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Leaving Boys Behind:

Public High School Graduation Rates

Executive Summary

This study uses a widely respected method to aieylublic high school graduation
rates for the nation, for each state, and for Olargest school districts in the United
States. We calculate graduation rates overallabg,rand by gender, using the most

recent available data (the class of 2003).

Among our key findings:

The overall national public high school graduatiate for the class of 2003 was 70
percent.

There is a wide disparity in the public high schg@duation rates of white and
minority students.

Nationally, the graduation rate for white studemés 78 percent, compared with
72 percent for Asian students, 55 percent for Afiid\merican students, and 53
percent for Hispanic students.

Female students graduate high school at a higkethran male students.
Nationally, 72 percent of female students gradyatechpared with 65 percent of
male students.

The gender gap in graduation rates is particularye for minority students.

Nationally, about 5 percentage points fewer whitdenstudents and 3 percentage
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points fewer Asian male students graduate tham tespective female students.
While 59 percent of African-American females graedaonly 48 percent of
African-American males earned a diploma (a diffeeeaf 11 percentage points).
Further, the graduation rate was 58 percent fopatig females, compared with 49
percent for Hispanic males (a difference of 9 petage points).
The state with the highest overall graduation veas New Jersey (88 percent),
followed by lowa, Wisconsin, and North Dakota, eagth 85 percent. The state
with the lowest overall graduation rate was
South Carolina (54 percent), followed by Georgia fgrcent) and New York (58
percent).
Each of the nation's ten largest public high sclstticts, which enroll more
than 8 percent of the nation's public school stugepulation, failed to graduate
more than 60 percent of its students.
Among the nation's 100 largest public school ditr{by total enroliment size),
the highest graduation rate was in Davis, Utahp@@ent), followed by the
Ysleta Independent School District in Texas (84eet). Among the 100 largest
districts, the lowest graduation rate was in Sam&elino City Unified district

(42 percent), followed by Detroit (42 percent) &elv York City (43 percent).

Introduction
The unreliability of official public high school gduation rates is well known. It is so
well known that last year, the National Governossdciation (NGA) released a report

that stated: “Unfortunately, the quality of statgthschool graduation and dropout data is
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such that most states cannot accurately accouthdarstudents as they progress through
high school.”[1] In response, forty-five state gowars signed an agreement to
implement an improved, standard calculation offthe-year high school graduation

rate.

One might think that the battle has been won—ihettet is no longer a need for
independent estimates of graduation rates, sutioas that we have produced in the
past and that appear in this report. But theresaveral reasons that we continue to need
these independent estimates of public high sch@alugtion rates. It will be many years
before most states develop the data systems toagebutrack students and compute
graduation rates. In the interim, we will contirtoeneed reliable estimates of graduation
rates. The governors have pledged to take reasostdys to improve graduation rate
calculations until systems are in place to trackvidual students over time. But to
ensure the proper implementation of both the imatedand long-term reforms, we will
need independent estimates to verify the offidiafistics. We would not have recognized
the need for improvement of official graduatiortistacs had it not been for independent
estimates; and we will not know that they havdaut, improved unless we continue to
produce those independent estimates.

We also continue to need reasonable independemtatss of public high school
graduation rates because not everyone has acdbptdatie independent estimates are
more reliable than official statistics. Even thougbst of the nation’s governors concede
the point, Lawrence Mishel of the Economic Poliagtitute has taken a firm stand in
support of the official results and against theepehdent estimates.[2] Mishel’s

argument is that independent estimates rely upowllerent and diploma counts from the
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U.S. Department of Education’s Common Core of }&@D). How can we be sure, he
asks, that those counts are reliable? In additiergbserves that two high-quality
government surveys, the Current Population Sur@8S) and the National Educational
Longitudinal Survey (NELS), produce graduation ra&sults that are similar to each
other and significantly higher than the independstimates based on CCD.

Mishel speculates that the CCD counts may be wnielibut offers no support for
his speculation. We have good reason to beliewehleaCCD enroliment and diploma
counts are reliable. CCD establishes standardpreowedures for states to collect and
report enrollment and diploma data. If states donmeet those standards or follow those
procedures, their data are not reported.

It should not be difficult for states to track elimeent and diplomas. Enrollment
counts are based on schools taking attendancehwbimols are very good at doing. One
reason schools are likely to keep accurate attergdigrthat enroliment counts are the
basis for school funding by state and federal gowents. Further, because attendance
determines how much money state and federal gowartsallot to schools, these higher
levels of government are inclined to check and enthe accuracy of attendance figures.
Similarly, diploma counts are likely to be accurbézause it is easy for schools to count
diplomas and it is easy to verify the numbers.h&t Yery least, schools have to know
how many diplomas should be printed and distributed

Mishel specifically questions our estimates oféhéering ninth-grade class
enrollment, which he claims are distorted by theleacy for those enroliments to be
inflated because of students being held back ingfale. It is possible to run a simple

check to see if our estimates of ninth-grade em@tit are on target. Using the official
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CCD enrollment counts, we estimate that 3,635,42@ents entered the ninth grade in
public school in 1999. According to the U.S. Cersursa number derived from its
CPS—there were 3,892,340 fourteen-year-olds iméten in June 1999. According to
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCEBS)p,328 students attended private
high schools (in 2001), which, divided by four, gagts that there were 208,832 ninth-
graders in private school. If we subtract the gavahool ninth-graders from the
fourteen-year-old population, we are left with Hatence between the number of
fourteen-year-olds and our estimated ninth-graderery class of 48,088 students, or 1.3
percent. It would seem that the enroliment coumds Wwe use are accurate.

Enrollments and diplomas are easy to count acdyrated the actors have
incentives to ensure that the counts are accurasamyale check helps confirm that; on
what basis does Mishel believe otherwise? He sirhps/more faith in graduation rates
computed from CPS and NELS surveys than in thoseatkfrom CCD enrollment and
diploma counts. Essentially, Mishel is arguing thatought to believe the results from
samples more than results from the population. iBhexactly the opposite of standard
social science practice. Normally, we expect soegrek of error whenever we survey a
sample drawn from a population. If we have concabwut the sample, we check the
characteristics of the sample against known charatts of the population from which
the sample was drawn to ensure its validity. Is ttase, however, Mishel is suggesting
that we ought to check the accuracy of the charatts of the population against the

characteristics in samples.
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Samples always involve some degree of random dradiICPS and NELS have
additional, known biases for the purpose of calougpgraduation rates. The NELS and
CPS surveys both overstate graduation rates betaegdave difficulty finding and
following marginalized and disadvantaged peoplehsas dropouts. Phillip Kaufman
(the primary author of previous government cal¢aiet of graduation rates that used
CPS) indicated that such a coverage bias probaimyse Specifically, dropouts are less
likely to be reached by sample surveys (that iy thre “undercovered”). In a report for
the Harvard Civil Rights Project, Kaufman estimatieak if we made the reasonable
assumption that 50 percent of those undercovergdebPS were dropouts, we would
end up with a completion rate of 80.4 percent{3}e then excluded GED recipients
from that estimate, we would get much closer tog$tenate of a 70 percent graduation
rate that we and others suggest. In other wordssybtematic sampling biases of CPS
and NELS make their graduation numbers higher asslieliable than those derived
from population counts.

We can do a simple check on Mishel’s “true” gradatates derived from CPS
and “confirmed” by NELS. If Mishel is correct inygag that the true graduation rate is in
the neighborhood of 90 percent,[4] there shoulceHaeen about 3,678,300 diplomas
awarded in 2003 from public and private high schoAktcording to CCD, there were
only 3,062,000 diplomas given out that year. If Mikis correct, CCD would have to
have missed more than 600,000 diplomas in its cdsiittmore likely that CPS and
NELS suffer from a sampling bias due to the diffigwf finding dropouts, or that school

systems undercounted the number of diplomas thayded by more than 600,000,
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making those schools appear less successful tegratitually were by nearly 20
percent?

Until official graduation statistics produce moediable estimates, it is clear that
we will continue to need independent estimatesadlgation rates. Those independent

estimates will also help ensure progress towardongd official statistics.

What's New in This Report?

While this report builds upon a foundation of pms reports, there is much that is new.
First, this report contains graduation rate es@sdbr the class of 2003, the most recent
year for which data are available. UnfortunatelBCenrollment and diploma counts are
being released with greater time lags. Howeveresgraduation rates tend not to change
dramatically in short periods of time, this studgydes a valuable snapshot of the
performance of public schools today.

Second, in this report we are able for the firsietito break out graduation rates
by gender. Observers have long suspected thatadeation rate for boys is
significantly lower than that for girls. CCD nowrgains enough information to allow us
to estimate graduation rates using our methoddgs land girls separately.

Third, this report contains graduation rates farheaf the 100 largest school
districts in the country. We previously reportetesafor these districts in a 2001 report,
“High School Graduation Rates in the United Stategh results for the class of 1998.
But in the last few national reports, we did ndéase results for districts. The district
results in the 2001 report were based on enrollmedtdiploma information gathered

from districts and states. After releasing thabrepnve had concerns about the reliability
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and consistency of those counts, so we refrairm@d firoducing district graduation rates
in subsequent national reports. For this reportbeleeve that we have addressed those
concerns by relying only on district informatiortigared from CCD. Because of the
uniform standards and procedures enforced by CGIfeel confident once again to
report district results. It is important to notatimo comparisons ought to be made
between the district results for the class of 2808 our previously reported district
results for the class of 1998. Because those eaglellts may not be reliable and were
not computed using the same method as the cuepatty no conclusions should be
drawn about any change in graduation rates fodistects.

In this report, there is no need to discuss istusswe have covered in previous
reports. For example, if readers are interestedirthoughts on why graduation rates are
important, how officially reported rates are oftarstaken, why GEDs ought not to be
included in graduation rates, and other relatageisswe would urge them to peruse our

report “Public High School Graduation and CollegeaBiness Rates: 1991-2002."[5]

Summary of Results

Though they are consistent with previous evaluatitime results reported in this paper
are certain to raise many eyebrows. Overall, wienes¢ that only 70 percent of the
students in the class of 2003 earned a high schpl@ma. This figure represents little
change from our estimate of a 71 percent graduaditenfor the class of 2002 and a 72
percent graduation rate for the class of 1991. Weogtered that about 78 percent of
white students and 72 percent of Asian studentugited high school, but little more

than half of Hispanic and African-American studetioisk home a sheepskin: 53 percent
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and 55 percent, respectively. Further, in eaclalaategory that we evaluate, females
graduate at a higher rate than males, with a paatiy large difference for Hispanic and
African-American students. An already low 58 petaamd 59 percent of Hispanic and
African-American females graduated from high schod003; only 49 percent and 48
percent of males in these categories earned andgplo

Our district-level results suggest that high sclgradduation rates are a particular
problem in our nation’s most populated school aitdr For example, only about 43
percent of the 1.1 million students in New Yorkygsublic school district graduate from
high school. The calculations are similarly distagofor most of the nation’s largest
school systems. None of the nation’s ten largdst@csystems, which over 8 percent of
U.S. public school children attend, graduates ntimse 60 percent of its students.[6] As
with the nation as a whole, larger school distrigigormly graduate far fewer minority

and male students than white and female students.

Data and Method
To calculate graduation rates for each state aneraleschool districts, we utilize
enrollment and diploma data reported by NCES, thtestical arm of the United States
Department of Education. We acquired enrollments geveral years by grade, race, and
gender from NCES’s Common Core of Data (CCD). Unlik previous years, diploma
counts for the class of 2003 were not made pub#gbilable, so those data were
obtained from the restricted-access data file efGICD.[7]

The advantage of using CCD information on enrolltaénthat these figures are

the enrollments that the states officially reporttte federal government under uniform
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guidelines. Thus, we can have confidence that #it@ are accurate and comparable
among the states. The disadvantage of using COReVer, is that the data lag to the
point where the most recent graduation rate caionavailable is for the class of 2003.
However, what is gained in the quality of the d&faorted likely more than outweighs
the timing of the data, especially considering thigh school graduation rates tend not to
change substantially in a short time span.

The method for calculating graduation rates isgiitéorward. The method takes

the form:

regular diplomas in spring of 2003

graduation rate =
(estimated number of students entering ninth grade in 1999) * (1 + population
change between fourteen-year-clds in the summer of 1999 and seventeen-year-
olds in the summer of 2002)

We must estimate the number of students who emeeninth grade in 1999 instead of
simply taking the reported ninth-grade enrollmenthiat year because researchers agree
that the ninth-grade enrollment number is inflatgdstudents repeating ninth grade.
What is often referred to as the “ninth-grade babbithe tendency for ninth-grade
enrollments to be exceptionally high compared wither grades—Iikely occurs because
the ninth grade is the first that students muss$ pgsearning a minimum number of
credits. Thus, ninth-grade reported enrollmentecethe many students who are
repeating the grade.

To estimate the cohort’s ninth-grade enrolimentcaenot simply substitute the
cohort’s eighth-grade enrollment because a larget@n of students who attend private
school in the eighth grade enter public schoohertinth grade (there are far fewer

private high schools, and they tend to be more esipe). Further, we cannot use only
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the cohort’s tenth-grade enrollment because bytiimat, students have already begun to
drop out. To estimate the entering ninth-grade ddioo the class of 2003, we take the
average reported enrollments of students in thetkeigrade in 1998, ninth grade in 1999,
and tenth grade in 2000.[8] The resulting “smootHegplire provides a reasonable
estimate of the entering student cohort.

A large percentage of states failed to report émemits by gender, especially in
1998, our cohort’s eighth-grade year. All but twates, however, reported high school
diploma counts by gender for the spring of 2003Ifi9drder to include as many states as
possible in our calculation, we adopted a strateggstimating the gender enrollments in
eighth, ninth, and tenth grades—which was impleeetfdr all states in the gender
calculations. Nearly all states reported enrollredayt race and overall for each of the
years necessary to calculate graduation ratesld @stimate the enroliment by
race/gender, we simply took each state’s enrollrbgmtice and multiplied it by the
percentage of fourteen-year-olds in the state atftdice who were male or female
according to the U.S. Census in the summer bef@eahort’s ninth-grade year. For
example, in Arkansas in 1998, there were 26,433andtudents in the eighth grade.
According to computations using census data, 51petdent of white fourteen-year-olds
in Arkansas in the summer of 1999 were male. Tloeeefve estimate that Arkansas had
about 13,669 (or 26,433 x .51711, with rounding)tevinale students in the eighth grade
in 1998.[11]

To calculate the population change at the statenatidnal levels, we use
population estimates by age, race, and gendertegpby the United States Census.[12]

We take the difference between the number of seeenyear-olds in the population

June 5, 2006 12



Education Working Paper Archive

during the summer of 2002 (the summer before therts twelfth-grade year) and the
number of fourteen-year-olds in the population githe summer of 1999 (the summer
before the cohort’s ninth-grade year). We thend#ivthe resulting change in population
by the number of fourteen-year-olds in 1999 tothgetpercent increase (or decrease) in
the area’s population of students in the cohodis group.

We use a different population change computatiomgfaduation rates by school
district because population estimates by age aresadily available at the school district
level. We use district-level enroliments as a stistfor the age populations and make
the reasonable assumption that, on average, transfand out of a high school are equal
for each grade in the school. We take the diffeedmetween the number of students in
grades nine through twelve in 2002 (the cohort'slfth-grade year) and the number of
students in grades nine through twelve in 1999 ¢ttert’s ninth-grade year) and divide
the resulting figure by the number of studentsradgs nine through twelve in 1999. This
produces an estimate of the percent change iniskrcts enroliment while the cohort
was in high school.

We then adjust the estimated ninth-grade cohothéyhange in the population
while the students were in high school. This preduthe projected graduating cohort—
the number of students who could possibly gradwétethe class of 2003. Finally, we
take the number of diplomas that were actually gioet in the spring of 2003 and divide
it by the projected graduating cohort. The resuthe estimated high school graduation

rate.

June 5, 2006 13



Education Working Paper Archive

Though this method tends to produce reliable esésnaf graduation rates, it can be
distorted when there are particularly small cohorte/hen population changes are
extraordinarily large. For this reason, we adopt apply consistent rules for excluding
cohorts for which we do not have adequate inforomafi 3] We do not report graduation
rates for cohorts of students less than or equ20@or when the cohort’s population
change is 30 percent or greater. We also exclugease where the cohort is less than or
equal to 2,000 and the population change is 20epeiar greater. However, though we
do not report graduation rates in areas with ticebert- or population-change levels,
their enrollments and populations are includedadtate and national calculations.

It is important to clarify that the method in tipigper is not a four-year on-time
graduation rate. Though the method does follow Bigiool enrollments through four
sequential grades, students who take longer thanyars to graduate are estimated into
the calculation as well. Such students would exitamhort; however, they would likely
be replaced by students in the previous cohorsckdm have also taken longer to
graduate. For example, if a student who enteredititd grade in 1999 took five years to
graduate (that is, graduated with the class of pd@lwould not receive a diploma in the
spring of 2003 and thus would not be included inaalculation. However, if another
student entered the ninth grade in 1998 (the erdegrtaduating class of 2002) and also
took five years to graduate, that student woul@ikexa diploma in 2003 and would thus
be included in the graduation rate calculationlgkg as there are not dramatic year-to-
year differences in the number of students who kakger than four years to graduate,

these students should replace each other in thalagbns, and any distortion should be
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quite limited. Thus, the result of our estimates ba thought of as the graduation rate for
the class of 2003, not the on-time graduation fatéhat class.

Unlike many other high school graduation rate dalbons, the estimates using
the above method can be manipulated to interpeehidih school dropout rate as well.
The high school dropout rate is found by subtractire high school graduation rate from
100. That is, a graduation rate of 70 percent iespdi dropout rate of 30 percent.

Other graduation rate estimates (including nedtlgfacial government
calculations) contend that the dropout rate isedéiit from simply 100 minus the
graduation rate. They produce far lower dropoutreges where many nongraduates are
classified in ways other than as dropouts. Howets,practice is contrary to both logic
and the public’s understanding of the informatibatta high school graduation rate
conveys. For the purposes of our calculation, desttis either a high school graduate or
a high school dropout: the student earns a diplontes not. Thus, our calculation is
less confusing than many other methods, and itlmeatehat the public and
policymakers expect from a graduation rate.

The above calculations were performed to produadugation rates in total, by
race, gender, and race/gender for the nation, gatd, and each of the 100 largest school

districts in the United States for which data wavailable.

An Example of a State-Level Graduation Rate Calculgon

An example of our calculation will illustrate theethod: let us calculate the total

graduation rate for New York State.
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First, we estimate the number of students who edttéte cohort in ninth grade.
In New York, the enrollment in eighth grade in 198&s 200,097, ninth grade in 1999
was 252,864, and tenth grade in 2000 was 217, 48%laVerage of these enrollments is
223,565, which is the estimated number of studehts entered the cohort in the ninth
grade. Note that the ninth-grade enroliment is mhigher than either the eighth-grade or
tenth-grade enrollment: this is the “ninth-gradélie” referred to previously.

Next, we compute the change in New York’s poputatbthe cohort’'s age
group. In June 2002, there were 261,326 seventeanglds in New York; and in June
1999, there were 233,701 fourteen-year-olds irstate. The difference in these
populations is an increase of 27,625 children. Wém tivide this difference by the
number of fourteen-year-olds in 1999 (27,625 digitdg 233,701) to get a population
change of about 12 percent.

We then combine our estimated ninth-grade clads thé population change to
produce an estimated number of students who coaldugte from high school among
the entering cohort. We take the estimated numbentering ninth-graders in 1999
(223,565) and multiply this number by 112 percda®(percent plus the 12 percent
population increase in the state). This produgestantial graduating class of 249,992
students.

Finally, we calculate the state’s graduation ratelividing the number of
diplomas that were distributed in New York in theisg of 2003 (143,818) by the
estimated number of students who could graduateeicohort (249,992). This produces
an estimated graduation rate of 57.5 percent fstate of New York for the class of

2003.
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An Example of a District-Level Graduation Rate Calalation

Since the method varies slightly, it is usefullbasitrate our calculation of the district-
level graduation rates with another example: latalsulate the total graduation rate for
Los Angeles.

The enrollment in Los Angeles in the eighth grad@998 was 45,053, ninth
grade in 1999 was 58,834, and tenth grade in 2@3¥048,664. The average of these
enrollments is 50,183, which is the estimated nurobstudents who entered the ninth
grade in 1999. Again, note the bubble in the nopthde enroliment.

We next calculate the population change using¢hed district’s high school
enrollments during the cohort’s ninth- and twelfitade years. In 2002, the cohort’s
twelfth-grade year, in Los Angeles there were 63,8dents in the ninth grade, 49,109
students in the tenth grade, 38,387 students irléhenth grade, and 27,253 students in
the twelfth grade, which totals 183,551 studenthéhigh school grades. In 1999, the
cohort’s ninth-grade year in Los Angeles, thereeng8,834 students in the ninth grade,
46,971 students in the tenth grade, 36,825 studette eleventh grade, and 28,369
students in the twelfth grade, which totals 170,808ll high school grades in the school
district. We take the number of students in highmost in 2002 (183,551) and subtract
from it the number of high school students in 19880,999) to get an increase in the
population of 12,552. We then divide this figur@,852) by the number of high school

students in 1999 (170,999) to get a populationeiase of 6 percent.
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Next, we adjust the estimated entering ninth-giaddss by the increase in the Los
Angeles school district’s population. We take tegreated ninth-grade cohort (50,183)
and multiply it by 106 percent (100 percent plus @hpercent population increase) to get
an estimated potential graduating cohort of 53 dthflents.

Finally, we divide the number of regular diplomhattwere granted by the Los
Angeles school district in the spring of 2003 (BBbby the number of students we
estimated could potentially graduate in the cof®8t150). This produces an estimated

graduation rate of 51 percent for the Los Angetd®sl district in 2003.

Results
The results of our state-level and national catcaha of graduation rates overall, by
race, gender, and race/gender are reported alptalbeby state in Table 1.

The national overall graduation rate is about 7@, which is in line with
calculations from previous years. Nationally, abo8ifpercent of white students and 72
percent of Asian students graduated with a reglifgoma in the class of 2003,
compared with the much lower estimates of 53 pérgrHispanic students and 55
percent of African-American students. Female sttglgraduated at a rate of about 72
percent, compared with males at about 65 percértrdce and gender gaps in high
school graduation also held when evaluating by/geceler. At only 48 percent, African-
American male students reported the lowest gradoastes of any subgroup nationally,
while white female students had the highest gradnaate, at 79 percent. The disparity

between male and female graduation rates was mghbkrtfor African-American
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(females, 59 percent; males, 48 percent) and Hisglamales, 58 percent; males, 49
percent) students than for Asian or white students.

Table 2 ranks the states by overall high schoadygtion rate. The table shows
that graduation rates differed substantially amibregstates. New Jersey had the highest
overall graduation rate (88 percent) and was fadldwy lowa, Wisconsin, and North
Dakota, each at 85 percent. The lowest overalligrgoin rate was in South Carolina (54
percent), followed by Georgia (56 percent) and Nerk (58 percent).

Some states fared well overall but had low graduwatates for certain populations
of students. For example, Wisconsin ranked thirth@nation for overall graduation rate
mostly because it had the highest graduation catevfiite students. However, of the
thirty-three states for which the necessary infdromawas available to calculate
graduation rates for African-American students, avissin ranked thirty-second.
Conversely, Texas ranked thirty-sixth in the natiooverall graduation rate but had the
fifth-nighest graduation rate for African-Americatudents among the thirty-three states
for which adequate information was available.

Graduation rates overall and for each subgrouph®n1.00 largest school districts
(and a few other districts of interest) are regbrteorder of the district’s total
enrollments in 2002 in Table 3, and alphabeticalyable 4.[14] The appearance that
larger school districts have lower graduation ragenfirmed by a simple Pearson’s
correlation, which finds a negative correlationvistn total enrollment and total
graduation rate of -0.32. However, one should lyg gautious in making a conclusion
about the role of district size on graduation rdtes such a calculation, since this does

not account for differences in the populationstatlents educated in these districts.
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Larger districts, for example, could have a muaghhr proportion of minority students,
which might lead to lower overall graduation rates.

Table 5 ranks the 100 largest school districtsheyrtoverall graduation rate.
Among the 100 largest school districts, Davis (&3 the highest graduation rate, at 89
percent, followed by Ysleta (TX) at 84 percent &as$t Baton Rouge Parrish (LA) at 83
percent. The lowest graduation rate of the nati@0® largest school districts was in San
Bernardino (CA), at 42 percent; Detroit (M) was@ht 42 percent, and the nation’s

largest school district, New York City, at 43 perte

Conclusion

The graduation rate estimates for the class of 2808rted in this paper confirm that far
fewer students graduate high school than is oftahzed. It is important for

policymakers and the public to understand that ablyut 70 percent of all students and a
little more than half of Hispanic and African-Ameain students graduate from high
school. While it is not the place of this reporptovide guidance on how to improve

high school graduation rates, these results doesighat there is a graduation problem
that needs to be addressed.

Another interesting finding in this report is thierence in high school
graduation rates between males and females. Fegralésate at higher rates for each
racial subgroup analyzed in this report, but thedge gap in high school graduation is
particularly large for Hispanic and African-Amencatudents. The reasons for this gap

should be addressed in future research.
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Finally, our calculation of high school graduatiates for the 100 largest school districts
suggests that the graduation problem is centetigthpgty in the nation’s largest school
districts. Only one of the nation’s ten largestaatdistricts in the nation—where more
than 8 percent of all students attend school—git@duaore than 60 percent of its
students. We are not able in this report to defweereasons for such low graduation rates
in our nation’s largest school systems; but cleaflhe public is to improve high school
graduation rates, it would do well to focus itsoetf§ on the education provided in these

urban areas.
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computes it because, as of this writing, he hayebteleased the report.

5. This report is available online at: http://wwvanmattan-
institute.org/html/ewp_08.htm.

6. Authors’ calculations from CCD and National Gerfor Education Statistics, Digest
of Education Statistics 2004, Table 37.

7. It appears that state-level diplomas, both dvaral by race, will soon be publicly
available. However, it is unclear whether thesa aall be made available by gender or
by individual school districts.

8. There were several cases in the eighth-graderyeich enroliment data were not
reported by gender or race at the district levethese cases, we used reasonable proxies
for the eighth-grade enrollment. If a district wassing eighth-grade enroliment by
gender and race (for example, missing African-Acearifemales), our first strategy was
to multiply the district’s eighth-grade enrollmédiyt race by the percent of the population
of fourteen-year-olds of that race that was malteorale in the district’s state as
reported by the census (i.e., the African-Amerigaie number was estimated by
multiplying the number of eighth-grade African-Antan students by the percent of
fourteen-year-old African Americans in that stateowvere male). If the eighth-grade
enrollment was also missing by race, we insertedeported eighth-grade enrollment in
the 1999 school year for the enrollment in 1998t calculation is likely to create a
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strong distortion in the eighth-grade populatiamd any such distortion is further
contained by the fact that the eighth-grade enmtinis only one-third of an estimate that
is then further adjusted by population changebséndarea.

9. New Hampshire and South Carolina did not regpibmas by gender.

10. Arizona, Idaho, and New Jersey did not reparbkments by race in all necessary
years. Population changes in Hawaii and the Distfi€olumbia were large enough to
require their omission.

11. We did not carry out similar computations bstdct because census data by district
are not readily available. Therefore, except fershuation reported in n. 7 above, a
district is only included in our estimates by gemidl@ reports the necessary enrollments
in each year.

12. Available at: http://www.census.gov/popestfaates.php.

13. These rules are the same as those in prewalisations using this method, and were
first developed in Jay P. Greene and Marcus A. ¥vint'‘Public High School Graduation
Rates in the United States,” Manhattan InstituteddReport 31, November 2002.

14. At the district level, a few graduation ratesrgvestimated to be slightly over 100
percent. This likely occurs where there are veghlgraduation rates, and error inherit in
estimation caused a result above 100 percent. Sugdegraduation rates are not
possible, in these cases we imputed a graduatierof®9 percent.
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Table 1

Alabama
Alzska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorada
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Geongia
Hawvaii

Idahia

linois
Indiana

lowa

Kareas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississi ppi
Missouri
Meontana
Mebraska
Mevada

Mew Hampshire
Mew Jerssy
Mew Mexico
Mew York
Marth Carolina
Marth Dakota
Chio
Cklahoma
Cregon
Pennsyhiania
Rhade Island
South Caralina
South Dakata
Tennessee
Texas

LUtah
Vermant
Wirginia
‘Washington
West Virginia
Wiscansin
‘Wyoming

Mational

M = Missing data

| = Irsufficient data to cakulate gracuation rate

tate Graduation Rate:

Tatal

0%
50%
7%
74%
65%
2%
82%
55%
I

1%
58%
I

7a%
73%
Ta%
85%
TE%
&9%
63%
4%
75%
72%
7%
B4%
59%
T8%
T8%
B4%
57%
9%
8%
59%
58%
9%
85%
79%
72%
T0%
81%
75%
54%
79%
50%
9%
7%
78%
75%
9%
T8%
85%
70%

T0%
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Alphabetical Order

African-
Armerican

52%
55%
M
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56%
57%
&7%
57%
I
50%
48%
I
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49%
55%

54%
55%
55%

&5%
52%
57%

&0%
&3%

52%
3%

A7%
38%
62%

57%
&A%

I
&1%

49%
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&7%
48%
&4%
46%

55%

White

S5%
GE%
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80%
1%
59%

67%
45

85%
FE%
8%
23%
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F0%
T5%
2%
0%
0%
0%
65%
0%
0%
89%
5%

%
A%
F6%
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79%
A%
87%
4%

23%
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47%
50%
M
51%
50%
52%
S0%
50%
I
d6%
A41%
I

M
42%
a7%

50%
53%
48%
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A5%
50%

50%
55%

A%
&1%

&1%
58%

40%
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Female
58%

|

]
76%
62%
G6%
Ja%
55%
I
54%
54%
I

[
55%
63%

59%
58%
52%
T1%
58%
55%

0%
T1%

57%

53%
43%
70%

52%
58%

I
58%

59%
2%

Ja%
T0%

53%

59%

W hite
American Male

E2%
E4%
M
74%
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7%
8%
S5
I
bb%
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I

M
83%
75%
7%
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%
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TEE
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&1%
78%
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B7%
M

M

M
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75%
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I7%
%
B85%
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B0%
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TO0%
75%
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7%

T4%

White

Female

A7%
SE%
M
B0%
Ta%
83%
3%
T3%
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T3%
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I
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80%
0%
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Ta%
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85%
B5%
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81%
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TE%
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5%
B&%
B0%
7%
B8%
Ta%

B83%
53%
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4%

81%
TE%
7%
4%
Ta%
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61%
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2%
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Fo%
59%

58%
51%

FO%
1%
84%
FE%
9%
58%
%
1%
5%
Fak
82%
55%
A%
Fon
22%

56%
54%
66%
85%
TR
FIN
G8%
7%
65%

0%
52%
66%
Ti%

Fak
&7%
Ta%
83%
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&5%
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£4%
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78%
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I7%
a7%
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&1%
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