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Appendix 1. 

Racial Inequality References and Assigned Priority Levels, FIPSE Guidelines 1995-2015 

Table 6: Racial Inequality References and Assigned Priority Levels, FIPSE Guidelines 1995-2015 

Year 

Type of Racial Inequality 

Reference(s) 

References assigned…... 

Invitational Priority 

Competitive 

Preference Priority 

Absolute 

Priority 
     

1995 Equity-evasive* X   

1996 Equity-evasive* X   

1997 Equity-evasive* X   

1998 Equity-evasive* X   

1999 Equity-evasive* X   

2000 Equity-evasive* X   

2001 Equity-evasive** X   

2002 Equity-evasive** X   

2003 Equity-evasive* X   

2004 Equity-evasive* X   

2005 Equity-evasive* X   

2006 Equity-evasive** X   

2007 Equity-evasive** X   

2008 Equity-evasive** X   

2009 Equity-evasive** X   

2010 Equity-evasive** X   

2011 Equity-evasive** X   

2012 [-] No guidelines, agency 
crafting FITW 

   

2013 [-] No guidelines, agency 

crafting FITW 
   

2014 Equity-conscious***   X 

2015 Equity-conscious***   X 

Note: Per federal policy, absolute priorities describe issues that must be addressed to be considered. 

A competitive preference priority describes an area of particular interest for which an applicant 
may earn additional points. Invitational priorities signal multiple areas that the department in 

interested in but that do not earn extra points and are not given preference over other applications. 

* Between one and three references to racial diversity or “gaps” among “minorities”  

** No reference to race, some reference to other “high-need” populations  
***Multiple reference to race and other inequalities embedded across all priorities 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2. 

Proportions of URM and Total Enrollment in 2010, 2015 by Type 

 

 2010 2015 

 

Percent 

URM 

Served 

within 

Type 

Proportion of 

URM Students 

Enrolled in 

College Served 

by this Type 

Proportion of 

Total Students 

Enrolled in 

College Served by 

this Type 

Percent 

URM 

Served 

within Type 

Proportion of 

URM Students 

Enrolled in 

College Served 

by this Type 

Proportion of 

Total Students 

Enrolled in 

College Served 

by this Type 
       

Doctoral Granting 24.20% 15.10% 21.60% 28.10% 19.80% 25.90% 

US News & World 
Report’s Top 100  18.20% 2.54% 4.82% 20.10% 2.48% 4.55% 

Community 
Colleges (Public 
Two-Year) 35.70% 38.60% 37.30% 41.00% 38.20% 34.30% 

High Endowment  25.20% 20.10% 27.50% 28.20% 22.50% 29.30% 

High Instructional 
Spending  21.80% 14.90% 23.60% 24.20% 14.30% 21.80% 

Note. Unless otherwise specified, data are from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System. Research 1, 

Doctoral, and Community College data from the Carnegie Classifications home page hosted by Indiana University. 
US News & World Reports rankings sourced from Andrew G. Reiter’s “U.S. News & World Report Historical 

Liberal Arts College and University Rankings,” available at: http://andyreiter.com/datasets. All data matched by 

institutional name and IPEDS identifier.  
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Appendix 3. 

Effects of FITW on grant awards to MSIs disaggregated by type.  

  

Note. Difference-in-difference-in-differences regressions with year and sector (i.e., public, private status) fixed 

effects, includes only institutions within the IPEDS universe that are coded as “MSI.” MSI = >50 percent URM 

enrollment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4. 

Effects of FITW on grant awards to organizations based on student demographics, with SSS 

2012-2013 included. 

 

Note. Difference-in-difference-in-differences regressions with year and sector (i.e., public, for-profit, private status) 

fixed effects, includes all institutions in the IPEDS universe for the years 1998-2015. MSI = >50 percent URM 

enrollment; HMSI = HBCU or Tribal College; High Pell Inst. = Institution in the top two quintiles by sector of Pell 

grant per student; High-Black Serving = Institution in the top two quintiles by sector in enrollment of Black 

students; Institution in the top two quintiles by sector in enrollment of URM students. All organization 

characteristics are dummy variables. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 
 

Appendix 5. 

Effects of FITW on grant awards to organizations based on prestige or capacity, with SSS 2012-

2013 included. 

 
 

Note. Difference-in-difference-in-differences regressions with year and sector (i.e., public, private status) fixed 

effects, includes all institutions in the IPEDS universe, dropping for-profit institutions for whom endowment, 

Research 1, and US News Top 100 status do not apply, for the years 1998-2015. High Endow. Inst = Institution in 

the top quintile for endowment wealth within its sector; High Instruction Institution = Institution in the top quintile 
within a state for dollars spent per student on instructional costs. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Appendix 6.  

Effects of FITW on grant awards to MSIs disaggregated by type, with SSS 2012-2013 included. 

 

Note. Difference-in-difference-in-differences regressions with year and sector (i.e., public, private status) fixed 

effects, includes only institutions within the IPEDS universe that are coded as “MSI.” MSI = >50 percent URM 

enrollment. 


