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I. Introduction 

The Minneapolis Urban League (MUL) is committed to linking “African decedents and other 

people of color to opportunities that result in economic success and prosperity, and effectively 

advocates for policies that eradicate racial disparities.”  The educational goal of MUL is to help 

youth “gain skills to achieve at a level that will support the accumulation of wealth in the future.” 

MUL has proven its commitment to the education of African Americans and people of color by 

providing an alternative learning environment in the form of a high school (Minneapolis Urban 

League/City Inc.) as well as an elementary and middle school (Urban League Academy) within 

the Minneapolis Public Schools. Additionally, MUL provides after school services to various 

schools within the district.  

MUL‟s current focus is on supporting the academic achievement of low performing students. 

They accomplish this by providing a unique school that supports credit recovery to help low 

performing students graduate. Recognizing the fact that the achievement gap effects all levels of 

achievement, MUL would like to expand their capacity to serve by addressing the needs of all 

African American students at various achievement levels (high, average, and low) , through the 

development of an open-enrollment high school. In doing so, they strive to narrow the black-

white achievement gap in Minneapolis. To reach this end, MUL has commissioned this analysis 

to learn if it is in their best interest to expand their education services. In order to accurately 

address MUL‟s concerns, this analysis will provide MUL insight into the composition of 

students in the district in order for them to further understand the student populace they would be 

catering to. This analysis attempts to answer the following questions:  

1. Are the top performing African American students distributed across schools in the 

same way that top performing non-black students are distributed? There is a belief 

that top performing students are leaving the district through various school choice and 

open enrollment policies. This question is designed to determine the distribution of 

achievement for those who stayed in the district and those who left the school district 

though the Choice is Yours program. It will also allow us to see the racial gaps in 

individual performance as measured by MCA test scores. 

2. What types of achievers are in the district? This question aims to find what types of 

achievers are in the district and to better understand the particular differences that may 

exist between black and white students in order to gain a better understanding of how 

those differences impact achievement. 

3. What are distinguishing characteristics of the top 20
th

 percentile and the bottom 

percentile of black high achievers in comparison to their white cohort? This question 

will help us to see if differences exist across levels of achievement and race, and more 

importantly, what characteristics are specific to high achievers and low achievers. This 

will help MUL in the development of a school that addresses the needs of high 

achievement in the hope that high achievement can be produced.  
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II. Relevant Literature  
An Overview of Research on the Achievement Gap and Achievement Levels 

The black-white differentials evident in the achievement gap transcend education, seeping into 

areas of employment, health, crime, civic engagement, and wealth accumulation. These domains 

interact with one another, compounding the impact they have on an individual. Each realm is a 

key to understanding the components that create the disparity gap; however, education seems to 

be the most important component (Belfield and Levin).  

The disparity gap is measured in terms of test scores and graduation rates.  According to a report 

from the National Assesment of Educaitonal Progress (NAEP) the average gap between blacks 

and their white cohort for fourth grade math and reading test scores is 26 points and 27 points, 

respectively (National Assessment of Education Progress, 2009). Others have provided estimates 

of graduation rates that illustrate a similar gap between white and black students, 80.5 percent 

and 62 percent, respectively (Heckman and LaFontaine, 2010). The gap expressed in this 

measure is consistent throughout the educational life of a student. That is, the gap that exists in 

fourth grade, measured in test scores, is seen to have the same magnitude in math and reading 

test scores for eighth grade and further translates into a gap in graduation rates. 

The economist James Heckman provides strong evidence that the disparity gap has existed to the 

same degree for over 35 years, suggesting no convergence, and school reform over this time 

period has not properly addressed educational inequalities. While economists Clive Belfield and 

Henry Levin (2007) argue that if the education gap were addressed properly, the inequalities in 

other domains would, to an extent, dissipate.  

Impact of the Gap 

The low proportion of black students graduating feeds into the labor force disparity gap. 

Education and labor have a feedback effect creating a sticky cyclical process. The driving force 

behind this cycle is the evidence that lower labor outcomes for black households reduces future 

investment in education, thus constraining their child‟s educational attainment and future labor 

force outcomes (O'Gorman, 2009). Heckman (2006) provides evidence that deepens this vein of 

thought, suggesting that students between the ages of 6 and 10 from the highest income quartile 

achieve at a higher level than those in the lowest income quartile, illustrating over a 10 percentile 

point difference. Due to low graduation rates and low labor force outcomes hindering future 

mobility, a disproportionate amount of the cyclical, low-income population, are black. 

Research on Achievement Levels 

Research on the achievement gap has typically compared the average of all black students to the 

average of all white students. By only examining the average (aggregate data), we miss potential 

differences between low, middle and high achieving students. The study, “Why Do Black Kids 

Fail? An Analysis of Facial Differences in Mathematics from the 1997 Cohort of the National 

Longitudinal Survey of Youth” by McElroy, Myers, Ha and Fernandes showed that by 

aggregating the data, high achieving white students were masking the achievement of low 

achieving white students therefore comparisons with black students were inaccurate.  

 

An analysis of racial differences in mathematic scores by McElroy, Myers, Ha, and Fernandes, 

disaggregate the data into subsamples of low, middle, and high achieving blacks and illustrate 

unanticipated differences between corresponding achievement levels for black and white 
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students. Raw test score data from the 1997 cohort of the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 

(NLSY) shows a bimodal distribution of scores for whites and a normal distribution of scores for 

blacks. Therefore aggregate comparisons of descriptive statistics for black and white student 

achievement can be misleading since the mean, median and standard deviation of the bimodal 

distribution are not representative of the sample in order to accurately compare education 

achievement between blacks and whites.  

 

The work of McElroy, Myers, Ha, and Fernandes shows that there are no statistically significant 

differences in the average test scores for high achieving black and white students. However, they 

found that there are characteristics that are different between high achieving blacks and low 

achieving whites. They observe that not only are high performing blacks disadvantaged, they are 

just as disadvantaged, and sometimes more disadvantaged than low achieving whites.  In 

addition McElroy, et Al., identify attendance, mobility, early childhood development, family 

support of education, poverty, school resources, school climate, class size and teaching methods 

as significant contributors to student performance. Besides descriptive statistics, their analysis 

included logistic models. After determining what characteristics impact/produce high 

achievement in both black and white students, they predicted the probity of achievement for 

black students using the characteristics that produce achievement for white students and did the 

same to predict the probability of achievement given the characteristics high achieving black 

students have. They used four specific model specifications, mean test score model, high-

performer model, low-performer model, and the repeat-grade (failure) model. The mean test 

score model was estimated using ordinary least squares. The other three models were estimated 

though maximum likelihood models (a logistic model). 

An analysis of school district data in Minneapolis will help determine if similar issues exist in 

the various achievement levels of black and white students as those found in the 1997 cohort data 

of the NLSY. An analysis of this detail will help out client develop solutions that address the 

specific need of students.  

 

Gender and the Achievement Gap  

Finally, a 2010 study in the Journal of Economic Perspectives, “The Gender Gap in Secondary 

School Mathematics and High Achievement Levels,” found that although the gender gap in math 

scores has reduced on average, a significant gap remains between high performing males and 

high performing females. In addition, the researchers found that the highest performing students, 

males, “come from a variety of backgrounds, the top-scoring girls are almost exclusively drawn 

from a remarkably small set of super-elite schools (Ellison and Swanson).” Although the 

researchers included race as an explanatory variable in their research model, differences among 

racial groups were not discussed.    

 

Research on Minneapolis Public Schools 

 

The Achievement Gap in Minneapolis 

Some research involving the achievement gap in Minneapolis has been based on student 

achievement on the Minnesota Basic Skills Test (MBST), a test used to measure math and 

reading proficiency in 8
th

 grade. Two studies from the Roy Wilkins Center and an internal study 

done by the Minneapolis Public Schools Research Evaluation and Assessment Department have 

tracked differences in achievement by race in Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS).   
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In 1996 an evaluation was done on the MBST by the Roy Wilkins Center.  The evaluation found 

that a gap existed between African American Students and their white cohort (Myers, 2000). A 

subsequent study was done during the fifth year that the MBST was offered in order to determine 

if the disparity gap that existed in the first year of testing was still present. Myers found a 

decrease in the disparity gap during the second evaluation but it could not be explained even 

after taking into account factors one would expect to impact achievement such as: poverty, race, 

language proficiency, and so on. 

Furthermore, a report by the Minnespolia Public Schools‟ Reserach Evaluation and Assessment 

Department (2010)  found that academic growth of African American students in reading and 

mathematics was considerably less than White, Asian, and Hispanic growth. In addition, the 

report found that African American student participation in rigorous course work increased 

between the years 2006 to 2009, from 13% to 26%. 

Programs implemented to address the Achievement Gap in Minneapolis 

Based on the reported achievement gap in Minneapolis various policies and programs have been 

implemented to address the gap. In 2000, the Choice is Yours (CIY) Program was developed in 

response to a lawsuit between the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 

(NAACP) and the City of Minneapolis regarding educational adequacy for African Americans.  

An evaluation of the CIY program was commissioned in 2009 by the Minneapolis Public 

Schools.  

 

The evaluation of CIY assessed the transportation provided to - CIY students, awareness of 

program, parent and student satisfaction and achievement. 50 percent of the students enrolled in 

the program during the years of assessment lived in the north or near-north (excluding northeast) 

Minneapolis neighborhoods. The “evaluation was designed to answer the question: „What impact 

does The Choice Is Yours program have on student achievement?‟ (Aspen Associates, Inc., 

2009)”  

The four-year evaluation provided mixed results. In the 2004-2005 and 2007-2008 school years, 

CIY students out-performed eligible non-participants. However, the eligible non-participants 

performed the same as the CIY students in the 2005-2006 and in the 2006-2007 school years. 

The evaluation found that students who were new to the program and those returning to the 

program performed equally well. During the 2007-08 school year, CIY students outperformed 

non-participating students in reading by 8 RIT (scale score of growth from the Northwest 

Evaluation Association‟s test, Measures of Academic Progress) points, and by 6 RIT points in 

mathematics.  During the same year, low performing CIY students outperformed their non-

participating counter parts in reading by 7 RIT points and mathematics by 9 RIT points. 

Additionally, a national evaluation of a similar programs aimed at narrowing the achievement 

gap, Voluntary Public School Choice programs (VPSC), found that school choice programs 

made progress in providing the widest variety of choice. It is important to note that three of the 

sites included in the study  limited transfers from low- to higher- performing schools thus only a 

small portion of students enrolled in the program were able to transfer from low to high 

performing schools. MPS programs were included in the national evaluation. Interestingly the 



  Edelstein & Olin 7 

study found that a majority of the VPSC sites limited the choice to within-district options. In 

addition, transportation costs did not increase as expected because the initiative allowed many 

students to select schools closer to home unlike the schools they were already attending.  

With respect to achievement, the evaluation of VPSC found that the students in choice programs 

“showed improved trends in math and reading, compared to matched groups of non-enrolling 

students” (Yin, Ahonen, Corporation, & Bethesda, 2008). The improvement was statistically 

significant although the findings must be interpreted with caution. The authors believe that the 

findings offer promise about the potential benefits of school choice.   

Additional research on school choice programs has shown that average student test scores are 

better predictors of the parental demand to transfer outside of the district than students‟ 

socioeconomic characteristics and school specific characteristics (Reback, 2008).  The study, 

Demand (and Supply) in an Inter-District Public School Choice Program, examined a parent‟s 

desire to send their child to a public school outside of their district. The data set included both 

transfer rejections and inter-district transfers. Based on the results, Reback infers that parents 

care more about educational outcomes (achievement) than educational inputs (funding, programs 

and so on). In addition a student is only supposed to be rejected if the school is at capacity; 

however, the findings suggest that a schools decision to accept or reject a transfer is correlated 

with variations in a student‟s performance in their current district.  

The results of various evaluations on initiatives geared towards narrowing the achievement gap 

in Minneapolis have provided mixed results on the effectiveness of these programs in achieving 

their intended goals. An in-depth analysis of these programs is needed to accurately measure if 

programs are meeting their goals; specifically, increasing student achievement and narrowing the 

gap.  

Research on Acheivement Levels in Minneapolis  

Research on achievement levels in the Minneapolis Public Schools has varied between 

examining differences in students (20/20:A Closer look at Students in Minneapolis) versus 

examining performance differences among schools (Final Report: High-Needs Schools—What 

does it take to Beat the Odds?). Research examining differences among students found that 

addressing the learning needs of students at the margins (students at the 80
th

 percentile and 

students at the 20
th

 percentile) had the potential of diminishing the classification of students to 

promote a more inclusive environment. This method also provided a way for teachers and 

administrators to evaluate the progress of subpopulations of students (race, ethnicity, 

socioeconomic level, etc.), particularly those that had been overrepresented in programs like 

special education. (Heistad & Reynolds, 1994) 

 

More recently, a significant amount of attention has been given to differences in school 

performance. Final Report: High-Needs Schools—What does it take to Beat the Odds? a 

quantitative comparative study by Mid-Continent Research for Education and Learning, explored 

what differentiates a high performing (HP) elementary school from a low performing (LP) 

elementary school, and examined the interrelatedness of variables that impact HP schools: 

leadership, professional community, school environment, and instruction. Initially, the 

researchers assumed that models for high performing, high need school and low-performing, 

high need schools would be different, however, they were not. In addition, when they examined 

the interrelatedness of variables that impact HP schools, leadership was found to be the most 
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important in shaping/supporting professional community among teachers, and influencing the 

school environment; which together, improved instruction and therefore learning. 

Gender and the Achievement Gap in Minnesota 

Differences in educational achievement due to gender have been well documented. Nationally, 

males outperform females on math and science tests while females outperform males in English, 

reading, and writing tests. In addition, research within the last decade has shown that females 

have “caught up,” and in some cases, have surpassed males in: rigorous course selection, grade 

point average, and college admittance. However, research that examines gender by race on 

achievement has been sparse. 

 

In 2010, the Schott Foundation for Public Education released a report entitled Yes We Can: The 

2010 Schott 50 State Report on Black Males in Public Education. The report found that 

nationally, only 47 percent of black males in 2008 graduated from high school. Although 

Minnesota had a higher rate of graduation (59 percent), math and reading scores were shockingly 

low. In 2009, 56 percent of 8
th

 grade black males scored “below basic” in reading in Minnesota, 

compared to 50 percent nationally. While only 16 percent of white males in Minnesota scored in 

this achievement level, and 21 percent nationally. In Minnesota, only 1 percent of black males 

scored at the advanced level.   

Math achievement was slightly better for Minnesota when compared to national scores, but still 

dismal. For 8
th

 grade black males in Minnesota, 45 percent scored “below basic” on mathematics 

achievement, in contrast to the national average of 50 percent. While only 2 percent of black 

males in Minnesota scored at the advanced level.   

In the 2010 report, Status of Women and Girls in Minnesota, the Center on Women and Public 

Policy found that in k-12 education, females continue to score lower on math and science tests. 

“Girls of color underperform boys and white girls” (Center on Women and Public Policy, 2010) 

consistently on the Advanced Placement exams in Minnesota. On the 2009 SAT exam, young 

females in Minnesota from most racial/ethnic backgrounds, scored lower than young males in 

Minnesota; however these scores were on average higher than scores for boys nationally.  

The Center on Women and Public Policy also found that a racial/ethnic disparity exists with 

“Asian girls receiving the highest scores and black girls the lowest” (Center on Women and 

Public Policy, 2010 ). In addition, the report found that although women earn the majority of 

college degrees, they underperform men on college entrance tests of math and science. Among 

students taking college entrance exams, black females consistently score lower than all other 

females (Center on Women and Public Policy, 2010) 

III. Data and Methods 

We used panel data from the Minneapolis Public Schools. The data we received provided a 

variety of school and student specific variables (appendix table 1) as well as the 8
th

 grade 

Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA) and MCA-II scores for math, reading, and 

science from 2000 to 2010. The science test was excluded from the analysis because it has only 

been operational since 2008. Our sample was restricted to traditional public schools and magnet 

schools that were still open as of the 2009-2010 academic year. Charter schools, alternative 

schools, and schools that closed during the ten-year period were excluded from this analysis. The 
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decision to exclude these schools was based on the client‟s needs. Specifically, the client is 

interested in an open enrollment school within MPS catering to all achievement levels. Thus our 

analysis only included public schools serving all achievement levels. 

This data is ideal because of the “The Choice is Yours” (CIY) program. CIY allows Minneapolis 

residences that qualify for free or reduced lunch prices, to send their student(s) to any school 

within neighboring school districts that participate. By knowing which students participated in 

CIY from accounting records through MPS, we were able to see what type of students (high 

achieving or low achieving)  are participating in the program therefore allowing us to assess 

what type of students are leaving the district. This is important to accommodating the client, as 

they are interested in figuring out what types of students are leaving the district and who remains 

in order to appropriately cater to students in the district.  

A descriptive analysis was done on MCA-II test scores. The scores can fall into four 

achievement levels: Does Not Meet the Standards, Partially Meets the Standards, Meets the 

Standards, and Exceeds the Standards. These achievement levels were the basis of determining 

high and low achievers. For this analysis, the levels, Does Not Meet the Standards and Partially 

Meets the Standards were combined to constitute the low achiever category. The logic behind 

this is that students can only meet the state graduation requirement if they “meet the standards” 

or “exceed the standards”; therefore all students who did not fall into these two categories were 

identified as low performers. Using MCA-II test scores we developed probability density 

functions to capture students (black and white) in each achievement level for the district and the 

CIY program. This particular portion of the analysis will allow us to challenge the commonly 

held perception that students‟ who leave MPS through CIY are disproportionately high 

achievers.  

The descriptive analysis focused on the 8
th

 grade MCA-II math scores. The 8
th

 grade math scores 

were used because literature suggests that they are a predictor of future academic achievement, 

specifically high school graduation. Also using math scores rather than reading scores allowed us 

to better control for test bias and more accurately capture school effects. Additionally, Ronald 

Fryer and Steven Levitt suggest that the black-white achievement differentials that persist 

throughout a student‟s academic career are not present in kindergarten math scores (holding all 

else constant). “This suggests that the relative importance of nonschool factors decreases over 

time, presumably because schools become a critical input into education gains once children 

enter school (Fryer and Levitt, 2004). Nancy Burton, Ernest Davenport, and Westina Mathews 

provide further evidence that the biggest predictor of math achievement is school inputs, 

specifically previous math courses. We are confident in solely using math scores because the 

evidence that these researchers provide shows that math scores can be used to capture school 

effects. This is important for the purpose of this study since the client is attempting to understand 

what school inputs produce achievement therefore aid in chipping away at the achievement gap.  

Consequently, the quartiles we were interested in using directly correspond to the math 

achievement levels defined by the Minnesota Department of Education.
1
 Probability density 

functions based on achievement level were developed for: students participating in the CIY 

program; the entire district; and each school in the district; From this, it was our hope that high 

                                                        
1
 The top 20

th
 percentile coincides with MCA score labeled Exceed The Standards while the lowest quartile 

corresponds to the MCA score labeled Does Not Meet Standards.    
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performing black schools could be determined based on the proportion of high achieving black 

students in the school. Low performing schools were also identified using the same metric. For 

example, a school with a large proportion of black high achievers (students who exceed the 

standards) in comparison to all students in the school would be labeled a high performing school, 

while  schools with proportionally more low achieving black students (those who do not meet the 

standard and/or partially meet the standard) are labeled a low performing school.  

A descriptive analysis looking at gender was done in order to address the gender differentials 

often seen as a gap in achievement for males and females. The motivation behind this analysis is 

that only 40 percent of black male students in the district are graduating suggesting that the 

percentiles for black students may be skewed.  

Another descriptive analysis was run in an attempt to gain further understanding of the 

composition of those who exceed the standards on the MCA-II math section (constituting the top 

20
th

 percentile) as well as those who partially meet, or do not meet the standards. The proportion 

of students receiving free/reduced lunch (an indicator of social economic status as well as a 

qualifier for the CIY program) was calculated for black and white students within the high and 

low achieving percentiles. Additionally, this may help us understand why certain students are 

staying in the district versus participating in the CIY program. The variable coded to 

free/reduced lunch is a categorical variable representing four categories, not eligible (not 

receiving), free lunch, reduced lunch, and not receiving (or eligibility unknown).  

Lastly, a limited dependent variable model was used to estimate the maximum likelihood of high 

or low achievement given a set of characteristics for black and white students. The significance 

of certain characteristics across race as well as achievement level will provide insight into what 

characteristics are prevalent in producing achievement for black students and white students in 

the top percentile as well as the bottom percentile. Logistic regressions were run for all high 

achieving black students, another for low achieving black students, as well as one for high 

achieving white students and lastly, for low achieving white students. The logistic regression 

model for high achievers is as follows (the same model was used for low achievement):  



P(HighACHMT)i 
1

1 e( 0 1iAttend 2iPov3iLives2 4 iLives35 iCIY  6i 2enroll 7i 3enroll i )
 

Where ACHMT is a measure of achievement based on the log of MCA-II 8
th

 grade math scores. 

The achievement score is logged in order to deal with the skewed distribution (since a larger 

portion of the sample is captured in the lower percentiles). The variable Attend measures the rate 

of attendance. Pov is the variable representing free/reduced lunch (an indicator of socioeconomic 

status). Lives2 is a binary variable that represents whether a student resides with 2 people; 

Lives3 is a binary variable that represents whether a student lives with 3 or more people. The 

number of individuals that a students lives with was included in the equation in order to control 

for home factors. CIY is a binary variable representing participation in the CIY program. 2enroll 

and 3enroll are measures for a student‟s mobility or transience within the district annually, 

2enroll means a student enrolled in and attended two schools within the district during the 

academic year, and similarly, 3enroll means a student attended a total of 3 schools within the 

represent the change in the log-odds ratio of being either a high achiever (or a low achiever) as a 

result of an increase in the independent variable. When these coefficients are negative, the odds 
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are lower for being a high achiever. When the coefficients are positive, the odds of being a high 

achiever increase with the magnitude of the independent variable.  

These logistic regressions illustrate the different elements that are significant in the production of 

black and white achievers. They will provide information regarding what characteristics are 

optimal in producing high achieving black students versus white students. This will help inform 

the client‟s development of a school that captures the unique needs of black students.  

IV. Analysis 

Based on the initial descriptive analysis certain trends emerged. First, during the post federal 

funding period (2006-2010) of the CIY program the share of black students has increased thus 

the racial composition of the program has changed and the fraction of non-black students has 

declined. Further confirming this finding is the participation rate in the program sorted by 

ethnicity. Black students participate at a rate of 28 percent in comparison to all program 

participants. Comparing the enrollment rate in the district to the CIY program we see that black 

students are participating in the district at a rate of 42.88 percent and in the CIY program at a rate 

of 66.78 percent (Appendix chart 1). The test scores of black and white students in the CIY 

program and in the district (CIY students are not included in the district calculations) indicate 

that black students leaving the district to participate in CIY had lower MCA-II math test scores 

in the 8
th

 grade than black students that remained in the district (Appendix Figure 1). For 

example, during the 2005-2006 academic year, 78 percent of the black CIY students scored in 

the top percentile for the MCA-II math test in 8
th

 grade while over 3 percent of the black students 

in the district scored in the top percentile (Appendix Figure 2). On the other hand, over 90 

percent of the black students who participated in the CIY program in 2006 scored in the bottom 

percentile (the bottom percentile encapsulates Partially Meets the Standards and Does Not Meet 

the Standards) while over 80 percent of black students in the district scored in the bottom 

percentile (Appendix chart 2). This pattern persists through the 2009 and 2010 academic year for 

all the math scores examined in the CIY program and the district.  

In addition, it should be noted that similar patterns are seen within reading scores. The 

disproportionate share of black students in the lower percentiles for the CIY program suggests 

that those who are leaving the district after the 8
th

 grade to participate in the program on average, 

scored lower than the district; therefore top performers are less likely to be in the CIY program 

than in the district.  

Examining black and white students in the district by achievement level we see a 

disproportionate share of black students in the lower percentiles while white students are over 

represented for high achieving students in the district (Appendix figure 3). Although high 

achieving black students are prevalent in small proportions in the district. This pattern persists 

throughout all five academic years of this analysis. This provides evidence to the client that 

developing a school that addresses the diverse needs of the black population in Minneapolis must 

cater to all proficiency levels, especially low performers which comprise the largest share of the 

black student body.  

GENDER 
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Another descriptive analysis suggests that black students in the district do not follow a similar 

pattern to their white cohort with respect to gender differentials. Nationally, and in Minnesota, 

white females outperform white males on reading tests, and white males outperform white 

women on math tests. For black male and female students there is no clear outperformance in 

math or reading scores by gender. Moreover, the proportions in each percentile broken up by 

males and females for black students are very similar; any differences between the proportions 

are marginal (appendix chart 3).  

 

SCHOOLS 

 

The analysis of schools within the Minneapolis Public Schools returned dismal results. No one 

school was consistently a high performing black school. While some schools could be considered 

a high performing school for one academic year, the likelihood that it would be considered a 

high performing school the following year was very low. For a majority of the schools, a 

disproportionate amount of black students fell into the low performing quartiles. However, one 

school did standout, over the 5-year analysis. It met the criteria for a high performing black 

school for 4 of the 5 academic years. This school is located in South Minneapolis in an affluent 

neighborhood. Due to intra-district school choice and other factors that we cannot control for, 

conclusions cannot be made about how the school is producing high achieving black students at 

a higher rate than white students.  

 

Overall this analysis provided evidence that there is no clear high performing school for black 

students, only low performing schools where there is a disproportionate amount of black students 

performing below the standards. Based on the belief that a portion of academic achievement can 

be attributed to school effects, this analysis shows that there is no school in the district that aids 

in the production of high performing black students.  

 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 

 

The proportion of black and white students on free/reduced lunch was analyzed in order to 

understand the role that this indicator of socio-economic background plays in the achievement of 

students in Minneapolis. Looking at the top achievement level black students are consistently 

over represented for the proportion of those receiving free/reduced lunch when compared to their 

white counterpart. Looking at the bottom percentile, again black students are over represented in 

the free lunch category for achievement levels, Does Not the Meet Standards and Partially Meets 

the Standards. However, in four out of the five academic years, the number of white students 

receiving reduced lunch was greater than black students for the achievement level Does Not 

Meet the Standards. For the achievement level Partially Meets the Standards, no one group was 

consistently over represented. It wavered between being over represented by black students and 

white students, although the differences between the proportions were marginal. (Appendix chart 

4) 

 

Subsequently the analysis found that for every one high performing white student receiving 

free/reduced lunch, there were six high performing black students receiving free/reduced lunch. 

For every one low performing white student receiving free/reduced lunch, there were nearly 2 

low performing black students receiving free/reduced lunch. There were nearly 2 low achievers 
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to every one high achiever for black students, while for white students the ratio of low to high 

achievers was 5 to 1. These findings suggest that poverty is not a major barrier to high 

achievement among black students, but it is a barrier for high achievement among white students 

(Appendix Chart 5). 

 
LIKLIHOOD OF CHARACTERISTICS ACROSS ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL AND RACE 

(Appendix Chart 6) 

 

Sorting the data by race and achievement level allowed us to investigate if the odds of 

achievement increase or decrease for various student characteristics across race and achievement 

level. These logistic regressions provide further evidence of the different factors that produce 

academic achievement for black students versus white students as well as high versus low 

achievers. This analysis will allow the client to cater to the diverse needs of race and 

achievement level in designing a school that strives to produce black high achievers.  

 

High Achieving Black and White Students 

The logistic model for black high achieving students in the Minneapolis Public Schools shows 

significance for the variables free/reduced lunch,
*
 attendance rate,

*
 how many people a student 

lives with.
*
 The coefficient on attendance is positive therefore the odds of being a high achiever 

increase as the attendance rate increases above the average attendance rate. The coefficients on 

poverty, and how many people a student lives with (2 or 3 people) are negative, suggesting that 

the odds of being a low achiever decrease with an increase in the independent variable above its 

mean, holding all else constant. The mobility variable indicating 3 enrollments within the district 

was dropped from the model. The variable was dropped due to the limited number of students in 

the sample. A majority of the significant variables in this model are negative suggesting that 

these factors decrease the likelihood of high achievement. The positive coefficient on attendance 

implies that this variable is important in the production of high achieving black students. The 

significance of the CIY variable reaffirms the prior finding regarding the population entering the 

CIY program. As the negative coefficient suggests that the odds of being a high achiever 

decreases with enrollment in the CIY program.  
 

For high achieving white students in MPS, free/reduced lunch,
*
 attendance rate,

*
 and how many 

people a student lives with
*
 are significant. This time both mobility variables (2 or 3 enrollments 

in the district annually) were dropped from the model. These results suggest that living with 2 or 

3 people and receiving free/reduced lunch decreases the likelihood of being a high achiever 

while the odds of being a high achiever increase with attendance rate.  

 

Looking at high achieving black and white students, the sample for the white cohort is much 

larger than the sample for the black cohort. Free/reduced lunch and how many people a student 

lives with (2 or 3) are negative and significant for both cohorts; suggesting that these variables 

decrease the likelihood of being a high achiever. Furthermore, the significance and negative 

coefficients suggest that the absence of these variables is connected with being a high achiever 

while the presence of these variables decreases the likelihood of high achievement for both 

cohorts. The only positive variable for both cohorts is attendance, which implies that the 

                                                        
*
 p<.000 

*
 p<.000 
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likelihood of being a high achiever increases with the number of enrollment. Additionally, the 

magnitude of the attendance coefficient is larger in the black high achievers model implying that 

attendance not only increases the odds of being a high achiever, but it has a greater impact on 

black students. Both models dropped 3 enrollments in the district and in looking at the 

correlation matrices (Appendix chart 7) of these variables with high achievement, it is clear that 

there are no black or white high achievers that have 3 enrollments suggesting that high achievers 

are do not transfer within the district 3 or more times annually. Overall the differences in 

significant variables as well as the magnitude and sign of the coefficients are marginal for black 

and white high achievers. Therefore high achievement may not differ greatly across race. 

However, the slight differences to note are the larger magnitude of attendance.    

 

Low Achieving Black and White Students 

Looking at the low achieving black cohort, a majority of the variables are significant, 

specifically, attendance,
*
 free/reduced lunch,

*
 how many people a student lives with (2 and 3),

*
 

mobility (2 enrollments within the district annually),
*
 CIYs.

*
 The positive coefficients on the 

variables free/reduced lunch, CIYs, how many people a student lives with (2 and 3), and 2 

enrollments imply that the likelihood of being a low achiever increase with the increase of the 

independent variable, all else held constant. The negative coefficient on attendance implies that 

for every percentage point increase in the attendance rate above the mean of attendance, a 

student‟s odds of being a low achiever decrease. Additionally, the CIY variable is significant and 

positive which again reaffirms prior findings that low achievers are participating in the CIY 

program. As the regression suggest, the odds of being a low achiever increase with CIY 

participation. Lastly, the lack of significance of gender for black low achievers provides further 

evidence to this study‟s prior findings on gender differentials for black students by achievement 

level. 

 

For low performing white students, attendance,
*
 free/reduced lunch,

*
 number of people at home 

(2 and 3),
*
 and mobility (2 enrollments annually)

*
 are significant. Free/reduced lunch, how many 

people a student lives with, and 2 enrollments suggests the odds of being a low achiever increase 

as the independent variable increases above the mean, all else held constant. The negative 

coefficient on attendance suggests that the likelihood of being a low achiever decreases as 

attendance increases above the mean of attendance.  

 

In looking at low performing black and white students, attendance, free/reduced lunch, lives with 

2 and 3 people, and 2 enrollments in the district are significant factors in low performance for 

both cohorts. The sign and magnitude of the coefficients are similar as well. This suggests that 

there are few differences between the factors that increase or decrease the likelihood of low 

achievement. Also, CIYs is significant for black low performers while it is not significant for 

white low performers.  

 

Comparisons Within Racial Groups 

Looking at achievement within race there are marginal differences between black high and low 

achievers. The only differences appear to be significance of the number of enrollments in the 

district and the CIYs program for black low achievers. It is important to note that while many of 

the significant variables are similar for black high and low achievers the signs are reversed. For 

                                                        
*
 p<.000 
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example, poverty decreases the likelihood of high achievement while it increases the likelihood 

of low achievement. We see opposite signs for high and low achievers with attendance and the 

number of individuals a student lives with as well.  

 

Similar to black high and low achievers, free/reduced lunch, attendance, and the number of 

people a student lives with are significant factors in achievement for white high and low 

achievers. We also see that the variables that are significant have opposite signs for high and low 

achieving white students which shows that a variable such as free/reduced lunch decreases the 

likelihood of being a high achiever, and increases the likelihood of being a low achiever for the 

white cohort.     

Key Findings  

The significance of many similar variables for low and high achieving black and white students 

suggests that certain factors are linked to the likelihood of low and high achievement in general. 

Additionally, the opposite signs of similar significant variables for high and low achievement 

provide evidence that certain factors are linked with increasing high achievement while others 

lead to decreases in achievement. The variables free/reduced lunch, and the number of 

individuals a person lives with decrease the odds of being a high achiever while increase the 

odds of being a low achiever. The attendance variable implies that increasing attendance 

increases the likelihood of being a high achiever and decreases the likelihood of being a low 

achiever. These factors should be taken into account by MUL when creating a school that meets 

the needs of the population it serves.  

 

It should be noted that additional analysis needs to be done exploring other factors that impact 

achievement such as: within school inputs (like previous coursework, teacher quality, and race of 

teacher), and home inputs (parental involvement and education level) in order to fully understand 

what increases and decreases the likelihood of educational achievement among black and white 

students. This analysis skims the surface but documents that there are factors that do increase the 

likelihood of high achievement while decreasing the likelihood of low achievement.  

 

V. Limitations 

 
There are limitations to our analysis. A potential limitation to this study is that we looked at 

longitudinal data at the individual level. Also, we looked at proficiency rather than growth or the 

combination of proficiency and growth at the school level. This is a potential problem because 

schools may have high growth rates for their low performing students as indicated from the 

districts use of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test. High growth rates would suggest 

that perhaps schools are addressing some of the needs of the population; however, students are 

still not proficient according to state standards and NCLB. In addition, we cannot control for 

inter-district school choice as well as other within school and district characteristics, which limits 

our analysis and has the potential to introduce bias into our findings. Finally, our analysis was 

based on the client‟s needs, which was to understand the potential supply of students they could 

be serving. As a result, the analysis was bound to address those needs.  
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VI. Discussion 
 

The analysis provides evidence that students who participate in the CIY program on average 

achieve at a lower level than those that remain in the district after 8
th

 grade. Additionally, the 

proportion of high performing students is larger in the district than in the CIY program. This 

suggests that black students that exceed the standard were more likely to remain in the district. 

Furthermore, the logistic regression suggests that participation in the CIY program decreases the 

likelihood of high achievement while increases the likelihood of low achievement.  

 

Although the analysis showed that high achieving black students remain in the district, the 

proportion of black students in the top 20th percentile is small. Moreover, there is a 

disproportionate share of black students that remain in the district (as well as those that 

participate in the CIY program) performing in the lowest percentile. Further evidence of this is 

provided through the analysis on schools. The descriptive analyses provide the strongest 

evidence of the disproportionally that exists between white and black students by achievement 

levels. 

 

The descriptive analyses and logistic regressions of student characteristics suggest that certain 

factors are prevalent for both achievement levels in general. Specifically, free/reduced lunch and 

how many people a student lives with decrease the likelihood of being a high achiever and 

increase the likelihood of being a low achiever, while better attendance increases the likelihood 

of being a high achiever and decreases the likelihood of being a low achiever. Lastly, the number 

of enrollments increases the probability of being a low achiever for black and white students 

while it decreases the likelihood of being a high achiever for black students. These factors are 

important for MUL to acknowledge when developing a school that addresses the diverse needs 

of students while increasing the likelihood of high achievement.  

 

The preliminary evidence provided in this analysis suggests that further analysis needs to be 

done. Preferably, an analysis with an abundant sample of students and schools, as well as 

numerous variables capturing school and home inputs with linkage to achievement allowing for 

the control of more factors. More importantly, this type of analysis would be valuable for the 

Minneapolis Public Schools in understanding the composition of high and low performing black 

and white cohorts in order to create inclusive schools that address the needs of the learners 

within the district.  
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Table 1: Variables of interest  

 

Chart 1: Participation rate for the CIY’s program by ethnicity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dependent Variable 
MCA 8th grade test scores from 2000-2010: Math and Reading 
 
Independent Variables 
Student Characteristics 
Age 
Gender 
Race  
Attendance/absent more than 10 times from school in a particular term 
Free or reduced lunch status 
Paticipation in the CIY’s program 
 
Family/Household Characteristics 
Lives with 1 parent 
Lives with 2 parents 
 
School Characteristics 
School type (public, charter, alternative) 
Mobility 

Participation rate   

Ethnicity Percent  

  

American Indian  0.08 

African American  0.28 

Asian 0.13 

Hispanic  0.11 

White  0.10 

Total 0.18 

 



MUL Research Report Appendix 

 

  Edelstein & Olin 20 

CHOICE IS 

YOURS      DISTRICT     

Ethnicity      Ethnicity     

 Freq. Percent   Freq. Percent 

American 

Indian  152 1.95  

American 

Indian  2,004 4.57 

African 

American  5,205 66.76  

African 

American  18,819 42.88 

Asian 533 6.84  Asian 4,091 9.32 

Hispanic  751 9.63  Hispanic  7,078 16.13 

White 1,156 14.83  White 11,893 27.1 

Total 7,797 100  Total 43,885 100 
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Chart 2: 2006-2010 percentiles of black and white students in the CIY’s program and the 

district (sample of the district excludes CIY’s participants) based on MCA-II math score 

in 8
th

 grade. Additionally, the comparison of CIY’s to all non-black as well as all in the 

district (including CIY’s in the district sample is available upon request).  

 

 

 

 

 

 
2005-2006 Math 

District  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 20 58.22 10.70 

P 23 22.46 17.22 

M 37 16.06 36.12 

E 20 3.260 35.95 

Total (N)   797 598 

 

 
 2005-2006 Math 

CIY's  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 20 57.03 22.22 

P 23 31.25 33.33 

M 37 10.94 44.44 

E 20 0.780 0 

Total (N)   128 9 

 

 
 

 2006-2007 Math 
CIY’s  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 21 59.60 54.55 

P 21 24.24 18.18 

M 38 15.15 18.18 

E 20 1.010 9.090 

Total (N)   99 11 

 

 
 2006-2007 Math 

District  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 21 61.56 11.86 

P 21 18.80 11.86 

M 38 15.97 36.61 

E 20 3.660 39.66 

Total (N)   601 590 

 

 
 2007-2008 Math 

District  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 22 62 12.67 

P 20 21.26 14 

M 35 14.40 31.33 

E 23 2.330 42 

Total (N)   729 600 

 

 
 2007-2008 Math 

District  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 22 60.10 11.86 

P 20 21.78 13.75 

M 35 15.42 31.27 

E 23 2.700 43.13 

Total (N)   629 582 
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 2008-2009 Math 

CIY’s  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 19 61.54 12.50 

P 21 21.54 50 

M 38 15.38 25 

E 22 1.540 12.50 

Total (N)   65 8 

 

 
 2008-2009 Math 

District  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 19 56.49 7.550 

P 21 23.34 15.78 

M 38 16.16 39.62 

E 22 4.010 37.05 

Total (N)   724 583 

 

 
 2009-2010 Math 

CIY’s  

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 19 82.76 0 

P 22 13.79 0 

M 38 3.450 0 

E 21 0 100 

Total (N)   29 1 

 

 
 2009-2010 Math 

District   

    

 State Black White 

level Percent Percent Percent 

D 19 56.33 10.64 

P 22 23.72 14.53 

M 38 16.44 37.50 

E 21 3.500 37.33 

Total (N)   742 592 
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Chart 3: Gender Differentials for black students 

 

2005-2006 Gender Total 

Achievement 
Level 

Female Male  

D 59.27 60.46 59.98 

P 21.77     23.06 22.44  

M 16.26 13.84 15.10 

E 2.30 2.64 2.47 

 

2006-2007 Gender Total 

Achievement 
Level 

Female Male  

D 57.87 67.18 62.54 

P 21.51 17.18 19.34 

M 17.74 12.33 15.03 

E 2.88 3.30 3.09 

 

2007-2008 Gender Total 

Achievement 
Level 

Female Male  

D 62.05 65.21 63.67 

P 22.31 18.49 20.35 

M 14.36 13.14 13.73 

E 1.28 6.16 2.25 
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2008-2009 Gender Total 

Achievement 
Level 

Female Male  

D 56.98 60.92 58.92 

P 23.72 20.72 22.20 

M 15.35 15.54 15.45 

E 3.95 2.93 3.43 

 

2009-2010 Gender Total 

Achievement 
Level 

Female Male  

D 56.89 59.81 58.39 

P 23.56 22.22 22.87 

M 16.29 14.89 15.57 

E 3.26 3.07 3.16 
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Chart 4 

 

Black Students Free and Reduced Lunch Status. Where 0 = not eligible/not receiving, 

1 = free lunch, 2 = reduced lunch, 3 = not receiving or eligibility unknown 

 

2005-06_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |                2005-2006 Black Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        40         34         45         10 |       129  

           |      5.69      12.93      25.42      34.48 |     11.01  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |       610        191        109         11 |       921  

           |     86.77      72.62      61.58      37.93 |     78.58  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |        37         24          8          5 |        74  

           |      5.26       9.13       4.52      17.24 |      6.31  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |        16         14         15          3 |        48  

           |      2.28       5.32       8.47      10.34 |      4.10  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |       703        263        177         29 |     1,172  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  

 

2006-07_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |                2006-2007 Black Students 

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        63         17         31         14 |       125  

           |     11.13       9.71      22.79      50.00 |     13.81  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |       446        123         78          6 |       653  

           |     78.80      70.29      57.35      21.43 |     72.15  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |        37         23         16          4 |        80  

           |      6.54      13.14      11.76      14.29 |      8.84  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |        20         12         11          4 |        47  

           |      3.53       6.86       8.09      14.29 |      5.19  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |       566        175        136         28 |       905  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  

 

 

 



MUL Research Report Appendix 

 

  Edelstein & Olin 26 

 

2007-08_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |                2007-2008 Black Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        86         36         35          6 |       163  

           |     16.86      22.09      31.82      33.33 |     20.35  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |       376         98         54          7 |       535  

           |     73.73      60.12      49.09      38.89 |     66.79  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |        33         19          9          1 |        62  

           |      6.47      11.66       8.18       5.56 |      7.74  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |        15         10         12          4 |        41  

           |      2.94       6.13      10.91      22.22 |      5.12  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |       510        163        110         18 |       801  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  

 

 

2008-09_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |           2008-2009 Black Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        68         41         31         11 |       151  

           |     13.20      21.13      22.96      36.67 |     17.28  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |       412        132         83         10 |       637  

           |     80.00      68.04      61.48      33.33 |     72.88  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |        27         14         10          4 |        55  

           |      5.24       7.22       7.41      13.33 |      6.29  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |         8          7         11          5 |        31  

           |      1.55       3.61       8.15      16.67 |      3.55  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |       515        194        135         30 |       874  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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2009-10_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |           2009-2010 Black Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        56         26         33          8 |       123  

           |     11.67      13.83      25.78      30.77 |     14.96  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |       397        145         76         14 |       632  

           |     82.71      77.13      59.38      53.85 |     76.89  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |        19         14         15          1 |        49  

           |      3.96       7.45      11.72       3.85 |      5.96  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |         8          3          4          3 |        18  

           |      1.67       1.60       3.13      11.54 |      2.19  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |       480        188        128         26 |       822  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  

 

 

 

White Students Free and Reduced Lunch Status. Where 0 = not eligible/not receiving, 

1 = free lunch, 2 = reduced lunch, 3 = not receiving or eligibility unknown 

 

 

2005-06_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |                2005-2006 White Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        33         59        129        124 |       345  

           |     38.82      46.83      53.75      55.86 |     51.26  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |        34         29         24         11 |        98  

           |     40.00      23.02      10.00       4.95 |     14.56  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |         9         12         18         10 |        49  

           |     10.59       9.52       7.50       4.50 |      7.28  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |         9         26         69         77 |       181  

           |     10.59      20.63      28.75      34.68 |     26.89  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |        85        126        240        222 |       673  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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2006-07_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |                2006-2007 White Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        27         24        129        131 |       311  

           |     30.00      32.00      57.85      54.81 |     49.60  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |        35         20         27         11 |        93  

           |     38.89      26.67      12.11       4.60 |     14.83  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |         8          7         11          8 |        34  

           |      8.89       9.33       4.93       3.35 |      5.42  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |        20         24         56         89 |       189  

           |     22.22      32.00      25.11      37.24 |     30.14  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |        90         75        223        239 |       627  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  

 

 

 

 

 

2007-08_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |                2007-2008 White Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        30         41        116        162 |       349  

           |     37.50      48.81      61.05      64.29 |     57.59  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |        33         18         28         11 |        90  

           |     41.25      21.43      14.74       4.37 |     14.85  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |         4          4          8          5 |        21  

           |      5.00       4.76       4.21       1.98 |      3.47  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |        13         21         38         74 |       146  

           |     16.25      25.00      20.00      29.37 |     24.09  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |        80         84        190        252 |       606  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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2008-09_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |           2008-2009 White Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        15         53        145        161 |       374  

           |     28.30      54.08      61.44      73.85 |     61.82  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |        27         23         31          8 |        89  

           |     50.94      23.47      13.14       3.67 |     14.71  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |         4          4         13          6 |        27  

           |      7.55       4.08       5.51       2.75 |      4.46  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |         7         18         47         43 |       115  

           |     13.21      18.37      19.92      19.72 |     19.01  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |        53         98        236        218 |       605  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  

 

 

2009-10_fr | 

ee_and_red | 

uced_lunch |           2009-2010 White Students  

_indicator |         D          P          M          E |     Total 

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         0 |        30         58        177        197 |       462  

           |     41.10      65.17      79.02      88.74 |     75.99  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         1 |        30         18         26          6 |        80  

           |     41.10      20.22      11.61       2.70 |     13.16  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         2 |         9          9         12          3 |        33  

           |     12.33      10.11       5.36       1.35 |      5.43  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

         3 |         4          4          9         16 |        33  

           |      5.48       4.49       4.02       7.21 |      5.43  

-----------+--------------------------------------------+---------- 

     Total |        73         89        224        222 |       608  

           |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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Chart 5: Proportion of students on free/reduced lunch  

2005-2010       

  Black White Black/White Ratio 

High Achiever 0.5625 0.092505855 6.080696203 

Low Achiever 0.871844127 0.476661952 1.829061715 

low/high ratio 1.549945115 5.152776037   

 

 

 

Chart 6: Logistic Regression Output  

 

High Achieving Black Students 2005-2009 

Pseudo R
2 

.1390 n=4394 

Variable                                                   Coefficient(se)                               P>|z|  

Free/Reduced Lunch                                -1.292  (.1884)                                0.000 

CIY                                                          -1.1149 (.59232)                              0.000 

Attendance                                               13.043  (2.938)                                0.000 

Gender (male=1)                                     .1333     (.1849)                                0.72 

Lives with 2                                             -.7300   (.1975)                                0.000 

Lives with 3                                             -1.385   (.33533)                              0.000 

2 enrollments                                           -1.8385 (1.010)                                0.069 

3 enrollments                                            (empty) 

Constant                                                   -14.267 

 

* Each year was also included in the logistic regression.  

 

 

 

High Achieving White Students 2005-2009 

Pseudo R
2 

.0817 n=3034 

Variable                                                   Coefficient(se)                               P>|z|  

Free/Reduced Lunch                                -1.215   (.1343)                               0.000 

CIY                                                          -.7851   (.6278)                                0.000 

Attendance                                                7.035   (1.086)                                0.000 

Gender (male =1)                                    -.02279 (.0788) 0.772 

Lives with 2                                             -.5766   (.1086)                                0.000 

Lives with 3                                             -.7102   (.14159)                              0.000 

2 enrollments                                            (empty)                              

3 enrollments                                            (empty) 

Constant                                                   -6.873 

 

* Each year was also included in the logistic regression.  
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Low Achieving Black Students 2005-2009 

Pseudo R
2 

.1089 n=4446 

Variable                                                   Coefficient(se)                               P>|z|  

Free/Reduced Lunch                                1.002    (.09198)                              0.000 

CIY                                                           .3707    (.1671)                                0.027 

Attendance                                               -10.590 (1.034)                                0.000 

Gender (male =1)                                     .08855  (.08243)                              0.283 

Lives with 2                                              .4426    (.0958)                               0.000 

Lives with 3                                              .6029    (.12351)                             0.000 

2 enrollments                                            1.077    (.24459)                              0.000                              

3 enrollments                                            1.5637  (1.0278                               0.128 

Constant                                                   10.167 

* Each year was also included in the logistic regression.  

 

 

 

 

 

Low Achieving White Students 2005-2009 

Pseudo R
2 

.1245 n=3087 

Variable                                                   Coefficient(se)                               P>|z|  

Free/Reduced Lunch                                1.103    (.10578)                              0.000 

CIY                                                           .62998  (.37756)                              0.095 

Attendance                                               -6.820   (.8768)                                0.000 

Gender (male =1)                                    .1446     (.08243)                              0.102 

Lives with 2                                             .62533   (.0958)                                0.000 

Lives with 3                                             .6892     (.12351)                              0.000 

2 enrollments                                            1.449    (.37802)                              0.000                              

3 enrollments                                            .7610    (.99716)                              0.445 

Constant                                                   4.8846 

 

* Each year was also included in the logistic regression.  
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Chart 7: Enrollment by achievement matrices: Understanding the omission of enrollment 

for black and white high achievers 

 

Black high achievers  

High Achievers  3 Enrollments in the District   

 0=None  1=3 enrollments Total  

0 = Not a High Achiever 4,384 56 4,440 

1= High Achiever 131 0 131 

Total 4,515 56 4,571 

 
 

 

 

White high achievers and 2 enrollments  

 

High Achievers  2 Enrollments in the District   

 0=None  1=2 enrollments Total  

0 = Not a High Achiever 1,912 54 1,966 

1= High Achiever 1,153 0 1,153 

Total 3,065 54 3,119 

 
White high achievers 3 enrollments  

 
High Achievers  3 Enrollments in the District   

 0=None  1=3 enrollments Total  

0 = Not a High Achiever 1,960 6 1,966 

1= High Achiever 1,153 0 1,153 

Total 3,113 6 3,119 
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Figure 1: 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: 
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Figure 3: 
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