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ABSTRACT

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) requires that the nation’s public elementary and
secondary school systems be held accountable for achieving high levels of educational
proficiency for all students. This law represents an unparalleled extension of the federal role into
the realm of local educational accountability. Specifically, NCLB mandates that all states
establish performance-based accountability systems that include: clear standards and goals for
improvement; rigorous methods of measuring progress towards established performance targets;
and high-stakes consequences for schools and districts that fail to make sufficient progressin
reaching the goal of universal student proficiency. While achievement testing will be the central
component of these state accountability systems, high school graduation rates are also a
requirement indicator of performance at the secondary level. This report seeks to inform the on
going debate over high school graduation rates with particular attention to the ways in which No
Child Left Behind has effectively both redirected attention toward graduation rates and reshaped
the contours of that debate. We begin by briefly introducing the provisions of NCLB that pertain
to high school graduation and discussing their implications from a measurement perspective.
Next we present several distinctive strategies for developing a high school graduation indicator
that are broadly consistent with the new federal requirements for accountability. The advantages
and disadvantages of each strategy are addressed. In the empirical portion of this study we
construct these proposed high school graduation indicators using information from the Common
Core of Data, the U.S. Department of Education’s census of local educational agencies and
schools. Theseindicators are created at the district level for the high school class of 2000, the
most recent year for which complete data are available. We then systematically compare the
results generated by the respective measures, with particular attention to: their point estimates
and distributions; the quality of the indicators from an informational perspective (e.g., coverage
of school districts or student population); and differential performance of the indicators when
disaggregated by state and by agency characteristics such as minority enrollment and district
size. In each of these areas, analyses reveal substantial differences among the three aternative
graduation rate indicators examined. In particular, two troubling findings emerge regarding
graduation indicators that rely heavily on information about high school dropout. First, these
indicators cannot be calculated for many states and districts due to missing information on the
number of students who drop out of high school. Second, in cases where values can be
computed, dropout-dependent measures appear to dramatically overestimate graduation rates
compared to alternative indicators. We conclude by discussing several lessons this study may
offer for future research and the policy implications for measuring graduation rates under
conditions of high-stakes accountability.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The relationship between levels of educational attainment and individual economic and
socia outcomes has been well documented. Individuals with higher levels of education (and
more advanced credentials) enjoy higher income, more stable employment, and less dependency
on public assistance. The more well-educated are aso less likely to experience a variety of
detrimental socia outcomes, including early childbearing, reports of ill health, incarceration, or
criminal victimization. Until about the 1970s, a high school diplomawas generally viewed as a
credential that would ensure a reasonably secure and well-paying job. But with increasing
regularity, discussions of the returns to education have focused on attaining a college education
as a prerequisite for economic success in today’s labor market. This shift of attention is largely
justifiable. Rates of college matriculation have increased considerably over the past 20 years, as
have the economic returns to a bachelor’ s degree, often termed the “college premium” (Murphy
& Welch 1989; Juhn & Murphy 1995). Asalarger segment of the population completes college
and enters the workforce with a postsecondary degree, it is reasonable to anticipate that the
college degree will supplant a high school diplomawith regard to hiring decisions and also as a
more generalized indicator of educational and social status.

In light of the ascendancy of the college credential, there may be a temptation to view the
high school diploma as becoming economically and socially obsolete. On the other hand,
however, it is imperative that we not lose sight of the relevance that a high school education
continues to hold for young adults, even today. Much like the college premium noted above,
high school graduates consistently outperform nongraduates on a variety of social and economic
indicators, often by substantial margins (Chaplin & Lerman 1997). Obtaining a high school

diploma can also represent a critical first step in gaining access to a college education and,
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eventually, earning the bachelor’ s degree that will further enhance an individual’s prospects for
advancement in an increasingly competitive society.

One of the reasons that the issue of high school completion has garnered relatively minor
attention in recent years could be the common perception that high school dropout rates have
historically been on the decline and have stabilized at rather low levels during the past decade.

In fact, widdly- reported estimates based on results from the Current Population Survey (CPS)
place the dropout rate among 16-24 year olds at about 11 percent nationwide in 2000, a level that
some might view as nearing the limit of the high school dropout rate practically attainable
(Kaufman, Alt & Chapman 2001). Despite this appearance of a growing consensus, a dissenting
perspective has arisen from a body of research that has challenged the accuracy and reliability of
commonly-reported statistics on high school completion and dropout (see Chaplin 2002, Greene
20024). These studies cite severa factors that tend to systematically inflate the high school
completion rates commonly reported by the U.S. Department of Education, Census Bureau, and
other authoritative sources, particularly when these estimates are based on survey data, asis the
case for the CPS.' These potential sources of biasinclude: the frequent decision to count GEDs
along with regular diploma recipients as high school graduates, sample undercoverage for certain
segments of the population (e.g., those incarcerated), and self-reporting bias regarding levels of

educational attainment.?

! The CPS has provided the backbone of the annual dropout report of the National Center of Education statistics
since 1988. For many decades, it was the only source of nationally representative data available.

2 Theissue of which credential's should be included in estimates of graduation ratesis salient for several reasons.
First, agreat deal of evidence suggests that GED recipients do not fare nearly aswell asregular graduatesin terms
of labor market and educational outcomes (Cameron & Heckman, 1993; Murnane, Willet & Tyler, 1998; and
Boesel, Al Salam & Smith, 1998). In addition, different treatment of the GED credential is amajor source of
discrepanciesin reported estimates of high school completion rates. Indicators that include GEDs produce far more
positive results (i.e., higher completion rates) than more conservative estimates that exclude the GED (Chaplin,
2002). For example, completion rates that count GED recipients among high school graduates have remained stable
or risen since the 1970s, while rates excluding the GED are much lower on average and have fallen over the same
period of time (Chaplin, 2002; Cameron & Heckman, 1993; Kaufman, 2000).
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Just as high school completion arguably remains an important predictor of an individual’s
future economic success, it also represents a key indicator of performance for educationa
systems. In addition to producing higher-achieving students, effective schools, districts, or states
are expected to retain a greater proportion of students until completion of secondary schooling.
Consequently, such educationa units should strive to achieve higher graduation rates. Public
and scholarly attention to high school dropout and completion has been rejuvenated in recent
years as handfuls of states and large districts around the country have introduced new
educational accountability systems. Thisinterest has been largely motivated by the fear that
imposing high stakes testing, exit exams for graduation, and policies ending social promotion
would create pressure for low-performing student to exit (or be removed from) the system and
produce increased dropout rates (Lillard & DeCicca 2001; Herbert & Hauser 1999; Bonsted &
Rumberger 1999; Haney 2000). In addition, the trend toward more systematic forms of
accountability on a national scale further raises the stakes for measuring high school completion
accurately and consistently. Specifically, new federal educational legidation authorized in the
No Child Left Behind Act requires that all high schools explicitly take completion rates into
account (along with achievement test scores) when measuring their current level of performance
and the progress they have made towards reaching their long-term performance goals.

This paper seeks to inform the debate over high school graduation rates with particular
attention to the ways in which No Child Left Behind has effectively both redirected attention
toward graduation rates and reshaped the contours of that debate. Since one of our main interests
in this study is considering the impacts of these federal policies, we focus throughout the paper

strictly on the public education system. Although subject to performance pressures from market
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forces, private schools are not directly subject to the performance-based accountability
requirements of NCLB or other federal statutes. We begin by briefly introducing the provisions
of NCLB that pertain to high school graduation and discuss their implications from a
measurement perspective. Next we present several distinctive strategies for developing a high
school graduation indicator that are broadly consistent with the new federal requirements for
accountability. The advantages and disadvantages of each strategy are addressed. In the
empirical portion of this study we construct these proposed high school graduation indicators
using information from the Common Core of Data, the U.S. Department of Education’s census
of local educational agencies and schools. These indicators are created at the district level for
the high school class of 2000, the most recent year for which complete data are available. We
then systematically compare the results generated by the respective measures, with particular
attention to: their point estimates and distributions; the quality of the indicators from an
informational perspective (e.g., coverage of school districts or student population); and
differential performance of the indicators when disaggregated by state and by agency
characteristics such as minority enrollment and district size. We conclude by discussing several
lessons this study may offer for future research and the policy implications for measuring

graduation rates under conditions of high-stakes accountability.

2. NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), written into law in January 2002, is the most
recent reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the federad
government’ s omnibus legisation for public education at the elementary and secondary levels.
The provisions of NCLB strongly reflect the (George W.) Bush administration’s emphasis on

raising standards for educational performance and accountability, combined with increased
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flexibility over the disposition of federal funding at the state and local levels. Among the most
ambitious and controversial elements of NCLB stands the requirement that each state will
develop a comprehensive plan detailing a drategy by which it will (1) ensure that every student
attains educational proficiency and (2) eliminate achievement gaps between high and low
performing groups within 12 years (i.e., by the 2013-14 academic year). Although the specifics
of defining and implementing certain key elements of their standards and accountability system
remain in the purview of the states themselves, their plans must conform to the terms of the
federal legidation.

Similar goals have been incorporated into past federal legidation, but NCLB exceeds
these earlier attempts to raise standards in its specificity and the high stakes attached to failure to
meet established goals. For instance, state plans must identify concrete annual performance
targets or milestones for attaining their long-term goals—that is, they must meet an established
definition of adequate yearly progress, or AYP. Failure to meet performance goas for AYPin
successive years will result in the imposition of progressively more severe sanctions. These
include: public dissemination of annual school report cards and identification of schools not
meeting AY P goals as “in need of improvement”; restrictions on the use of certain federal funds;
making available to students in failing schools the option of transferring to another public school
not identified as in need of improvement (i.e., public school choice); offering students from low-
income families the option of using Title | funds to secure supplemental educational services
(e.g., tutoring) from an approved public- or private-sector provider; and additional sanctions that
might include changes to staffing, administration, or curriculum and eventually more
fundamental school restructuring. These standards of performance-based accountability must be

established for states, districts, and schools. Within each of these units, goals for AY P must be
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met separately for specific segments of the student population defined on the basis of race and
ethnicity, socioeconomic status, disability, and level of English language proficiency.

Large-scale student assessments represent the cornerstone of NCLB accountability and
are arequired component for defining AYP at all levels of the public elementary and secondary
education system. For instance, the law requires that by the 2005-06 academic year all students
statewide will be tested in mathematics and reading annually in grades 3-8 and at least once in
grades 10-12. States must also expand the scope of their assessment program over time by
introducing testing in additional subjects at additional grade levels, as specified in the legidation.
In addition, the material included in these assessments must be aligned with the state’ s subject-
specific academic content standards. States were required to submit their performance-based
accountability plans and definitions of AY P no later than January 31, 2003. As of 2002, nearly
all states had academic content standards in most core subjects and mandated statewide testing
programs already in place (Editorial Projects in Education 2003). However, in many cases state
accountability systems may not be in compliance with specific aspects of federal requirements
under NCL B, such as standards-assessment alignment, grade levels or subjects tested, and the
ability to report disaggregated achievement results for specific demographic groups.

Given the technical complexity and expense of ingtituting and maintaining a large-scale
student testing system that meets the standards of NCLB, a tremendous amount of time, energy,
and effort have been devoted to the politics and mechanics of student testing. By comparison,
very little attention has been afforded in public forums to NCLB’ s requirements with regard to
high school graduation. Although student test scores must be the primary performance measure

at al educational levels, definitions of AY P must incorporate at |east one other indicator of



Swanson & Chaplin Counting High School Graduates

academic performance. At the secondary level, this definition must include graduation rates.
Specificaly, the legidlation states that the definition of AY P for high schools:
“... Includes graduation rates for public secondary school students (defined as the
percentage of students who graduate from secondary school with a regular diplomain the
standard number of years)” [Sec 1111(b)(2)(C)(vi)].
All indicators of academic performance employed in state accountability system (including
achievement test scores, graduation rates, and other measures) are required to meet acceptable
standards of statistical validity and reliability. States must:
“... ensurethat the indicators described in those provisions [defining Adequate Y early
Progress| are valid and reliable, and are consistent with relevant, nationally recognized
professional and technical standards, if any” [Sec 1111(b)(2)(D)(i)].
Additional guidance provided in the final Title | regulations offers further clarification on several
specific points that bear directly on methods for cal culating these graduate rates for purposes of
accountability under NCLB. First, graduates are considered to be only those students to receive
aregular high school diploma, which must be fully aligned with the state’ s academic content
standards. Therefore students receiving a GED or other state-issued credentia (such asan
attendance certificate or other form of recognition) that fails to meet those standards will not be
counted as a graduate. Final guidance also explicitly stresses that states must avoid classifying
dropouts as transfer students for purposes of calculating the high school graduation rate.
Although this provides more explicit guidelines for calculating graduation rates, the
federal regulations do allow states some degree of flexibility. State plans may develop
definitions of AY P that employ:
“another definition [of high school graduation rate], devel oped by the State and approved

by the Secretary in the State plan, that more accurately measures the rate of students who
graduate from high school with aregular diploma’ [Federal Register Vol. 67, No. 231].



Swanson & Chaplin Counting High School Graduates

In addition, the final regulations declined to provide explicit guidance on the important issue of
whether graduation rates must be based on a longitudinal data from an accountability system that
tracks individual students over time. Under these circumstances, therefore, states are presumably
free to develop high school graduation indicators based on cross-sectional data from student

cohorts.®

3. M EASUREMENT CONSIDERATIONS

In comparison to the psychometric intricacies of measuring student achievement, the
challenges associated with counting the number of students who complete high school in agiven
school or district may at first appear trivial. Here we are attempting to measure a very clear and
(in theory) observable outcome—whether or not a student graduates from high school.

However, the endeavor of calculating high school completion rates with an acceptable degree of
validity and reliability is not without its own challenges and subtleties. In certain respects, the
difficulties associated with measuring completion bear a striking resemblance to issues
encountered in assessing student achievement. Although a comprehensive treatment of all the
conceptua and technical considerations involved in the measurement of graduation ratesis
beyond the scope of the current paper, we briefly touch upon several key issues that bear directly
on the development of valid indicators for high school graduation under the accountability
regime established by NCLB. Interested readers are directed to the works cited for more detailed

discussions of these and related topics.

3 In fact, among the five states receiving early approval of their state accountability plans only one (Colorado) has
adopted a method for calculating high school completion rates that explicitly specifies the use of longitudinal
student data. Several other states, however, suggest that longitudinal measures may be phased in over time.
Approved state accountability plans have been publicly posted by the U.S. Department of Education (see
http://www.ed.gov/officess OESE/CFP/csas/index.html).



Swanson & Chaplin Counting High School Graduates

The field of psychometrics, which deals with the measurement of cognitive performance,
seeks to obtain an imperfect but observed estimate (i.e., test score) of a more fundamental but
unobservable construct of interest (i.e., academic achievement). Although some methods of
measuring achievement may be more or less valid and reliable, there is no single, universally-
accepted way to measure this or most other related constructs. That is, it is possible to design
variety of different instruments (i.e., tests), which, from theoretical and psychometric points of
view, each adequately capture the same underlying achievement construct. Despite the obvious
differences between achievement and completion outcomes, the task of measuring the
phenomenon of high school graduation poses a similar situation. For instance, analysts are faced
with the likelihood that relevant information regarding students’ enrollment status, dropout
experiences, or kind of high school completion outcome (e.g., regular diploma, certificate, or
GED) may be inaccurately or incompletely reported. That is, relevant aspects of the
phenomenon will be unobserved, at least for some cases. It follows, therefore, that it will be
difficult if not impossible to measure the rate of high school completion for a school, district, or
state without error. Aswith any empirical indicator designed to produce an estimate of an
underlying construct, the quality and accuracy of information generated regarding rates of high
school completion will hinge on several factors, including: the operational definition adopted,
simplifying assumptions made, and the types of data employed.

The extant debate over the measurement of dropout and completion rates has touched
upon these factors to some extent. Inparticular, authors have called attention to the ways in
which differential treatments of certain issues (e.g., who counts as a high school graduate, data
sources, computational methods) may introduce systematic biases into reported high school

graduationrates (Chaplin 2002; Haney 2000; Greene 20023, 2002b; Kaufman 2000, 2001,
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Winglee & a. 2000). The provisions of a specific system of accountability like NCLB,
however, impose statutory requirements and associated methodological constraints that render
certain past areas of inquiry moot while raising the profile of other issues, at least for the
purposes of measuring high school graduation under the current federal law.

For instance, analysts have debated the relative merits of calculating high school
completion rates based on data reported by youth (or their parents) residing in a particular
geographical area (e.g., CPS or Census) as opposed to administrative data tied more directly to
educational units like districts or schools (e.g., the Common Core of Data). An indicator based
on geographically-based population data may be acceptable for some research and reporting
purposes, but would likely be viewed as inappropriate for use in the context of a high-stakes
educational accountability system. For example, an indicator capturing the percent of young
adults who had completed high school and are currently living in the catchment area of a public
school district would arguably be too blunt an instrument for measuring the performance and
effectiveness of that district. Thiswould be particularly true in areas with high private school
attendance, migration, and residential mobility rates and where many young adults did not attend
high school in their current place of residence.

NCLB would appear to offer fairly clear guidance with respect to another issue that has
been the subject of considerable debate—who should be rightfully counted as “high school
graduates.” The main kinds of high school completion outcomes that have been incorporated in
various indicators include: regular high school diplomas conferred to students meeting state
requirements for high school graduation; state-issued high school credentials other than a
diploma (e.g., issued to individuals meetings some but not all graduation requirements); and the

Genera Education Development certificate, or GED. More restrictive definitions of a*“high

10
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school graduate” will necessarily result in alower estimate of the completion rate by excluding
recipients of certain credentials. The language of NCLB and in particular subsequent regulatory
guidance indicate that only regular high school diplomas should be counted for purposes of
accountability, while individuals receiving other state-issued credentials or the GED should not
be considered graduates. This, however, does raise an ancillary although perhaps not
inconsequential issue. Under our federalized system of governance it is the states rather than the
federal government that hold the final authority to define the requirements for a high school
diploma. Asaresult, the standards of performance and educational requirements attached to a
diploma or other credential may in fact vary considerably from one state to another. This
Situation may pose a particular challenge when attempting to compare high school graduation
rates across states, whose standards for issuing a high school diploma may differ.

In the past, high school graduation rates have typically been calculated and reported at
highly aggregated levels, most often appearing as estimates for the nation as awhole or in some
cases for states or large districts. Under the terms of NCLB, however, the school represents the
most basic educational unit for purposes of accountability. Accordingly, graduation rates must
be calculated for each secondary school, separately for the entire student body, and for individual
student categories defined by race and ethnicity, socioeconomic status, disability, and English
language proficiency. Effortsto develop completion indicators at the district and state level have
been faced with avariety of chalenges, including inconsistent definitions of indicator
components (e.g., what constitutes a “high school graduate”) and the lack of systematic data at
the appropriate levels of aggregation. Available estimates suggest large variations in graduation

rates across the states and districts for which information is available (Green 2002a). However,

11
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the true range of values across the nation as a whole and at the school level remains largely

unknown.

4, ALTERNATIVE GRADUATION INDICATORS

While on the face of things developing an indicator to capture high school graduation
rates might appear to be aredatively straightforward proposition, the discussion above suggests at
least some of the complexities that underlie this undertaking from a methodological perspective.
In addition, while the provisions of NCLB do provide some guidelines for calculating these rates
for accountability purposes, a number of indicators would appear to be able to provide an
adequate means of measuring graduation rates from a statutory perspective. Below we briefly
discuss four distinct approaches to measuring graduation rates that might be utilized under
NCLB accountability. For ssmplicity of presentation and to maintain consistency withthe
empirical portion of this paper, we will describe the computation of graduation rate indicators for
school districts as an exemplar in the discussions below. These four general approaches could
also be employed to construct measures for units at other levels of the education system
including states and schools. Indeed, the provisions of NCLB do call for performance-based
accountability at al of these system levels.

We have chosen to concentrate in this paper on the main features that broadly distinguish
these approaches from one another. All of these measurement strategies introduce non-trivial
assumptions that enable the use of a simplified functional expression for computational purposes.
These might include speculations regarding: the quality of the data utilized for calculations; net
stability of population size or in- and out- migration over time; and the comparability of attrition
patterns due to dropout and transfer across grade levels and over the period of time being

observed. Although these issues are worthy of systematic investigation, for the purposes of this

12
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study we will ssmply remind the reader that the indicators discussed below each require that the
analyst make similar kinds of assumptions. Later sections of the paper apply these measurement
approaches to construct empirical indicators for the purpose of comparing their statistical
properties.
4.1.  Longitudinal Graduation Rate

It could be argued that, although not explicitly required, the spirit of accountability under
NCLB callsfor student performance to be assessed by tracking individual students over time.
Thisis a proposition that could apply to measuring both academic achievement and high school
completion.* Under this perspective the public school graduation rate for a particular student
cohort attending a school, district, or other educational unit could be calculated as shown in
Equation 1. For illustrative purposes in this section we will take the high school class of 1999-
2000 as our point of reference and assume that onrtime graduation means that 9™ gradersin

1996-97 will complete high school four years later in 1999-2000.

long

LongRate®™ = ﬁ [1]
996 1996- 99
where:
o0 is the count of individual students from the entering 1996 high school cohort
who receive aregular diploma four years later in 1999-2000;
E oo is the count of students enrolled in the 9" grade in 1996-97 (the entering high
school cohort); and
Lg06 00 is the count of students from the entering 1996 high school cohort who

legitimately leave the focal school district as aresult of: mobility (to another
public school district), transfer to a private school, or death.

* Tracking individual students over time enhances the ability to create “ value-added” indicators of student
academic performance as described by Meyer (1996).

13
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Although this equation is parsimonious in form, its simplicity is only attainable through the
implementation of arigorous accountability system that is capable of tracking individual students
over time and able to accurately distinguish among a number of student outcomes (e.g., diploma
recipient, recipient of other credential, dropout, transfer from district of interest, or exit from the
public school system atogether). In practice it may be very difficult to make such
determinations with certainty, which raises the question of how school districts will choose to
classify entering cohort members whose status cannot be readily ascertained four years later
when they should be completing high school.

In theory the use of longitudinal data may appear to offer an ideal means of measuring
high school graduation. However, some analysts have suggested that the benefits associated
with this methodological approach in principle may not actually materialize in practice because
of technical hurdlesinvolved in actualy following students over time and incentives to count
students whose status is unknown as transfers by default (Haney 2001). Such challenges may be
particularly notable in educational systems that serve a highly- mobile student population.

These, incidentally, are also the types of systems that will tend to have lower completion rates
for avariety of other reasons related to actual educational conditions rather than methodological
considerations. For these reasons, it has been suggested that indicators based on group- level data
from student cohorts (rather than individuals) tracked over time may actually produce more
statistically sound estimates under certain conditions (Green 2002a).

While the individual- level longitudinal approach to measuring graduation rates is
important to acknowledge from a conceptua perspective, the remainder of the paper deals with

indicators constructed from group- level cohort data. There are two reasons for this decision.

14
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The first, a practical one, is that we did not have access to the systematic individua- level
longitudinal data needed to construct such an indicator for educational systems nationwide. In
fact, most states and districts do not maintain longitudinal databases of thiskind.> The second
related consideration deals with the implications for policymakers. Because at present most state
accountability systems lack comprehensive longitudinal data, the adoption of a cohort-based
indicator is likely to be an attractive option for maintaining compliance with NCLB, at least in

the short term. For many states this will be anecessity.

4.2. NCESHigh School Completion Rate
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a branch of the U.S. Department of

Education, annually collects extensive information on high school dropout and completion
through the Common Core of Data. The CCD is a census of public sector state and local
educational agencies and schools across the nation. Dropout and completion data are collected at
both the state and district levels. In addition to its data collection efforts, NCES publishes
widely-cited reports of dropout and completion rates for the nation as a whole and for states and
has also sponsored technical studies examining the methodological issues involved in developing
statistically valid estimates for these rates (see Winglee & al. 2000, Y oung 2002).

The high school completion rate indicator recommended by NCES can be formulated for

the high school class of 2000 as follows (Equation 2).

C
NCESRate = ——— [2]
1999 + D1999 + D1998 + D1997 + D1996

® Certain states, such as California, Florida, Texas, North Carolina, and Louisiana, do have longitudinal student
achievement data available. However, even these states may not track dropouts well and may have particular
difficulty in determining the status of individual students who move across state boundaries.

15
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where

Cloo is the count of high school completers for the 1999-2000 school year,
including regular high school diplomas and other credentials (but excluding
GEDs); and

Dij is the count of students who dropped out of grade i during the

academic year starting in year j.

Severa distinguishing features of this indicator deserve mention. Asis the case for other
cohort-level measures, one benefit of the NCES indicator is that it does not require the tracking
of individual students over time and therefore makes relatively modest demands on data
collection systems. Calculating this estimate for a grade cohort requires five pieces of
information: completion counts from the reference academic year (1999) and cumulative
dropout counts from each of the past four years (1996 through 99). By comparison, calculating a
similar estimate using the longitudinal method described above requires multiple pieces of
information from each individual student in a grade cohort.

NCES defines as high school graduates all students who receive either aregular state-
issued diploma or another type of completion credential. The latter category does not include
GED certificates, which are not officially conferred by the public education system. This
definition has been chosen in order to maximize the compatibility of rates across states, which,
as noted earlier, are free to establish substantialy different requirements for the confirmation of a
high school diploma. It is not clear whether this measurement approach, developed prior to
authorization of NCLB, would meet standards of compliance for purposes of accountability
under current law, which explicitly links high school graduation with receiving a regular

diploma
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A final point to consider is that the NCES measurement approach relies very heavily on
dropout counts. Thisis because the denominator of the expression estimates the size of the
entering 1996 high school cohort by taking the sum of: (1) graduates in 1999-2000 (the expected
year of graduation) and (2) the total count of dropouts at the cohort’s modal grade level over the
past four years. Two major difficulties are often encountered with dropout data. The first is that
systematic dropout statistics are often unavailable for a substantial number of states and districts,
which raises the possibility of biasin coverage and further complicates efforts to produce state-
or even nationally-representative estimates for high school completion rates (Young & Hoffman
2002; Greene 2002a).° Second, concerns have been raised that publicly reported dropout counts
may substantially underestimate the true number of dropouts. We would anticipate this bias to
be particularly severe for data generated in the context of state accountability systems, where
there may be substantial incentivesto categorize students whose status is unknown as transfers
rather than dropouts or to take other liberties with accounting procedures in order to avoid

sanctions associated with high rates of dropout (Haney 2001).

4.3. TheGreeneMethod - Cohort Graduation Rates

Another commonly referenced cohort-level indicator for high school graduation rates has
been devel oped and employed in work by Greene (2002a, 2002b). This approach estimates a
cohort graduation rate using information on the number of high school gaduates in a given year
and the size of the 9" grade cohort four years earlier. This measure represents a cohort
completion rate and can be calculated using data from the CCD or similar sources, as shown in

Equation 3.

® The Common Core of Datais the most comprehensive national source for dropout information currently
available. Even so, for the 1999-2000 school year CCD reports dropout rates for only the 36 states (and District of
Columbia) that collect dropout data using the standard definition recommended by NCES (Y oung, 2002). The
maj ority of the remaining states have not expressed plansto change their existing methods (Winglee et al, 2000).
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GreeneRate= . Riges - [3]
o €0 . Bl Bl
Eoos + 651006 " — 51z U
e 996 u
where
Riggo is the count of regular high school diploma recipients for the 1999-2000 school
year,
=9 is the size of the 9™ grade cohort in 1996-1997
e is the count of students enrolled in grades 9-12 in the 1999-2000 school year, and
o is the count of students enrolled in grades 9-12 in the 1996-97 school year.

The Greene method counts only regular high school diplomas in graduation counts.
Since it imposes a more restrictive definition of successful high school completion, we can
anticipate that it will produce systematically lower estimated graduation rates than approaches
that count students receiving other credentials among high school graduates. This, of course,
assumes that all other considerations are equal, whereas it is likely that other factors also
contribute to systematic differences in estimates across different indicators. By relying on
enrollment counts for districts, the Greene method avoids relying heavily on data that are
especially subject to biased reporting because they are directly implicated in accountability
regimes (e.g., dropout counts). This measurement strategy also makes modest demands on data
availability, requiring information only on: the number of diploma recipients for a target year,
the count of 9™ graders four years earlier, and the total high school-level (grades 9-12)

enrollment for the target and base years.
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This indicator incorporates information on enrollment counts separated by arelatively
wide span of time, during which a school district or school may have experienced substantial
shiftsin its enrollment base. If present and unaccounted for, these population changes could
distort the estimated graduation rate. Greene, therefore, makes an adjustment in the enrollment
count in the denominator of the formulation to take into account the overall trend in total high
school enrollment over the period of observation.” The actual count of 9" graders enrolled in
1996 is adjusted (upward or downward) based on the percent change in the focal district’s total

high school level enrollment between the 1996 and 1999 school years.

4.4.  Cumulative Promotion Index (CPI)

Finally, as a somewhat differently oriented approach to the problem of estimating
completion rates we propose for consideration a Cumulative Promotion Index (CPl). This
indicator bears some resemblance to measures of holding or promoting power that have at times
been employed at the school level, athough rarely used for higher-order educational units
(Bafanz & Legters 2001). Asillustrated in Equation 4, the value of the CPI index reflects the
probability that a student entering the 9" grade will complete high school on time with a regular
diploma. It does this by conceptualizing high school completion as a stepwise process composed
of three grade-to-grade promotion transitions (9 to 10, 10 to 11, 11to 12) in addition to the

ultimate high school completion event (12 to graduation).

" Tothe extent that dropout rates change over the period of observation, Green’s adjustment strategy will probably
underestimate variation in graduation rates to some degree. Anincreasein adistrict’s dropout rate between 1996
and 1999, for example, would influence the completion rate calculations in two ways. All else being equal, an
increased dropout rate will result in alower number of graduates by 1999 (the numerator of the equation). The
impact of this decrease in the numerator, however, would be partially counterbalanced by a changein the
denominator. Specifically, ahigher dropout rate will also cause the district’s high school enrollment base to decline
between the time the focal cohort enters 9™ grade and its expected completion year. Inturn, thiswould reduce the
size of Greene' s adjustment factor for changein district enrollment (captured in the equation’ s denominator).
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10 u e 11 ‘
CPI_Rate e 2000u e’\ 2000u e 2000u eR1999u [4]

6E1999 g §E1999 g §E1999 g §E1999 g

where

Rigeo is the count of regular high school diploma recipients for the 1999-2000 school
year,

Sy is the size of the 9" grade cohort for the 1999-2000 school year; and

Eooo isthe size of the 10" grade cohort at the start of the 2000-01 school year.

Thisindicator differs from the others discussed above in several respects. As before, the
graduation outcome for the high school class of 1999-2000 remains our point of reference.
Unlike the earlier indicators that ook back to 1996, however, the CPI effectively 1ooks forward
from the focal year. For instance, the first of the four promotion ratios incorporated into the CPI
estimates the proportion of 9™" graders who are promoted to the next grade, using data on 9™
grade enrollment at the start of the 1999-2000 school year and 10" grade enrollment at the
beginning of the following school year (2000-01). Comparable promotion rates are also
represented for the 10" and 11" grades. The final element of the index is the ratio of students
who receive a high school diploma at the end of 1999-2000 to the students enrolled in the 12"
grade at the start that school year. This component represents the promotion rate or index for
grade 12, which defines receiving aregular diploma as successful “promotion.”

By multiplying these grade-specific promotion ratios together, the CPI estimates the
likelihood of a 9™" grader from a particular district completing high school with a regular diploma
in four years given the conditionsin that district during the 1999-2000 school year. Rather than

following a single cohort over along period of time, the CPI embodies a synthetic cohort
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approach by following multiple cohorts over a short period of time.® This strategy may have
unappreciated advantages when used to construct indicators for purposes of accountability.
Conceptually, the CPI places greater emphasis on prevailing educational conditions by
empirically using data on grade-specific promotion rates from the target year (and beginning of
the following school year) to estimate the performance of an educational system for that target
year. The NCES and Greene approaches, by comparison effectively use past conditions (e.g.,
data from 1996) to estimate current system performance (e.g., graduation in 2000). The CPI's
measurement strategy of heavily weighting contemporary conditions may provide a more
legitimate basis for estimating current levels of educational system performance and also for
imposing sanctions that are experienced in the present. We would expect differences between
estimates produced by present- versus past-weighted indicators to be most pronounced in
situations where educational conditions have changed dramatically for better or worse over the

years.®

5. DATA AND M ETHODS

As suggested above, the dual challenges facing efforts to develop and validate indicators
for high school graduation rates are alack of a comprehensive, authoritative source for
information on high school completion combined with a lack of consensus over how to best
define and compute such an indicator. Pursuant to the latter concern, it should be added that

certain definitions of graduation rates may be appropriate for certain purposes or accountability

8 Interestingly, Winglee et al (2000) find little difference between synthetic and true cohort estimates at the state
level.

° Although we have focused here on cohort-level indicators, the synthetic CPI approach to measuring completion
rates could also be applied to individual-level longitudinal data. The benefits of CPI relative to other indicators may
be particularly noteworthy in thiscase. A CPl-type longitudinal indicator, for instance, would require tracking
individual students over arather short span of time—from the beginning of one school year to the start of the next.
Other longitudinal indicators, by comparison, would require that students be followed for a period four years. The
data necessary for calculating CPI could, therefore, be obtained with substantially less effort and would place fewer
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systems but not others. Since no established standard exists against which to test proposed
indicators, analysts might pursue two general analytic approaches to better understand high
school completion as an educational phenomenon and to explore alternative measurement
strategies for developing accurate and reliable indicators. First, one might use asingle
computational approach to calculate graduation indicators for a fixed set of educational units, but
do so using different data sources. Of interest here would be the stability of the indicators given
the source of the data—e.g., federally-sponsored data collections like the Common Core of Data
versus information collected and reported by state or local accountability systems. An
alternative approach would employ a single source of data and compare indicators calculated
according to multiple computational definitions of high school graduation rates. The current
paper pursues the latter strategy and specifically examines the three cohort-level indicators
described above—NCES, Greene, and CPI.

The most comprehensive source of data on high school completion and dropout currently
available is the Common Core of Data. Conducted by the U.S. Department of Education, the
CCD isacensus of public sector local educationa agencies (districts) and schools for the fifty
states, the District of Columbia, and several other non-state jurisdictions. Annual surveys of
basic demographic and educational information at the state, district, and school levels are
completed by staff of the respective state education agencies. Information on high school
completion and grade-specific dropout counts are reported at the district level, whereas grade-
specific enrollment datais available only at the school level. This has two conseguences with
respect to calculating cohort-level indicators. First, we must combine data from the CCD’s

district and school databases. Second, because completion and dropout counts are not reported

demands on state and district data collection systems.
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for individual schools, the district is the most basic educational unit for which graduation rate
indicators can be systematically constructed. (Grade-specific enrollment counts at the district
level are obtained by aggregating school data.)

During the reference year for our analysis (1999-2000), 14,978 regular school districts
were in operation throughout the fifty states and District of Columbia. In defining our target
population for analytic purposes, however, we will need to introduce severa additional
restrictions. Our objective is to identify districts that (1) are eligible for the calculation of a
graduation rate and (2) should in theory have the necessary information needed to calculate such
arate. For instance, it is reasonable to assume that we can only calculate a meaningful
graduation rate for districts that contain a full complement of secondary grade levels (9-12).
About 27 percent of regular school districts in the country do not meet this criterion, the majority
of which possess only an elementary level grade span or have ungraded enrollment. In addition,
the indicators of interest variously require pieces of information from 1996 through 2000.
Districts not in operation during this entire period of time will be legitimately missing necessary
information. Of the districts in operation during 1999, a small fraction (3%) were not in
operation during at |east some part of our period of observation. Further, 4.5 percent of districts
had undergone a significant change in boundaries over this period. Such events effectively
change the identity of a particular district and produce large year-to-year fluctuations in
enrollments, which in turn results in invalid estimates of completion rates. Taking all of these
criteriainto consideration, we arrive at atarget population of 10,836 school districts for which
we should be able to calculate valid graduation rates. This assumes, of course, that the

information expected to be reported for these districts in the CCD is actually present.
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As discussed earlier, one of the main points of contention in debates over measuring high
school graduation rates is which credentials should be counted. It is generally agreed that GED
recipients should not be considered high school graduates for most purposes. However, a
reasonable argument could be made in favor of counting all state-issued completion credentials
(but not the GED) when calculating graduation rates. NCES recommends such an approach as a
means of providing a consistent definition of “high school completer” across states. Our
decision to count only diplomas when calculating graduation rates in this study was motivated by
several considerations. First, this approach adheres to the definition of high school graduation
stipulated in NCLB. Second, two of the three measurement approaches of interest recommend
counting only diplomas (Greene, CPl). Third, only avery small percent of high school
completers nationwide (1.5%) were awarded a non-diploma credential in 1999-2000 and this rate

never reaches 10 percent for any individual state (Y oung 2002).

6. RESULTS

In the following section we compare the empirical properties of three cohort-level
indicators of high school graduation rates generated using the NCES, Greene, and CPl methods
as described above. Our goal isto develop an understanding for the adequacy of these
approaches for producing measures that might be used in the context of an educational
accountability regime similar to NCLB. Among the characteristics we examine, for example, is
the coverage the respective indicators provide (e.g., the proportion of eligible districts for which
avalid graduation rate can be calculated). In addition to presenting results for the nation as a
whole, state-level estimates of the high school graduation rate are also reported. In afinal set of
analyses, we disaggregate the national data to examine patterns along two dimensions or district

characteristics that figure prominently in policy debates—the racial and ethnic minority
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composition and the total size of the district. Graduation rates are also reported for the 100
largest districts in the nation.

In this paper we report estimated graduation rates for the nation as a whole and for the
states, as well as results disaggregated by the selected district characteristics just described. Itis
important to stress, however, that the analyses presented below are largely descriptive and, while
suggestive, should not be considered definitive. At this point, we believe it is still premature to
either endorse or advise against using particular high school completion indicators—including
the ones examined in this study—for use in operating accountability systems. We anticipate that
this line of research will ultimately inform public policy debates concerning the appropriate ways
to develop indicators that capture the performance of educational systems and organizations.
The present investigation is best viewed as afirst step, a foundation upon which to build a more
extensive research program capable of delivering the kinds of scientifically-based evidence and

informed policy recommendations that we believe are needed in this area of inquiry.

6.1. National Estimates —Graduation Rates and I ndicators of Indicator Quality

The first column of Table 1 presents district-level estimates of the four-year graduation
rate for the high school class of 2000 calculated using data from the CCD and according to the
computational procedures described earlier. It should be noted that these initial sets of estimates
are not weighted. These values should, therefore, be interpreted as the graduation rate for the
average district (where large and small districts are treated equally). When using the NCES
method, we arrive at an average district graduation rate of 85 percent. Estimates using the Green
and CPI strategies, on the other hard, produce similar and much lower value—graduation rates
of 75 and 73 percent respectively. Asdiscussed earlier, the NCES measurement approach

depends heavily on information about high school dropout to estimate a completion rate. The
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considerably higher value found for the NCES indicator would be consistent with the proposition
that dropout counts are substantially underreported in practice. Although more extensive
investigations will be required to make a more definitive determination, the similarity of the
Greene and CPI estimates (neither of which employs information on dropouts) further supports
this speculation.

The three panels of Figure 1 present graphsillustrating the empirical distributions of
graduation rates calculated respectively using the NCES, Greene, and CPI indicators. The
estimated graduation rates for the average district are also noted. Consistent with its high overall
graduation rates, the NCES indicator displays a heavily left-skewed distribution with alarge
proportion of districts displaying very high graduation rates. The Greene and CPI indicators, by
comparison have more normal-shaped distributions that are relatively closely centered around
their means.*°

The graduation rate for the nation as awhole is, of course, a statistic of considerable
interest to policymakers, researchers, and the public at large. But before attempting to generate
an estimate for the national graduation rate, it will be necessary to determine whether the
respective indicators are adequate to that task. To that end, we will examine two basic measures
of indicator quality: (1) the percent of digible district for which avalid estimate is available and

(2) the proportion of high school students in grades 9-12 nationwide attending districts with valid

10" Compared to CPI, the Green measure exhibits a somewhat elevated number of districts with graduation rates
near 100 percent. This modest spike in the distribution of the Greene measure may be a result of two specific
procedures used in the indicator’s construction. First, districts that showed a change in enrollment (i.e., Greene's
adjustment factor) of over 25 percent were dropped from the analysis. We reasoned that changes of this magnitude
were likely to be the result of either misreported data or changes in district organization not otherwise identified in
the CCD database. Second, final values of the indicator were constrained to arange between 0 and 1. Thiswas
accomplished by recoding/assigning cases within a reasonable margin of error (1to 1.1) avalue of 1.0, and then
eliminating cases with more extreme values (greater than 1.1). Similar rules, however, were also used to constrain
the CPI indicator’ s grade-specific promotion ratio componentsto a value between 0 and 1. Further investigation of
the source and empirical impact of this discrepancy between the Green and CIP indicatorsis merited in future
research.
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estimates. These values represent, respectively, the district and student coverage for these
indicators.

The middle columns of Table 1 revea the dramatic finding that the NCES indicator can
be calculated for only 38 percent of districts nationwide. The student coverage rate is even lower
(29%), suggesting that large districts are disproportionately undercovered by thisindicator. The
low coverage afforded by the NCES indicator can be largely attributed to its utilization of
dropout counts. District dropout information could be missing from the CCD database for either
of two reasons. The mgjor cause relates to standards for publicly reporting dropout statistics for
CCD. Asamatter of procedure, CCD only includes dropout data provided by states that use
definitions of dropout and methods for calculating state and district dropout counts compatible
with NCES requirements (NCES 2002). In our target academic year (1999-2000), for example,
14 states did not submit dropout data compatible with the CCD definitions. Severa other states
were nonreporters in at least one additional year between 1996 and 2000. Because the
calculation of completion rates requires dropout counts from four separate years and because the
group of non-reporter includes most of the largest states (e.g., California, Michigan, New Y ork,
Texas), missing data exerts a very strong impact on district and state coverage for the NCES
indicator. The second reason that a valid district estimate using the NCES method may be
unavailable is that individual districts (within states with compliant procedures) did not report
their number of dropouts. This possibility will be considered in the following section of the
paper, where graduation rates are calculated separately for each state. Regardless of the specific

reason for missing data, however, the very low level of population coverage makes it inadvisable
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to attempt to compute a nationally- representative estimate of the graduation rate for the class of
2000 using the NCES method.**

By contrast the Greene and CPI indicators each provide a very high level of coverage for
both the district and student populations nationwide. Using the Greene method we obtain avalid
result for 86 percent of districts and 89 percent of students across the retion, while comparable
coverage levels for the CPI index are 85 and 93 percent respectively. For both of these measures
(particularly the CPI), rates of coverage are somewhat higher for the student population than for
digtricts. This indicates that these approaches do a good job of capturing larger districts (which
serve larger student populations). These high levels of population coverage suggest that it
should be possible to use these methods to produce national estimates of the high school
graduationrate that are reasonably accurate and representative of students across the country.
We do this by weighting individual district rates to reflect relative size of their high school-level
enrollment. We find that the resulting national estimates are considerably lower that those for
the average district. Using the Greene method, we project that only 65 percent of students
graduate from high school on time'? with aregular diploma. A nearly identical estimate for the
national graduation rate (66%) is obtained for the CPI indicator. The disparity between the
district average (unweighted) and national average (weighted) results, again, reflects the
influence of large districts where graduation rates tend to be lower. Thisissue will be addressed

more directly in alater section of this paper.

M tis, in fact, for this reason that the U.S. Department of Education relies upon other methods and data (e.g., the
CPS) initsofficial reporting on high school completion and dropout rates.

12 The estimates reported in this paper are based on completion counts that may include late (and early) graduates.
Therefore, they do not represent the experience of just “on-time graduates’ strictly speaking. All three of the
indicators we examine all make the assumption (which cannot be tested using these data) that the number of off-time
completerswill be offset by the number of student who were retained (or accelerated) in the enrollment base. We
expect that on average violations of this assumption will be small in magnitude. While such violations might affect
the absolute compl etion rates reported, we also anticipate that they should have an approximately equal affect on all
indicators (since they make the same assumption).
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6.3. State Estimates—Graduation Rates and Indicators of Indicator Quality
Tables 2 through 4 present state-by-state estimates of or+time graduation rates for the

high school class of 2000 as produced respectively by the NCES, Greene, and CPl measurement
approaches. Each table reports the unweighted district graduation rate (i.e., the rate for the
average district in the state), followed by indicators of the proportion of districts and studentsin
the state for which a valid rate can be calculated, and then finally a weighted estimate indicating
the average graduation rate for students statewide.

As noted earlier, CCD does not report district dropout counts for states whose dropout
reporting practices do not conform to NCES definitions. As aresult the NCES indicator for the
1999-2000 completion rate (which uses dropout information from 1996 through 1999) cannot be
calculated for 24 states or the District of Columbia. Estimates are also unavailable for two
additional states due to missing completion or dropout data for a particular year (see Table 2).
Among the remaining 24 states for which estimates can be computed, we find very high average
levels of indicator coverage for both districts and the student population While the within-state
coverage levels for districts and students range as low as 67 and 83 percent respectively, the
majority of states approach near-total coverage in both regards. Indeed, only two states report
coverage rates below 95%. Earlier we noted that the large amount of missing data for the NCES
indicator prevented the calculation of a nationa graduation rate using this measurement method.
We can now safely conclude that the reason these data are unavailable is ailmost entirely
attributable to nonconforming state procedures for collecting dropout data, rather than district-
specific non-reporting in conforming states. The final column of Table 2 reports statewide
graduation rates that are calculated by weighting each district’s estimate by itsrelative share of

the within-state 9-12 grade student population. State graduation rates range from alow of 63
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percent for Louisianato a high of 90 percent for North Dakota. The majority of states, however,
fall within a more narrow range of 75 to 85 percent.

In Table 3, we find that the Greene method can be used to calculate graduation rates for
digtricts in 48 states plus the District of Columbia. We aso find that this indicator provides a
consistently high level of coverage within these jurisdictions. On average about 89 percent of
districts within states have a valid estimate, with only two states falling below 75 percent
coverage (Alaska and Oklahoma). Ninety-three percent of the student population in the average
state is represented by the Greene graduation rate, with only a single state displaying a level of
coverage below 75 percent (Arkansas). Graduation rates for the individual states average about
68 percent, although values range considerably around this mean. Florida displays the lowest
graduation rate using the Greene method, with less than half (49%) of the class of 2000
graduating from high school on time. At the other extreme North Dakota graduates nearly 84
percent of its high school students.

Using the CPI computational strategy (Table 4), we find results very similar to those
produced by the Greene method. With the exception of Arizona, the CPI indicator can be
computed for all states and the District of Columbia. Levels of CPI indicator coverage for
districts and studerts are consistently high, averaging 88 and 94 percent respectively. These
values are comparable to those reported for the Greene indicator above. The average CPI
graduation rate across states is 68 percent. Individual state values range from alow of 48 percent
for South Carolinato a high of 82 percent for New Jersey. A closer examination of the results
produced by the Greene and CPI methods reveals a high overall level of agreement between the
two indicators at the state level. These measures display a very high correlation (r =.92) and

also generate very similar rankings of states on the whole.
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6.4. Graduation Ratesand District Characteristics - Minority Enrollment and Size

In order to start developing a basic understanding of the ways in whichthese alternative
indicators might (differentially) operate if put into practice, in this section we examine the
relationship between estimated graduation rates and two district characteristics that figure
prominently in the educational policy arena—racial and ethnic composition and district size. For
the purposes of this study we will define a district’s minority enrollment as the percent of non
White (non-Hispanic) students enrolled in grades 9-12 during the 1999-2000 school year. For
each measurement approach, Table 5 disaggregates graduation rates and district coverage
indicators by several levels of district minority enrollment.

All indicators display the consistent negative relationship between minority composition
and graduation rates. Districts serving student populations with higher proportions of racial and
ethnic minorities display consistently lower graduation rates, a finding well documented by
earlier research. These disparities can be substantial with graduation gaps between districts with
no minority students and those with over 75 percent minority enrollment reaching as much as 28
percent (e.g., 84% versus 57% for the unweighted Greene indicator). Much as was observed
earlier, we find that district coverage for the NCES indicator is generally low across all minority
enrollment strata. By contrast, the Greene and CPl methods generate valid estimates for a high
proportion of districts at all minority enrollment levels. The graduation rates estimated by the
NCES measure are also generally considerably higher than those for the other estimators.

Table 6 disaggregates results by six district size strata. In order to maintain consistency
with other publicly reported statistics, we define size here as total student enrollment in grades
PK-12 during the 1999-2000 school year. Because overal district size correlates very highly
with secondary level enrollments, it is unlikely that the results reported below would differ

noticeably had we employed them on district enrollments for the secondary grades only. Aswe
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would expect based on prior research and reporting, there is a consistent negative relationship
between district size and graduation rates—these rates being systematically lower for larger
districts.

Consistent with earlier results, we find that the NCES indicator produces higher estimates
for graduation rates at all district size levels when compared to the two other indicators. Levels
of coverage are also quite low on average, and dramatically so for very large districts. Whereas
valid NCES estimates are available for just over 20 percent of districts with enrollments greater
than 25,000 students, over 90 percent of these districts are covered by the CPI indicator.
Weighted results from the Greene and CPI methods aso highlight the extent of the crisis very
large districts face with respect to high school completion. Among the largest districts (those
with enrollments of over 50,000) barely half of all students can be expected to graduate from
high school on time with aregular diploma. By comparison, graduation rates in the smallest
districts may reach as high as 80 percent on average.

In keeping with another common reporting convention, our final analysis estimates
graduation rates for the 100 largest school districts in the nation. Table 7 reports these values
and ranks the results by the district’ s total PK-12 enrollment. Although we present this table
largely for illustrative purposes, severa points are worth noting. First, as we have found
throughout this study, the NCES affords very poor coverage of large school districts. Among
these 100 largest districts, avalid NCES estimate is available for only 27. None of the five
largest districts are represented, and only 3 out of the top 25. By comparison, the Greene ard
CPI indicators are available for 87 and 94 of these districts respectively and both provide near-

total coverage of the very largest districts.
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Although the analyses above found very low average graduation rates among very large
digtricts, even this group displays a surprising range of values. Taking the CPI estimates as our
point of reference, the graduation rates estimated for individual districts range from 17.6 percent
for Cincinnati, Ohio, to 97.6 percent for Fairfax County, Virginia. It is reasoreble to expect that
values generated for progressively smaller educational units (e.g., states vs. the nation or districts
vs. states) are likely to produce progressively more unstable estimates. Values for the 100
largest districts generated using the Greene and CPI methods do show a large degree of
agreement (r = .86). However, there are a number of cases in which substantial differences
occur. To take one example, the estimated graduation rate for Boston diverges by 20 percentage
points (60% for Greere and 80% for CPl). Although a systematic consideration of these issues
is beyond the scope of the current study, the reasons underlying large differences in the

performance of the aternative indicators merit careful examination in future research.

1. DiscussioN AND CONCLUSIONS

One of the objectives of this paper has been to engage in a thoughtful consideration of the
issues attendant to the measurement of an important indicator of educational system
effectiveness—high school graduation rates—within the context of performance based
accountability regimes. In particular we have been concerned with the implications of different
measurement approaches under the recently authorized and hotly-debated No Child Left Behind
Act. To thisend, we engaged in a brief review of the relevant law and policy guidance and
attempted to explicate in at least some small amount of detail several major empirical approaches
that states may opt to pursue under NCLB. It is our hope that these discussions have been

informative in highlighting some of the issues that are likely to be of maor political and materia
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consequence in the months and years to come as states continue to implement the new federal
statutes.

The empirical aspects of this investigation have, admittedly, been largely exploratory in
character and are best viewed asiillustrative at this stage. Nevertheless, several important
preliminary lessons can be gleaned from this work and fruitfully applied in future research along
similar lines. We briefly summarize.

The measurement of educational performance is a magjor component of accountability
under the terms of No Child Left Behind. The majority of public attention in this regard has
been devoted to the task of implementing state mandated student assessment programs and the
associated technical, fiscal, and political challenges. However, high school graduation is another
essential component of educational performance under the new accountability regime, and one
that in some respects is intended to serve an important check with regard to achievement.
Systems that may be tempted to boost achievement scores by eliminating low-performing
students from the rolls will be able to do so only to the detriment of their graduation rates. At
least that is how the system is supposed to operate. States or districts that continue to avoid
devoting serious attention to the way they define and measure graduation rates may eventually
find themselves in difficult straits with regard to attaining compliance with the new law. Asthis
paper has shown, calculating an apparently-smple value—the percent of students who graduate
from high school—is anything but ssmple and the best way to go about it is anything but
apparent.

Many otherwise well-informed parties generally hold the view that we are living in a
golden age of educational attainment. More students than ever are attaining more years of

education and the days in which large numbers of youth end their education before finishing high
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school are largely athing of the past. To acertain extent thisistrue. However, recent research
has begun to suggest, and our results further confirm, that graduation rates are very likely to be
much lower than the 85 to 90 percent that prevails in the conventional wisdom. At least with
respect to four-year completion with aregular diploma, a growing body of work is pointing to a
graduation rate as low as 65 percent nationwide. Even that statistic, which would strike many of
us as surprisingly and unacceptably low, overlooks truly abysmal performance that prevailsin
certain places. In very large districts, in those educating large numbers of disadvantaged
minority students, and in states with historically struggling educational systems, the odds of
graduating from high school for the average student lie well below 50:50.

Although the empirical results presented above should be interpreted cautiously, one
clear and consistent finding that emerges from all of our analyses is that graduation rates based
on dropout counts are highly problematic. And aternative definitional and computational
strategies should be serioudly explored. The root of this problem lies in the wholly inadequate
state of our national systems for defining and collecting information about dropping out. It may,
in fact, be more appropriate to describe this system as non-existent for most practical intents and
purposes. Even in the CCD, the nation’s census of educational agencies and schools and most
comprehensive source of basic educational statistics, dropout data goes unreported for large
numbers of states and districts, and the data that are available greatly understate the likely
magnitude of the dropout problem.

The fact that the largest of the states number among the non-reporters exacerbates the
poor level of coverage that dropout-based indicators of graduation provide for the student
population. To further complicate matters, many of these same states are also home to large and

rapidly growing minority populations. The challenges associated with educating these groups
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are of paramount importance to policymakers nationwide. In fact, concerns that the educational
needs of these groups may be going unmet played a large role in motivating NCLB’s
requirement that performance gains be demonstrated for all students, particularly those from
racial and ethnic minority groups and those with limited English proficiency.

But even in situations where presumably valid dropout counts are available and can be
used to calculate high school graduation rates, the estimates that incorporate such information
appear to be implausibly low in many cases. That is, at least in comparison to rates based on
enrollment counts. It is clearly imperative that we develop more accurate information on the true
dropout rates that prevail in schools and districts across the country. There is some reason to
hope that the stronger and more systematic forms of accountability that will accompany NCLB
may promote some progress in that very direction. But in the meantime, the best evidence
available clearly recommends a move, and a rapid one at that, away from reliance on graduation
rates using dropout data and towards aternative strategies for measuring this key indicator of

educational performance.

36



Swanson & Chaplin Counting High School Graduates

8. REFERENCES

Bafanz, R. & Legters, N. (2001). How Many Central City High Schools Have a Severe
Dropout Problem, Where are They Located and Who Attends Them? A paper prepared
for the Achieve and Harvard Civil Rights Project forum on Dropout Research: Accurate
Counts and Positive Interventions, January.

Bonsted, A. & Rumberger, RW. (1999). Get Ready for Dropout Shock, Los Angeles Daily
News, May 16"

Chaplin, D. (2002) “Tassels on the Cheap,” Education Next, Fall.

Chaplin, D. (1999). GEDs for Teenagers. Are there Unintended Consequences? Paper presented
at the annual meetings of the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management,
November.

Chaplin, D. & Lerman, R. (1997). Dropping Out: Public and Private Costs. Presented at the
Eastern Economics Association meetings, Washington, DC, April, 1997.

Editorial Projectsin Education. (2003). Quality Counts 2003: “If | can’'t learn fromyou ...”".
Bethesda, MD: Education Week.

Greene, J.P. (2002a) High School Graduation Rates in the United States. Paper prepared for the
Black Alliance for Educational Options, April.

Greene, J.P. (2002b) Public School Graduation Rates in the United States. Civic Report, No.
31. New York: The Manhattan Institute for Policy Research.

Haney, W. (2000). The Myth of the Texas Miracle in Education. Education Policy Analysis
Archives, 8(41), August.

Haney, W. (2001). Revisiting the Myth of the Texas Miracle in Education: Lessons about
Dropout Research and Dropout Prevention. A paper prepared for the Achieve and
Harvard Civil Rights Project forum on Dropout Research: Accurate Counts and Positive
Interventions, January.

Heubert, J. and Hauser, R.M. (1999). High Stakes Testing for Tracking, Promotion, and
Graduation. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.

Juhn, C. & Murphy, K. (1995). Inequality in Labor Market Outcomes. Economic Policy
Review 1:26-32.

Kaufman, P. (2000). Calculating High School Dropout and Completion Rates: The
Complexities of Data and Definitions. Paper prepared for the National Academies
workshop on School Completion in Standards-Based Reform:  Facts and Strategies, July.

37



Swanson & Chaplin Counting High School Graduates

Kaufman, P. (2001). The National Dropout Data Collection System: Assessing Consistency. A
paper prepared for the Achieve and Harvard Civil Rights Project forum on Dropout
Research: Accurate Counts and Positive Interventions, January.

Kaufman, P., Alt, M. N., & Chapman, C. D. 2001. Dropout Ratesin the United Sates: 2000.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of
Education. NCES 2002-114.

Lillard, D. R., & DeCicca, P. P. (2001). Higher Standards, More Dropouts? Evidence Within
and Across Time. Economics of Education Review, 20: 459-473.

Meyer, Robert H. (1996). Vaue-Added Indicators of School Performance. Chapter 10 in
Improving America’s Schools. The Role of Incentives, ed. by Eric A. Hanushek and Dale
W. Jorgenson, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.

Murphy, K. & Welch F. (1989). Wage Premium for College Graduates. Recent Growth and
Possible Explanations. Educational Researcher 18:17-26.

Natioral Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (2002). Documentation to the NCES Common
Core of Data Local Education Agency Universe Dropout File: School Y ear 1999-2000.
Washington, DC: Nationa Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of
Education

Winglee, M., Marker, D., Henderson, A, Young, B. A. & Hoffman L. (2000). A Recommended
Approach to Providing High School Dropout and Completion Rates at the State Level.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of
Education. NCES 2000-305.

Young, B. A. (2002). Public High School Dropouts and Completers from the Common Cor e of
Data: School Years 1998-99 and 1999-2000. Washington, DC: National Center for
Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.

Young, B. A & Hoffman L. (2002). Public High School Dropouts and Completers From the
Common Core of Data: School Years 1991-92 Through 1997-98. Washington, DC:
National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education. NCES 2002—
317.

38



Swanson & Chaplin Counting High School Graduates

9. TABLESAND FIGURES

Table 1. Estimated Graduation Rates and Quality Indicatorsfor Alternative
M easur ement Approaches, High School Class of 1999-2000

District Indicator Coverage of National
Graduation Target Population Graduation
M easur ement Rate (%) Rate (%)
Approach/I ndicator unweighted Districts (%)  Students (%) weighted
NCES 85.4 38.2 285
Greene 745 85.9 89.3 65.1
CPI 72.9 86.2 92.6 66.6

Source: Common Core of Data Local Educational Agency and School Surveys 1996-2000, National
Center for Education Statistics.
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Figure 1. Frequency Distributionsfor Alternative High School Graduation Rate Indicators, High
School Class of 1999-2000
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Table2: Esimated Graduation Rates and Quality Indicators by State— NCES
M ethod

District Average District Student State Average

Sate (unweighted) Coverage Coverage (weighted)
ALABAMA 77.9 96.0 98.0 78.5
ALASKA 79.7 100.0 100.0 78.9
ARIZONA ?
ARKANSAS 81.4 100.0 100.0 79.3
CALIFORNIA --- --- --- ---
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT 88.2 100.0 100.0 85.4
DELAWARE 80.4 100.0 100.0 81.0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA --- --- --- ---
FLORIDA
GEORGIA 66.1 98.3 99.7 69.5
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA 92.0 99.7 100.0 88.8
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA 65.0 100.0 100.0 62.9
MAINE 87.7 100.0 100.0 86.0
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS 89.1 100.0 100.0 84.5
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA 87.4 66.9 87.7 81.8
MISSISSIPPI 75.7 92.0 95.7 75.4
MISSOURI 84.4 99.8 100.0 80.3
MONTANA 89.1 71.0 82.9 83.3
NEBRASKA 92.7 97.3 100.0 85.0
NEVADA 80.2 100.0 100.0 69.1
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY °
NEW MEXICO 77.8 75.0 97.5 71.4
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA 93.2 100.0 100.0 90.4
OHIO 86.6 99.8 100.0 81.6
OKLAHOMA --- --- --- ---
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA 88.9 100.0 100.0 84.5
RHODE ISLAND 84.4 100.0 100.0 81.2
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH 88.1 100.0 100.0 80.8
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA 83.0 100.0 100.0 82.7
WISCONSIN --- --- --- ---
WYOMING 82.9 100.0 100.0 81.1

Source: Common Core of Data Local Educational Agency and School Surveys 1996-2000, National Center for
Education Statistics.

--- Indicator is not calculated due to insufficient data.

& Arizonadid not submit district completion or dropout counts for the 1999-2000 CCD reporting cycle.

® New Jersey did not submit any agency or school data for the 1996-97 CCD reporting cycle.
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Table 3: Estimated Graduation Rates and Quality I ndicators by State— Greene
M ethod

District Average District Student State Average
(unweighted) Coverage Coverage (weighted)

ALABAMA 61.6 96.0 97.8 60.0
ALASKA 62.7 72.0 924 59.9
ARIZONA ?

ARKANSAS 75.7 75.2 727 73.6
CALIFORNIA 68.4 90.4 90.9 63.9
COLORADO 73.2 82.2 92.7 65.7
CONNECTICUT 74.1 96.7 99.2 70.0
DELAWARE 62.1 94.7 96.4 62.3
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 51.0 100.0 100.0 51.0
FLORIDA 51.7 97.0 96.0 49.0
GEORGIA 49.1 95.4 95.0 50.8
HAWAII 62.1 100.0 100.0 62.1
IDAHO 79.0 82.9 94.2 75.8
ILLINOIS 81.0 93.8 97.5 735
INDIANA 77.6 97.3 96.6 72.8
IOWA 87.4 89.4 95.8 81.8
KANSAS 79.8 86.7 94.7 71.7
KENTUCKY 70.1 95.3 97.0 66.6
LOUISIANA 61.3 93.9 95.3 58.6
MAINE 74.3 94.8 94.7 717
MARYLAND 69.3 91.7 92.8 67.0
MASSACHUSETTS 76.0 94.8 90.6 72.1
MICHIGAN 73.3 91.7 95.8 71.7
MINNESOTA 84.4 85.4 84.7 78.0
MISSISSIPPI 59.5 91.3 96.6 57.9
MISSOURI 77.0 90.4 95.7 71.2
MONTANA 81.1 82.1 96.1 77.3
NEBRASKA 86.7 77.3 85.3 80.6
NEVADA 69.6 93.8 99.6 60.9
NEW HAMPSHIRE 67.7 94.5 95.2 67.8
NEW JERSEY °

NEW MEXICO 67.4 80.7 94.4 59.0
NEW YORK 74.6 93.1 97.9 60.3
NORTH CAROLINA 56.6 94.0 86.8 55.6
NORTH DAKOTA 85.3 77.8 88.9 83.9
OHIO 78.4 94.7 95.5 724
OKLAHOMA 76.9 71.3 85.0 68.9
OREGON 69.2 87.0 97.8 64.9
PENNSYLVANIA 80.2 89.2 94.8 73.7
RHODE ISLAND 71.3 96.9 95.5 66.9
SOUTH CAROLINA 52.4 89.8 95.6 52.7
SOUTH DAKOTA 87.1 80.1 94.4 80.4
TENNESSEE 59.3 93.3 91.8 545
TEXAS 69.5 89.5 91.5 59.8
UTAH 84.1 75.0 834 79.6
VERMONT 75.7 93.8 97.5 74.3
VIRGINIA 71.3 91.6 92.2 711
WASHINGTON 65.7 78.7 84.6 62.7
WEST VIRGINIA 81.1 87.3 81.2 80.0
WISCONSIN 83.8 93.9 94.1 77.1
WYOMING 80.2 87.0 95.2 79.3

Source: Common Core of Data Local Educational Agency and School Surveys 1996-2000, National Center for
Education Statistics.

--- Indicator is not calculated due to insufficient data.

& Arizonadid not submit district completion or dropout counts f or the 1999-2000 CCD reporting cycle.

® New Jersey did not submit any agency or school data for the 1996-97 CCD reporting cycle.
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Table4: Estimated Graduation Rates and Quality Indicators by State— CPI
M ethod

District Average  Distrid Coverage  Student Coverage State Average

(unweighted) (weighted)

ALABAMA 61.0 100.0 100.0 61.3
ALASKA 53.2 66.0 95.4 59.3
ARIZONA ?

ARKANSAS 71.6 85.5 76.3 69.2
CALIFORNIA 721 88.9 92.8 68.3
COLORADO 717 71.8 94.5 70.3
CONNECTICUT 80.0 97.5 98.0 76.3
DELAWARE 67.4 89.5 93.3 67.0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 535 100.0 100.0 535
FLORIDA 51.7 97.0 99.5 49.9
GEORGIA 50.8 97.7 98.5 535
HAWAII 62.3 100.0 100.0 62.3
IDAHO 73.3 81.9 95.8 74.7
ILLINOIS 78.2 93.6 96.8 73.9
INDIANA 74.4 95.9 96.9 70.8
IOWA 82.3 83.6 88.1 77.6
KANSAS 76.8 85.7 93.6 73.3
KENTUCKY 67.7 95.3 98.4 63.7
LOUISIANA 61.5 97.0 96.0 59.5
MAINE 73.1 86.1 89.6 725
MARYLAND 72.9 100.0 100.0 72.7
MASSACHUSETTS 79.1 97.1 96.7 75.5
MICHIGAN 73.0 86.5 89.2 74.0
MINNESOTA 81.3 854 86.7 79.5
MISSISSIPPI 58.0 94.7 88.9 59.2
MISSOURI 74.2 85.7 94.7 713
MONTANA 74.0 72.8 93.7 76.5
NEBRASKA 82.3 74.5 90.9 7.7
NEVADA 65.3 93.8 99.4 55.2
NEW HAMPSHIRE 71.0 94.5 96.6 72.8
NEW JERSEY 83.2 80.2 80.5 81.6
NEW MEXICO 60.1 81.8 96.1 60.1
NEW Y ORK 74.0 90.3 95.5 60.2
NORTH CAROLINA 59.8 99.1 99.9 60.3
NORTH DAKOTA 79.1 73.1 89.3 79.7
OHIO 76.0 934 91.8 70.7
OKLAHOMA 71.8 79.4 93.3 67.3
OREGON 63.2 79.9 94.1 62.6
PENNSYLVANIA 79.9 96.0 97.4 75.2
RHODE ISLAND 75.9 96.9 99.9 72.6
SOUTH CAROLINA 47.2 83.0 90.4 48.4
SOUTH DAKOTA 81.9 7.7 91.7 78.0
TENNESSEE 48.8 84.0 93.8 48.6
TEXAS 68.4 82.1 93.0 62.9
UTAH 81.3 97.5 99.6 79.4
VERMONT 71.0 85.9 91.2 72.9
VIRGINIA 71.6 86.3 90.8 77.5
WASHINGTON 62.5 75.8 84.7 62.3
WEST VIRGINIA 734 98.2 99.4 70.2
WISCONSIN 81.4 88.4 91.2 76.6
WYOMING 74.2 89.1 95.3 74.7

Source: Common Core of Data Local Educational Agency and School Surveys 1996-2000, National Center for
Education Statistics.

--- Indicator is not calculated dueto insufficient data.

# Arizonadid not submit district completion or dropout counts for the 1999-2000 CCD reporting cycle.
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Table5: Estimated Graduation Rates and Quality Indicatorsfor Alternative M easur ement
Approaches by District Racial and Ethnic Minority Composition

NCES Indicator Greene I ndicator CPI Indicator

District Rate District Rate District Rate Rate District Rate
Minority %  unwgt. Coverage unwgt. Coverage weighted unwgt. Coverage weighted
Enrollment dists. (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
0% 71 918 51.9 84.3 83.9 82.7 783 75.2 7.7
1-25% 658 876 439 78.0 88.3 74.3 76.6 89.1 75.4
26-50% 149 76.6 251 67.5 817 63.7 67.4 85.5 66.2
51-75% 78 722 24.7 63.0 82.0 56.4 62.8 82.6 60.0
75-100% 43 697 40.3 56.8 78.8 49.6 529 78.2 49.8

Source: Common Core of Data Local Educational Agency and School Surveys 1996-2000, National Center for
Education Statistics.
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Table6: Estimated Graduation Rates and Quality Indicatorsfor Alternative M easurement
Approaches by District Enrollment in Grades 9-12

NCES Indicator Greene I ndicator CPI Indicator

Rate District Rate District Rate Rate District Rate

District %  unwgt. Coverage unwgt. Coverage weighted unwgt. Coverage weighted
Enroliment dists. (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
< 1,000 382 891 36.9 80.3 84.5 79.6 74.8 76.0 755
1-5,000 46.1 845 41.3 73.3 89.4 72.9 733 924 735
5- 10,000 86 809 36.5 66.8 7.7 67.8 69.9 93.3 69.9
10 - 25,000 49 769 295 63.8 80.2 64.0 67.4 93.2 67.5
25 - 50,000 14 693 220 58.8 80.7 58.7 63.3 91.3 63.0
> 50,000 .7 685 238 54.4 875 51.7 57.7 95.0 531

Source: Common Core of Data Local Educational Agency and School Surveys 1996-2000, National Center for
Education Statistics.
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Table 7: Estimated 1999-2000 Graduation Rates for the 100 L argest School
Districts, Total PK-12 Enrollment

Graduation Rate

Rank Size District State NCES Greene CPI
1 992,552 NEW YORK CITY NY --- 37.4 36.7
2 681,369 LOS ANGELES UNIFIED CA --- 48.9 45.3
3 431,750 CITY OF CHICAGO SCHOOL IL --- 46.7 44.9
4 360,136 DADE COUNTY FL - 425 48.4
5 241,094 BROWARD COUNTY FL --- 48.3 49.2
6 216,967 CLARK COUNTY NV 64.9 59.6 53.8
7 209,716 HOUSTON ISD > --- 41.0 36.8
8 195,067 PHILADELPHIA CITY SD PA 58.4 47.2 48.4
9 185,761 HAWAII DEPT OF ED HI - 62.1 62.3

10 160,477 DALLASISD X --- 40.7 43.3
11 159,517 HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY FL --- 50.0 514
12 156,020 DETROIT CITY MI - --- ---

13 149,665 PALM BEACH COUNTY FL --- 46.3 451
14 144,231 ORANGE COUNTY FL --- 53.0 47.7
15 143,361 FAIRFAX VA --- 84.8 97.6
16 138,967 SAN DIEGO CITY UNIFIED CA --- 59.4 67.8
17 130,720 MONTGOMERY COUNTY MD - 74.4 81.2
18 127,476 PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY MD --- 69.6 67.7
19 126,362 DUVAL COUNTY FL --- 43.4 34.9
20 111,793 PINELLAS COUNTY FL --- 45.4 41.6
21 110,279 MEMPHIS CITY TN --- 36.5 39.8
22 106,096 BALTIMORE COUNTY MD - 73.9 82.5
23 104,552 GWINNETT COUNTY GA 80.0 58.0 71.6
24 103,000 BALTIMORE CITY MD --- 39.6 41.4
25 100,553 CHARLOTTEMECKLENBURG NC --- --- 55.4
26 99,729 MILWAUKEE Wi --- 36.9 36.1
27 95,283 DEKALB COUNTY GA 717 46.8 48.2
28 95,248 WAKE COUNTY SCHOOLS NC --- 60.0 69.9
29 93,657 COBB COUNTY GA 82.8 717 70.4
30 91,422 LONG BEACH UNIFIED CA - 59.7 74.3
31 88,579 JEFFERSON COUNTY CO --- 65.6 75.6
32 85,381 ALBUQUERQUE NM 66.0 58.9 59.6
33 80,526 ORLEANS PARISH LA 55.4 55.2 54.6
34 78,752 FRESNO UNIFIED CA --- 495 50.1
35 78,685 POLK COUNTY FL --- 45.4 46.9
36 78,654 FORT WORTH ISD X --- 48.7 49.8
37 77,723 AUSTINISD X --- 43.9 53.5
38 77,300 VIRGINIA BEACH CITY VA --- 60.9 65.0
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(Table7cont.)

39 76,545 CLEVELAND MUNICIPAL SD OH 60.4 76.5 ---

40 74,258 ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY MD --- 58.4 67.2
41 73,699 JEFFERSON CO KY --- 574 46.4
42 71,894 MESA UNIFIED DISTRICT AZ - --- ---

43 71,015 JORDAN uTt 86.4 --- 92.8
44 70,938 GRANITE uT 62.0 --- 74.7
45 69,693 DENVER COUNTY CO --- 42.9 47.3
46 69,661 BREVARD COUNTY FL --- --- 58.1
47 68,077 NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY TN - 38.3 31.0
48 67,025 FULTON COUNTY GA 79.4 63.2 57.1
49 67,002 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DC --- 51.0 53.5
50 65,067 MOBILE COUNTY SCH DIST AL 80.4 56.4 61.7
51 65,001 COLUMBUSCITY SD OH 541 394 55.8
52 62,950 BOSTON MA 66.8 60.0 80.3
53 62,548 TUCSON UNIFIED AZ --- --- ---

54 62,536 NORTHSIDE ISD X --- 63.4 71.0
55 62,486 GUILFORD COUNTY NC --- 56.1 61.4
56 62,306 EL PASOISD X --- 54.7 56.2
57 60,852 SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED CA - 65.0 64.3
58 60,688 VOLUSIA COUNTY FL --- 45.6 54.0
59 60,370 CYPRESS-FAIRBANKS ISD X --- 65.9 80.8
60 59,429 ATLANTA CITY GA 57.6 36.0 37.2
61 59,326 SEMINOLE COUNTY FL --- 53.8 62.2
62 59,176 GREENVILLE COUNTY R - 56.6 54.2
63 58,327 DAVIS uTt 95.2 --- 89.0
64 57,914 SANTA ANA UNIFIED CA --- 52.0 719
65 57,565 SAN ANTONIO ISD > --- 51.9 53.6
66 56,773 ARLINGTONISD X --- --- 56.3
67 56,109 LEE COUNTY FL - 53.0 58.9
68 55,051 OAKLAND UNIFIED CA --- --- 40.2
69 54,390 WASHOE COUNTY NV 72.4 59.9 51.2
70 53,510 EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH LA 49.4 57.4 61.8
71 52,704 FORT BEND ISD X --- 63.9 78.0
72 52,344 PRINCEWILLIAM VA --- 64.6 70.0
73 52,256 PORTLAND OR --- 52.9 40.2
74 51,898 SACRAMENTOCITY UNIFIED CA --- 53.2 514
75 51,835 JEFFERSON PARISH LA 57.3 61.5 51.0
76 51,559 KNOX COUNTY TN --- 58.6 59.9
77 51,300 CUMBERLAND COUNTY NC --- 56.6 60.0
78 50,890 ALDINE ISD > --- 60.8 53.6
79 50,733 CHESTERFIELD VA --- 76.1 81.2
80 50,111 SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIFIED CA - 36.8 41.1
81 49,572 CINCINNATI CITY OH 53.6 28.4 17.6
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82 49,382 ANCHORAGE AK 86.9 64.2 65.5
83 49,197 NORTH EAST ISD X --- 67.2 78.1
84 49,036 GARLAND ISD X --- 56.3 66.6
85 48,688 MINNEAPOLIS MN 43.5 40.7 57.0
86 48,472 SHELBY COUNTY TN --- 72.9 79.0
87 48,040 SAN JUAN UNIFIED CA - 75.1 84.3
88 47,989 SEATTLE WA --- 70.4 ---

89 47,858 GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED CA --- 71.5 72.2
90 47,691 PASCO COUNTY FL - 51.6 44.1
91 46,950 YSLETAISD X --- 63.8 63.6
92 46,759 WICHITA KS --- 51.2 58.6
93 46,222 CADDO PARISH LA 57.1 48.3 50.2
94 45,297 ESCAMBIA COUNTY FL --- 58.3 51.3
95 45,266 CLAYTON COUNTY GA 56.1 38.8 45.4
96 45,253 ST.PAUL MN 61.7 --- ---

97 45,133 PLANO ISD X --- --- 835
98 45,039 OMAHA PUBLIC SCHOOLS NE 66.1 64.5 55.9
99 44,920 ELK GROVE UNIFIED CA --- --- 75.8
100 44,876 ALPINE uT 875 92.6 78.0

Source: Common Core of Data Local Educational Agency and School Surveys 1996-2000, National Center for Education
Stetidtics.
--- Indicator is not calculated due to insufficient data.
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