collcges and Unhersitics (Location) - Yeay Pounded
[U=Public, R=Privaic, 2-2-Year, $~ 1950 Fall Earollment < 1,000]

ALABAMA

Alsbama A&M Ualv. (Huntsville) - 1875
Alabama Suie Unlv. (Monigomery) - 1874
Carver Sute Tech. Coflege (Mobile) - 1962
Concordia College (Schma) - 1922

Fredd Swie Terh. College (Tusaalooss) - 1965
JF. Drske Swate Tech. College (Huntsville) - 1961
5.D. Bishop Swie Junior Coflege (Mobile) - 1927
Lawzon Sute Coflege (Birmingham) - 1965

Miles College (Birmingham) - 195

Oakwood College (Huntsville) - 1896

Selma Univ. (Selma) - 1876

Stillman Cotlege (Tuscaloosa) - 1876

Talladega Univ. (Talladega) - 1857

Treaholm State Tech. College (Montgomery) - 1966
Tuskegee Univ, (Tuskegee) - 1881

ARFANSAS

Arkantas Baptist Coflege (Little Rock) - 1501
Philander Smith Cotlege (Litile Rock) - 1877
Shorter Coltege (Little Roxk) - 1886

Univ. of Arkansas (Pine Bluff) - 1873

DPELAWARE
Delewnre Suie College (Dover) - 1891

DISTRICT OF COLUNBIA

Howard Univ. - 1867
Univ, of 1he District of Columbis - 1851

FLORIDA

Betbure Cockman Coflege (Daytona Beach) - 1904
Edward Watens College (Jacksonville) - 1856
Floride A&M Univ. (Tullshassee) - 1877

Flarida Memorial Cotlege (Miami) - 1879

GEORGIA

Albany Swte Coflege (Albany) - 1903

Atlanta Univ. (Atlanta) - 1843

Clark College (Atlans) - 31869

Fori Vatiey Suie Callege (Font Valley) - 1895
Interdenominational Theol. Center (Atlanta) - 1558
Morchowse College (Atlanu) - 1867

Morris Brown College (Atlanu) - 1581

Paine College (Augusts) - 1682

Sevannah Sute College (Sevannah) - 1850
Spciman Coliege (Allsnta) - 1881

EENTUCKY
Keoiucky Suie Univ. (Frankfunt) - 1886
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LOUISIANA

Dillard Univ. (New Orleans) - 1869

Grambling Swie Univ. (Grambling) - 1901

Soutbern Univ. A&M College (Baton Rouge) - 1580
Southern Univ. of New Orleans - 1959

Xavier Univ. of Lovisiana (New Orleans) 1915

MARYLAND

Bowic Swue College (Bowie) - 1865

Coppin Sute Collegr (Baltimore) - 1900

Morgan Swte Univ. (Bultimore) - 1867

Univ. of Marytsnd-Eastern Shore (Priemiz Annc) - 1886

MIGTIGAN
Lewis Collegs of Business (Detroit) - 1574

MISISIPPY

Alcorn Sute Uaiv. (Lorman) - 1871

Coshoma Junior College (Olarkadale) - 1949

Jackson Swie Univ. (Jackson) - 1877

Mary Holmes College (West Point) - 1892

Mississippi Valley Suste Univ. (Itta Bena) - 1946
Prentiss Norman & Industrial Instituie (Prentias) - 1907
Rutt Coliege (Holly Springa) - 1866

Touploo Coliege (Tougaloo) - 1859

Hinds Junicr College (Utica Jr. Coll.) (Raymond) - 1954

MISSOUR)
Lincoln Univ. (Jefferson City) - 1856
Harris-Siowe State College (St Lovis) - 1857

NOKTH CAROLINA

Barber-Scotis College (Concord) - 1887

Benpent College (Greencboro) - 1873

Elirabeth City State Univ. (Blizabeth Gity) - 1891
Fayerteville Sute Usiv. (Fayciteville) - 1877
Johnson C. Seith Univ. (Chariorte) - 1867
Livingstone Coliege (Salisbury) - 127

North Carolins AAT Swie Univ. (Greensboro) - 1891
North Carolina Central Unv. (Durbam) - 1910
Saint Augusine's College (Raleigh) - 1867

Shsw Univensity (Raleigh) - 1865

Winston-Salem Suste Univ. (Winston Salem) - 1892

OHIO
Ceniral Swie Univ. (Wilberforee) - 1887
Wikberforee University (Wilberforee) - 1836

OXLAHOMA
Langston Univeraity (Langston) - 1897
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Table 1 (continmed)

PENNSYLVANIA TEXAS
Cheyney State Unlv. (Cheyney) - 1833 u Bishop College (Dallas) - 1881 R
Lincols University (Lincoln) - 1854 u Huston-Tillotson College (Dallas) - 187 RS
Paut Quinn College (Waco) - 1872 RS
SOUTY CAROLINA Prairic View A&M Univ. (Prainie View) . 1876 u
Allen University (Columbia) - 1870 RS Seint Philip's College (San Antonio) - 1977 R2
Benedict College (Columbia) - 1870 R Southwestern Christisn College (Terrell) - 1949 us
Qlaflin College (Orangeburg) - 1869 RS Texas College (Tyler) - 1894 RS
Qlinton Junior College (Rock Hill) - 1894 R2S Teras Sovthern University (Houcton) 1947 1]
Denmark Tech. Coliege (Denmark) - 1548 vz Wiley College (Marshall) - 1873 RS
Morris College (Sumter) - 1908 RS
Scuth Carolina Suie Univ. (Orangeburg) « 1896 u US VIRGIN ISLANDS
Voorhees College (Denmark) - 1657 RS College of 1he Virgin Ialandy (St. Thomas) - 1962 u
TENNESSER VIRGINIA
Fisk University (Nashville) - 1867 RS Hampion University (Hampton) - 1868 R
Knoxville College (Knoaville) - 1875 R Norfolk State University (Norfolk) - 1938 u
Lane Celiege (Juckson) - 1882 RS Saint Paul's College (Lawrenceville) - 1888 RS
LeMoyne-Owen Coliege (Memphis) - 1862 R Virginia State Unhversity (Petersburg) - 1892 u
Meharry Medical Coflege (Nashville) - 187 R Virginia Uion Univenity (Richmond) - 1865 R
Morristown Coflege (Morristown) - 1681 R2
Tennessee Sute University (Nashville) » 1912 u WEST VIRGINIA
Bluefield State Collcge (Blueficld) - 1895 u
West Virginia St College (Institute) - 189] 1]

Source: 43 Code of Federal Regulations 6083 (Revised as of July 1, 1991), "What Inastitutions Are Eligible 10 Receive a Grant Under the HBCU

Program® and Oharleen M. Hoffman, et al Historically Black Colleges and Universities, 1576-90 (Washingion, DC: Nationsl Center for Education

Suatistics, 1992), Table 10.



Descriptive Swatistlcs: NLST2 Sample

Table 2

Non-HBI Sample

HB1 Sample

Variable N Mean I - 8.D. N l Mean §.D.
SAT 189 69.157 13264 27 76.024 16.186
HSRANK 239 402 262 . ot an 262
MALE 298 3% 491 340 368 AB3
PARINC 233 70.990 51.048 3 B0.745 54.023
DADBA 04 092 289 333 099 298
MOMBA 295 108 312 338 112 3ls
DADSEI 243 30.432 18.359 289 29.904 18273
PUBHS 298 919 273 340 882 i y.x]
PBSHS 279 521 318 308 A8 325
PBFHS 279 400 253 308 235 213
COLL24 279 445 215 308 A48 211
URBHS 279 237 A26 308 289 A54
SLOTS 298 127 o077 340 060 078
SOUTH 298 18 451 340 a3 ALS
CSAT 298 69.986 .79 340 102,128 11082
PBFAC 255 517 131 a1 037 043
FBSTU 298 925 106 340 100 110
EXPST 298 27362 12,005 340 31.295 21209
PRIV 298 332 AT2 340 274 ARG
WAGE™M 253 5807 3.047 288 6298 4076
SEIM 253 43415 17.067 288 45.829 17.641
BAT9 298 554 498 340 515 501




Table 2(contlnued)

where

SAT individual’s 10wl SAT score (divided by 10) (ACT scores convened 1o SAT sores uging Astin's (1571)
convenion method)

HSRANK indiidual's high school rank (1 = lowest, 0= highest)

MALE I =male, 0= female 7

PARINC parents’ pre-tax income in 1972 (divided by 100%

DADBA 1=father hus 0 Bachelor's Degree, 0= father does not have Bachelons” Degree

MOMBA l=mother has a Bachelor's D:p-ac,o-mothcréounothvel&cheloﬂbepu

DADSE! father's index of occupational prestige (10 jow, 90 s high)

PUBHS 1= individual atiended & public high school, 0= othe

PBSHS Proportion of black students in the individual's high school

PBFHS proportion of black teachens in the individual's bigh schaol

COLL24 Proportion of 1971 graduates a1 the individual’s high school who went 10 2 or £ year colleges

URBHS 1=urban high school, D= other

SLOTS proportion of full-lime equivalent underpraduate earoliment in HBL in the individual’s high schoot sute

SOUTH 1=went 1o high school in the southean region, O=othet

CSAT rerage Jois] SAT score of incoming freshmen it the individual's ollege (divided by 10)

PBFAC proportion of black feculty at the individual's coliege in 1989

FBSTU proportion of full-lime equivalent black undergraduate siudents a1 the individual's rollege

EXPST educational and general expenditures per full-time equivalent srudent a1 the individual's college {drvided by 100}

PRIV 1= individusl attended s private coliepe, On public coliege

WAGE™® individual’s hourly camings in 1979

SEI™ individuals inder of accupational prestige in 1979

BAD® 1= individual receved & bachehar's degree by 1979, 0 did not received o bachelor's degree by 1979

Sowrces: 1972 - HEGIS: EXPST, PRIV, SLOTS; 19% - HEGIS: PBSTU; 1989 - EEQC: PBFAC; 1972 . ACE: CSAT; NLST2 ail
other varisbles,



College Characteristics Correlation Matrices®

Table 3

ALL (n=538)
HBI 85
CSAT

" PBSTU
PBFAC
CSAT

HBI = 0 (n=340)

EXPST
PBSTU
PBFAC

EXPST

HB! = 1 (n=298)
CSAT 33
EXPST
PBSTU
PBFAC

EXPST

EXPST

=17
-29

PBSTU

-29
.25

PBSTU

-85
-16

PBSTU

-17

PBFAC

-.18
-04

PBFAC

RERe
BRUBRR

PBFAC PRIV

g8y

PRIV

*All variables are defined in Table 2.



Table 4

Determinsets of the Proportion of Preshmes st Hctorically

(absoluts value 1 staticticy)

Blact Inctitutions That Were In-State Sivdeats®

{1 @ )] “)
@ | e | oo | cw | om | ow | ow | om
INT S6X168) M98} 0 (7 A7 (13) W8Sy 20 (63) IRED 94
PRIV LBAH 5A8) 00D ;o 8915 24007 2504 a7
TUIN =361 (L0 -2 AURE 2% -4 (40) .255Q28) -e51(36) -25 @
TUOUT®  .310(04) 065 (1) 001 (0.4) 075 (12) 096 (12) AN (1e o8 (L0 an a4
L1 Y- .1 . =) I /.1 %)} ——————————— L TR0 D408
19 State '
Dummies no no bo B yex et ra o5
o loduded _ e ——— S ——— ————
n 58 ™ B9 O 89 L] .4 ]
” »5 A1 » A2 52 A58 18 As8

“Alss included are dummy variabies for sonreporting of tuition levels
weighied mean proportions of Hudents That were in-state students in

ind i (2) and (4)), sbrence of a selectivity miing. The
1976 (1988) were 38 (37) and 24 () in the privaic and

public HBIs, respectively.

where

INT intercept

PRIV 1=private instirution, 0= public

TUIN tuition Jevel if private, In-state tuition level i public

TJoLT tition level if private, out-ol-¢tate hition if public

RATEA Barron's 1984 selectivity rating of the institution (4= competitive, $ = leas comperitive, 6 = poncompetitive)
PSAME propention of freshmen that are in-stale srudents

Sources:

1) Barron's Profile of American Colleges (Woodbury, NY: 1584) - RATM
2) National Center {or Education Statisics, 1976 Higher Education Generl 1nformaiion Survey (HEGIS) and 1968 Integrated
Pox =

3) 197 HEGIS and JPEDS Institutional Characteristics -

tion of Collegr Studenu - FSAME
PRIV, TUIN, TUOUT

Educstional Dats Systems (IPEDS ] Residence and Mj



Tadke 3

Probit Eximalcs of the Deticos to Atiead

2 1Gorically Black Collepe®
(abeolute value | statistics)
Qy @
SLoT 5780 (2.0) 141 08)
HSRANK 3100 292 (L1)
PUBHS AM (23) A% (19)
PBFHS . o) 1016 (22)
PBSHS 216 0.7) 1107
COLLM 7 (0.9) £1109
URBHS 129 0% 200012
SAT =017 (3.4) -8 {34)
SATD LM (A -1.248 (32)
MALE 202 (1.1 201 (.7
MOMBA 814 (0.1 -7 (04)
DADRA - 049 (0.2) 11 (03)
DADSE! 005 (1.2) 001 (1.4)
PARINC 00§ (0.4) 000 {0.3)
RELTUI A97 (1.9)
RELFAC 009 (1.
emeenn RELSAT T8 06)
x? /DOF 170.142 (20) 197386 (25)
N 638 63

*Also included in the cquation are dichotomout varisbles for nonreponing of high school rank,
other high school charscicristics, mother and father's education, father's oTupational satu.
parenus’ family income in 1972, and (in (2)), the sbsence the HBIs in 1be studeni’s e of
residence in 1972 and the sbsence of data on black faculty in » state that has a1 Jeast one HBIL

where

SAT

SATD

RELTU}

RELFAC

individual’s 10wl SAT store (ACT scores comered 10 SAT
saale) i reponied, 0=SAT not reported

1=SAT not reported, 0=SAT reported

svensge (weighied by FTE enroltments) tuition in MBI's in the
stude ms high school ssie relatie 1o sverage (weighied)
tuition in oiher inxtilutions in the ctate

sverape (wrighted) propontion of black faculty in HBf's in the
sae relative 1o the menpe (weighied) proportion of black
faculty in other institutions in the aisie

werge (weighted) SAT score of HBis in the state relative to
the rverage (weighied) SAT score of other institutions ip the
fate

Al other variables are defined in Table 2.
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