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ABSTRACT 

Author: Harry M. Daniel 

Title: Effects of the Four Pillars on Statewide High School 
 Graduation Rates 
 
Institution: Florida Atlantic University 

Dissertation Advisor: Dr. John R. Pisapia 

Degree: Doctor of Philosophy 

Year: 2014 

This study investigated the relationship of statewide high school graduation rates 

of student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 to the four policy pillars of the No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001: Accountability for Results; Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control; Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality.  The quantitative, 

non-experimental, multivariate, correlational design addressed four research questions 

and six hypotheses.  The research population was composed of high school students in all 

50 states and the District of Columbia. 

The predictor variables were the four policy pillars themselves.  Data were 

collected through archival reports from the Education Commission of the States (ECS) 

and State Accountability Report Workbooks provided by state departments of education 

to create an index of implementation to determine the extent to which the four policy 

pillars were implemented.  The criterion variable was high school graduation rate split 

across student ethnic groups.  Graduation rates of subgroup student populations were 



vi 

collected from the Average Freshman Graduation Rates archives for the ninth grade 

cohort entering in 2001 and exiting in 2006.  Data were analyzed both by a one-factor 

correlational analysis of covariance with one covariate to determine the impact of each 

NCLB policy pillar, and by a four-factor analysis of covariance with one covariate to 

determine the impact of all NCLB policy pillars together. 

The study found that no significant relationships existed between any of the four 

NCLB policy pillars, singularly or between all four of the policy pillars together, and 

statewide high school graduation rates among any student racial or ethnic subgroups for 

the academic years covered in the study.  Reasons for the lack of significant relationships 

are a source for further study.  It is recommended that such studies examine the effect of 

policy implementation that currently allows: (a) each state to set its own test and 

measurement standards or its own criteria for teacher certification; (b) parents to keep 

their children in failing schools even if those children are also failing; and (c) each state 

to underfund mandates. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, commonly known as NCLB, is a U.S. 

federal law that reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 

1965.  Essentially, NCLB bundled federal programs to improve academic achievement of 

all students in primary and secondary schools.  To do so, the law imposed increasing 

federal oversight of accountability standards expected of states, flexibility and local 

control to school districts and schools, provided parents more options to choice programs 

and schools, and raised the bar for teacher quality.  Since 1968, the ESEA has undergone 

six reauthorizations; in 1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, 1994, and 2001.  NCLB was the latest 

federal legislation that re-enacted a policy based upon the theories of standards-based 

education reform, formerly known as outcome-based education, that is grounded in the 

belief that high expectations and goal setting will result in success for all students.  This 

act also required schools to distribute the name, home phone number, and address of 

every enrolled student to military recruiters. 

NCLB provisions rest on recommendations made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education (NCEE) through its landmark 1983 report, A Nation at Risk: The 

Imperative of Educational Reform, that identified the need to set accountability standards 

to improve education in the areas of curriculum content, achievement, and teaching if the 

nation wished to remain competitive in the international marketplace (Clarke, Haney, & 

Madaus, 2000).  Using these concepts, the framers of NCLB identified four policy pillars
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guiding actions by states to implement: Stronger Accountability, Expanded Flexibility 

and Local Control, Expanded Options for Parents, and Teacher Quality, if achievement 

and graduation rates were to improve.  This study investigates the impact of 

implementation of the law on statewide high school graduation rates. 

Background 

Prior to NCLB, the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) of 1994 – also a re-

authorization of the ESEA of 1965 – was the federal educational reform policy under the 

Clinton Administration.  However, as the Bush Administration framed it, the problem 

with the Clinton Administration’s IASA is that it lacked strength (Paige, 2003).  

Although the IASA did contain monitoring and accountability procedures, such as data 

disaggregation and identification of failing schools which would later find their way into 

the NCLB requirements, by 2002 only 21 states were in compliance with the IASA’s 

accountability provisions (Peyser & Costrell, 2004).  NCLB successfully expanded 

previously established federal school reform efforts.  This rebirth of the IASA into NCLB 

was both broader in scope and more ambitious than any previous federal school reform 

legislation (Gonzalez, Hamilton, & Stetcher, 2004). 

NCLB used federal impositions upon states, school districts, and schools in order 

to improve student academic achievement in primary and secondary schools, and to 

increase high school graduation rates.  As its name implies, the NCLB emphasized and 

required that students of all ethnic groups meet adequate yearly progress (AYP).  The 

new law also promised increased graduation rates for all student ethnic groups, especially 

for those minority groups traditionally lagging behind.  To echo previous insights of 

Schmidt, McKnight, and Raizen (1997), NCLB challenged lackluster school systems that 
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bounded students to failure and negatively impacted national productivity and 

international competitiveness.  President Bush clearly denounced the vast differences in 

academic achievement among students in the United States which resulted in far too 

many students performing poorly across subgroups.  Gonzalez, Hamilton, & Stecher 

(2004) found that students from low-income households, students of color, and students 

whose native language was not English performed less well on standardized achievement 

tests in general than did other students, and had done so for decades.  On January 8, 2002, 

President Bush expressed his confidence as to what the new law was set to accomplish.  

He stated: 

We've got large challenges here in America.  There’s no greater challenge 

than to make sure that every child – and all of us on this stage mean every 

child, not just a few children – (applause) – every single child, regardless 

of where they live, how they're raised, the income level of their family, 

every child receive a first-class education in America…and we owe the 

children of America a good education.  And today begins a new era, a new 

time in public education in our country.  As of this hour, America’s 

schools will be on a new path of reform, and a new path of results. (Bush, 

2002, p. 1) 

 Former Secretary of Education Rod Paige (2004a) affirmed that all states were 

showing unprecedented compliance efforts to implement the new law due to the policy’s 

ability to withhold funding.  However, year after year, preliminary reports from the field 

sounded alarmingly similar: The achievement gap was widening instead of narrowing 

(Olson & Manzo, 2005; Sunderman & Kim, 2004).  Moreover, if there were any progress 
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at all, that progress was too minimal and certainly insignificant enough to meet the 

national NCLB target of 2014, which was for all students to reach grade-level 

competence in reading, mathematics, and science (Education Trust, 2004; Neill & 

Legeros, 2004). 

The second focus of NCLB was on graduation rates.  Throughout most of the past 

century, nearly half of all high school students dropped out without earning a diploma 

(Gregory, 2000).  In 2003, only 55% of African American students and 53% of Hispanic 

students graduated; resulting in a prospect of higher unemployment, increased 

incarceration rates, and lower lifetime earnings for students who do not earn a high 

school diploma (Sum, Khatiwada, & McLaughlin, 2009).  According to Balfanz, Fox, 

Bridgeland, and McNaught (2009), half of all dropouts, and two-thirds of minority-

student dropouts, were and continue to be concentrated in 12% of America’s high 

schools.  Former Secretary of Education Paige (2004a) put the disappointing results in 

perspective: 

To put our effort in context, when this administration took office, only 11 

states were in compliance with the 1994 Improving America’s Schools 

Act.  One of the first tasks we undertook was to address those states that 

were not in compliance with the law.  In less than a year, we entered into 

compliance or timeline agreements with states to ensure that they would 

be in compliance with a law that had been in effect for seven years.  This 

was critical, for, as you know, many of the principles of NCLB 

(development of standards, assessing students, identifying schools for 



 5 

improvement, to name a few) have their roots in the 1994 Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) reauthorization. (p. 1) 

Former Deputy Secretary of Education Simon asserted: 

What’s at stake?  By some estimates, four years after starting high school, 

approximately one million students out of 3.5 million have not yet finished high 

school, and we don’t really have a good data on how many of the students will 

ever earn a high school diploma. (USDOE, 2005, p. 1) 

By 2006, the Bush Administration remained unable to pinpoint why student 

achievement was still not improving as expected.  Americans for Better Education (2004) 

argued that NCLB was fostering the opposite effect of what had been promised: The 

achievement gap was widening instead of narrowing.  In fact, Braun (2004), as well as 

Lehr, Johnson, Bremer, Cosio, and Thompson (2005), reported that every nine seconds a 

student dropped out of school. 

Other observers recognize that educational policies take time to be implemented 

and for new procedures to take effect; patience is required for intended results to show: 

The mere application of a policy instrument does not automatically lead to the 

envisaged change in the consequences of the behavioral alternatives of the target 

group…Deviations can actually be motivated by concern for goal attainment by 

the implementers with regards to their “degree of correct application” of the 

policy. (Bressers, Klok, & O’Toole, 2001, p. 24) 

It was generally believed that NCLB would show reliable effects by year 2005 and not 

necessarily before. 
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Purpose of the Study 

With the enactment of NCLB, high school graduation rates gained an increasingly 

important place in educational policy.  For the first time, federal law required that states, 

school districts, and high schools be held accountable for graduation rates and report 

accurate high school graduation data.  To ensure that this happened, the law required 

states to submit accountability workbooks to the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE) 

which demonstrated their compliance and implementation efforts to narrow the 

achievement gaps across student subgroups and increase the graduation percentage of all 

students. 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether or not a relationship existed 

between state implementation of NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates 

across student student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 in all 50 states and the District of 

Columbia. 

Research Questions 

Four research questions guided this study: 

1. What was the level of implementation of the four NCLB policy pillars during 

the period of 2002-2006? 

2. What was the high school graduation rate by student ethnic group from 2002-

2006, statewide and nationwide? 

3. What are the relationships of the level of implementation of the four NCLB 

policy pillars to statewide high school graduation rates by student ethnic 

group from 2002-2006? 

4. What are the relationships of the level of implementation of the four NCLB 
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policy pillars individually to high school graduation rates by student ethnic 

group from 2002-2006? 

Significance of the Study 

This study is important for several reasons.  First, this study addresses an 

important policy issue: the varying high school graduation rates of differing student 

ethnic groups in the United States and the impacts of these rates.  While this issue is 

important for all groups, the educational system has been unable to graduate non-White 

student ethnic groups at the same levels of White students.  Dropping out of school has 

been linked to drawing larger government subsidies in the form of food stamps, housing 

assistance, and welfare payments (Waldfogel, Garfinkel, & Kelly, 2005).  Furthermore, 

dropping out of school dramatically increases the chances of one landing in prison, 

experiencing more frequent health issues, and having a diminished life span (Moretti, 

2007; Muennig, 2005a, 2005b).  Former Secretary of Education Spellings (2008) stated: 

Over their lifetimes, dropouts from the class of 2007 alone will cost our nation 

more than 300 billion dollars in lost wages, lost taxes and lost 

productivity…Increasing graduation rates by just 5%, for male students alone 

would save [Americans] nearly eight billion dollars each year in crime-related 

costs. (p. 1) 

In addition, this study also enables readers to assess the ability of the federal 

government to address significant problems of the public, perfunctory education sector, 

such as achievement as demonstrated by graduation rates through the enactment of 

sweeping laws such as NCLB.  The implementation of the act was expected to enable 

states to close the academic achievement gap between student ethnic groups.  This study 
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assessed to what degree the implementation of NCLB either alleviated the educational 

woes of this nation, or placed the nation even further at-risk for continuing failures in the 

education system.  Specifically, it informs readers about the ability of NCLB to remedy 

the problem of low rates of high school graduation among student ethnic groups. 

Moreover, this study further advances knowledge in the field of education in 

general and fills a void in the literature.  Several studies of the impact of NCLB have 

focused on issues of testing, funding, and state implementation (Center for Education 

Policy, 2005; Cronin, Cage Kingsbury, McCall, & Bowe, 2005; Lee, 2004; McCombs, 

Kirby, Barney, Darilek, & Magee, 2005).  Some studies approach NCLB from the 

standpoint of federal educational policy or focus on teacher quality and scientifically-

based curricula.  Even fewer mention options for parents and schools of choice (Hill & 

DePascale, 2004).  The review of the literature conducted for this study found that 

presently there are no studies as yet published, that report specifcially on the effects of 

the NCLB policy pillars on high school graduation rates. 

Conceptual Framework 

 The premise of NCLB as offered by the Bush administration, was that if states 

would implement NCLB’s four policy pillars (Accountability for Results, Expanded 

Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options for Parents, and Strengthening Teacher 

Quality) to federal approval, there would be a significant increase in their high school 

graduation rates across student ethnic groups (White, African American, Hispanic, Native 

American/Alaskan Native, and Asian/Pacific Islander). The study is framed by two 

constructs: (a) the policy pillars of NCLB as implemented by each state, and (b) 

statewide high school graduation rates as displayed in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. The conceptual framework of this study. 

The constructs found on the conceptual framework are described in the following 

paragraphs. 

The Policy Pillars of NCLB 

NCLB was structured around four policy pillars (Accountability for Results, 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options for Parents, and 

Strengthening Teacher Quality) recommended by the NCEE’s (1983) report, A Nation at 

Risk: The Imperative of Educational Reform. From the beginning of the passage of the 

bill into law, the federal government mandated that individual states implemented the 

four policy pillars as the federally-approved was to affect radical change in academic 

achievement of all students in the primary and secondary schools of this nation at risk.  

During the period of this study, 2002 to 2006, states worked hard to implement those four 

NCLB policy pillars.  Compliance monitoring agencies (such as the Educational 

Commission of the States [ECS]) evaluated and reported states’ implementation efforts to 

the USDOE. 

Each NCLB policy pillar required a different set of actions from the states.  The 

pillar, Accountability for Results, required that students in each state make adequate 

State Implementation of the Four Policy 
Pillars of NCLB 

 
1. Accountability for Results 
2. Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 
3. Expanded Options for Parents 
4. Strengthening Teacher Quality 

Graduation Rate Change by Student  
Ethnic Groups: 2001 and 2006 

 
• White 
• African American 
• Hispanic 
• Asian/Pacific Islander 
• Native American/Alaskan Native 
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yearly progress through improvement on a number of performance indicators (e.g., 

testing, graduation rates, attendance, etc.).  The pillar, Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, allowed states and school districts to enjoy certain discretions and liberties in the 

use of federal funds allocated to them through the NCLB.  The pillar, Expanded Options 

for Parents, compelled states, school districts, and schools to better inform parents about 

their children’s educational progress and options.  Implementation indicators of that pillar 

included state issued detailed report cards on the status of schools and districts to apprise 

parents about teacher quality, to involve parents in school improvement planning 

processes, and to give students and parents options for supplemental services and/or 

alternate schools as needed.  The pillar, Strengthening Teacher Quality, required that all 

teachers be highly qualified as defined in the law by the end of the 2005-2006 academic 

year.  Highly qualified teachers fulfilled states’ certification and licensure requirements 

and other specified requirements.  The USDOE closely monitored each state’s 

implementation effort through the Education Commission of the States (ECS). 

Accountability for results.  Under NCLB, states worked to close the 

achievement gap and make sure that all students, including the disadvantaged, achieve 

academic proficiency.  Annual state and school district report cards informed parents and 

communities about state and school progress.  Schools that did not make progress had to 

provide supplemental services to students; such as free tutoring, after-school assistance, 

or other corrective actions.  If schools were still not making AYP after five years, then 

the state and/or school district had to make dramatic changes to the way the school was 

run. 



 11 

Expanded flexibility and local control.  Under NCLB, states and school districts 

had unprecedented flexibility in the use of federal education funds.  For example, school 

districts could transfer up to 50% of the federal formula grant funds from one program 

(either Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, Educational Technology, Innovative 

Programs, or Safe and Drug-Free Schools) to anyone of these programs, or to their Title I 

program, without a need to secure separate approval.  This flexibility allowed districts to 

use funds for their specific and changing needs, such as hiring new teachers, increasing 

teacher pay, and improving teacher training and professional development. 

Expanded options for parents.  Parents of children in low-performing schools 

had new options under NCLB.  In schools that did not meet state standards for at least 

two consecutive years, parents had the options to transfer their children to better-

performing public schools, including public charter schools, within their district.  Using 

Title I funds, the district had to provide transportation, if necessary.  Students from low-

income families in schools that failed to meet state standards for at least three years were 

eligible to receive supplemental educational services, including tutoring, after-school 

services, and summer school.  Also, students who attended a persistently dangerous 

school or were victims of violent crimes in school also had the option to attend a safer 

school of their choice within their district. 

Strengthening teacher quality.  NCLB emphasized the need for states, school 

districts, and schools to implement only those educational programs and practices proven 

effective through rigorous scientific research.  Federal funding was earmarked to support 

research-based programs and teaching methods found to be effective with student 

learning and achievement.  In reading, for example, NCLB supported scientifically-based 
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instruction programs in the early grades under the Reading First program, and in 

preschool under the Early Reading First program. 

In this study, data reported to the federal government by states to comply with 

provisions of NCLB were used as the data source for measuring the level of 

implementation of the four policy pillars of NCLB.  The data for 2003, 2004, and 2005 

were found in each state’s workbook that was submitted to the ECS, that then provided 

each state with a letter grade of Y, P, N, or U for each subcomponent of each of the four 

policy pillars.  On the ECS scale, the letter-grade Y referred to “Appears on track,” the 

letter-grade P referred to “Appears partially on track,” the letter-grade N referred to 

“Doesn’t appear on track,” and the letter-grade U referred to “Unclear or Data N/A.”  

Level of implementation was computed by creating a numerical scale to represent the 

alphabetical designations as specified in the methodology section. 

High School Graduation Rates 

NCLB focused the attention of the educational community on the centrality of 

high school graduation as an indicator of successful reformation of the education process 

(Swanson, 2004) and required states to report their graduation rates to the USDOE.  One 

of the problems with identifying the graduation rates in the United States is the 

inconsistency with which the rates were calculated.  Researchers such as Adams (2008), 

Barton (2005), Greene (2002), Mortenson (2000), Sum, Khatiwada, Pond, and Trub’skyy 

(2002), and Swanson and Chaplin (2003) disagreed about the extent of the dropout crisis 

and published different percentages of high school graduates.  Those conflicting data sets 

were sometimes attributed to the way that General Educational Development (GED) tests 

for high school diploma equivalency completions were reported in the data.  For instance, 
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for 2000, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), which included GED 

completions in its count, marked the high school graduation rate at 86% (NCES, 2001).  

At the same time, other researchers excluded GED completions in their count and 

reported the high school graduation rate at 71% (Orfield, Losen, Wald, & Swanson, 

2004).  One general agreement, however, was that student ethnic groups graduated at far 

differing rates.  Using the Cumulative Promotion Index, the Urban Institute found that 

nearly one-third of all public high school students failed to graduate, with historically 

disadvantaged minority groups having less than a 50/50 chance of finishing high school 

(Evans, 2005; Harlow, 2004; Lofstrom, 2007; Moretti, 2005; Orfield et al., 2004; 

Swanson & Chaplin, 2003; Western, Schiraldi, & Zienberg, 2004). 

As seen above, there has been disagreement over how high school graduation 

rates should be calculated.  However, there is agreement about there being an existing 

crisis in high school graduation rates between student ethnic groups (Balfanz & Legters, 

2003; Harlow, 2004; Kozol, 2005; Moretti, 2005; Orfield et al., 2004; Shields et al., 

2004; Western et al., 2004).  For example, the Council of the Great City Schools (2005) 

reported that African American and Latino subgroups had just a 50/50 chance of 

completing high school.  Compounding the problem is the fact that one-fifth of the 

United States population was projected to be of Hispanic descent by the year 2025 (U.S. 

Census Bureau [USCB], 2000c).  It is important to note that the terms Hispanic and 

Latino are used interchangeably in this study’s literature review.  For the purposes of 

reporting data analyzed in this study, the term Hispanic was used by the researcher.  The 

implications for the economic and competitive capability of this nation are staggering. 
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In this study, graduation rates were not calculated.  This study simply accepts the 

graduation rates reported by states to the NCES in 2001, the year before NCLB was 

signed into law, and in 2006, five years later.  From these two data points a change in 

graduation rates was calculated and serves as the measure of the criterion variable.  The 

change in graduation rate from 2001 to 2006 was disaggregated by student ethnic groups 

(White, African American, Hispanic, Native American/Alaskan Native, and Asian/Pacific 

Islander) as recognized by the USCB (2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2000d, 2000e) and reported 

by states to the NCES (2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006) to determine the equitability 

of results. 

 This study used a quantitative, non-experimental design to determine whether 

state implementation of the four policy pillars of NCLB was associated with increased 

state high school graduation rates for all student ethnic groups (Creswell, 2002; Gall, 

Gall, & Borg, 2006).  In this study the implementation of the policy pillars was measured 

by each state’s compliance and implementation level as reported in federal documents.  

The states’ implementation levels of the four policy pillars was the unit of analysis. 

The research population was composed of high school students in all 50 states and 

the District of Columbia.  From this population a sample was drawn from states that 

reported graduation rate data in 2001 and again in 2006.  Applying this criterion, a 

sample of 44 of the 50 states and the District of Columbia was drawn for analysis. 

The data sources used to answer the research questions included federal archival 

records.  The primary data source for the level of implementation of the four policy 

pillars per state was extracted from state data required by the USDOE to enforce NCLB.  

Graduation rates and student ethnic group data by state were extracted from NCES (2001, 
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2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006) common core datasets, which was the official source 

recognized by the Bush administration.  The calculation of the level of implementation is 

reported in Chapter 3 of this study. 

Though NCLB is a complex set of laws, the policy pillars themselves can be 

understood in these brief terms: 

1. Accountability for Results: States are required to select tests to give to all 

students during specific K-12 grades. 

2. Expanded Flexibility and Local Control: States have the power to redirect 

funds where they see fit and can allow school districts to do the same. 

3. Expanded Options for Parents: Parents must be given opportunities to choose 

between successful schools if their assigned school is failing. 

4. Strengthening Teacher Quality: All teachers must currently meet highly-

qualified criteria to be teachers or be placed on a deadline to do so. 

Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 

The findings from this study are impacted by the following assumptions, 

limitations, and delimitations: 

Assumptions. 

1. States implemented every NCLB policy pillar to the best of their abilities 

during the timeframe (2002-2006) covered in this study. 

2. States continued to use NCES’s formula when reporting graduation rates to 

USDOE as they did before. 
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3. Socio-economic factors continued to influence student achievement in the 

same manner during the timeframe (2002-2006) covered in this study as they 

did before. 

4. Family and cultural dynamics continued to influence student achievement in 

the same manner during the timeframe (2002-2006) covered in this study as 

they did before. 

5. State governments continued to uphold their responsibility to educate their 

citizenry in the same manner during the timeframe (2002-2006) covered in 

this study as they did before. 

6. Students in the subgroups in this study continued to work as diligently during 

the timeframe (2002-2006) covered in this study as they did before. 

Limitations. 

States would have to have had reported high school graduation rates (aggregated 

and disaggregated by major student ethnic group) in a timely manner for this study to use 

the reported raw data.  Not all 50 states reported data in a timely manner, thus only a 

sample of 44 states could be included in this study. 

 Delimitations. 

States followed the 2000 USCB’s criteria to define race and ethnicity.  The 

researcher altered the use of terminology to be more consistent and sensitive to his 

sample population and his readership.	  

The ECS grading scale (Y = 4, P = 3, N = 2, and U = 1) used to average NCLB 

policy pillar’s scores led to narrower variations as the states grew more compliant with 

the implementation of NCLB.  Whereas the coding system for implementation used 
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whole grades of 1, 2, 3, and 4, each state did not get an absolute 1, 2, 3, or 4 as a grade 

for any of their policy pillars.  Variations in scoring were not limited to three steps; 

rather, because each pillar contained subcomponents whose scores were averaged to 

arrive at a final grade ranging from 0.01 to 4.0, the coding system as seen in Table 3 

varied from a score of 2.66 to 4.0 per state. 

Lastly, this study only used the graduation rates data provided by NCES from 

2002-2006. 

Chapter Summary 

One of the major purposes of NCLB was to positively affect high school 

completion rates by the implementation of its four policy pillars.  This chapter identified 

the importance of the problem under study, described the conceptual framework 

undergirding the study, and summarized the purpose and basic method by which the 

study was conducted.  The second chapter of this study focuses on the published research 

regarding each of the variables identified in the conceptual framework.  The third chapter 

details the methodology used to address the purpose of this study and answer the research 

questions.  The fourth chapter provides the results of the study.  The final chapter 

discusses the study’s key findings, draws conclusions from the results, and makes 

recommendations respective to this study’s findings. 
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CHAPTER	  2.	  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship existed 

between state implementation of the policy pillars of NCLB and high school graduation 

rates across student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 in all 50 states and the District of 

Columbia.  A priori, this study was not about the achievement gap; it was about the 

relationship of the implementation of NCLB’s four policy pillars and statewide high 

school graduation rates from 2002-2006. 

A considerable amount of literature has been published regarding the effects of 

NCLB upon diverse aspects of federal policy, testing, funding, state implementation, and 

student achievement (Center for Education Policy, 2005; Cronin et al. , 2005; Lee, 2004; 

McCombs et al., 2005).  As noted in Chapter 1, some studies approach NCLB from the 

standpoint of federal educational policy or focus on teacher quality and scientifically-

based curricula.  Even fewer mention options for parents and schools of choice (Hill & 

DePascale, 2004).  None of those studies specifically questioned the relationship between 

the implementation level of the four policy pillars of NCLB to state high school 

graduation rates, particularly disaggregated by student ethnic group, as compared to state 

high school graduation rates before the advent of NCLB. 

To inform this study, the literature review narrowed its scope to research that 

presented the following:
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1. The historical track of the standards movement; 

2. Perspectives on each of the four NCLB policy pillars; 

3. High school graduation rates as a litmus test of NCLB success; and 

4. Federal oversight of state implementation efforts. 

It was also expected that studies included in the literature review would serve to inform 

the researcher’s decision on the methodological design best suited for this study. 

Historical Track of the Standards Movement (1965-2001) 

Federal expansion into public education.  Before the advent of NCLB, there 

were other federal expansions unto states’ constitutional responsibilities, particularly with 

regards to citizenry education.  After World War II, intense debates ensued in Congress 

about federal aid legislation to elementary and secondary schools.  Federal expansion into 

public education began in earnest with the controversial decision of the Supreme Court 

on Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas in 1954 (Moses, 2001).  Chief Justice 

Warren read the Supreme Court decision to uphold equal rights for all citizens of the 

United States: 

To separate [elementary and secondary school children] from others of similar 

age and qualifications solely because of their race generates a feeling of 

inferiority as to their status in the community that may affect their hearts and 

minds in a way unlikely ever to be undone.  We conclude that in the field of 

public education, the doctrine of “separate but equal” has no place.  Separate 

educational facilities are inherently unequal. (Brown v. Board of Educ., 1954, p. 

3). 
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The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.  As the first sweeping 

federal K-12 educational reform program of its kind, the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 challenged the constitutional responsibility of citizenry 

education to be a burden solely lifted by state governments.  The ESEA was an extensive 

law which funded primary and secondary education (Haney et al., 2004).  As mandated in 

the ESEA of 1965, funds were authorized for educators’ professional development, 

instructional materials, and resources to support educational programs, and included 

parental involvement promotion.  Originally authorized from 1965 through 1970, the 

government has reauthorized the ESEA of 1965 every five years since its initial 

enactment.  Each subsequent reauthorization sought to reach an elusive perfection in 

national education (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). 

Following the landmark decision of the ESEA of 1965, additional federal 

impositions into the state-based educational system pursued other specific goals deemed 

important by the ruling majority.  Downs (2002) wrote that successful reform efforts 

share common features.  Likewise, the history of the impact of those federal mandates 

into the educational system indeed shared common instances of success and failure 

(Hanushek & Raymond, 2004).  The recent reform effort, known as the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001, was no different, if only in that sense.  Communities of stakeholders 

continue to raise questions about the effectiveness of this infringement upon the 

constitutional rights of states to decide upon the education of their constituents 

(Duncombe & Lukemeyer, 2002). 

The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994.  The IASA of 1994 

reauthorized the ESEA of 1965.  In 1994, with the passage of IASA and Goals 2000: 
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Educate America Act, the ESEA for the first time focused on the needs of all students, 

not just the disadvantaged and children at risk of school failure (Chaplin & Lerman, 

1997).  The redesigned ESEA formula encouraged states and school districts to connect 

federal programs with state and local reforms affecting all children, while retaining the 

focus on educational equity for children with special needs (Chaplin, 1999; Christenson, 

Sinclair, Lehr, & Godber, 2001). 

 By January 2002 when NCLB took effect, only about one-third of states had fully 

met the standards and assessment requirements of the IASA of 1994.  Many states were 

still working toward completion of academic content standards and student performance 

standards.  As of June 2002, 20 states were operating under a Waiver of Timeline 

Agreement with the Department of Education and five states were operating under a 

Compliance Agreement to meet the requirements of the IASA.  About one-half of the 

states did not yet have systems for assessments in both reading or language arts and 

mathematics (Center on Education Policy, 2004). 

 IASA (1994) afforded states and localities more flexibility to design and operate 

their own federally-funded education programs to work in concert with Goals 2000: 

Educate America Act.  Those goals were: (a) high standards for all children; (b) a focus 

on teaching and learning; (c) partnerships among families, communities, and schools; (d) 

flexibility coupled with responsibility for student performance; and (e) resources targeted 

to areas of greatest needs (IASA 1994).  By 1998, the Office of Educational Research and 

Improvement provided technical assistance to states in their efforts to shift to standards-

based assessments under the IASA (Campbell, Hombo, & Mazzeo, 2000). 
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The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  When, in December of 2001, the United 

States Congress approved a reauthorization of the ESEA, first enacted in 1965 by 

President Lyndon B. Johnson, it was renamed the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  

That act was yet another follow-up federal response to A Nation at Risk: The Imperative 

of Educational Reform, a scathing yet accurate report delivered by the NCEE in 1983: 

All, regardless of race or class or economic status, are entitled to a fair chance and 

to the tools for developing their individual powers of mind and spirit to the 

utmost.  This promise means that all children by virtue of their own efforts, 

competently guided, can hope to attain the mature and informed judgment needed 

to secure gainful employment, and to manage their own lives, thereby serving not 

only their own interests but also the progress of society itself. (p. 9) 

The four policy pillars of NCLB sprang from the findings and recommendations of the 

landmark report that covered four important area to set accountability standards for the 

educational process in this nation.  The report covered issues regarding curriculum and 

expectations in terms of the level of knowledge, abilities, and skills graduates should 

possess.  It also underscored that problem that the field of teaching was not attracting 

enough academically able students and that teacher preparation programs needed 

substantial improvement.  Altogether, the report signaled the beginning of achievement 

testing and standards-based education reform in this country (Clarke et al., 2000). 

The standards-based testing era.  The standards movement caused a shift in the 

education industry.  In the mid-1990s, the testing industry began to experience a shift 

towards standards-based high-stakes assessment as a necessary component of standards-

based reform.  The shift from test publishers’ proprietary products to assorted versions of 
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work for hire, state-owned tests began in earnest.  Test publishers found themselves in the 

business of developing content, manufacturing tests, and scoring and reporting on 

assessments that were not part of their proprietary inventory and, in fact, did not last 

beyond a single administration of said tests.  Thereafter, change in customer expectations 

forced vendors also to learn to devise both batteries of tests that states were looking for 

and mass measurement processes with quick turn-around.  With the passage of NCLB, 

Congress set aside millions of dollars for states to hire test publishers and scoring firms.  

The leading firms were Harcourt Educational Measurement, CTB McGraw-Hill, 

Riverside Publishing (a Houghton Mifflin company), and NCS Pearson.  These 

companies saw their congressional market potential grow from $7 million in 1955 to 

$700 million today (WGBH Educational Foundation, n.d.). 

Maturation of the standards-based testing era became evident by the year 2000 

when 48 states and two jurisdictions, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, received 

approval from the Department of Education for their content standards development 

processes.  In addition, 24 states and Puerto Rico had demonstrated completion of the 

development of both content and student performance standards.  With the majority of 

states having made substantial progress into the arena of standards-based education 

reform, the stage was set for a revolution in testing under the IASA of 1994.  Thereafter, 

NCLB punctuated the power of assessment in the lives of students, teachers, parents, and 

others with deep investments in the American educational system.  NCLB brought 

considerable clarity to the value, use, and importance of achievement testing of students 

from kindergarten through high school (Miller, Gronlund, & Linn, 2008). 
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Perspectives on all Four NCLB Policy Pillars 

 With NCLB, a new era began wherein Accountability for Results, Expanded 

Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options for Parents, and Strengthening Teacher 

Quality became the four policy pillars of the nation’s education system.  In a welcome 

letter attached to the document entitled No Child Left Behind: A Parent’s Guide dated 

June 2003, former Secretary of Education Rod Paige stated that the focus of NCLB “is to 

see every child in America – regardless of ethnicity, income, or background – achieve 

high standards” (USDOE, 2003, p. 3). 

 Accountability for results.  President Bush (2002) expressed the idea of 

Accountability for Results in these terms: “First principle is accountability. Every school 

has a job to do…States and local districts have the primary responsibility to ensure that 

all students are learning and that achievement gaps are closing” (p. 3).  Cronin et al. 

(2005) investigated the impact of NCLB on the achievement of students very early in the 

implementation stage of the new law.  They also studied how much student achievement 

status has changed, whether or not and to what extent student achievement growth has 

changed, and the impact of the law on the achievement status and growth of students by 

ethnic group.  Their study raised the following research questions: 

1. Are students’ achievement scores higher than they were when NCLB first 

went into effect? 

2. Is student achievement growth higher than it was when NCLB first went into 

effect? 

3. Are achievement gaps among ethnic groups shrinking under NCLB? 
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4. Given current rates of change in achievement, are schools likely to meet the 

requirements of NCLB? 

 The study used the Growth Research Database from the Northwest Evaluation 

Association to gather data on academic achievement information about hundreds of 

thousands of students in school districts across the country from the 2001-2002 and the 

2003-2004 academic years.  These years represented time before NCLB took effect 

(2001-2002) and after NCLB took effect (2003-2004), allowing for meaningful 

comparisons across time and helpful calculations of growth scores for individual 

students.  Primary findings of the study included: (a) improvement in Mathematics and 

Reading scores over the past 2 years under NCLB; (b) decrease in student growth scores 

since NCLB; (c) students in grades with state tests have higher achievement and growth 

than students who are not; (d) greater increase in changes in performance in mathematics 

than those in reading since NCLB; (e) slight decrease in student growth in every ethnic 

group since NCLB; and (f) growth of Hispanic students in every grade and subject area 

tends to be lower than the growth of White students with exactly the same initial score. 

 The researchers from Northwest Evaluation Association acknowledged that it was 

very early in the change process to expect and determine any change NCLB might have 

effected; however, change some attributed to NCLB was found.  Two of the positive 

trends at this point included the following: 

1. State-level tests tend to improve observed achievement, therefore increasing 

the number of grades in which they are given may further improve 

achievement. 
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2. There is evidence that NCLB has improved student achievement since its 

adoption (although this effect is much smaller than the testing effect). 

Two of the worrisome trends included the following: 

1. If change in achievement of the magnitude seen so far continued, schools 

would not meet the NCLB requirement of 100% proficiency by 2014. 

2. Students in minority groups that had shown achievement gaps in the past grew 

less under NCLB, and may have grown less than comparable White students. 

Elsewhere, the Center on Education Policy (2005) conducted a study to provide a 

comprehensive review of state and local efforts to implement NCLB and to shed some 

light upon the cause of early signs of positive effects on student achievement in state 

standardized tests.  The study was intended to highlight the effects of NCLB and to 

determine to what degree its implementation was narrowing the curriculum.  It 

investigated how NCLB held schools and school districts accountable for improving 

student achievement in mathematics and reading/language arts.  One strategy used by 

school districts to improve student achievement in relevant subjects was to increase the 

amount of instructional time spent on mathematics and reading language arts. 

 In the course of that research, nationally-representative surveys of school districts 

showed that 64% of districts required elementary schools to devote a specific amount of 

time to reading, and 53% required them to devote a specific amount of time to math.  

Districts that received federal Title I funds required an average of 94 minutes of 

instructional time in reading, or about an hour and a half, and an average of 64 minutes in 

math, or about an hour.  In the majority of districts surveyed, instructional time formerly 

devoted to social studies, science, art and music, and physical education had been cut.  
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The study found that the focus that NCLB placed on reading and mathematics diverted 

time and human resources away from other important subjects, as well as from gifted and 

talented programs or extracurricular activities, like the performing arts. 

 McCombs et al. (2005) conducted a report entitled Achieving State and National 

Literacy Goals: A Long Uphill Road: A Report to Carnegie Corporation of New York.  

The report provided a portrait of adolescents’ (4th to 12th graders) skills comparative to 

state and national literacy goals and societal efforts of adolescents to achieving those 

goals.  The study examined adolescent achievement in literacy that met state and/or 

national literacy goals, as measured by state and National Assessment of Educational 

Progress [NAEP] assessments, in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. 

 Regarding the NCLB mandates that all students become proficient in specified 

areas by 2014, states were changing and expanding their testing programs.  Schools that 

failed to make adequate yearly progress faced escalating sanctions over time.  Those 

sanctions varied from: (a) school choice or supplemental services to parents; (b) 

decreased local control; (c) reconstitution of the school staff; (d) a new curriculum based 

on scientifically-based research; (e) an extended academic year or school day; and (f) use 

of outside expert advisors to the school.  The recommendations included that state 

policymakers, practitioners, and parents examine both sources (states and NAEP) of data 

and make their own judgments regarding the relative performance of their students 

against both sets of standards. 

 The study also found that in several states fewer than half of students met state 

proficiency standards, and in no state did even half of students meet the NAEP national 

literacy standard at the level of proficiency.  In addition, the study found that the wide 
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disparity in results from NAEP and state assessments showed large achievement gaps 

between subgroups of students when disaggregated by race or ethnicity and poverty 

status.  Moreover, the study found large differences in the rigor of the assessment and in 

performance levels that states considered “proficient.”  Furthermore, both similarities and 

marked differences were found in some states regarding what state assessments showed 

regarding the relative performance of subgroups against NAEP assessments.  Overall, the 

data showed a tremendous challenge ahead in raising the literacy skills of the nation’s 

adolescents.  Simply mandating standards and assessments was not going to guarantee 

success; the issue called for more focus, attention, and resources from policymakers, 

parents, and teachers.  The costs of inattention were very high, both in personal and 

economic terms. 

Lee (2004) conducted a study entitled, How Feasible is Adequate Yearly Progress 

(AYP)? Simulations of School AYP ‘Uniform Averaging’ and ‘Safe Harbor’ under the No 

Child Left Behind Act.  NCLB required that schools made AYP toward the goal of having 

100% of their students become proficient by the 2013-2014 academic year.  Aggregate 

school performance data from all public schools in two states, Kentucky and Maine, were 

collected and examined in Lee’s study.  Early on, both states established student 

assessment systems to monitor their schools’ academic progress and made a greater effort 

to align their assessments with their content and performance standards.  Lee (2004) 

studied the NCLB requirements for AYP and a standards-based interpretation of the test 

results were applied to determine academic performance of students against the 

performance standards set by the state.  Through simulation analyses of Maine and 

Kentucky’s school performance data collected during the 1990s, Lee investigated how 
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feasible it would be for schools to have met the AYP targets if the mandate had been 

applied in the past with “uniform averaging (rolling averages)” and “safe harbor” options 

that had potential to help reduce the number of schools needing improvement or 

corrective action.  Lee found that applications of both options would do little to reduce 

the risk of massive school failure due to unreasonably high AYP targets for all student 

groups.  When using the current AYP goal and timeline (100% proficient within 12 

years) on retrospective school performance data (1993-1998 in Kentucky and 1995-1998 

in Maine), the percentage of schools that would meet their AYP target overall turned out 

to decrease exponentially over the course of the first few years.  The study also found that 

most schools would have enormous difficulty meeting the NCLB AYP requirement that 

appears to be an unrealistic expectation given the relatively high performance standard in 

a relatively short time line. 

High school graduation rates by ethnicity were valued as a significant indicator of 

NCLB effectiveness.  In fact, these studies below serve to underscore how prominently 

NCLB had placed high school graduation rates as an indicator of positive policy effect.  

At the same time, these studies also demonstrate how arbitrary and unreliable reports of 

high school graduation rates, especially for non-White student subgroups, have 

consistently been over the years. 

 Investigations led by Swanson (2004) of the Urban Institute affirmed that 

completing high school represented a key milestone in an individual’s schooling and 

social and economic advancement, and that graduation rates were an important indicator 

of school system performance.  Nevertheless, graduation rates had not been a major focus 

of educational statistics reporting in the past.  At the very least, these measures had 
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generated far less attention and interest than test scores.  Under NCLB, high school 

graduation rates had gained an increasingly important place in educational policy circles.  

Federal laws for the first time required that high schools and school systems be held 

accountable in a meaningful way for graduation rates, as well as performance on 

academic assessments.  This important step in the evolution of federal accountability 

generated a considerable amount of debate (Barton, 2005).  The issues varied from: (a) 

the state of the nation with regard to this key measure of educational fitness; (b) 

graduation levels among particular student subgroups such as historically disadvantaged 

minorities; (c) the ways in which states were implementing graduation rate accountability 

required under the law; and (e) the best methods for measuring graduation rates (Greene, 

2002). 

 The Urban Institute had immensely contributed to the growing body of 

knowledge about public school graduation rates in the United States available to date.  

For this particular effort in 2004, detailed descriptive statistics and analytic results were 

presented for the nation as a whole, by geographical region, and for each of the states.  

The study also offered an exceptionally detailed perspective on the issue of high school 

completion by examining graduation rates for the overall student population, for specific 

student ethnic groups, and by gender.  It also analyzed graduation rate patterns for 

particular types of school districts, with special attention to the systems in which the 

nation’s most socio-economically disadvantaged students are educated. 

 High school graduation rates were calculated using a measure called the 

Cumulative Promotion Index or CPI.  This indicator, developed at the Urban Institute, 

offered several significant advantages over other commonly reported graduation rate 
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statistics.  Paired with data from the USDOE’s Common Core of Data (CCD), it was 

possible to compute graduation rates for the high school class of 2001 in nearly every 

public school district in the nation (Swanson, 2004).  Findings of high school graduation 

rates for public schools in the United States were summed as follows: 

1. The national graduation rate was 68%, with nearly one-third of all public high 

school students failing to graduate. 

2. Tremendous racial gaps existed regarding graduation rates.  Students from 

historically disadvantaged minority groups (Native American/Alaskan Native, 

Hispanic, and African American) had little more than a 50/50 chance of 

finishing high school with a diploma.  By comparison, graduation rates for 

Whites and Asians/Pacific Islanders were 75% and 77% respectively. 

3. Males graduated from high school at a rate 8% lower than females. 

4. Graduation rates for students who attended school in high poverty, racially 

segregated, and urban school districts lag 15% to 18% behind their peers in 

more advantaged and desegregated districts. 

5. A great deal of variation in graduation rates and gaps among student groups 

was found across regions of the country as well as the states (Swanson, 2004). 

 Analyses performed for that study were based on data from the Common Core of 

Data (CCD).  Conducted by the USDOE, the CCD is a census of public sector local 

educational agencies (districts) and schools for the 50 states, the District of Columbia, 

and several other non-state jurisdictions.  The CCD data collection is intended to capture 

all settings in which a free public education is provided at the elementary and secondary 

levels.  Annual surveys of basic demographic and educational information at the state, 
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district, and school levels are completed by staff of the respective SEAs.  Detailed 

methodological descriptions of the CCD can be found in technical documentation 

published by the NCES (NCES, 2003).  Findings reported here do tell that there was a 

strong and very detrimental linkage between graduation rates and the environmental 

conditions that go along with factors like poverty and segregation (Western et al., 2004). 

Expanded flexibility and local control.  Expanded flexibility and local control 

was defined by President Bush (2002) in familiar terms: 

The third principle of this bill is that we have got to trust the local folks on how to 

achieve standards, to meet the standards.  And therefore, schools not only have 

the responsibility to improve, they now have the freedom to improve.  The federal 

government will not micromanage how schools are run. (p. 4) 

Studies showed to what extent flexibility and local control allowed for the high 

level of student achievement expected from the implementation of the NCLB to be 

diluted by individual state goal-setting, irrespective of the AYP proficiency deadline of 

2014 set by the USDOE.  Linn’s (2005) study, Test-based Educational Accountability in 

the Era of No Child Left Behind, investigated states’ ever-increasing reliance on student 

performance on tests as a way of holding schools and educators accountable.  Linn 

compared state accountability requirements and the accountability requirements of NCLB 

and discussed the resulting mixed messages being given by the two systems.  Linn also 

concluded that other issues between NCLB accountability and state accountability 

systems contributed to the identification of a school as meeting goals according to NCLB, 

but failing to do so according to a state accountability system, or vice versa.  Those issues 

included the multiple hurdles of NCLB, comparisons of performance against a fixed 
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target rather than changes in achievement, and differing definitions of performance goals.  

Lynn’s study was conducted in part by reviewing the cross-classification of 986 schools 

in terms of meeting or not meeting AYP in 2004 and meeting or not meeting Kentucky’s 

accountability goals, the state accountability system, the relationship between the 

Colorado academic performance rating of a school, and the likelihood that the school will 

meet AYP.  The study found that in 2004 no state or large district had anything close to 

100% of their students performing at the basic level, much less the proficient level at 

either Grade 4 or Grade 8 in either reading or mathematics.  Saying that all students must 

be at the proficient level or above by 2014, and yet leaving the definition of proficient 

achievement to the states had resulted in so much state-to-state variability in the level of 

achievement required to meet the proficient standard that “proficient” had become a 

meaningless designation.  There needed to be a national meter bar to determine 

proficiency. 

With a target increase of 3% a year, the proportion of students scoring above the 

2002 median would need to increase from 50% in 2002 to 86% in 2014 (Linn, 2005).  

That would represent a gigantic improvement in the achievement of the nation’s students, 

but might be totally unrealistic, and surely would not be as poorly defined as 100% 

proficient or above given the huge state-to-state variability in the meaning of proficient.  

Holding schools accountable for the performance of students in subgroups that had too 

often been ignored in the past (e.g., racial/ethnic minorities, economically disadvantaged, 

limited English proficient students, and students with disabilities) is a desirable feature of 

NCLB.  However, as it was implemented, it placed large, diverse schools at a substantial 

disadvantage.  Changing the safe-harbor provision from a 10% reduction below proficient 
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to a 3% reduction below proficient would go a long way toward solving the problems 

caused by the multiple hurdles created by subgroup reporting while assuring 

improvement in performance of all subgroups. 

 Venezia, Kirst, and Antonio (2004) reported on Project Bridge, a 6-year project 

encompassing field research, literature review, and data analysis from six states: 

California, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Oregon, and Texas.  They examined the 

relationships between kindergarten and 12th grade and post secondary education with 

regards to students’ transition from lower to upper level, as well as high school student, 

parent, and educator understandings of policies at the high school graduation and college 

entrance levels. 

 The study found that America’s high school students had higher educational 

aspirations than ever before, with 88% of 12th graders expecting to participate in some 

form of postsecondary education (Venezia et al., 2004).  However, the coursework 

between high school that taught from one set of standards, and college with an 

expectation of a different set of standards for prerequisite knowledge, was disconnected.  

Kindergarten to 12th grade schools and districts, postsecondary institutions and systems, 

and the federal government could take important steps to improve the transition from 

high school to college for all students.  Venezia et al. found three actions most promising 

for immediate reform: (a) provide all students, their parents, and educators with accurate, 

high quality information about, and access to, courses that will help prepare students for 

college-level standards; (b) focus on the institutions that serve the majority (80%) of 

students; and (c) create an awareness that getting into college is not the hardest part. 

Lofstrom (2007) observed significant differences between high school graduation 
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rates of non-Hispanic White students and those of Hispanic and African American 

students.  Lofstrom conducted a study titled, Why Are Hispanic and African American 

Dropout Rates So High? that aimed to determine what factors contribute to higher 

minority student dropout rates.  Utilizing unique longitudinal student data, Lofstrom 

isolated and investigated a number of hypothetical factors to explain the variances; such 

as the role of school characteristics – particularly pupil teacher ratio and school size, the 

location of the school, the ethnic/racial composition of its students, the amount spent per 

student, that is, per pupil expenditure, revenues received from Title I, student retention 

for one grade or more by the age of 15, and students attending schools in large and mid-

size cities. 

Lofstrom (2007) found that the following factors played a significant role in the 

achievement gap by Hispanic students: (a) poverty as a whole; (b) lack of English 

proficiency; (c) neighborhood characteristics for African Americans; (d) simple measure 

of student personal encounter with poverty; (e) GED programs; (f) differences in grade 

retention between Hispanic and White students; and (g) and school location in large and 

mid-size cities. 

Expanded options for parents.  The policy pillar Expanded Options for Parents 

was explained by President Bush (2002): 

This bill's second principle is, is that we trust parents to make the right decisions 

for their children.  Any school that doesn't perform, any school that cannot catch 

up and do its job, a parent will have these options – a better public school, a tutor, 

or a charter school.  That is, ensuring information is accessible and options are 

available to parents to make informed decisions about the right school for their 
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children. (p. 4) 

Parental involvement had always been a centerpiece of Title I.  However, for the 

first time in the history of the ESEA, Title I had a specific statutory definition.  The law 

defined parental involvement as the participation of parents in regular, two-way, and 

meaningful communication involving student academic learning and other school 

activities (NCLB, 2001).  That centerpiece position required that: 

1. Parents played an integral role in assisting their children’s learning; 

2. Parents were encouraged to be actively involved in their children’s education 

at school; 

3. Parents were full partners in their children’s education and are included, as 

appropriate, in decision-making and on advisory committees to assist in the 

education of their child; and 

4. Other activities were carried out, such as those described in section 1118 of 

the ESEA (Parental Involvement, Section 9101(32), NCLB, 2001). 

State Education Agencies (SEA) must support the collection and dissemination of 

effective parental involvement practices to its Local Education Agencys (LEAs) and 

schools.  Practices must be based on the most current research, meeting the highest 

professional and technical standards, on effective parental involvement that fosters 

achievement to high standards for all children.  In addition, those practices must be 

geared toward lowering barriers to greater participation by parents in school planning, 

review, and improvement experiences (Section 1111(d), NCLB, 2001).  Moreover, each 

SEA must assure that it would provide technical assistance that is designed to improve 

teaching and learning to LEAs and schools including technical assistance relating to 
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parental involvement under section 1118 (Section 1111(c)(4), NCLB, 2001).  In 

conjunction with other sections of the law, definitions of parental involvement set 

parameters by which SEAs, LEAs, and schools would implement programs, activities, 

and procedures for parental involvement in Title I, Part A programs. 

The issues concerning the Expanded Options for Parents policy pillar were 

studied by a number of researchers (e.g., Borman, Hewes, Overman, & Brown, 2003; 

Hess & Copeland, 2001; Howell, 2004).  They have found that students with involved 

parents, no matter what their income or background, were more likely to: (a) earn high 

grades and test scores; (b) enroll in higher-level programs; (c) pass their classes; (d) earn 

credits; (e) be promoted; (f) attend school regularly; and (g) graduate and go on to 

postsecondary education (Kim & Sunderman, 2004).  NCLB (2002) held educators 

accountable by giving parents more control over their children's education.  When 

schools fail, the law gives parents a number of important options, including school 

choice.  Choice empowers parents, but parents must be adequately informed about their 

children's schools for this reform to truly work.  This critical component offers 

information that can assist parents in exercising their choice to switch schools, and 

outlines some of the key considerations that research indicates should be addressed in 

order to make an effective decision. 

Report cards provide parents with important information about the quality of their 

child's school, teacher qualifications, and their child's progress in key subjects.  From the 

2002-2003 academic year and onward, NCLB (2002) increased the choices for parents of 

students attending Title I schools that failed to meet state standards.  A key provision 

allowed parents to transfer their children out of schools that were not performing.  
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Parents with a child attending a school identified for improvement had the option of 

transferring their child to a better public school within the school district, including a 

charter school.  Expanded Options for Parents also included a neighboring school district, 

if all schools in a district were failing.  All children were eligible, with priority given to 

low-income students.  The district had to provide transportation to the new school, using 

Title I funds, if necessary.  Students could continue to attend the school of their choice 

for the amount of time they would have attended the failing school or until the school is 

no longer considered failing (Brown, 2004). 

Parents with children in schools that persistently failed (i.e., schools that have 

failed to meet state standards for at least three or four years) could take advantage of 

federal education funds to provide supplemental educational services – including 

tutoring, after-school services, and summer school programs – for their children.  NCLB 

(2002) required that local educational agencies spend up to 20% of Title I allocations for 

providing school choice and supplemental services to eligible students (Kim & 

Sunderman, 2004).  In addition, schools that failed to make AYP after five years risked 

reconstitution under a restructuring plan. 

 Children become more successful when their parents are involved in their 

learning (Lewis et al., 1999).  Parents can provide encouragement and support for their 

children's academic pursuits; for example, by helping with homework, and reinforcing 

lessons and values taught in school.  Research supports the belief that high-quality 

education cannot exist without parental involvement.  Studies show that parental 

involvement in learning has a positive impact on dropout rates.  In addition, at schools 

where parental involvement is high, the achievement level of all students in the school 
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improves (Carey, Lewis, & Ferris, 1998).  In fact, 90% of the differences in student test 

scores could be attributed to three factors over which parents assert tremendous control: 

absenteeism, a variety of reading materials found in the home, and the amount of 

television viewing (“Education issues,” 2004). 

 At the same time, schools play a critical role in influencing the level of parent 

involvement in learning (Kannapel & Clements, 2005).  Therefore, schools must 

encourage parents to become full partners with teachers and school administrators in their 

children's education.  Schneider, Teske, and Marschall (2000) found that co-production 

and trust between schools, parents, students, and the larger community was critical for 

high-quality education. 

 Schools that made families feel welcome and promoted home learning garnered 

more support from parents and motivation from students (Carey et al., 1998).  Clearly, 

teachers boasted more success when parents were working with them.  Good schools 

promote active parent involvement, for example, by encouraging parents to volunteer 

(Casserly, 2004).  In addition to traditional open houses and parent conferences, high-

quality schools also established different venues for active parent-teacher organizations to 

involve parents in important school decisions (“Education issues,” 2004).  Those schools 

also provided information on parenting and child development, encouraged learning 

activities in the home, and worked with businesses and agencies to provide resources and 

services for families.  Furthermore, teachers in those high quality schools were trained on 

how to collaborate with parents, help parents learn what their children were bringing 

home for homework, and make schools the center of community life (“Education issues,” 

2004). 
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 Not everyone agreed that parental choice would lead to sweeping changes in the 

educational system (Ansell, 2004).  Opponents questioned whether all families would 

make informed decisions about their child's education.  Because only certain types of 

families would exercise choice, social inequality was only reinforced.  Some argued that 

allowing schools to fail would cause the system to fail children unlucky enough not to 

have been able to change schools.  In addition, the loss of funding that occurred when 

students left for another school could hurt schools that were already struggling 

financially.  Other opponents contended that school choice would be difficult to 

implement in urban systems, where students who might have wanted to leave failing 

schools may have few choices. 

 With the proliferation of school choice (charter schools, home schooling, virtual 

schools, and lab schools), the level of information parents had about their children's 

school was becoming increasingly important.  However, parents typically know very 

little about schools and do not show a consistent pattern for data-driven decision making 

about their school choices (Schneider & Buckley, 2001).  Further, with the costs of 

gathering information on schools being high in comparison with the perceived benefits, 

many parents simply chose to remain uninformed (Schneider & Buckley, 2001). 

 Given the complex nature of education, some opponents questioned whether 

information about schools was understandable enough to parental consumers of this 

information, even when it was available.  In addition, parents often had little information 

about schools in their district, or at least not the level of information they would have 

needed to make an informed choice.  That said, even given the availability of adequate 

information, most parents made their choices based on factors that had little to do with 
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quality of education; for example, the availability of day care, convenience, social 

factors, and sports.  Moreover, underprivileged parents were the least able to analyze 

information about schools, even though they were the most likely to benefit from school 

choice (Schneider & Buckley, 2002). 

 Strengthening teacher quality.  Emphasis on highly qualified faculty using 

research-based methods was explained by President Bush (2002): 

And a fourth principle is that we're going to spend more money, more resources, 

but they'll be directed at methods that work.  Not feel-good methods, not sound-

good methods, but methods that actually work.  Particularly when it comes to 

reading.  We've got money in there to make sure teachers know how to teach what 

works. (p. 4) 

Among NCLB’s (2001) many provisions and requirements, those pertaining to 

the preparation, recruitment, and retention of teachers were possibly the most complex, 

challenging, and far-reaching in terms of real state-level policy change (Education Trust, 

2004).  NCLB made evident the important role teacher quality played in promoting 

student achievement.  The law required that teachers hired after the commencement of 

the 2002-2003 academic year in schools supported with Title I funds be highly qualified 

under the definition set forth in the law.  As such, by the end of the 2005-2006 academic 

year, all teachers ought to be highly qualified in all core academic subjects they teach.  

Highly qualified teachers held the following credentials, as a minimum: (a) at least a 

bachelor’s degree; (b) full state licensure or certification; and (c) competence in related 

subjects of practice.  In addition, no certification or licensure requirements may be 

waived on an emergency, temporary, or provisional basis. 
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 Goldhaber and Anthony (2007) advanced that state level policymakers lack the 

knowledge they need to make informed decisions about teacher licensure, and local 

policymakers lack information that might be useful in hiring teachers and determining 

compensation.  The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) 

offered the potential to address some of these issues through the creation of a voluntary 

certification process whereby highly effective teachers demonstrated and gained 

recognition for their knowledge and teaching skills (Ballou, 2004).  In both its scope and 

expense, NBPTS was arguably the most significant national development in teacher 

policy in the last two decades (Cavalluzzo, 2004). 

 The Strenthening Teacher Quality policy pillar typically combined two elements: 

teacher preparation and qualification, and teaching practice (Bond, Smith, Baker, & 

Hattie, 2000).  High-quality teachers are well prepared, hone strong teaching skills, and 

maintain command over the material.  Research by the NCES (as cited in Lewis et al., 

1999) indicated that high-quality teachers use knowledge of their students to better 

understand how students learn and what motivates them.  They effectively employ 

multiple teaching methods to accommodate students with different learning styles (Lewis 

et al., 1999). 

 Participation in the NBPTS program grew dramatically over a relatively short 

period of time.  NBPTS certified fewer than 200 teachers in 1993-1994, but by November 

2005, this figure had climbed to more than 47,500.  The program was supported by 

substantial investments from all levels of government, as well as private sources, 

including a substantial number of teachers themselves.  NBPTS currently reports federal 

($149.1 million) and private ($261 million) funding of $410.1 million.  In addition, 
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NBPTS received a fee ($2,300 in 2005) for every application, which was paid for either 

by teachers, or in many cases, by states and localities.  Based on an estimated 100,928 

applicants (from 1993-1994 through 2004-2005), this was an additional investment of 

$227.3 million, putting the total investment in the NBPTS program at upwards of $637 

million (Goldhaber & Anthony, 2007). 

 NCLB (2001) placed an unprecedented federal focus on teachers’ subject-matter 

competency.  All teachers of core academic subjects – defined by NCLB as English, 

reading or language arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and 

government, economics, arts, history, and geography – had to demonstrate competency in 

each subject, thereby eliminating out-of-field teaching.  This evaluation standard, called 

the High Objective Uniform State Standard of Evaluation (HOUSSE), had to provide 

objective information about a teacher's knowledge in the subject taught and could 

consider, but not use as a primary criterion, time spent teaching the subject. 

 NCLB (2002) underscored teacher excellence as critical to improving student 

achievement.  The underlying expectation of NCLB legislation was for states to ensure 

that all children were taught by effective teachers.  It strengthened teacher quality through 

the Improving Teacher Quality State Grants program, which gave states more flexibility 

to use federal funds to increase the number of quality teachers.  The program encouraged 

states to use practices grounded in scientifically based research to prepare, train, and 

recruit high-quality teachers (NCLB, 2002).  By the end of the 2005-2006 academic year, 

all teachers in core content areas had to be highly qualified (i.e., be certified and have 

demonstrated proficiency) in their subject area (Rebora, 2004).  Professional 

qualifications of teachers would be reported on state report cards beginning with the 
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2002-2003 academic year (USDOE, 2002). 

 Class size.  Irrespective of teachers’ professional qualification, another element in 

the formula for student achievement seems to be student-teacher ratio.  On the one hand, 

with regard to the student per teacher ratio, some researchers have concluded that smaller 

class size has little effect on student performance.  A study showing trends in data from 

the 1950s to 1986 did not show a consistent correlation between class size and 

standardized test scores (Lewis et al., 1999).  Moreover, making classrooms smaller 

requires hiring more teachers, resulting in greater educational costs per student.  Modest 

gains in achievement resulting from smaller class sizes did not justify the cost of 

implementing such a reform (Sum et al., 2009).  Darling-Hammond and Baratz-Snowden 

(2007) believed the push for smaller classrooms would compel schools to hire teachers 

who are less qualified, sacrificing educational quality for quantity.  In addition, to get the 

most out of smaller classrooms, teachers need to alter their teaching styles, allowing for 

interaction and feedback.  Some studies indicate that few teachers adapt teaching 

methods for smaller classes, teaching them the same as they would larger classes (Angrist 

& Guryan, 2004). 

 On the other hand, educators and policymakers have long argued that smaller 

classes are better.  This strategy has gained prominence in recent years: Forty states have 

initiated class-size reduction efforts (Hanushek, 1997).  Reasons include fewer class 

disruptions, increased individualized attention for each student, more tailored teaching 

approaches, and increased student participation.  In order for teachers to be most 

effective, they must have a better understanding of how each individual learns, so it is 

logical to assume that smaller classes would make this easier (Lewis et al., 1999). 
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 In general, research on class size has supported these assertions.  The largest, 

most credible class-size study was Tennessee's statewide Student Teacher Achievement 

Ratio (STAR) project.  Results indicated that students in smaller classes of 13-17 students 

outperformed students in larger classes of 22-25 students on mathematics and reading 

achievement tests, and that these learning gains persisted long after students returned to 

larger classrooms (Lewis et al., 1999).  Students in small classes were more likely to 

graduate on time, complete high school, and complete more advanced math and English 

courses (National Education Association, 2008).  Moreover, poor and African American 

students benefited most from smaller classes.  Reducing class size narrowed the 

achievement gap between African American and White students by 38% (National 

Education Association, 2008). 

 Similarly, researchers at the Education Policy Studies Laboratory and the 

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee concluded that poor students participating in a 5-

year class-size reduction program achieved at higher levels than poor students in larger 

classes (National Education Association, 2008).  Another study in Texas showed that 

students in classes greater than 18 students scored worse on reading and math tests than 

students in smaller classes (Lewis et al., 1999).  The National Association of Elementary 

School Principals (2000) recommended no more than 15 students per teacher in 

kindergarten, and no more than 20 in elementary school classes.  The National Education 

Association endorsed a class size of 15 students for regular classes and supported even 

smaller classes for students who have special needs (2008). 

 Quality of teaching practices.  No matter the class size, teachers’ awareness and 

expert use of best teaching practices complement the mere acquisition of postsecondary 
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credentials.  There is consensus in the literature that teachers need to have a 

postsecondary education and strong content knowledge in their subject area.  Some argue, 

however, that research focusing on teaching credentials does not, thus far, provide 

sufficient information about the actual quality of teaching practices.  Information about 

teaching credentials provides only a rough sense of the overall efficacy of teaching 

quality (Lewis et al., 1999).  The following studies provide a clear indication of where the 

most probable influence on student achievement might come.  They also underscore the 

importance of formal training in teachers’ efforts to transfer knowledge to students. 

 A study entitled, NCLB: What School Districts Are Doing to Improve Teacher 

Quality in High-Need Schools (Rentner et al., 2005), investigated NCLB’s requirements 

for school districts to ensure that low-income and minority students – as well as all other 

students – be taught by highly qualified teachers.  A nationally representative survey of 

school districts revealed strategies to recruit highly qualified teachers for high need 

schools.  It was found that nationally, 8% of districts offered financial incentives to 

teachers who moved to high-need schools, but nearly one in five large districts (19%) 

used this strategy, in addition to using intensified teacher recruitment efforts. 

 How Large Are Teacher Effects? was a study conducted by Nye, 

Konstantopoulos, and Hedges (2004) that found that schools with an increased 

percentage of highly qualified teachers registered larger effects on mathematics 

achievement than on reading achievement.  Also noted, was much larger teacher effect 

variation in low Socio-Economic Status (SES) schools than in high SES schools. 

 The study Can Teacher Quality Be Effectively Assessed? National Board 

Certification as a Signal of Effective Teaching completed by Goldhaber and Anthony 
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(2007) to investigate the relationship between the certification of teachers by the NBPTS 

and elementary level student achievement, showed that NBPTS was identifying the more 

effective teacher applicants and that National Board Certified Teachers were generally 

more effective than teachers who never applied to the program.  The statistical 

significance and magnitude of the “NBPTS effect,” however, differed significantly by 

grade level and student type.  The study did not find that the NBPTS certification process 

itself increased teacher effectiveness.  There were mixed findings about teacher 

effectiveness post-certification, making judgments about the singal hypothesis less 

certain. 

 The Southeast Center for Teaching Quality (2004) examined the effects, 

challenges, and opportunities of NCLB’s highly qualified teacher requirements.  The 

brief considered: (a) teachers’ and administrators’ view of the “highly qualified” 

definition; (b) the impact of the mandates on recruitment and retention in rural and urban 

schools; (c) the effect of current NCLB funding models on states; and (d) districts’ ability 

to implement the requirements.  They found that districts and schools were struggling to 

implement the highly-qualified teacher mandate.  Struggles in effective implementation 

were the result of four factors considered in detail within this brief: (a) lack of 

meaningful guidance and technical support; (b) inadequate capacity for collecting and 

reporting required data; (c) initial timelines for implementation which contributed to 

confusion and inefficiency; and (d) failure to effectively align disparate elements of 

teaching quality under the law.  Recommendations were as follows: 
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1. The federal government should expand financial and personnel resources 

dedicated toward technical assistance efforts so that these initiatives actually 

could improve “on-the ground” implementation of the law. 

2. States needed to set up clearinghouses of information for districts to draw 

upon as they try to meet the highly qualified teacher requirement. 

3. Significantly more resources must be invested in state and district capacity for 

data collection and reporting. 

4. States and districts should recognize that meeting the NCLB teaching quality 

mandate would not necessarily ensure a high quality teacher. 

High School Graduation Rates 

Millions of students leave school before high school graduation.  In academic 

years 2002-2004, graduation rates ranged between 71% and 73.9%, give or take GEDs 

(Orfield et al., 2004).  In 2004, 22% of 18 to 24-year-olds did not complete high school.  

By the turn of the millennium, close to 3.8 million youth aged 18-24 years were neither 

employed nor attending school, but from 2000 to 2004, that same alarming number grew 

by 700,000 more (Hood, 2004).  Nationally, only about two-thirds of all students who 

enter ninth grade exit with regular high school diplomas four years later (Barton, 2005).  

Members of certain demographic groups are at much greater risk of dropping out of 

school and post different graduation rates.  In 2002, Whites had a 75 % graduation rate, 

African Americans had a 50% graduation rate, Latinos had a 53% graduation rate, Native 

American/Alaskan Natives had a 51% graduation rate, and Asians/Pacific Islanders had a 

77% graduation rate (Orfield et al., 2004). 
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 The inequalities do not stop there (Balfanz & Legters, 2003; Kozol, 2005).  When 

young people drop out of school, they and the American society as a whole, face multiple 

negative consequences (Barclay & Doll, 2001).  About one-half do not earn a high school 

diploma.  75% of state prison inmates and 59% of federal inmates are dropouts (Harlow, 

2004; Moretti, 2005; Western et al., 2004).  In 2001, only 51% of young adult dropouts 

were employed (Adair, 2001; Sum et al., 2002).  In 2004, annual earnings for dropouts 

fell from $23,903 in 2002 to $21,447 (Rousse, 2005).  The U.S. death rate for persons 

with fewer than 12 years of education is two and a half times higher than for those with 

13 or more years of education (Muennig, 2005a, 2005b).  Every nine seconds in America, 

a student becomes a dropout (Lehr et al., 2004).  All those facts showed that there was a 

problem (Evans, 2005).  This review delved into NCLB studies that might have shown 

the NCLB (2002) policy pillars as plausible solutions to that problem. 

 NCLB (2002) obligated states to consider these key factors to student 

achievement: (a) strong relationships between a student and an adult in the school; (b) 

individualized graduation plans and early warning systems to keep parents informed 

about student progress; and (c) longer compulsory school age requirements.  For 

example, 17 states and the District of Columbia now requiring students to remain in 

school until age 18 had already considered the latter. 

 With greater incentives for compliance, NCLB (2002) encouraged schools to raise 

both test scores and graduation rates and to ensure balance between the two.  A report by 

Bridgeland, DiIulio, & Morison (2006) reads, “If schools are only rewarded for raising 

test scores, the law could have the unintended effect of giving schools an incentive to 

‘push out’ low-performing students whose test scores would bring down school 
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averages” (p. 8). 

 In 1991, Villegas found how family involvement in children’s education affected 

student achievement.  Students with involved parents, no matter what their income or 

background, were more likely to: (a) earn high grades and test scores and enroll in 

higher-level programs; (b) pass their classes, earn credits, and be promoted; (c) attend 

school regularly; and (d) graduate and go on to postsecondary education. 

An excerpt from the executive summary section of a study conducted by the 

Center for Labor Market Studies (2009) reads: 

America is currently in the throes of a persistent high school dropout crisis that 

has been a long time in the making, with substantial disparities in dropout rates 

across race, ethnic, and income groups and geographic areas.  The absence of new 

funding at the federal and state level since the 1980s has led to decades of 

disinvestment in re-enrollment programs across the country.  In the current global 

economy, having at least a high school diploma is a critical step for avoiding 

poverty, and a college degree is a prerequisite for a well-paying job.  The costs of 

dropping out of high school today are substantial and have risen over time, 

especially for young men, who find it almost impossible to earn an adequate 

income to take care of themselves and their families. (p. 3) 

 There were four other methods commonly used to estimate high school 

graduation rates: 

1. That of the NCES; this study used statewide high school graduation rates data 

from 2001 to 2006 exclusively from this source. 

Graduates ÷ (Graduates + [Dropouts: 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th grades]) 
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2. That of Jay Greene (2002) of the Manhattan Institute: 

Graduates ÷ (Average of Cohort Enrollments [8th, 9th, and 10th grades] as adjusted for 

transfer) 

3. That of Thomas Mortenson (2000) of the organization Postsecondary 

Opportunity: 

Graduates ÷ Cohort Enrollment (9th grade) 

4. That of Chris Swanson (2004) of the Urban Institute: 

Probability of 9th graders graduating in 4 years = Product of the percentage of 9th 

graders promoted to 10th grade, the percentage of 10th graders promoted to 11th grade, 

the percentage of 11th graders promoted to 12th grade, and the percentage of 12th 

graders graduating in a given year. 

 Former Secretary of Education Paige (2004a) convened a panel of experts to 

develop and recommend a standard measure of high school graduation rates that all states 

could use in reporting their graduation rates as required by the NCLB Act.  The task force 

recommended this calculation model in its report: 

Graduates ÷ Class Size = Graduation Rate (USDOE, 2004) 

 Graduates included students entering ninth grade for the first time and graduating 

on time with a regular diploma plus students transferring into the cohort in 10th, 11th, 

and 12th grades and graduating on time with a regular diploma.  Class size equaled the 

number of students in ninth grade for the first time and all transfers into the class minus 

students documented as transfers, imprisoned or deceased. 

The rate calculated the percentage of students entering ninth grade for the first 

time who graduate on time with a regular diploma.  This formula depended on accurate 
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state reporting of students transferring to other schools.  Therefore, states had to develop 

new, computer-based tracking systems for school officials to determine whether students 

who left their school did actually transfer to another school.  Then, however, states were 

not required to use this formula, as they did not have the necessary tracking systems in 

place.  To this day, many different formulas are still in use. 

 Choice of one formula over another other caused significant differences in the 

percentage reported for high school completion rate, as illustrated in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Differences in Graduation Rate Calculations 

Year Researcher Completion Rate 

1998 Jay P. Greene 71.0% 

1998 Andrew Sum et al. 68.7% 

2000 Christopher B. Swanson and Duncan Chaplin 66.6% 

2000 Paul E. Barton 69.6% 

2000 Thomas Mortenson 66.1% 
(Barton, 2005) 

Federal Oversight of Implementation of NCLB Policy Pillars 

NCLB (2002) required every state to choose its own assessment and 

measurement for student achievement.  Findings from independent research 

questioned the reliability of test-based accountability left in the hands of the very 

states under the federal microscope in the first place.  The cornerstone of NCLB 

was test-based accountability.  For the first time, teachers and administrators were 

not paid solely on the weight of their own education, but for evidence of 
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knowledge transfer to their students.  In fact, supporters of this act hoped for their 

approach to close the achievement gap between minority and mainstream students 

by 2014 (Gonzalez et al., 2004). 

President George W. Bush’s education plan raised anew some old 

questions about test results comparability between different states.  Neither was it 

new for the federal government to play a role in influencing state testing policies, 

or in suggesting that states align test comparability across states.  Indeed, the 

federal government had a fairly substantial impact on testing policies between 

states and districts, at least since 1965, when the Title I program was established to 

provide funds for compensatory education programs. 

 Commonsense expectations of one grade-equivalent (GE) gain in a year’s time 

could be unreasonably demanding for some students while too lenient for others.  These 

problems with GEs made the aggregation of results problematic.  Research findings (e.g., 

Braun, 2004; Cannell, 1987), on both commercial norm-referenced tests and to criterion-

referenced tests developed by some states and districts, traced some notable findings: 

1. When test results become high-stakes through political pressure and media 

attention, scores could become inflated, thus giving a false impression of 

student achievement (Braun, 2004). 

2. The Cannell report first released in 1987, debunking the claim that all 50 

states were above average, drew public attention for the first time to the 

possibility that euphoric tests score gains might be fraudulent. 

3. In a systematic follow-up of the Cannell (1987) report, Linn, Graue, and 

Sanders (1990) concluded that achievement trends reported by states and 
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districts on the basis of standardized tests appeared to be increasing more 

dramatically than could be corroborated by parallel comparisons on secure 

tests administered by the national assessment.  Students scored significantly 

lower in reading and math content when given an independent assessment 

than they did on district-generated standardized tests (Koretz, Linn, Dunbar, 

& Shepard, 1991). 

4. Experimental studies had shown that students who received narrowly focused 

coaching on one type of test questions are often unable to answer correctly if 

the same skill is tested in even a slightly different way (Shepard, 1990).  Thus 

it is possible to raise test scores without increasing learning (Gordon, 2004). 

 Amrein and Berliner (2002) developed a categorization of high-stakes test-

taking states by studying the nature and timing of their policies and their impact on 

student achievement as compared to the national average.  Since most if not all the 

states complied with the principles of NCLB (2002), two-group designs were not 

possible.  Swanson and Stevenson (2002) called their research “policy activism” and 

dubbed a numerical index for their study upon the degree states implemented any of 22 

assessment and accountability related policy activities as of 2001.  Reported activities 

were organized into four categories: (a) content standards; (b) performance standards; 

(c) aligned assessments; and (d) professional standards.  Scores across all 22 possible 

policy activities were as follows: 0 = does not have a policy; 1 = developing one; and 2 

= has enacted such a policy as of 1996.  Therewith, the level index of overall “policy 

activism” was scaled from -1.61 to 2.46, from least to most policy-active. 
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Carnoy and Loeb (2002) created an index-like system, but one that measured 

each state's accountability strength.  They noted that a 0-5 scale captured degrees of state 

external pressure on schools to improve student achievement according to state-defined 

performance criteria.  Thus, their index was crafted to represent a hypothetical degree of 

"pressure" on teachers and students to perform well on state tests.  This pressure was 

based on: (a) the grades in which students were tested; (b) school accountability; (c) 

types of repercussions for schools; (d) strength of repercussions for schools; (e) use of 

high school exit tests (in 2000), and if so, the grade at which first high school test was 

given; and (f) the first class that had to pass the test to get a diploma (all information 

based on data as of 1999-2000). 

Although they provided a general description of what each index value 

represented, Carnoy and Loeb’s (2002) overall rationale was vague.  For example, to 

earn the highest strength of accountability score, states receiving a score of “5” had to 

have students tested in several different grades.  Schools were sanctioned or rewarded 

based on student test scores, and a high school minimum competency test was required 

for graduation.  Other states had some of these elements, but not others.  Carnoy and 

Loeb provided very little information as to how they differentiated a “5” score from a 

“4” score, and so on. 

Implementation Theory 

 NCLB (2002) presented all states with an unprecedented challenge: to 

implement a tightly prescribed accountability model with the goal of all students 

achieving grade-level proficiency in reading or language arts and mathematics 

within 12 years.  With regard to the Expanded Flexibility and Local Control policy 
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pillar, whereas the subject matter of this present study revolved around education, 

the study itself spun towards policy theory, policy implementation, and 

implementation performance in order to understand the policy process, along with 

its outputs (DeLeon, 1999; Lester & Goggin, 1998; Schneider, 1999; Winter, 1999).  

Like most, this implementation study intended not only to identify policy outputs 

(the dependent variable), but also to explain them (the relationship among the 

variables).  From this perspective, NCLB policy could be viewed as a sort of 

production process (O’Toole, 1986), wherein, “the course and outcomes of the 

processes depended not only on inputs but mainly on the characteristics of the actors 

(federal, state, district, and school personnel) involved, particularly their objectives, 

information, and power” (Bressers, 1983, p. 85). 

 This present study analyzed the flexibility and local control undertaken by the 

states in order to understand the underpinnings of states’ legislative remonstrance 

(protest) during the process of implementing the four driving pillars of NCLB (2002).  

Again, Bressers et al. (2001) wrote, 

The mere application of a policy instrument does not automatically lead to the 

envisaged change in the consequences of the behavioral alternatives of the target 

group…Deviations can actually be motivated by concern for goal attainment by 

the implementers with regards to their “degree of correct application” of the 

policy. (p. 24) 

Therefore, analysis of states’ efforts in implementing the four driving principles of NCLB 

would underscore the distinction between constructive or obstructive cooperation and 

negotiation and conflict (Bressers et al., 2001). 
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 Heckathorn and Maser (1987) recall that during an implementation process the 

options of the actors are not fixed.  Further, “Actors might find themselves perfectly 

happy in an agreement (cooperation) not to implement the instrument (or to implement it 

only in a symbolic way)” (Bressers & Rosenbaum, 2000).  Scharpf (1997) revealed that 

such actors are usually in a dependency relation, where the power balance between them 

might vary from domination to more or less even.  Dependency is even more important in 

situations where the balance of power could influence the (non-)cooperative nature of the 

game, or even influence the nature of the solution that the actors would find acceptable.  

Bressers and Klok (1993) added “whereas negotiation would generally decrease the 

correctness of implementation, a confrontational strategy has implications for the 

legitimacy of implementation,” which may help explain why federal implementers of 

NCLB (2002) were far less receptive to negotiations in the earlier stage of the process 

than they later became.  Consequently, implementation theory enabled this study to 

predict well-specified outcomes useful in this research (Ostrom, 1999). 

Policy Failure 

 Nagel (1990) made a fundamental distinction in public policy analysis between 

policy formation and policy implementation, or policy causes and policy effects.  Before 

NCLB (2002), many other education policies earned high praise and yet became adoption 

failures due to interest-group opposition (e.g., tariff removal in the 1930s, free market 

pricing in 1950s, and pollution taxes in the 1970s).  Whereas post-adoption policy failure 

varies in terms of the subjective intent of the decision makers versus the objective reality 

(Dye & Gray, 1980), policy failure should generally be measured by the degree of non-
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compliance, the deviation between actual and optimum, and in terms of opportunity cost; 

rather than a dichotomy of failure versus success (Ingram & Mann, 1980). 

 Torenvlied and Akkerman (2004) recognized that policy implementation was the 

domain of the executive branch of government but had an impact on the political survival 

of elected officials.  Their analysis of the NCLB policy implementation subsequently 

explained policy drift, that is, the difference between the policy intent of decision-makers 

and the actual performance of implementation agencies (McCubbins, Noll, & Weingast, 

1989; Torenvlied & Thomson, 2004), using three sets of variables: (a) characteristics of 

the decision-making process; (b) attributes of implementation agencies and the tasks they 

need to perform; and (c) administrative procedures for monitoring, controlling, and 

sanctioning the implementation agencies (Balla, 1999; Weingast, 1984). 

Furthermore, Rentner, Kober, and Scott (2005) conducted another study of NCLB 

and reported that in 2004, during the third year of its implementation, the law became a 

significant force affecting the operations and decisions of states, school districts, and 

schools.  Findings were based on a survey of 49 states, a nationally representative survey 

of 314 school districts, case studies of 36 districts and 37 schools, four special analyses of 

critical NCLB issues, and three forums exploring ways to address the law’s key 

challenges. 

At this beginning stage of the law’s implementation, Rentner et al. (2005) found 

early signs of some positive effects, but also clear warning signs of problems that could 

have undermined the future success of the law, if not addressed.  On the positive side, 

states and school districts reported that students’ scores on the state tests used for NCLB 

were rising.  School districts also reported progress in raising the proportion of teachers 
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who were highly qualified according to the law’s definition.  NCLB was spurring more 

collaboration among classroom teachers, special education teachers, and teachers 

supported through the federal Title I program for disadvantaged children. 

On the negative side, Rentner et al. (2005) found that states and school districts 

continued to struggle with implementing key aspects of the law.  States and school 

districts voiced continued frustration with the NCLB testing requirements for students 

with disabilities and English language learners.  Many state and district officials, as well 

as researchers, questioned the fairness and reasonableness of the overall approach to 

determining adequate yearly progress and believed that the goal of 100% of students 

performing at proficient levels by 2014 was unrealistic and expressed doubt about their 

ability to meet state AYP targets.  The most serious sign of trouble ahead referred to the 

capacity of states and districts – in terms of both funding and staffing – to help low-

performing schools and students.  The true success of NCLB depended upon the day-to-

day actions taken in underperforming schools and the effectiveness of the interventions 

provided for low-achieving students. 

Select speech excerpts of former Secretary of Education Paige to state education 

leaders underscored multiple shifts and echoes in the rhetoric over a 3-year span from 

2002 to 2004.  They also offered significant insight into the USDOE’s implementation 

strategies for NCLB. 

On December 11, 2003, in Washington, DC, former U.S. Secretary of Education, 

Rod Paige, delivered these remarks at the National Conference of State Legislatures: 

This new law is a powerful tool that, when fully implemented, it can slam shut the 

wide and in some places increasing and in all places un-American achievement 
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gap between ethnic groups…Funding is not the issue.  Reform is the issue.  

Accountability is the issue…No Child Left Behind is a positive law…The only 

thing that we ask is that the commitment be strong, and that the determination be 

relentless. (Paige, 2003, p. 1) 

 On March 14, 2004, in Washington, DC, former U.S. Secretary of Education, Rod 

Paige, delivered these remarks at the National Association of State Boards of Education: 

This time last year, our nation embarked on an historic journey – a journey that 

embraced the President’s hopeful vision that says: Education is a civil right…No 

Child Left Behind rests on four pillars: accountability, local control, options for 

parents, and research-based instruction that works…You may be familiar with the 

management guru, Jim Collins, who came out with a book called “Good to Great” 

that looks at what makes ordinary companies extraordinarily successful.  He says 

there are several ways to get there, and one is to face the “brutal facts”…In 

January [2004], we celebrated a major victory for accountability when every state 

– for the first time in the history of the American public school system – 

submitted plans outlining how they will ensure that all their schools are places of 

high expectations and high standards.  Five states have completed the peer review 

process and the rest are underway.  This is what true reform looks like.  Things 

are getting done. (Paige, 2004a, p. 1) 

Except from Secretary Rod Paige’s comments on opposition to NCLB on July 15, 

2004: 

Another idea that has been opposed in knee-jerk fashion is the No Child Left 

Behind Act.  The law, passed in 2001 and one of the president's first priorities 
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upon taking office, is improving the entire American school system and is giving 

parents whose children are trapped in underperforming schools not only hope, but 

options, such as free tutoring or transfer to a better public school… Education is 

truly the civil-rights issue of the 21st century.  If a child is denied a quality 

education, his or her future is dimmed by ignorance, indifference, callousness and 

disregard.  Millions of children have been pushed through the school system in 

years past with little regard as to whether they have learned.  For minority 

students in particular, the denial of a quality education begins with what President 

Bush has termed the “soft bigotry of low expectations.”  Like Ralph Ellison's 

“invisible man,” these children have been overlooked and thrust into the 

shadows…School should be a leg up on life, which is why No Child Left Behind 

is designed to provide a quality education to all children, regardless of their race, 

spoken accent or street address. (USDOE, 2004, p. 1) 

The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) (2004) also assessed for 

changes necessary for better implementation of the new educational reform law, NCLB.  

The GAO reported to congressional committees that improvements were needed in the 

USDOE’s process for tracking states' implementation of key NCLB provisions.  The 

GAO recommended that the Secretary of Education delineate a written process and 

timeframes for states to meet conditions for full approval, develop a written plan with 

steps and timeframes so all states might have approved standards and assessment systems 

by 2006, and further supported states’ efforts to gather accurate student data used to 

determine if goals had been met. 
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The USDOE disagreed with the first recommendation and agreed with the others.  

The GAO followed with its recommendations for executive action.  For those states that 

had plans that did not meet all NCLBA requirements and still had conditional approval, 

the GAO recommended that the Secretary of Education delineate in writing the process 

and time frames that were appropriate for each state’s particular circumstances to meet 

conditions for full approval.  Further, the GAO recommended that the Secretary of 

Education develop a written plan that included steps and time frames so that all states 

might have approved NCLB standards and assessment systems by the 2005-2006 

academic year.  To improve the validity and reliability of state data used to determine 

whether schools were meeting state goals, the GAO recommended that the Secretary of 

Education further supported states’ ability to gather accurate student data through 

activities such as disseminating best practices and designating technical specialists who 

could serve as resources to help states. 

On March 2010, the USDOE released, A Blueprint for Reform: the 

Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  In this document, 

President Obama prefaced, “Every child in America deserves a world-class education,” 

which he qualified as “a national priority” and “a moral imperative” (USDOE, 2010, p. 

1).  President Obama continued, “My Administration’s blueprint for reauthorization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act is not only a plan to renovate a flawed law, 

but also an outline for re-envisioned federal role in education” (USDOE, 2010, p. 2).  The 

blueprint offered its own key priorities for this re-envisioned federal role in education: 

1. College and career ready students: 

a. Raising standards for all students 
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b. Better assessments 

c. Complete education 

2. Great teachers and leaders in every school: 

a. Effective teachers and principals 

b. Our best teachers and leaders where they are needed most 

c. Strengthening teacher and leader preparation and recruitment 

3. Equity and opportunity for all students: 

a. Rigorous and fair accountability for all levels 

b. Meeting the needs of diverse learners 

c. Greater equity 

4. Raise the bar for rewarding excellence: 

a. Fostering a race to the top 

b. Supporting effective public school choice 

c. Promoting a culture of college readiness and success 

5. Promote innovation and continuous improvement: 

a. Fostering innovation and accelerating success 

b. Supporting, recognizing, and rewarding local innovations 

c. Supporting student success (USDOE, 2010). 

Current Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, expressed that NCLB got it 

backwards.  Rather than being tight on goals and loose on how to get there, it's the 

opposite.  Duncan added that Blueprint for Reform sought to rectify that.  Blueprint for 

Reform shifted the focus from singling out under-performing schools to fostering a "race 

to the top" to reward successful reforms (USDOE, 2010).  The Obama administration was 
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setting a higher bar.  The President called for all students to be college or career ready by 

2020 (as opposed to NCLB which mandated for students to become proficient in 

mathematics and English by 2014).  Whereas under NCLB (2002) some states 

compensated for sub-par student performance with low standards and easy tests, A 

Blueprint for Reform (USDOE, 2010) emphasizes stringent standards, ideally achieved 

by adopting the new national core standards selected in 2009 by the National Governors 

Association and chief state school officers, and not by the USDOE. 

Blueprint for Reform focused on educational reform through these four areas: 

1. Improving teacher and principal effectiveness 

2. Providing information to families 

3. Implementing college and career ready standards 

4. Improving student learning and achievement in America's lowest performing 

schools 

Critics labeled Blueprint for Reform the nickname “NCLB 2.0” in that the new 

reform act continued many of the same provisions of NCLB (2002) (or “NCLB 1.0”) and 

that only the names have been changed.  However, Blueprint for Reform separated itself 

from NCLB by its five key priorities.  Also, a national initiative, such as Blueprint for 

Reform, differs greatly from a federal law, such as NCLB.  In fact, NCLB required every 

state to have a school accountability system that revolved around testing students on 

basic skills and rating schools based on students’ test performance.  If any state failed to 

set up an accountability system, that state would have faced the loss of federal funds. 

However, Blueprint for Reform (USDOE, 2010) encourages states to devise one 

single set of academic standards for the different states, and a single test to assess 
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achievement of academic standards to be used in the accountability system.  Blueprint for 

Reform further encourages all states to adopt a single set of standards, rather than 50 

separate standards and multiple tests.  Since 2009, the National Governors Association 

(NGA) and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSO) pooled their resources to 

create the Common Core State Standards Initiative – a push to create a single set of 

standards that could be used by states across the nation (Council of Chief State School 

Officers and National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, 2010).  The NGA 

represents the governors of all 50 states while the CCSO represents state school 

superintendents.  Other state-level organizations, such as the National Association of 

State Boards of Education and the State Higher Education Executive Officers, also 

played an important role in the Common Core State Standards project.  To that end, 

Blueprint for Reform (2010) offered $350 million in competitive grants to encourage 

states to draw up a new generation of standardized tests.  Despite the Obama 

Administration’s support, the governing power over the Common Core State Standards 

remains with the Common Core partners, not with the USDOE (Council of Chief State 

School Officers and National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, 2010). 

Chapter Summary 

For the literature review, this researcher selected those studies that underscored 

not only the rationale for this research, but also those that highlight its major concepts.  

Therefore, the literature selection included studies on: (a) the historical track of federal 

educational policy; (b) the four driving policy pillars of NCLB; (c) high school 

graduation rates and student subgroups; (d) matters of state implementation of the policy; 
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(e) USDOE oversight strategies; and (f) other reports of independent research related in 

full or in part to this present study. 

This study investigated the correlational relationship between high school 

graduate rates across student ethnic groups and the four policy pillars of NCLB from 

2001 to 2006.  Results from this study would be especially useful to educational 

reformers and political leaders to decide on implementing the pillars in the hope of 

adding value to state high school graduating rates by student ethnic groups.  Though in 

itself not new, the proposition of a rigorous education for all children has been heralded 

as more attainable through the enforcement of the four policy pillars of the NCLB, along 

with the installment of fail-safe benchmarks to betray any state not implementing the 

pillars as prescribed. 

 The USDOE provided a set of guiding principles to help states leave no child 

behind in their federally mandated pursuit of 100% AYP by 2014.  Further, the USDOE 

took those principles into account when discussing amendments to state accountability 

plans, or for example, consolidated applications to allow for innovation that helped states 

achieve the goal of NCLB through these policy pillars. 

 President George Bush’s address (2002) for the enactment of NCLB (2002) into 

law sounds a lot more positive than the early results found so far in field research.  

Nationally, only about 71% of high school students graduate on time (USDOE, 2002).  In 

urban areas, only about one half of students receive a diploma.  Among minorities, 

particularly those residing in inner city neighborhoods, the chances of making it to 

graduation are also slim.  Only about 52% of Hispanic students, and approximately 56% 

of African American students, graduate on schedule as opposed to 78% of White 
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students.  Between October 2004 and October 2005, about 400,000 young people 

dropped out of high school.  The labor force participation rate for these dropouts (57.2%) 

was considerably lower that the participation rate for recent high school graduates who 

had not enrolled in college (78.5%).  The unemployment rate for recent high school 

dropouts was 32.9 % in October 2005, and the unemployment rate of recent high school 

graduates who had not enrolled in college was 20.6 % (U.S. Department of Labor 

[USDOL], 2006). 

 Today’s job market demands post-secondary educational skills, whether from a 4-

year college, community college, technical school, or a formal apprenticeship.  However, 

many students who graduate from high school are ill-prepared for college, as proven by 

the 68% of high school graduates in remedial course on college campuses throughout the 

country (USDOL, 2006).  Thus, most students leave high school without the necessary 

skills for college or a living wage job.  Whereas this aberration keeps this nation at risk, 

and may create a shortage of 14 million workers with college-level skills (USDOL, 

2006), this review of what works, and doesn’t, in education reform, found evidence that 

solutions exist to tackle the problem, although it is still too early to measure the impacts 

of Blueprint for Reform.  Communities around the country are proving it possible to 

reverse these troubling trends and prepare all students for college, work, and citizenship.  

High performing high schools (especially those serving a small population of students) 

have a high-quality curriculum and instruction that focuses on rigor, relevance, 

relationships, and reflective thought.  The new administration, lead by President Barack 

Obama, has offered a blueprint for education reform, which seems to continue the rescue 

effort for this nation at risk. 
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Most of the studies presented earlier used a multivariate correlational design 

wherein the criterion variable (either high school graduation rate, student achievement, 

teacher education, parental influence on students, or school based leadership) was pinned 

against one driving principle (or derivative) of NCLB to assess for relationships.  What 

the review has also helped the researcher gain, is a perspective of the interconnectedness 

of many of these variables so that an apparent relationship between two select variables 

might in fact have been triggered by another variable not even considered in previous 

studies.  That is why this study analyzes not only the relationships between the four 

driving policy pillars of NCLB and high school graduation rates, but also the relationship 

that each pillar has singularly with high school graduation rates.  Subsequently, the 

research has also suggested a number of assumptions inherent to this study, such as the 

impacts of parent involvement, socio-economic status, state compliance, and individual 

student effort. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether the four policy pillars 

(Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, and Strengthening Teacher Quality) of the NCLB Act of 2001 were related to 

graduation rates of student ethnic groups during the 2002-2006 year period following the 

enactment of the law.  In this chapter, the methodology applied to test the research 

hypotheses was derived from the research questions presented in Chapter 1. 

Research Design 

This study used a quantitative, non-experimental correlational design with three 

major variables: (a) level of implementation of NCLB policy pillars; (b) statewide 

graduation rates; and (c) student student ethnic groups.  The purpose was to determine 

whether state implementation of the four policy pillars of NCLB was associated with 

increased state high school graduation rates for all racial ethnic groups.  The unit of 

analysis is the state.  The state implementation level of NCLB policy pillars was a 

summation of the pillar scores earned by the each state year after year, each pillar by 

itself, and all pillars together.  The student ethnic groups (Native American/Alaskan 

Native, Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, African American, and White) were the ones 

identified and defined by the USCB (2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2000d, 2000e).
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 Research questions.  The study was guided by four research questions: 

1. What was the level of implementation of the four NCLB policy pillars during the 

period of 2002-2006? 

2. What was the high school graduation rate by student ethnic group from 2002-

2006, statewide and nationwide? 

3. What are the relationships of the level of implementation of the four NCLB policy 

pillars to statewide high school graduation rates by student ethnic group from 

2002-2006? 

4. What are the relationships of the level of implementation of the four NCLB policy 

pillars individually to high school graduation rates by student ethnic group from 

2002-2006? 

Hypotheses.  Research Questions 1 and 2 were examined through descriptive data 

extracted from federal archival data warehouses.  Research Questions 3 and 4 were 

examined by testing the following hypotheses: 

H01:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates from 2002 to 2006. 

H02:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of White students 

during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

H03:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of African American 

students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 
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H04:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates of Hispanic students during 

each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

H05:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander 

students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

H06:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan 

Native students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Variables.  The following variables were used to assess the research questions 

and hypotheses.  Implementation of NCLB’s four policy pillars served as the predictor 

variable.  Student ethnic group graduation rate was the criterion variable.  Following the 

model of the USDOE, and studies by prominent educational researchers, this research 

does not consider student ethnic group as a moderating variable for academic 

achievement.  Thinking of student ethnic group as a moderator for academic achievement 

is problematic in that it presumes that ethnicity alone guarantees academic success or 

failure.  Moderator variables are best used in studies of causal relationships; for example, 

the effect of drugs on men and women.  The definition, data sources, and measurement 

outline of these variables is presented in Tables 2 and 3. 
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Table 2 

Descriptions of the Predictor Variables Used in This Study 

Predictor 
Variables 

Definition Data Source Measurement 

Accountability 
for Results 

NCLB requires the 
implementation of a standards, 
assessment and accountability 
system applicable to all public 

schools and students. 

Content standards are use to hold 
students to academic content 

standards in order to improve the 
achievement of all students. 

Archival reports: 

• ECS 

• State 
Accountability 

Report 
Workbooks 

Implementation Level is 
measured by assigning a 
point scale to the ECS 

evaluation rubric (Y, P, N, 
U). 

Points were tabulated and 
averaged for each policy 

pillar. 

Flexibility and 
Local Control 

NCLB provides local systems the 
flexibility to meet the standards. 

Schools not only have the 
responsibility to improve, they 

now given the freedom to 
improve. “The federal 

government will not micro-
manage how schools are run” 

(Bush, 2002). 

Archival reports: 

• ECS 

• State 
Accountability 

Report 
Workbooks 

Expanding 
Options for 

Parents 

NCLB introduced public school 
choice and supplemental 

educational services into the 
educational system. 

Parents need to have easily 
accessible and understandable 

student and school information so 
they can access educational 

options. 

Archival reports: 

• ECS 

• State 
Accountability 

Report 
Workbooks 

Strengthening 
Teacher Quality 

NCLB requires the 
implementation of a rigorous 

system for ensuring teachers are 
highly qualified, and making 

aggressive efforts to ensure all 
children, beginning in the 2006-
2007 academic year, are taught 

by highly qualified teachers; 

Archival reports: 

• ECS 

• State 
Accountability 

Report 
Workbooks 
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Table 3 

Descriptions of Criterion Variables Used in This Study 

CriterionVariables Definition Data Source Measurement 

Graduation Rate This study will use high 
school graduation rate data 
provided by the National 

Commission of Educational 
Statistics (NCES). This count 

does not include GED 
graduation. 

Graduation rate data will be 
provided for the 5 student 

ethnic groups (White, African 
American, Hispanic, 

Asian/Pacific Islander, and 
Native American/Alaskan 

Native) from 2002 to 2006. 

The Averaged 
Freshman 

Graduation Rate 
data published by 
NCES were used 

in this study. 

High school 
graduation rates 
from 2001 and  

2006 as 
reported by 

NCES using the 
USDOE’s 
approved 

formula for 
estimating high 

school 
graduation 

rates: 
Graduates/Class 

Size = 
Graduation 

Rate 

Ethnicity This study’s definition for 
race and ethnicity came from 

the categorization 
promulgated by the USCB. 

The five student 
ethnic groups 

(White, African 
American, 
Hispanic, 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander, and 

Native 
American/Alaskan 

Native) of 
students were 

adopted from the 
USCB. 

State provided 
the data. 
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Study Population 

The study employed a census sample of all 50 United States and the District of 

Columbia.  A review of the graduation rate data compiled by the NCES demonstrated 

that several states had not posted graduation rate data by the NCES’s deadline for 

submission.  A decision was made to exclude states that did not post graduation rates in 

2001 and in 2006 for three of the five student ethnic groups, so that a fair comparison 

could be reached.  Using this criterion, NCLB implementation data provided to NCES for 

The District of Columbia, Idaho, and South Carolina were removed from consideration in 

this study.  Therefore, the sample used to study the relationship of implementation of the 

policy pillars and graduation rates was composed of the states that timely reported to the 

NCES during the 2002-2006 academic periods. 

Data Collection and Instrumentation 

The data recorded were high school graduation rates by state and student 

ethnic group from 2002 to 2006 and the records of state implementation of NCLB 

policy pillars.  High school graduation rates data were used as found in the NCES 

Averaged Freshman Graduation Rate tables for those years.  Data regarding state 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars were changed from alphabetic to numeric.  

The study used archival data from ECS and federally required state accountability 

reports.  The amount of data collected reflected the complexity and size of this 

policy study demanded a rigorous methodology for collecting, disaggregating and 

manipulating data accurately from multiple secondary sources (Shadish, Cook, & 

Campbell, 2002).  Archival data were collected from the official Internet sites of 
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the Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbooks, ECS, and the 

NCES. 

With regards to data analysis, six questions that served as rubrics for the 

data analysis were addressed in this study: 

1. What data will be observed as well as how are observations to be recorded? 

This study extracted numerical and categorical data federal archival documents 

that contained the level of implementation and the graduation rates of student ethnic 

groups for the years 2002-2006. 

2. How were the data defined? 

Each governmental agency created its own requirements for data submission.  The 

data based on these definitions were extracted and accepted as the current description of 

reality at the time. 

3. What was the population from which they were drawn? 

The initial documents were provided by each of the 50 United States and the 

District of Columbia. 

4. What was the context relative to which the data were analyzed? 

Frequencies were used to determine which attributes were most often evidenced.  

Implementation data was secured from the ECS that evaluated the federally required state 

data workbooks.  ECS used the descriptive evaluation rubric (Y, P, N, U) for its report on 

states’ NCLB implementation efforts.  These letter values data were transformed by the 

researcher to a 4-point scale that could be mathematically manipulated.  Therefore, Y = 4 

points; P = 3 points; N = 2 points; and U = 1 point.  The data were replaced by their point 

values and summed for each state for the five years of implementation for each NCLB 
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policy pillar for each state.  Then an average implementation score was computed for 

each state.  This coding system for implementation used whole grades of 1, 2, 3, and 4, 

each state did not get either an absolute 1, or 2, or 3, or 4 as a grade for any of their 

pillars.  Then, possible variations in scoring were not limited to three steps.  Due to the 

fact that each pillar was composed of subcomponents whose scores were averaged to 

arrive at a final grade ranging from 0.01 to 4.0, the coding system, as shown in Table 4, 

varies from a score of 2.66 to 4.0.  Correlation analyses were conducted to determine 

whether relationships existed between the predictor and criterion variable. 

5. What were the boundaries of the analysis? 

In this study, graduation rates are not calculated.  This study simply accepts the 

graduation rates reported by states to the NCES in 2001, the year before NCLB was 

signed into law and in 2006, five years later.  Similarly implementation analysis was 

conducted only on data taken from federal compliance data reported through the ECS, 

State Accountability Report Workbooks, and the NCES on census sample.  Using these 

criteria, Idaho, South Carolina, and Puerto Rico were removed from the study. 

6. What was the target of the inference? 

By converting the implementation data from ECS to a numeric scale, the 

researcher determined the level of implementation and correlated that with statewide 

graduation rates for all students and for student ethnic groups. 

Consolidated state application accountability workbooks.  The workbooks are 

extensive profiles that describe each state’s policies and practices with regards to their 

implementation of NCLB.  Each state recorded their implementation issues (of 

assessment, reporting, accountability, legislative activities, flexibility, parental 
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involvement, teacher quality, student achievement, and graduation rates).  These 

workbooks were then analyzed by the ECS and the USDOE for compliance and 

timeliness. 

 The ECS.  The ECS was founded by James Conant (1961) who believed that 

there should be a mechanism by which each state could know exactly what the other 

states were doing in each education area, and the arguments pro and con.  It would be a 

way by which the states could rapidly exchange information and plans in all education 

matters from the kindergarten to the graduate schools of a university. 

This study used data published in the accountability workbooks that the ECS had 

compiled into a national grid data regarding the implementation status of every NCLB 

policy pillar and its subcomponents (Christie, Fulton, & Wanker, 2004).  The ECS used 

the following rubric to differentiate each state’s efforts to implement each NCLB policy 

pillar and its subcomponents: Y = Appears to be on track; P  = Appears partially on track; 

N = Doesn’t appear on track; and U = Unclear or data not available.  The ECS subdivided 

each NCLB policy pillar into its subcomponents given by the law and assigned values of 

Y, P, N, and U to each component for each state.  A sample implementation table can be 

found in the Appendix. 

As mentioned previously, the researcher transformed the alphabetical (Y, P, N, U) 

rubric provided by the ECS into a numerical 4-point ordinal scale that described quantity 

of points a state has earned for its level of implementation of NCLB policy pillars.  The 

average number of points described a state’s implementation level and was identified for 

each state as a totality and for each pillar in each state. 
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NCES.  This study used graduation rates from NCES, an agency of the USDOE.  

This decision was made to standardize the research on data accepted by the federal 

government and not propose another method of calculating high school graduation rates.  

Each state provided the NCES with its own data on implementation efforts towards each 

NCLB policy pillar.  The ECS, in compiling that data for the NCES, thus developed a 

table showing each state’s self-reported implementation of the four policy pillars.  

USDOE predetermined what actions and/or level of implementation met compliance. 

Data Analysis 

 The unit of analysis for this study was the state.  State implementation data pulled 

from ECS and high school graduation data from NCES from 2000 to 2006 were used for 

multiple comparisons among means via multiple correlation tables.  SPSS software was 

used to offer descriptive statistics such as mean and maximum and minimum of 

frequency pertaining to each of the four NCLB policy pillars.  A correlation technique 

was used to investigate the relationship of one or more predictor variables and an 

outcome variable.  For this study, the researcher was interested in investigating which of 

the policy pillars of NCLB (predictor variables) were good predictors of graduation rate 

(criterion variable).  A correlation table was used to determine if the pillars had a 

relationship with statewide high school graduation rates of any of the five student ethnic 

groups (White, African American, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, and Native 

American/Alaskan Native) from 2002 to 2006.  In addition, a 4-factor analysis of 

covariance with one covariate was used to determine whether all four pillars together 

(Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, and Strengthening Teacher Quality) recorded any significant correlational 
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relationship with statewide high school graduation rates of any of the five student ethnic 

groups. 

Chapter Summary 

The purpose of this study was to identify any correlation between high school 

graduation rates of student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 and the four policy pillars of 

NCLB.  The data regarding the pillars and graduation rates of student ethnic groups were 

extracted from federal archives and analyzed quantitatively through multiple correlations 

to determine both the types and strengths of relationships between variables. 

State workbooks collected by the ECS provided data on a nationally 

representative sample of each state’s self-reported implementation efforts towards each 

NCLB policy pillar.  This study thus used states’ workbook data showing implementation 

of the pillars from 2002 to 2006, after which all states were reported in compliance. 

In addition, graduation rate surveys collected by the NCES provided data on each 

state’s self-reported graduation rates for high school students.  This study thus followed 

state’s high school graduation rates during academic years 2001-2006 covered in this 

research.  Findings from this study are presented in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship existed 

between state implementation of the policy pillars of NCLB and high school graduation 

rates across student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 in all 50 states and the District of 

Columbia. This chapter presents the data collected to answer the study’s four research 

questions and six hypotheses. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Research Question 1.  What was the level of implementation of the four NCLB 

policy pillars during the period of 2002-2006? 

To measure the degree of homogeneity of compliance among states, Table 4 

reports the means of implementation levels of the pillars achieved by each state that 

provided timely reports for the period 2002-2006 as the ECS recorded and graded (Y, P, 

N, or U) the compliance efforts of each state, pillar by pillar, and year by year.  Each 

pillar is made up of subcomponents to which ECS gave a score of Y, P, N, U (which 

were converted to 4, 3, 2, 1 in this study) according to levels of implementation.  Each 

state’s scores for all the subcomponents of a particular pillar were tabulated into the final 

average for that pillar for every year from 2002 to 2006.  Table 4 indicates that states 

varied little in their levels of compliance with the NCLB policy pillars and continued to 

reach higher level of compliance over the years covered in this study. 



 81 

Table 4 

Mean Implementation Level of NCLB Policy Pillars by State From 2002-2006 

 Accountability Flexibility Options/Parents Teacher Quality 

States 
by Yr 

02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 

AL 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.98 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.75 3.88 

AK 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.33 3.33 4.00 4.00 4.00 

AZ 3.78 3.78 3.89 3.95 3.98 3.14 3.14 3.57 3.79 3.90 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

AR 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

CA 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.98 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

CO 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.98 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

CT 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.83 3.92 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

DE 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.97 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

DC 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.50 - 2.71 2.71 3.36 3.68 - 3.29 3.29 3.65 3.83 - 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.50 - 

FL 3.56 3.56 3.48 3.74 3.87 3.86 3.86 3.63 3.82 3.91 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

GA 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

HI 3.67 3.67 3.84 3.92 3.96 3.14 3.14 3.57 3.79 3.90 3.57 3.57 3.79 3.90 3.90 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.75 3.88 

ID 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.98 - 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 - 3.57 3.57 3.79 3.90 - 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 - 

IL 3.78 3.78 3.89 3.95 3.97 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

IN 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.29 3.29 3.65 3.83 3.92 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

IO 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.57 3.57 3.79 3.90 3.95 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

KS 3.11 3.11 3.56 3.78 3.89 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.97 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

KY 4.00 4.00 - 4.00 - 4.00 4.00 - 4.00 - 4.00 4.00 - 4.00 - 3.66 3.66 - 3.92 - 

LA 3.78 - 3.89 3.95 3.98 4.00 - 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 - 3.93 3.97 3.99 3.33 - 3.67 3.84 3.92 

ME 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.75 3.88 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.75 3.88 3.14 3.14 3.57 3.79 3.90 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

(Table 4 continues) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

 Accountability Flexibility Options/Parents Teacher Quality 

States 
by Yr 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 

MD 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.93 3.97 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.93 3.97 

MA 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.57 3.57 3.79 3.79 3.79 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.83 3.92 

MI 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.98 3.99 3.57 3.57 3.79 3.90 3.95 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.97 3.99 

MN 3.78 3.78 3.89 3.95 3.98 2.43 2.43 3.22 3.61 3.81 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.84 

MS 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.98 3.98 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.93 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.93 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

MO 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.97 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

MT 2.56 2.56 3.28 3.64 3.82 2.57 2.57 3.29 3.65 3.83 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 2.66 2.66 3.33 3.67 3.84 

NE 3.67 3.67 3.84 3.95 - 2.57 2.57 3.29 4.00 - 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.98 - 2.66 2.66 3.33 3.92 - 

NV 3.78 3.78 - 3.98 3.98 4.00 4.00 - 3.83 4.00 3.91 3.91 - 3.86 3.99 3.66 3.66 - 3.93 3.96 

NH 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.95 - 3.29 3.29 3.65 3.79 - 3.43 3.43 3.72 4.00 - 3.66 3.66 3.86 3.84 - 

NJ 3.78 3.78 3.89 4.00 3.98 3.14 3.14 3.57 3.93 3.90 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 4.00 3.33 3.33 3.67 4.00 3.92 

NM 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.97 3.97 3.43 3.43 3.72 4.00 3.93 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

NY 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.93 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.97 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.92 4.00 

NC 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.73 - 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.61 - 3.86 3.86 3.93 4.00 - 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 - 

ND 2.89 2.89 3.45 4.00 3.87 2.43 2.43 3.22 3.93 3.81 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

OH 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.97 3.97 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

OK 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

OR 3.78 3.78 3.89 3.95 3.98 2.71 2.71 3.36 3.68 3.84 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.98 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

PA 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 - 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 - 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 - 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 - 

RI 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.99 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.88 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.75 - 

SC 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 - 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 - 3.43 3.43 3.72 3.86 - 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 - 

(Table 4 continues) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

 Accountability Flexibility Options/Parents Teacher Quality 

States 
by Yr 

02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 

SD 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.75 3.88 

TN 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

TX 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 3.71 3.71 3.86 3.97 3.99 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

UT 3.22 3.22 3.61 3.81 3.91 2.71 2.71 3.36 3.68 3.84 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.97 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

VT 3.67 3.67 3.84 3.92 3.96 2.86 2.86 3.43 3.72 3.86 3.29 3.29 3.65 3.83 3.92 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

VA 3.89 3.89 3.95 3.98 3.99 3.57 3.57 3.79 3.90 3.95 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

WA 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.29 3.29 3.66 3.83 3.92 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.66 3.66 3.83 3.92 3.96 

WV 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 3.14 3.14 3.57 3.79 3.90 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.92 

WS 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.43 3.43 3.72 3.86 3.93 3.86 3.86 3.93 3.97 3.99 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.84 3.82 

WY 3.56 3.56 3.78 3.89 3.95 2.71 2.71 3.36 3.68 3.84 2.86 2.86 3.43 3.72 3.86 3.66 3.66 3.08 3.92 3.96 

Nat. 
Avg. 

3.76 3.76 3.87 3.94 3.97 3.51 3.50 3.74 3.88 3.94 3.81 3.81 3.90 3.95 3.98 3.48 3.48 3.73 3.88 3.94 

Note.  - Indicates that state did not provide any data to NCES for this year. 

Finding 1.  As shown on Table 4, the nationwide average of all reporting states 

(51) was 3.76 out of a possible 4.0 (which means 100% compliance) for the 

Accountability for Results policy pillar in 2002 and 2003.  Then for years 2004 to 2006, 

the average score grew steadily year after year up to 3.97 in 2006.  In 2002, 20 states 

were in full compliance with the Accountability for Results policy pillar, and in 2006, 18 

states were in full compliance (KT, SC, PA did not report data in 2006).  In 2002, two 

states Montana (2.56), North Dakota (2.89), and the District of Columbia (2.0) were not 

on track.  By 2006 all states reporting data were substantially on track with Montana 

making the biggest improvement but also posting the lowest score in 2006 of those states 
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reporting data.  The District of Columbia started poorly and continued to lag behind (it 

did not report data in 2006).  These data indicate that, for the Accountability for Results 

policy pillar, states’ compliance marks could be associated with their final ranking at the 

end of a period. 

Finding 2.  The Expanded Flexibility and Local Control policy pillar produced 

the widest variations in compliance among states.  It changed from a national average of 

3.51 in 2002 that decreased to 3.50 in 2003, and then grew steadily from 3.74 in 2004 to 

3.94 in 2006. 

Finding 3.  Expanded Options for Parents was the NCLB policy pillar that was 

complied with the fastest by most states.  This pillar reached a national average of 3.81 in 

2002 and 2003 and consistently increased from 3.90 in 2004 to 3.95 and 3.98 in 2005 and 

2006, respectively. 

Finding 4.  The Strengthening Teacher Quality policy pillar was complied with 

the slowest in most states except Alaska, Connecticut, Colorado, Kansas, Iowa, New 

York, and New Mexico.  The scores stalled at a national average of 3.48 in 2002 and 

2003. 

Finding 5.  Despite the well heralded reports of unprecedented compliance, after 

continuous and timely reports from 2002 to 2005, nine states (ID, KT, LA, NE, NC, NH, 

NV, PA, and SC) and the District of Columbia failed to report on time on all four policy 

pillars in 2006.  Also, Kentucky did not provide timely reports in 2004. 

Finding 6.  Though a few states come close, no state reached full compliance 

(4.0) with every policy pillar from the beginning year of 2002 to 2006.  Alabama was in 

full compliance with two of the four pillars but could not comply with the Expanded 
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Flexibility and Local Control and Expanded Options for Parents pillars.  It was the same 

for Alaska with every pillar except for Teacher Quality in 2002 and 2003.  Also the 

report was the same for Iowa, Colorado, and Connecticut except for the pillar of 

Flexibility and Local Control; South Dakota except for Teacher Quality. 

Finding 7.  No state showed a decrease in compliance for multiple policy pillars, 

except for New York with the policy pillars of Options for Parents and Teacher Quality 

from 2002 to 2004.  New York fully complied with those pillars from 2002 to 2004, then 

decreased to 3.92 in 2005, and finally increased their rating back to 4.0 in 2006. 

Finding 8.  Only seven states started in full compliance with the policy pillar of 

Strengthening Teacher Quality (Virginia, New Mexico, Kansas, Iowa, Connecticut, 

Florida, and Colorado). By 2006 that policy pillar still was the one with which fewest 

states fully complied. 

Research Question 2.  What was the high school graduation rate by student 

ethnic group from 2002-2006, statewide and nationwide? 

The graduation rate data were provided by each state to the NCES each year.  

These data were first analyzed by examining overall graduation rate change reported by 

each state from 2001 before the advent of the NCLB Act and 2006 after five years of 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars.  These data are found in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Change in High School Graduation Rates From 2001 to 2006 by State and Nationwide 

 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 Rate 
Change 

Nationwide 72.6 73.9 75.0 74.7 73.2 73.9 1.3 

AL 62.1 64.7 65.0 65.9 66.2 67.1 5.0 

AK 65.9 68.0 67.2 64.1 66.5 69.1 3.2 

AZ 74.7 75.9 66.8 84.7 70.5 69.6 -5.1 

AR 74.8 76.6 76.8 75.7 80.4 74.4 -0.4 

CA 72.7 74.1 73.9 74.6 69.2 70.7 -2.0 

CO 74.7 76.4 78.7 76.7 75.5 76.6 1.9 

CT 79.7 80.9 80.7 80.9 80.9 81.8 2.1 

DE 69.5 73.0 72.9 73.1 76.3 71.9 2.4 

DC 68.4 59.6 68.2 68.8 - 54.9 -13.5 

FL 63.4 66.7 66.4 64.6 63.6 65.0 1.6 

GA 61.1 60.8 61.2 61.7 62.4 64.1 3 

HI 72.1 71.3 72.6 75.1 75.5 75.4 3.3 

ID 79.3 81.4 81.5 81.0 80.5 80.4 1.1 

IL 77.1 75.9 80.3 79.4 79.7 79.5 2.4 

IN 73.1 75.5 73.5 73.2 73.3 73.9 0.8 

IA 84.1 85.3 85.8 86.6 86.9 86.5 2.4 

KS 77.1 76.9 77.9 79.2 77.6 78.9 1.8 

KY 69.8 71.7 73.0 75.9 77.2 76.4 6.4 

LA 64.4 64.1 69.4 63.9 59.5 61.3 -2.9 

ME 75.6 76.3 77.6 78.6 76.3 78.5 2.9 

MD 79.7 79.2 79.5 79.3 79.9 80.0 0.3 

MS 77.6 75.7 79.3 78.7 79.5 80.8 2.2 

(Table 5 continues) 
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Table 5 (continued) 

 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 Rate 
Change 

MI 72.9 74.0 72.5 73.0 72.2 77.0 4.1 

MN 83.9 84.8 84.7 85.9 86.2 86.5 2.6 

MS 61.2 62.7 62.7 63.3 63.5 63.6 2.4 

MO 76.8 78.3 80.4 80.6 81.0 81.9 5.1 

MT 79.8 81.0 80.4 81.5 81.9 81.5 1.7 

NE 83.9 85.2 87.6 87.8 87.0 86.3 2.4 

NV 71.9 72.3 57.4 55.8 55.8 52.0 -18.1 

NH 77.8 78.2 78.7 80.1 81.1 81.7 4.1 

NJ 85.8 87.0 86.3 85.1 84.8 84.4 -1.4 

NM 67.4 63.1 67.0 65.4 67.3 59.1 -8.3 

NY 60.5 60.9 - 65.3 67.4 68.8 8.3 

NC 68.2 70.1 71.4 72.6 71.8 68.6 0.4 

ND 85.0 86.4 86.1 86.3 82.1 83.1 -1.9 

OH 77.5 79.0 81.3 80.2 79.2 78.7 3.2 

OK 76.0 76.0 77.0 76.9 77.8 77.8 1.8 

OR 71.0 73.7 74.2 74.2 73.0 73.8 2.8 

PA 80.2 81.7 82.2 82.5 - 83.0 2.7 

RI 75.7 77.7 75.9 78.4 77.8 78.4 2.7 

SC 57.9 59.7 60.6 60.1 - 58.9 1.0 

SD 79.0 83.0 83.7 82.3 84.5 82.5 3.5 

TN 59.6 63.4 66.1 68.5 70.6 72.6 13.0 

TX 73.5 75.5 76.7 74.0 72.5 71.9 -1.6 

UT 80.5 80.2 83.0 84.4 78.6 76.6 -3.9 

(Table 5 continues)
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Table 5 (continued) 

 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 Rate 
Change 

VA 76.7 80.6 79.3 79.6 74.5 75.5 -1.2 

WA 72.2 74.2 74.6 75.0 72.9 74.8 2.6 

WV 74.2 75.7 76.9 77.3 76.9 78.2 4.0 

WI 84.8 85.8 - 86.7 87.5 88.5 3.7 

WY 74.4 73.9 76.0 76.7 76.1 75.8 1.4 

Note.  - Indicates that state did not provide any data to NCES for this year. 

 Finding 9.  After five years of NCLB implementation, there are wide variations 

in the change of graduations rates.  Twelve states (23.5%) reported that the decrease in 

graduation rate ranged from -0.4% to -18.1%.  Thirty-nine states (76.5%) reported that 

graduation rates improved ranged from gains of 0.3% to 13%.  Fourteen of the 51 

(27.4%) states reported changes of four or more percentage points.  Specifically after the 

course of those five years of implementation of the NCLB policy pillars, 10 (19.6%) 

states (Alabama, Kentucky, Michigan, Missouri, New Hampshire, New York, Tennessee, 

Vermont, West Virginia, and Wisconsin) have significantly raised their high school 

graduation rates.  Conversely, three (5.88 %) states (Arizona, Nevada, and Utah) and the 

District of Columbia have reported a significant decrease in their high school graduation 

rates.  In sum, 40 (78.4%) states reported gains in high school graduation rates between 

2001 and 2006; 11 (21.6%) states recorded losses.  The percentage of change varied as 

widely as Nevada with -18.1%, and Tennessee with 13%.  However, most of the 

movement ranged from -3.9% to 4.1%. 

From the overall view of graduation rates by states presented in the preceding 

paragraphs the analysis continues to examine graduation rates by student ethnic group.  
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Table 6 presents high school graduation rates by states and student ethnic group from 

2002 to 2006.  The data was collected from NCES reports.  As noted on the table, when 

states did not make timely reports, no data was available from NCES.



 90 

Table 6 

High School Graduation Rates by States and Student Ethnic Group From 2002 to 2006 

 Native American/Alaskan Native Asian/Pacific Islander Hispanic African American White 

ST 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 

AL 74.1 74.9 65.3 85.7 57.6 - - 66.2 94.1 84.3 44.2 44.5 36.5 59.8 71.2 50.4 50.3 49.9 57.1 60.1 65.5 66.0 65.2 70.5 74.4 

AK 41.8 42.8 47.2 46.0 57.6 74.6 73.6 65.7 75.0 76.2 - - 55.7 27.6 76.6 58.5 51.4 59.3 51.5 68.7 67.2 68.9 70.5 71.3 51.0 

AZ 49.6 44.7 36.7 79.6 77.3 81.9 83.5 68.1 - 100. 56.6 60.3 54.8 76.8 76.1 58.2 65.9 57.8 88.0 64.4 71.8 74.8 58.5 88.8 45.9 

AR 49.5 66.6 44.8 98.7 72.9 - - - - 100. - - - 79.5 81.9 65.3 64.3 64.1 69.4 83.7 74.1 74.8 74.9 76.8 93.0 

CA 52.2 44.9 52.3 68.0 59.1 83.5 81.3 83.7 91.4 89.6 60.3 60.1 60.0 65.5 78.9 56.6 55.7 57.3 64.4 59.1 77.8 76.8 76.7 80.62 62.0 

CO - - 52.8 63.1 62.9 73.4 76.6 80.4 96.0 90.3 48.8 53.8 53.8 59.6 82.2 54.3 54.9 57.9 68.9 58.0 77.0 78.3 81.4 82.1 59.8 

CT - 25.7 - 77.53 69.4 67.92 - 79.3 99.58 100 48.3 51.8 53.6 62.85 86.4 60.35 60.9 63.5 67.96 60.3 83.27 85.3 85.5 86.18 77 

DE 40.0 - - 77.7 70 - - - - 100 49.3 43.2 41.4 62.4 79.2 48.9 48.1 - 64.4 65.3 68.4 67.0 69.0 77.3 74.1 

DC 50.0 - - - - 43.9 - 61.3 69.2 - 45.6 41.1 39.7 49.9 - 61.2 58.1 58.5 70.3 - 83.1 84.0 86.3 81.6 - 

FL - - - - 51.1 80.6 79.5 82.2 90.6 93.1 52.9 54.0 59.0 62.7 69.2 45.1 42.1 46.7 51.8 61.1 62.3 64.7 66.0 70.1 71.3 

GA 32.6 22.6 23.8 52.0 54.2 76.5 75.3 75.4 87.8 90.9 42.3 39.5 38.6 51.1 68.0 47.4 45.9 44.4 52.4 51.2 63.7 63.1 59.2 66.6 43.6 

HI 52.02 - 43.6 91.6 66.7 67.1 64.5 65.3 76.3 76.8 62.6 55.3 59.8 71.5 72.8 51.4 57.1 65 67.4 71 63.9 63.2 60.9 71.9 54 

ID - - 53.5 - - - - - - - - - 52.3 - - - - - - - - 74 77.7 - - 

IL 38.2 29.8 22.8 - 60.6 88.4 87.3 83.4 - 100 55.9 57.0 59.8 66.8 87.9 52.03 52.1 51.8 58.6 66.4 82.8 81.0 82.5 87.5 71.4 

IN - 30.2 30.0 61.4 55.2 - - 69.8 96.8 96.6 54.2 52.3 50.2 63.7 76.1 53.2 48.5 41.6 52.1 68.0 74.8 75.4 74.6 76.3 68.0 

IA 35.2 - 39 75.9 74.2 - 66.5 - 99 100 45.2 57.9 47.6 73.1 87.7 40.4 47.4 54.0 69.0 73.6 80.8 84.2 82.8 87.6 72.2 

KS - 42 49.5 74.54 65.1 72.53 67.9 75.3 87.39 89 50.14 41.2 49 60.07 81.5 57.42 55.1 53 66.64 58.6 78.81 78.1 78.5 81.64 57.5 

KT 30.0 - - 55.0 - - 79.5 84.5 - - - 63.7 66.5 91.0 - 64.5 54.1 59.2 69.8 - 72.4 70.7 70.3 76.8 - 

LA 51.9 53.6 54.2 66.4 47.2 67.9 70.3 85.0 88.2 81.3 61.9 58.7 62.5 71.8 70.3 59.2 53.3 54.6 54.1 63.3 68.4 66.4 66.2 72.1 64.1 

ME 34.5 - 29.9 76.3 86.2 24.3 30.2 57.2 - 95.1 - - - 97.2 76 - - - 91.7 89.2 73.7 73.1 76.1 78.0 60.5 

MD 42.8 - 56.1 83.5 71.4 92.8 91.1 91.8 98.3 100 71.9 69.1 64.9 78.6 74.3 67.6 62.1 62 71.0 78.0 80.9 80.8 81.8 83.4 78.1 

MS - 29.8 32.5 57.6 67.9 65.8 66.3 75.8 87.7 83.9 41.9 41.2 44 56.5 83.0 54.8 53 56.6 68.0 63.5 75.3 78.5 79.4 82.7 64.3 

(table continues) 
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Table 6 (continued) 

 Native American/Alaskan Native Asian/Pacific Islander Hispanic African American White 

ST 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 02 03 04 05 06 

MI 36.7 23.1 46.2 49.7 50.8 64.0 67.3 69.4 90.9 95.5 - 35.0 37.0 55.79 78.3 - 31.6 35.2 50.4 55.0 74.2 74.7 75.9 79.0 49.0 

MN 32.6 - 41.3 58.8 64.2 - - 64.6 86.2 86.6 - - - 65.0 89.8 46.9 43.6 42.7 62.0 63.5 82.3 83.1 82.6 89.1 53.8 

MS 50.0 36.3 29.2 65.1 59.9 65.0 - 63.4 89.7 72.7 - 29.8 47.5 68.9 67.1 55.8 56.5 58.0 59.7 66.4 65.4 64.6 65.6 66.5 41.4 

MO - 44.9 69.1 88.12 67.1 - - - - 100 - - 57.4 86.38 83.4 59.77 55.1 55.8 67.5 88.5 79.18 77.4 78 82.91 92.9 

MT 41.6 44.8 42.7 60.3 66.7 - - - 87.9 100 47.5 56.6 51.5 84.4 84.5 59.5 43.1 - 61.5 88.5 78.8 79 79.4 83.9 58.4 

NE 32.5 - 35.2 56.7 64.8 - - 76.2 - 92.9 55.8 44.7 53.8 76.2 91.1 40.7 39.1 47.4 62.9 68.7 82.2 82.9 84.5 91.0 57.7 

NV 40.7 53.3 - 45.5 44.6 - 72.1 - 76.6 78.4 - 41.0 - 41.8 60.8 - 46.7 - 42.6 44.8 63.2 65.5 - 62.3 44.1 

NH - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

NJ - - - - 74.5 84.7 88.7 84.7 - 99.5 66.2 69.0 67.0 78.1 88.3 68.7 66.1 62.5 72.4 76.2 87.3 86.9 84.6 88.6 100 

RI - - 28.3 51.4 72.0 63.5 55.4 53.7 - 69.9 58.7 54.5 54.4 66.24 80.8 64.93 60.6 57.2 66.1 68.0 75.7 75.4 74.3 86.3 73.0 

SC - - - 58.7 - - - - 76.15 - - - - 70.98 - - - - 76.43 - - - - 80.22 - 

SD - 28.6 36.4 43.03 79.2 - - - - 94.5 - - 44.2 70.53 87.6 - - - 79.3 89.3 79.9 - 82.3 86.42 56.2 

TN - - - 42.4 62.4 - - - 91.54 93.3 - - - 69.3 73.1 - - - 59.8 70.0 - - - 70.9 66.7 

TX - - 52.1 84.7 66.1 85.1 83.1 86.9 96.3 95.5 57.4 57.8 57.9 66.3 81.1 59.5 59.9 61.7 68.55 64.0 75.46 75 75.6 81.5 84.0 

UT 47.7 - 62 65.1 63.6 73.9 71.2 79.4 84.2 72.5 56.8 55.8 61.7 59.5 81.4 54.4 60.6 65.5 68.0 59.7 82.4 81.7 88.6 87.48 55.3 

VT - - - 74.18 87.9 - 59.5 77.7 86.3 85.5 - - - - 81.9 - - - 92.10 100. - 81.0 80.9 79.1 66.4 

VA 53.2 63.1 57.9 83.7 63.1 85.6 - 83 - 97.2 - - 57.1 76.72 78.7 61.8 64.1 61 69.0 68.8 75.71 77.8 78.2 82.3 60.7 

WA - 40.7 36.9 55.31 61.1 73.69 72.9 72.9 86.45 83.8 50.21 52.7 50.1 63.05 74.7 - 47.8 45.7 63.26 63.1 70.19 71.5 70 76.62 51 

WV - 57.2 87 66.67 67.1 - - 70.8 - 100 - - 59.9 - 77 62.06 65.3 60.7 69.5 100 72.83 73.1 72.6 77.35 55.3 

WS - 40.1 - 66.4 56.0 69.9 75.0 74.8 91.48 93.8 38.3 49.1 53.6 70.8 92.4 38.3 44.3 44.8 52.6 71.8 83.9 85.4 82.6 91.8 70.7 

WY 65.3 - 27.7 39.5 54.2 95.6 60.4 62 91.3 95.6 50.9 55.0 56.0 64.56 77.6 50.99 67.0 45.1 69.5 65.3 73.7 75.9 77.7 78.7 65.3 

Note.  - Indicates that a state did not provide any data to NCES for a given year. 



 92 

Finding 10.  As seen on Table 6, less than a majority of states (19 out of 51, or 

37.2%) report year after year on almost all student ethnic groups.  Also seen on Table 6, 

there is an inconsistency of state reporting of graduation rates.  More states (44 or 86.3%) 

reported in 2006 than in any other year covered in this study.  New Hampshire did not 

report graduation rates during the 2002-2006 academic years.  Several states (Idaho, 

South Carolina, and Tennessee) reported limited results year after year.  Only seven 

(13.8%) states (California, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Oregon) 

reported graduation rates each year, even if not on all five student ethnic groups every 

year. 

Finding 11.  Data on Table 6 also indicate that the number of states reporting 

graduation rates increased from 2002-2003 for all student ethnic groups.  Specifically, 21 

(41.2%) states did not report graduation rates for Native Americans/Alaskan Natives in 

2002 and 2003.  However, number of states non-reporting was reduced in 2004 (13 states 

or 25.5%), 2005 (six states or 11.8%); although it rose again in 2006 (seven states or 

13.7%), it stayed well below alarming with 21 states from the start in 2002. Similarly, 21 

(41.2%) states did not report graduation rates for Asians/Pacific Islanders in 2002 and 

2003.  As seen on  table 6, more states reported on  Asian/Pacific Islanders, amiss by 13 

states or 25.5% in 2004, 18 states or 35.3% in 2005, and seven states or 13.7% in 2006.  

Parallel reporting patterns were found for other student ethnic groups.  For example, 18 

states did not report graduation rates for Hispanics in 2002; 13 in 2003, nine in 2004, four 

in 2005, and seven in 2006.  White, African American, and Hispanic graduation rates 

were reported more often than Native American/Alaskan Native and Asian/Pacific 

Islander rates.  For instance, 12 (23.5%) states did not report graduation rates for African 
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Americans, in 2002; likewise, 2003 (eight or 15.7%), 2004 (11 or 21.6%), 2005 (nine or 

17.6%), and 2006 (seven or 13.7%).  White graduation rates were not reported by five 

states in 2002; likewise, 2003 (four or 7.8%), 2004 (five or 9.8%), 2005 (two or 3.9%), 

and 2006 (six or 11.8%). 

Finding 12.  Asian/Pacific Islander student graduation rates were higher than the 

other student ethnic groups in most states.  Yet that student ethnic group was also lagging 

far behind in other states as it is shown thereafter in the following pairs of lowest and 

highest rates.  For example, in 2002 Asians/Pacific Islanders, the pair (lowest, highest) 

rates for high school graduation among states was reported by Maine with 24.37% and 

Maryland with 92.81%; in 2003, Maine with 30.2% and Maryland with 91.1%; in 2004, 

Rhode Island with 53.7% and Maryland with 91.8%; in 2005, South Carolina with 

76.15% and Iowa with 99%; and in 2006, Rhode Island with 69.9% and 12 states 

(Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Iowa, Illinois, Maryland, Missouri, 

Montana, Ohio, Oklahoma, and West Virginia) reporting 100% graduation rates for 

Asians/Pacific Islanders. 

Finding 13.  Hispanic students earned the third highest graduation rates from 

state to state.  Specifically, for Hispanics in 2002, the pair (lowest, highest) rates for high 

school graduation among states was reported by New York with 30.92% and Maryland 

with 71.98%; in 2003, North Dakota with 28.1% and Maryland with 69.1%; in 2004, 

North Dakota with 33.2% and New Jersey with 67%; in 2005, Alaska with 27.64% and 

Maine with 97.29%; and in 2006, Nevada with 60.8% and Wisconsin with 92.4% 

graduating. 
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Finding 14.  The Native American/Alaskan Native student group usually has the 

lowest reported graduation rates.  Specifically, for Native American/Alaskan Natives in 

2002, the pair (lowest, highest) rates for high school graduation among states was 

reported by Kentucky with 30.09% and Alabama with 74.15%; in 2003, Georgia with 

22.6% and Alabama with 74.9%; in 2004, Illinois with 22.8% and West Virginia with 

87%; in 2005, Wyoming with 39.55% and Arkansas with 98.7%; and in 2006, Nevada 

with 44.6% and Vermont with 87.9% graduating. 

Finding 15.  The African American student group shares the third and fourth 

place lead in high scores in graduation rates from state to state, against Hispanic students.  

Specifically for African Americans in 2002, the pair (lowest, highest) rates for high 

school graduation among states was reported by New York with 33.03% and New Jersey 

with 68.75%; in 2003, Oregon with 25% and Wyoming with 67%; in 2004, Minnesota 

with 42.7% and Utah with 65.5%; in 2005, Nevada with 42.69% and North Dakota with 

96.23%; and in 2006, Nevada with 44.8% and Vermont and West Virginia with 100% 

graduating. 

Finding 16.  White students have the highest reported graduation rates from state 

to state.  Specifically for Whites in 2002, the pair (lowest, highest) rates for high school 

graduation among states was reported by Florida with 62.37% and New Jersey with 

87.36%; in 2003, Georgia with 63.1% and New Jersey with 86.9%; in 2004, Arizona with 

58.5% and Utah with 88.6%; in 2005, Nevada with 62.36% and Wisconsin with 91.8%; 

and in 2006, Mississippi with 41.4% and New Jersey with 100% graduating. 

Hypotheses Testing 

This section of the chapter summarizes the findings for the six null hypotheses 
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proposed to test Research Questions 3 and 4.  First, the analysis of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars combined and state graduation rate is presented.  

Then an analysis of the level of implementation of each pillar and graduate rate for each 

student ethnic group is presented.  Correlation analysis was used to determine the extent 

to which implementation of the NCLB pillars was related to statewide graduation rates 

and specifically to rates for each student ethnic group for each year from 2002 to 2006. 

The alpha level for all tests was set at 0.05. 

Research Question 3 asked:  What are the relationships of the level of 

implementation of the four NCLB policy pillars to statewide high school graduation rates 

by student ethnic group from 2002-2006? 

The following null hypothesis was tested to answer the research question. 

H01:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates from 2002 to 2006. 

Table 7 presents the results of the correlation analysis for the implementation of 

the NCLB policy pillars aggregated, and state high school graduation rates by student 

ethnic group during the time span of the study, thus the wide range in degrees of freedom 

(df) shown on this table. 
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Table 7 

Correlation of the Level of Implementation of NCLB Policy Pillars Aggregated and State 

High School Graduation Rates by Student Ethnic Group 2002 to 2006 

Ethnicity r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Native American/Alaskan Native      

2002 0.362 0.13 -0.008 29 10.52 

2003 0.283 0.08 -0.073 28 13.69 

2004 0.415 0.172 0.078 37 11.74 

2005 0.188 0.035 -0.066 44 14.78 

2006 0.191 0.037 -0.065 43 143.94 

White      

2002 0.436 0.19 0.111 46 6.07 

2003 0.465 0.217 0.142 46 6.18 

2004 0.302 0.091 0.003 45 7.42 

2005 0.452 0.205 0.129 48 6.32 

2006 0.184 0.034 -0.068 43 7.12 

Asian/Pacific Islander      

2002 0.528 0.279 0.168 29 12.46 

2003 0.505 0.255 0.136 29 10.9 

2004 0.279 0.078 -0.059 37 8.12 

2005 0.462 0.214 0.101 32 7.16 

2006 0.332 0.11 0.017 43 8.97 

(table continues) 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Ethnicity R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Hispanic      

2002 0.089 0.008 -0.134 32 9.02 

2003 0.204 0.042 -0.078 36 10.28 

2004 0.293 0.086 -0.022 41 7.86 

2005 0.198 0.039 -0.057 46 12.86 

2006 0.14 0.02 -0.084 43 12.82 

African American      

2002 0.315 0.099 -0.007 38 8.3 

2003 0.295 0.087 -0.009 42 9.44 

2004 0.204 0.042 -0.078 39 8.83 

2005 0.405 0.164 0.084 48 10.91 

2006 0.197 0.139 -0.062 43 10.08 

Note.  No correlation was significant at p = .05 

As seen on Table 7, the correlation results for the NCLB aggregate policy pillar 

model produced no significant relationship between the predictor variables and student 

graduation rate for the aggregated graduation rate and disaggregated student ethnic 

groups.  The correlation coefficient r values ranged from 0.089 to 0.528 and Adjusted r2 

values of -0.134 to 0.168 with no significant findings to report.  Therefore, H01 failed to 

be rejected. 
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Research Question 4 asked: What are the relationships of the level of 

implementation of the four NCLB policy pillars individually to high school graduation 

rates by student ethnic group from 2002-2006? 

The research question was examined through the following strategy.  Five null 

hypotheses, one examining the relationship of the NCLB policy pillars and graduation 

rate for each student ethnic group, were posed and examined.  This analysis was then 

followed by the analyses of each of the remaining student ethnic groups one by one.  This 

resulted in a total of thirty models for the 5-year period that are presented for each student 

ethnic group in the following paragraphs. 

Results for White students.  The analysis of Research Question 4 begins by 

testing the following null hypothesis related to White students to answer part of the 

research question. 

H02:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of White students 

during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Tables 8 through 12 present the results of the correlation analyses for the 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars, individually and jointly, and statewide 

graduation rates of White students during the time span of the study. 
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Table 8 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for White Students for 2002 

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.255 0.065 0.043 43 6.32 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.328 0.108 0.087 43 6.17 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.101 0.01 -0.013 43 6.5 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.114 0.013 -0.01 43 6.49 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.436 0.19 0.111 39 6.07 
Note.  N = 46; Idaho, New Hampshire, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Vermont did not report graduation 
rates.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 8 the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of White students in 2002 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.255 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.328 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.101 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.114 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.436 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly, indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for White students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.065, 0.108, 0.01, 0.013, and 0.19 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that only 6.5%, 10.8%, 1%, 1.3%, and 1.9% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates of White students included in this study can be 
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predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  

Conversely, 93.5%, 89.2%, 99%, 98.7%, and 98.1% of the variations in mean high school 

graduation rates of White students included in this study cannot be explained by the 

effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 9 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for White Students for 2003 

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.242 0.058 0.037 43 6.53 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.367 0.135 0.115 43 6.26 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.088 0.008 -0.015 43 6.7 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.48 0.022 0 43 6.65 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.283 0.08 -0.073 39 13.69 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 9, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of White students in 2003 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.242 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.367 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.088 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.48 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and of 0.283 for 

all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for White students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.058, 0.135, 0.008, 0.022, and 0.08 for 
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Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 5.8%, 13.5%, 0.8%, 2.2%, and 8% of the variations 

among state mean high school graduation rates among the White students included in this 

study can be predicted by the individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  

Conversely, 94.2%, 86.5%, 99.2%, 97.8%, and 92% of the variations in mean high school 

graduation rates among the White students included in this study cannot be explained by 

the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 10 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for White Students for 2004 

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.232 0.054 0.32 45 7.2804 

Expanded Flexibility and Local 
Control 

0.232 0.054 0.32 45 7.28 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.002 0 -0.023 45 7.48 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.148 0.022 0 45 7.4 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.302 0.091 0.003 41 7.42 
Note.  N = 46; Idaho, New Hampshire, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Vermont did not report graduation 
rates.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 10, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of White students in 2004 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.232 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.232 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.002 for 
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Expanded Options for Parents, 0.148 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.302 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for White students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.054, 0.054, 0, 0.022, and 0.091 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 5.4%, 5.4%, 0%, 2.2%, and 9.1% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the White students included in this 

study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination 

of all pillars.  Conversely, 94.6%, 94.6%, 100%, 97.8%, and 90.9% of the variations in 

mean high school graduation rates among the White students included in this study 

cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 11 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for White Students for 2005	  

NCLB Policy Pillar 
R r2 Adjusted r2 

df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.123 0.015 -0.007 45 6.8 

Expanded Flexibility and Local 
Control 0.328 0.108 0.088 

45 
6.47 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.181 0.033 0.011 45 6.74 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.103 0.011 -0.011 45 6.81 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.452 0.205 0.1298 41 6.32 
Note.  N = 46; Idaho, New Hampshire, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Vermont did not report graduation 
rates.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 
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As seen on Table 11, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of White students in 2005 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.123 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.328 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.181 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.103 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.452 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for White students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.015, 0.108, 0.033, 0.011, and 0.205 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options to 

for Parents, Stengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 1.5%, 10.8%, 3.3%, 1.1%, and 20.5% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the White students included in this 

study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination 

of all pillars.  Conversely, 98.5%, 89.2%, 96.7%, 98.9%, and 79.5% of the variations in 

mean high school graduation rates among the White students included in this study 

cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 
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Table 12 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for White Students for 2006	  

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.031 0.001 -0.023 45 8.73 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.242 0.059 0.036 45 6.53 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.255 0.065 0.042 45 6.51 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.256 0.066 0.04 45 6.51 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.184 0.034 -0.068 41 7.12 
Note.  N = 46; Idaho, New Hampshire, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Vermont did not report graduation 
rates.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 12, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of White students in 2006 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.031 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.242 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.255 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.256 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.184 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for White students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.001, 0.059, 0.065, 0. 066, and 0.034 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthenign Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 0.1%, 5.9%, 6.5%, 6.6%, and 3.4% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the White students included in this 



 105 

study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination 

of all pillars.  Conversely, 99.9%, 94.1%, 93.5%, 93.4%, and 96.6% of the variations in 

mean high school graduation rates among the White students included in this study 

cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

In summary, five correlation analyses were conducted to test the relationship of 

the NCLB policy pillars individually and jointly against White students’ statewide high 

school graduation rates.  No significant correlations were found between the 

implementation rates of the four pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of 

White students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006.  Therefore, H02, that states 

that there is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the four NCLB 

policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of White students during each 

academic year from 2002 to 2006, failed to be rejected. 

 Results for African American students.  The analysis of Research Question 4 

continues by testing the following null hypothesis related to the African American 

students’ high school graduate rates included in this study to answer part of the research 

question. 

H03: There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of African American 

students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Tables 13 through 17 present results of correlation analyses for the 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars, individually and jointly, and statewide 

graduation rates of African American students during the time span of this study. 
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Table 13 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for African American Students for 2002 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.035 0.001 -0.025 43 9.23 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.119 0.014 -0.012 43 9.17 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.182 0.033 0.008 43 9.08 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.072 0.005 -0.021 43 9.21 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.315 0.099 -0.007 39 8.3 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates for African American students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 13, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of African American students 

in 2002 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.035 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.119 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.182 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.072 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.315 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for African American students.  

The squared multiple correlation coefficient of 0.001, 0.014, 0.033, 0.005, and 0.099 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 0.1 %, 1.4%, 3.3%, 0.5%, and 9.9% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the African American students included 
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in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the 

combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 99.9%, 98.6%, 96.7%, 99.5%, and 90.1% of the 

variations in mean high school graduation rates among the African American students 

included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 14 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for African American Students for 2003	  

NCLB Policy Pillar 
r r2 Adjusted r2 

df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.046 0.002 -0.023 43 9.37 

Expanded Flexibility and Local 
Control 0.102 0.01 -0.014 

43 
9.34 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.179 0.032 0.008 43 9.23 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.054 0.003 -0.022 43 9.37 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.295 0.087 -0.009 39 9.44 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates for African American students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 14 the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of African American students 

in 2003 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.046 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.102 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.179 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.054 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.295 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for African American students.  

The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.002, 0.01, 0.032, 0.003, and 0.087 for 
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Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 0.2%, 1%, 3.2%, 0.3%, and 8.7% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the African American students included 

in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the 

combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 99.8%, 99%, 96.8%, 99.7%, and 91.3% of the 

variations in mean high school graduation rates among the African American students 

included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 15 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for African American Students for 2004	  

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.02 0 -0.027 43 8.18 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.304 0.092 0.068 43 7.79 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.056 0.003 -0.24 43 8.17 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.032 0.001 -0.026 43 8.18 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.204 0.042 -0.078 39 8.83 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for African American students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 15, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of African American students 

in 2004 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.02 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.304 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.056 for 
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Expanded Options for Parents, 0.032 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.204 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for African American students.  

The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0, 0.092, 0.003, 0.001, and 0.042 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 0%, 9.2%, 0.3%, 0.1%, and 4.2% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the African American students included 

in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the 

combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 100%, 90.8%, 99.7%, 99.9%, and 95.8% of the 

variations in mean high school graduation rates among the African American students 

included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 16 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for African American Students for 2005	  

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard Error 

Accountability for Results 0.25 0.062 0.042 43 11.04 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.362 0.131 0.112 43 10.63 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.274 0.075 0.055 43 10.97 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.18 0.32 0.011 43 11.22 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.405 0.164 0.084 39 10.91 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for African American students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 
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As seen on Table 16, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of African American students 

in 2005 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.25 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.362 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.274 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.18 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.405 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for African American students.  

The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.062, 0.131, 0.075, 0.32, and 0.164 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 6.2%, 13.1%, 7.5%, 3.2%, and 16.4% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the African American students included 

in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the 

combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 93.8%, 86.9%, 92.5%, 96.8%, and 83.7% of the 

variations in mean high school graduation rates among the African American students 

included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 
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Table 17 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for African American Students for 2006	  

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.173 0.03 0.006 43 9.89 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.284 0.08 0.058 43 9.63 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.159 0.025 0.001 43 13.34 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.149 0.022 -0.002 43 9.93 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.197 0.139 -0.062 39 10.08 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for African American students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 17 the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of African American students 

in 2006 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.173 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.284 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.159 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.149 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.197 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for African American students.  

The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.03, 0. 08, 0.025, 0.022, and 0.139 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Stengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 3%, 8%, 2.5%, 2.2%, and 13.9% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the African American students included 



 112 

in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the 

combination of all pillars. Conversely, 97%, 92%, 97.5%, 97.8%, and 86.1% of the 

variations in mean high school graduation rates among the African American students 

included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

In summary, five correlation analyses were conducted to test the relationship of 

the NCLB policy pillars individually and jointly against African American students’ 

statewide high school graduation rates.  No significant correlations were found between 

the implementation rate of the four pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of 

African American students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006.  Therefore, 

H03 which states that there is no significant correlation between the implementation rate 

of the four NCLB policy pillars and statewide high school graduation rates of African 

American students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006, failed to be rejected. 

 Results for Hispanic students.  The analysis of Research Question 4 continued 

by testing the following null hypothesis related to Hispanic students to answer part of the 

research question. 

H04: There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates of Hispanic students during 

each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Tables 18 through 22 present results of correlation analyses for the 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars, individually and jointly, and statewide high 

school graduation rate of Hispanic students during the time span of the study. 
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Table 18 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Hispanic Students for 2002	  

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.05 0.002 -0.031 43 11.76 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.224 0.05 0.019 43 11.47 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.182 0.033 0.008 43 9.08 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.007 0 -0.033 43 11.77 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.089 0.008 -0.134 39 9.02 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for Hispanic students.  No correlation was significant 
at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 18 the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Hispanic students in 2002 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.05 for Accountability 

for Results, 0.224 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.182 for Expanded 

Options for Parents, 0.007 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.089 for all four 

NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those predictor 

variables with state high school graduation rates for Hispanic students.  The squared 

multiple correlation coefficients of 0.002, 0.05, 0.033, 0, and 0.008 for Accountability for 

Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options for Parents, 

Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, respectively, 

would indicate that 0.2%, 5%, 3.3%, 0%, and 0.8% of the variations among mean high 

school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this study can be 
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predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  

Conversely, 99.8%, 95%, 96.7%, 100%, and 99.2% of the variations in mean high school 

graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this study cannot be explained 

by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 19 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Hispanic Students for 2003	  

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard Error 

Accountability for Results 0.176 0.031 0.003 43 9.98 

Expanded Flexibility and Local 
Control 

0.091 0.008 -0.021 43 10.09 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.04 0.002 -0.028 43 10.13 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.066 0 -0.025 43 10.11 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.204 0.042 -0.078 39 10.28 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for Hispanic students.  No correlation was significant 
at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 19, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Hispanic students in 2003 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.176 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.091 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.04 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.066 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.204 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Hispanic students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.031, 0.008, 0.002, 0, and 0.042 for 
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Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 3.1%, 0.8 %, 0.2%, 0%, and 4.2% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this 

study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination 

of all pillars.  Conversely, 96.9%, 99.2%, 99.8%, 100%, and 95.8% of the variations in 

mean high school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this study 

cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 20 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Hispanic Students for 2004	  

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard Error 

Accountability for Results 0.156 0.024 0 43 8.31 

Expanded Flexibility and Local 
Control 

0.134 0.018 -0.007 43 8.34 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.117 0.014 -0.011 43 8.35 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.178 0.03 0.007 43 8.28 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars 
Jointly 

0.293 0.086 -0.022 39 7.86 

Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for Hispanic students.  No correlation was significant 
at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 20, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Hispanic students in 2004 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.156 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.134 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.117 for 
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Expanded Options for Parents, 0.178 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.293 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Hispanic students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.024, 0.018, 0.014, 0.03, and 0.086 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 2.4%, 1.8%, 1.4%, 3%, and 8.6% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this 

study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination 

of all pillars.  Conversely, 97.6%, 98.2%, 98.6%, 97%, and 91.4% of the variations in 

mean high school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this study 

cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 21 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Hispanic Students for 2005	  

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.064 0.004 -0.019 43 12.63 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.16 0.026 0.003 43 12.49 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.069 0.005 -0.018 43 12.62 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.145 0.02 -0.002 43 12.52 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.198 0.039 -0.057 39 12.86 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for Hispanic students.  No correlation was significant 
at p = .05. 
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As seen on Table 21, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Hispanic students in 2005 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.064 for 

Accountability for Results, 0.16 for Expadned Flexibility and Local Control, 0.069 for 

Expanded Options for Parents, 0.145 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.198 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Hispanic students.  The 

squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.004, 0.026, 0.005, 0.02, and 0.039 for 

Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, 

respectively, would indicate that 0.4%, 2.6%, 0.5%, 2%, and 3.9% of the variations 

among mean high school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this 

study can be predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination 

of all pillars.  Conversely, 99.6%, 97.4%, 99.5%, 98%, and 96.1% of the variations in 

mean high school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this study 

cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 
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Table 22 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Hispanic Students for 2006 

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard Error 

Accountability for Results 0.08 0.006 -0.018 43 12.43 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.109 0.012 -0.012 43 12.4 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.332 0.11 0.088 43 11.77 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.386 0.15 0.129 43 11.5 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.14 0.02 -0.084 39 12.82 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates  for Hispanic students.  No correlation was significant 
at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 22, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Hispanic students in 2006 

yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.08 for Accountability 

for Results, 0.109 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.332 for Expanded 

Options for Parents, 0.386 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.14 for all four NCLB 

policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those predictor 

variables with state high school graduation rates for Hispanic students.  The squared 

multiple correlation coefficients of 0.006, 0.012, 0.11, 0.15, and 0.02 for Accountability 

for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options for Parents, 

Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars jointly, respectively, 

would indicate that 0.6%, 1.2%, 11%, 15%, and 2% of the variations among mean high 

school graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this study can be  
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predicted by the relationship between individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  

Conversely, 99.4%, 98.8%, 89%, 85%, and 98% of the variations in mean high school 

graduation rates among the Hispanic students included in this study cannot be explained 

by the effects of the predictor variables. 

In summary, five correlation analyses were conducted to test the relationship of 

the NCLB policy pillars individually and jointly against  Hispanic students’ statewide 

high school graduation rates.  No significant correlations were found during each 

academic year from 2002 to 2006.  Therefore, H04 that states that there is no significant 

correlation between the implementation rate of the four pillars and statewide high school 

graduation rates of Hispanic students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006, 

failed to be rejected. 

 Results for Asian/Pacific Islander students.  The analysis of Research Question 

4 continued by testing the following null hypothesis related to Asian/Pacific Islander 

students to answer part of the research question. 

H05:  There is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander 

students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Tables 23 through 27 present results of correlation analyses for the 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars, individually and jointly, and statewide 

graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander students during the time span of the study. 
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Table 23 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Asian/Pacific Islander Students for 2002 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.021 0.17 0.14 43 10.57 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.223 0.05 0.016 43 13.8 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.331 0.11 0.078 43 13.36 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.444 0.197 0.169 43 12.69 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.528 0.279 0.168 39 12.46 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates for Asian/Pacific Islander students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 23, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander 

students in 2002 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.021 

for Accountability for Results, 0.223 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.331 

for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.444 for Strenghtening Teacher Quality, and 0.528 

for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of 

those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Asian/Pacific 

Islander students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.17, 0.05, 0.11, 

0.197, and 0.279 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 

Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy 

pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 17%, 5%, 11%, 19.7%, and 27.9% of the 

variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific Islander 
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students included in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual 

pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 83%, 95%, 89%, 80.3%, and 

72.1% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific 

Islander students included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor 

variables. 

Table 24 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Asian/Pacific Islander Students for 2003 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.401 0.161 0.131 43 10.93 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.468 0.219 0.191 43 10.55 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.647 0.419 0.398 43 9.1 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.274 0.075 0.042 43 11.48 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.505 0.255 0.136 39 10.9 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates for Asian/Pacific Islander students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 24, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander 

students in 2003 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.401 

for Accountability for Results, 0.468 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.647 

for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.274 for Expanded Teacher Quality, and 0.505 for all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of those 

predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Asian/Pacific Islander 
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students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.161, 0.219, 0.419, 0.075, and 

0.255 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded 

Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy pillars 

jointly, respectively, would indicate that 16.1%, 21.9%, 41.9%, 7.5%, and 25.5% of the 

variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific Islander 

students included in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual 

pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 83.9%, 78.1%, 59.1%, 92.5%, and 

74.5% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific 

Islander students included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor 

variables. 

Table 25 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Asian/Pacific Islander Students for 2004 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 Df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.193 0.037 0.01 43 8.81 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.368 0.136 0.111 43 8.35 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.455 0.207 0.184 43 7.99 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.372 0.139 0.114 43 8.33 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.279 0.078 -0.059 39 8.12 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates for Asian/Pacific Islander students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 25, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander 
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students in 2004 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.193 

for Accountability for Results, 0.368 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.455 

for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.372 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.279 

for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of 

those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Asian/Pacific 

Islander students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.037, 0.136, 0.207, 

0.139, and 0.078 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 

Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy 

pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 3.7%, 13.6%, 20.7%, 13.9%, and 7.8% of 

the variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific Islander 

students included in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual 

pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 96.3%, 86.4%, 79.3%, 86.1%, and 

92.2% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific 

Islander students included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor 

variables. 
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Table 26 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Asian/Pacific Islander Students for 2005 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.347 0.121 0.092 43 7.2 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.152 0.023 -0.008 43 7.59 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.143 0.02 -0.011 43 7.6 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.419 0.176 0.149 43 6.97 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.462 0.214 0.101 39 7.16 
Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates for Asian/Pacific Islander students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 26, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander 

students in 2005 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.347 

for Accountability for Results, 0.152 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.143 

for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.419 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.462 

for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of 

those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Asian/Pacific 

Islander students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.121, 0.023, 0.02, 

0.176, and 0.214 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 

Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy 

pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 12.1%, 2.3%, 2%, 17.6%, and 21.4% of 

the variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific Islander 
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students included in this study can be predicted by the relationship between individual 

pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 87.9%, 97.7%, 98%, 82.4%, and 

78.6% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific 

Islander students included in this study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor 

variables. 

Table 27 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Asian/Pacific Islander Students for 2006 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted 
r2 

df Standard Error 

Accountability for Results 0.06
6 

0.00
4 

-0.02 4
3 

9.16 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.137 0.019 -0.005 43 9.1 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.118 0.014 -0.01 43 9.12 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.108 0.012 -0.012 43 9.13 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.33
2 

0.11 0.017 3
9 

8.97 

Note.  N = 44; Idaho, Kentucky, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the 
District of Columbia did not report graduation rates for Asian/Pacific Islander students.  No correlation was 
significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 27, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander 

students in 2006 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients of 0.066 

for Accountability for Results, 0.137 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 0.118 

for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.108 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and 0.332 

for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations of 
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those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Asian/Pacific 

Islander students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0.004, 0.019, 0.014, 

0.012, and 0.11 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 

Expadned Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four NCLB policy 

pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 0.4%, 1.9%, 1.4%, 1.2%, and 11% of the 

variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific Islander 

students included in the study can be predicted by the relationship between individual 

pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 99.6%, 98.1%, 98.6%, 98.8%, and 

89% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates among the Asian/Pacific 

Islander students included in the study cannot be explained by the effects of the predictor 

variables. 

In summary, five correlation analyses were conducted to test the relationship of 

the NCLB policy pillars individually and jointly against Asian/Pacific Islander students’ 

statewide high school graduation rates.  No significant correlations were found during 

each academic year from 2002 to 2006.  Therefore, H05 that states that there is no 

significant correlation between the implementation rate of the four pillars and statewide 

high school graduation rates of Asian/Pacific Islander students during each academic year 

from 2002 to 2006, failed to be rejected. 

 Results for Native American/Alaskan Native students.  The analysis of 

Research Question 4 concluded by testing the following null hypothesis related to the 

Native American/Alaskan Native students to answer part of the research question. 
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H06: There was no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the 

four NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan 

Native students during each academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Tables 28 through 32 present results of correlation analyses for the 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars, individually and jointly, and statewide 

graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan Native students for academic years 2002 to 

2006. 

Table 28 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Native American/Alaskan Native Students for 2002 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.032 0 -0.037 35 10.57 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.019 0 -0.037 35 10.57 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.251 0.06 0.028 35 10.23 

StrengtheningTeacher Quality 0.126 0.02 -0.021 35 10.48 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.528 0.279 0.168 31 12.46 
Note.  N = 36; Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin did not 
report graduation rates for Native American/Alaskan Natives.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 28, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan 

Native students in 2002 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients 

of 0.032 for Accountability for Results, 0.019 for Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, 0.251 for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.126 for Strengthening Teacher 
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Quality, and 0.528 for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant 

correlations of those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Native 

American/Alaskan Native students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0, 0, 

0.06, 0.02, and 0.279 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four 

NCLB policy pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 0%, 0%, 6%, 2%, and 

27.9% of the variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Native 

American/Alaskan Native students included in this study can be predicted by the 

relationship between individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 

100%, 100%, 94%, 98%, and 72.1% of the variations in mean high school graduation 

rates among the Native American/Alaskan Native students included in this study cannot 

be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 29 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Native American/Alaskan Native Students for 2003 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard Error 

Accountability for Results 0.093 0.01 -0.028 35 13.4 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.056 0 -0.034 35 13.44 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.136 0.02 -0.018 35 13.33 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.17 0.03 -0.007 35 13.26 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.283 0.08 -0.073 31 13.69 
Note.  N = 36; Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin did not 
report graduation rates for Native American/Alaskan Natives.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 
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As seen on Table 29, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan 

Native students in 2003 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients 

of 0.093 for Accountability for Results, 0.056 for Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, 0.136 for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.17 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, 

and 0.283 for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant 

correlations of those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Native 

American/Alaskan Native students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 

0.01, 0, 0.02, 0.03, and 0.08 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and 

Local Control, Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all 

four NCLB policy pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 1%, 0%, 2%, 3%, and 

8% of the variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Native 

American/Alaskan Native students included in this study can be predicted by the 

relationship between individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 

99%, 100%, 98%, 97%, and 92% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates 

among the Native American/Alaskan Native students included in this study cannot be 

explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 



 130 

Table 30 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Native American/Alaskan Native Students for 2004 

NCLB Policy Pillar R r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.086 0.01 -0.021 35 15.49 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.262 0.07 0.042 35 15 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.083 0 -0.21 35 15.49 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.026 0 -0.028 35 15.54 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.415 0.172 0.078 31 11.74 
Note.  N = 36; Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin did not 
report graduation rates for Native American/Alaskan Natives.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 30, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan 

Native students in 2004 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients 

of 0.086 for Accountability for Results, 0.262 for Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, 0.083 for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.026 for Strengthening Teacher 

Quality, and 0.415 for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant 

correlations of those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Native 

American/Alaskan Native students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 

0.01, 0.07, 0, 0, and 0.172 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four 

NCLB policy pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 1%, 7%, 0%, 0%, and 

17.2% of the variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Native 
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American/Alaskan Native students included in this study can be predicted by the 

relationship between individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 

99%, 93%, 100%, 100%, and 82.8% of the variations in mean high school graduation 

rates among the Native American/Alaskan Native students included in this study cannot 

be explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

Table 31 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Native American/Alaskan Native Students for 2005 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard 
Error 

Accountability for Results 0.053 0 -0.022 35 14.51 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.061 0 -0.021 35 14.5 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.086 0.01 -0.017 35 14.48 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.053 0 -0.022 35 14.51 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.462 0.214 0.101 31 7.16 
Note.  N = 36; Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin did not 
report graduation rates for Native American/Alaskan Natives.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 31, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan 

Native students in 2005 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients 

of 0.053 for Accountability for Results, 0.061 for Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, 0.086 for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.053 for Strengthening Teacher 

Quality, and 0.462 for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant 

correlations of those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Native 
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American/Alaskan Native students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 0, 0, 

0.01, 0, and 0.214 for Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local 

Control, Expanded Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all four 

NCLB policy pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 0%, 0%, 1%, 0%, and 

21.4% of the variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Native 

American/Alaskan Native students can be predicted by the relationship between 

individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 100%, 100%, 99%, 

100%, and 79.4% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates among the 

Native American/Alaskan Native students cannot be explained by the effects of the 

predictor variables. 

Table 32 

Correlation of the NCLB Policy Pillars Individually and Jointly and High School 

Graduation Rates for Native American/Alaskan Native Students for 2006 

NCLB Policy Pillar r r2 Adjusted r2 df Standard Error 

Accountability for Results 0.132 0.02 -0.007 35 13.52 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control 0.17 0.03 0.005 35 13.44 

Expanded Options for Parents 0.191 0.04 0.013 35 13.34 

Strengthening Teacher Quality 0.081 0.01 -0.018 35 13.59 

All Four NCLB Policy Pillars Jointly 0.191 0.037 -0.065 31 13.94 
Note.  N = 36; Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin did not 
report graduation rates for Native American/Alaskan Natives.  No correlation was significant at p = .05. 

As seen on Table 32, the analysis of the predictive ability of the level of 

implementation of NCLB policy pillars on graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan 

Native students in 2006 yielded no significant results.  Multiple correlation coefficients 
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of 0.132 for Accountability for Results, 0.17 for Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, 

0.191 for Expanded Options for Parents, 0.081 for Strengthening Teacher Quality, and of 

0.191 for all four NCLB policy pillars jointly indicate weak or insignificant correlations 

of those predictor variables with state high school graduation rates for Native 

American/Alaskan Native students.  The squared multiple correlation coefficients of 

0.02, 0.03, 0.04, 0.01, and 0.037 for Accountability for Results, Expadned Flexibility and 

Local Control, Expadned Options for Parents, Strengthening Teacher Quality, and all 

four policy pillars jointly, respectively, would indicate that 2%, 3%, 4%, 1%, and 3.7% of 

the variations among mean high school graduation rates among the Native 

American/Alaskan Native students included in this study can be predicted by the 

relationship between individual pillars and the combination of all pillars.  Conversely, 

98%, 97%, 96%, 99%, and 96.3% of the variations in mean high school graduation rates 

among the Native American/Alaskan Native students included in this study cannot be 

explained by the effects of the predictor variables. 

In summary, five correlation analyses were conducted to test the relationship of 

the NCLB policy pillars individually and aggregated and Native American/Alaskan 

Native students’ statewide high school graduation rates.  No significant correlations were 

found during each academic year from 2002 to 2006.  Therefore, H06 that states that there 

is no significant correlation between the implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and high school graduation rates of Native American/Alaskan Native students 

during each academic year from 2002 to 2006, failed to be rejected. 
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Summary of Findings 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship existed 

between state implementation of NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates 

across student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 in all 50 states and the District of 

Columbia.  The study was guided by a series of four research questions and six 

hypotheses.  The first two research questions were descriptive questions.  The last two 

research questions were statistical questions testing hypotheses.  The major findings of 

this research are summarized below: 

1. After five years of implementation, there was improvement of the 

implementation of every NCLB policy pillar nationwide. 

2. After five years of implementation of NCLB, the national graduation rate rose 

by 1.3 percentage points.  However, there were wide variations state by state. 

3. After five years of implementation of NCLB, there were wide variations in the 

change of graduation rates among student ethnic groups. 

4. After five years of implementation of NCLB, there were no significant 

correlations found between the implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and statewide high school graduation rates by student ethnic group. 

A summary of the findings from the descriptive analysis is found in Table 33. 
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Table 33 

Summary of Descriptive Research Findings 

Research Question Finding 

1. What was the level of 
implementation of the four 
NCLB policy pillars during the 
period of 2002-2006? 

Finding #1: The nationwide average for all reporting states (51) was 3.76 out of a 
possible 4.0 (which means 100% compliance) for the Accountability for Results 
policy pillar in 2002 and 2003. 

 Finding #2: The Expanded Flexibility and Local Control policy pillar reached a 
nationwide average of M=3.51 in 2002, M= 3.50 in 2003, and grew steadily from 
M=3.74 in 2004 to M=3.94 in 2006. 

 Finding #3: Expanded Options for Parents was the NCLB policy pillar with which 
most states complied the fastest. 

 Finding #4: The Strengthening Teacher Quality policy pillar was complied with the 
slowest in most states except AK, CT, CO, KS, IA, NY, and NM. 

 Finding #5: After continuous and timely reports from 2002 to 2005, nine states (ID, 
KT, LA, NE, NC, NH, NV, PA, and SC) and DC failed to report on time on all four 
policy pillars in 2006. 

 Finding #6: No state reached full compliance (4.0) with every policy pillar from the 
starting year of 2002 to 2006.  However, from the beginning, AL was in full 
compliance with every pillar except Expanded Flexibility and Local Control and 
Expanded Options for Parents.  It was the same for AK with every pillar except for 
Strengthening Teacher Quality in 2002 and 2003; also for IA, CO, and CT except 
for the Expanded Flexibility and Local Control policy pillar; and for SD except for 
the Strengthening Teacher Quality policy pillar. 

 Finding #7: No state showed a decrease in compliance, except for NY with policy 
pillars Expanded Options for Parents and Strengthening Teacher Quality.  NY fully 
complied with those pillars from 2002 to 2004, then decreased to 3.92 in 2005, and 
finally raised back to 4.0 in 2006. 

 Finding #8: All states started below full compliance with policy pillar Strengthening 
Teacher Quality except VA, NM, KS, IA, CT, FL, and CO. 

2. What was the high school 
graduation rate by student 
ethnic group from 2002-2006, 
statewide and nationwide? 

Finding #9: After five years of NCLB implementation there are wide variations in 
the change of graduations rates. 
Finding #10: Less than a majority of states (19 out of 51) report on time year after 
ear for almost all student ethnic groups. 

 Finding #11: The number of states reporting graduation rates increased from 2002-
2003 for all student ethnic groups.  White, African American, and Hispanic 
graduation rates were reported more often than Native American/Alaskan Native 
and Asian/Pacific Islander rates. 

 Finding #12: Asian/Pacific Islander students’ graduation rates, followed by Whites,’ 
were higher than the other student groups in most states. 

 Finding #13: Hispanic and African American students exchange the third and fourth 
places in reported graduation rates from state to state. 

 Finding #14: The Native American/Alaskan Native student group usually scores the 
lowest in graduation rates. 

 Finding #15: African American students shares the third and fourth places in 
reported graduation rates from state to state, against Hispanics. 

 Finding #16: White students report the highest graduation rates nationally. 
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 The other two research questions and their six matching hypotheses were 

statistical questions testing hypotheses.  A summary of the results of the hypotheses 

testing is found in Table 34. 

Table 34 

Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Research Question Hypothesis Finding 

3. What are the relationships of the 
level of implementation of the four 
NCLB policy pillars to statewide 
high school graduation rates by 
student ethnic group from 2002-

2006? 

H01: There is no significant correlation between the 
implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and statewide high school graduation rates 
by student ethnic group from 2002 to 2006. 

Failed to be 
rejected 

4. What are the relationships of the 
level of implementation of the four 
NCLB policy pillars individually 
to high school graduation rates by 
student ethnic group from 2002-

2006? 

H02: There is no significant correlation between the 
implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and statewide high school graduation rates 
of White students during each academic year from 

2002 to 2006. 

Failed to be 
rejected 

 

H03: There is no significant correlation between the 
implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and statewide high school graduation rates 
of African American students during each 

academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Failed to be 
rejected 

 

H04: There is no significant correlation between the 
implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and high school graduation rates of 
Hispanic students during each academic year from 

2002 to 2006. 

Failed to be 
rejected 

 H05: There is no significant correlation between the 
implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and high school graduation rates of 
Asian/Pacific Islander students during each 

academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Failed to be 
rejected 

 H06: There is no significant correlation between the 
implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and high school graduation rates of Native 
American/Alaskan Native students during each 

academic year from 2002 to 2006. 

Failed to be 
rejected 
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CHAPTER 5. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Restatement of the Problem 

The purpose of the NCLB Act of 2001 was to improve academic achievement of 

all students in primary and secondary public schools and to increase graduation rates of 

all students in the United States of America.  With the enactment of NCLB, high school 

graduation rates gained an increasingly important place in educational policy.  To 

accomplish its goals, the law was structured around four policy pillars: stronger 

accountability standards, expanded flexibility and local control to school districts and 

schools, expanded parental options for choice programs, and better teacher quality.  The 

belief was that if states implemented the provisions provided for by the policy pillars, 

then academic achievement and graduation rates would increase.  For the first time, 

federal law required that states, school districts, and high schools be held accountable for 

graduation rates and mandated that they include accurate high school graduation data in 

federal reporting.  To ensure that this happened, the law required states to submit 

accountability workbooks to the USDOE which demonstrated their compliance and 

implementation efforts to narrow the achievement gaps across student ethnic groups and 

increase the graduation percentage of all students. 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship existed 

between state implementation of NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rate 

across student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 in all 50 states and the District of 
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Columbia.  This study is particularly relevant today since the law is once again being 

revised and the high school graduation rates of student ethnic groups continues to be 

important to the nation’s economic and civic future. 

This study was guided by four research questions: 

1. What was the level of implementation of the four NCLB policy pillars during 

the period of 2002-2006? 

2. What was the high school graduation rate by student ethnic group from 2002-

2006, statewide and nationwide? 

3. What are the relationships of the level of implementation of the four NCLB 

policy pillars to statewide high school graduation rates by student ethnic 

group from 2002-2006? 

4. What are the relationships of the level of implementation of the four NCLB 

policy pillars individually to high school graduation rates by student ethnic 

group from 2002-2006? 

Review of the Procedures 

This study used a quantitative, non-experimental design to determine whether 

state implementation of the four policy pillars of NCLB was associated with increased 

state high school graduation rates for all student ethnic groups (Creswell, 2002; Gall et 

al., 2006).  State workbook data from the ECS and the USDOE’s Institute of Education 

Sciences regarding the implementation of the four NCLB pillars and graduation rates of 

student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 were used to conduct the analysis. 

In this study the implementation of the NCLB policy pillars was measured by 

each state’s compliance and implementation level as reported in federal documents.  Each 
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state’s implementation level of the four pillars was the unit of analysis.  Graduation rates 

were not calculated; rather, the graduation rates that were reported by states to the NCES 

were accepted.  From these data, changes in graduation rates were calculated and served 

as the measure of the criterion variable.  The change in graduation rate from 2001 to 2006 

was disaggregated by student ethnic groups (White, African American, Hispanic, 

Asian/Pacific Islander, and Native American/Alaskan Native) recognized by the United 

States Census Bureau (2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2000d, 2000e) used to determine 

equitability of results. 

The study population was comprised of each of the 50 states (that timely reported 

high school graduation rates by race and ethnicity to the NCES), and the District of 

Columbia.  From this population a sample was drawn from states that reported graduation 

rate data in 2001 and again in 2006.  Applying this criterion, an average sample of 44 of 

the 50 states and the District of Columbia was drawn for analysis. 

Limitations 

 The results of the current study were limited in the following ways.  First, the 

study was limited by assumptions that states continued to use NCES’s formula when 

reporting graduation rates to the USDOE as they did before and throughout the period of 

this study.  Each state maintained the same criteria for defining race and ethnicity as 

defined by the USCB in 2000.  Furthermore, it was assumed that students in the 

subgroups under investigation still worked to obtain their high school diplomas as 

diligently as they did before the advent of NCLB in each state. 

Second, the study was limited because seven states (ID, KT, LA, NE, NH, NV, 

and SC) and the District of Columbia failed to report on time on all four NCLB policy 
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pillars in 2006.  This limitation reduced the number of states in the correlation analyses, 

as shown in the tables where variations in the number of degrees of freedom are posted. 

A third limitation concerns the coding system for implementation.  The grading 

scale (Y = 4, P = 3, N = 2, and U = 1) used to average NCLB policy pillar average scores 

led to narrower variations as states grew more compliant with the implementation of 

NCLB.  Whereas the coding system for implementation used whole grades of 1, 2, 3, and 

4, each state did not get either an absolute 1, or 2, or 3, or 4 as a grade for any of their 

pillars.  Possible variations in scoring were not limited to three steps.  Since each pillar 

contained subcomponents whose scores were averaged to arrive at a final grade ranging 

from 0.01 to 4.0, the coding system as seen in Table 3 on varied from a score of 2.66 to 

4.0.  While that scale originated from ECS and was modified for the purpose of this 

study, its use might have limited the results since there was little variation in graduation 

rates.  Whereas the nature and extent of those potential limitations remain unknown, 

other researchers (especially those who do not seek to use the same data sources as were 

used in this study) may opt to recode their data differently. 

A fourth limitation regards the issue of timely submission of high school 

graduation rate data by states, overall and by student ethnic group.  Even though states 

scored high in their implementation levels of NCLB policy pillar Accountability for 

Results, the loud absence of data during scheduled and specific intervals points to how 

much several states struggled to meet the demands of the new law.  Also, the problem of 

timely submission affected this study in that its unit of analysis (the state) was at times 

not N = 51 (including the District of Columbia) for every correlation analysis conducted.  

Subsequently, this issue of timely submission must have had some effects in the overall 
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results of the study, though the exact nature of those effects was not researched here.  

However, this study underscores the laissez-faire role played by federal agencies directly 

assigned to supervise de facto implementation of the new law. 

Summary of Findings and Discussion 

 Data were analyzed in Chapter 4 and the results presented.  In this chapter, the 

four major findings that emerged from the data are identified and discussed as follows. 

1. After five years of implementation of NCLB, there was improvement of the 

implementation of every NCLB policy pillar nationwide. 

2. After five years of implementation of NCLB, the national graduation rate rose 

by 1.3 percentage points.  However, there were wide variations state by state. 

3. After five years of implementation of NCLB, there were wide variations in the 

change of graduation rates of student ethnic groups. 

4. After five years of implementation of NCLB, there were no significant 

correlations found between the implementation rate of the four NCLB policy pillars and 

statewide high school graduation rates by student ethnic group. 

 Major Finding 1.  After five years of implementation, there was improvement of 

the implementation of every NCLB policy pillar nationwide.  Overall the NCLB was well 

received by all the states that scurried to implement the four pillars of the policy from the 

beginning of academic year 2001-2002.  No state abstained from implementing the 

NCLB pillars.  Year after year, states also improved on their implementation levels. 

Accountability for Results policy pillar.  The Accountability for Results NCLB 

policy pillar required that every student in given AYP groups (group of students that must 

make adequate yearly progress) were to be: (a) tested through a state-adopted instrument; 
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(b) school performance grade was to be assigned based on the achievement levels of 

those AYP-grouped students; and (c) achievement results were to be reported on-time.  

The nationwide average implementation for all reporting states (51) was 3.76 out of a 

possible 4.0 in 2002.  Essentially, all states were in compliance with implementing the 

standard.  At the end of the 5-year period the nationwide average was 3.97.  These 

implementation level scores were the second highest of the four policy pillars in both 

2002 and 2006.  These high scores seem to imply from this researcher’s perspective, that 

the correct groups of students were tested on time with research-based instruments. 

Further, this study supports literature that showed improvement in mathematics 

and reading scores, especially in grades with state tests (Cronin et al., 2005).  In addition, 

this study concurs with the Center on Education Policy (2004) in its findings that before 

the enactment of NCLB, nearly half of the states did not yet have systems with 

assessments in both reading (or language arts) and mathematics.  In addition, this study 

supports the findings of McCombs et al. (2005) who found that students from different 

AYP groups were being tested, even though those researchers underscored wide disparity 

in achievement levels between AYP groups. 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control policy pillar.  The Expanded Flexibility 

and Local Control NCLB policy pillar lent authority to states to move funds from 

selected programs and to set their own goals, irrespective of the AYP proficiency 

deadline of 2014.  The nationwide average implementation for all reporting states was 

3.51 in 2002, and 3.94 in 2006.  Again these results indicate that essentially all states 

were in compliance with implementing this pillar by 2006. 
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In the first two years of implementation, states states needed time to let go of one 

way of dong things and accommodate to the new ways of the new law.  Nevertheless, 

over the years, this policy pillar increased in implementation compliance, which also 

shows that given enough time, states did adjust to these new federal mandates.  This 

study agrees with the findings of Tyack and Cuban (1995) who showed how each ESEA 

reenactment sought to reach a seemingly elusive level perfection in perfunctory education 

nationwide.  Moreover, this study agrees with the findings of Clarke et al. (2000) who 

asserted that NCLB was just the beginning of standards-based testing in this country.  

Further, this study also agrees with Linn (2005) in disagreeing with the federal decision 

to allow each state not only to design its own test but also to set the bar for proficiency, 

given the insignificant findings related to NCLB implementation rates against high 

school graduation rates for the years of this study. 

Expanded Options for Parents policy pillar.  The Expanded Options for Parents 

NCLB policy pillar permitted parents whose children attended failing schools to transfer 

their children into higher performing schools.  Districts and schools were not only to 

facilitate, but also fund, the transfer.  States would have lost scoring points for either not 

informing parents about their options, or not accommodating student transfers. 

These provisions were implemented faster than any of the other NCLB policy 

pillars.  The nationwide average implementation for all reporting states was 3.81 out of a 

possible 4.0 in 2002 and 3.98 in 2006.  The high compliance scores in this pillar should 

imply that many failing students found higher performing schools.  That in turn should 

imply that more schools were highly performing with their remaining student population.  

However, considering that parents in low performing schools were not required to 
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transfer to higher performing schools, the reality is that more parents kept their failing 

students in those failing schools, either because of convenience, lack of faith in the so-

called higher performing schools, or trust in their kids’ or school’s future performance. 

This study did not find any significant correlations to share in prior research that 

states that 90% of the differences in student test scores could be attributed to options to 

parents in terms of absenteeism, variety of reading materials found in the home, and the 

amount of television viewing, as noted in “Education issues” (2004).  Also, this study did 

not bring any results that could share credit with the findings of Kannapel and Clements 

(2005) that schools played a critical role in influencing the level of parent involvement in 

learning.  In addition, this study did not find any results to take credit from the findings of 

Schneider et al. (2000) in that co-production and trust between schools, parents, students, 

and the larger community was critical for higher-quality education.  This study further 

shares the doubt by Ansell (2004) in the possibility of parental options in urban areas 

with few choices.  Moreover, this study supports Schneider and Buckley (2001) in that 

parents typically know very little about schools and do not show a consistent pattern for 

data-driven decision-making about school choices.  Again, this study supports Schneider 

and Buckley (2002) in that underprivileged parents were the least able to analyze 

information about schools, even though they were the most likely to benefit from school 

choice.  Finally, this study supports the literature through the findings of Venezia et al. 

(2004) that K-12 school districts, post-secondary institutions and systems, and the federal 

government could better empower parents by informing them about advanced education. 

Strengthening Teacher Quality policy pillar.  The Strengthening Teacher Quality 

NCLB policy pillar required states to hire only highly qualified teachers.  In this case, 
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highly qualified meant teachers who were state certified.  Nationwide the provision of 

highly qualified teachers was implemented slower than the other NCLB policy pillars.  

The nationwide average implementation for all reporting states was 3.48 out of a possible 

4.0 in 2002 and 3.94 in 2006.  There were however, examples of states like Connecticut, 

Colorado, Florida, Kansas, Iowa, New York, New Mexico, and Virginia that were at full 

implementation (4.0) of the standard in 2002 and remained there throughout the 

implementation period.  Every state made improvements in their implementation level, 

but the results were more variable than those of other NCLB policy pillars. 

This study agrees with the findings of the Education Trust (2004), that among 

NCLB’s many provisions and requirements, those pertaining to the preparation, 

recruitment, and retention of teachers were possibly the most complex, challenging, and 

far-reaching in terms of real state policy change, given the slower rate of implementation 

of the related NCLB policy pillar found in this study.  Cavalluzzo (2004) found that the 

NBPTS was the most significant national development in teacher policy in the last two 

decades.  Goldhaber and Anthony (2007) found that for all teachers to become highly 

qualified in their content areas by the end of the 2005-2006 academic year, the total 

investment in the NBPTS program would be at upwards of $637 million.  Rebora (2004) 

reported that those expenditures were second only to the earmarked investment in 

standards-based testing for students.  The data in this study indicate that this investment 

in teacher quality produced uneven results nationwide in the provision of highly qualified 

teachers for every classroom. 

Summary.  Overall, no state was in full compliance (4.0) with every NCLB policy 

pillar at the beginning of NCLB (2002), but by 2006, all states had improved their 
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implementation of the four NCLB policy pillars.  Only Alaska was in full compliance 

with every pillar.  Iowa, Colorado, Connecticut, New York, and South Dakota reached 

the full compliance level in three of the four pillars.  In general, a conscientious effort 

was made by states to implement the NCLB provisions to the point that former Secretary 

of Education Paige reported that all states met compliance levels with all NCLB policy 

pillars by 2004.  This compliance was further confirmed in 2004 by a report from the 

ECS that evaluated states’ self-reporting documents (workbooks) regarding their 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars.  This analysis is not complete, however, 

because the District of Columbia, Idaho, Kentucky, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North 

Carolina, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina did not report data in 2006. 

It should be noted that implementation of the NCLB policy pillars did not mean 

that student achievement or high school graduation rates across student ethnic groups 

improved.  This study supports the literature through the findings of Clarke et al. (2000) 

and Miller et al. (2008) that while achievement testing and standards-based education 

reform in this country moved into the front lines of educational policy efforts and 

encouraged states and school districts to connect federal programs with state and local 

reforms affecting all children, improvement in achievement did not occur to any great 

extent.  What did occur, as presented by WGBH Educational Foundation (n.d.) was that 

test-producing companies saw their market potential grow from $7 million in 1955 before 

NCLB to $700 million during 2002 to 2006 after NCLB. 

Some observers point out that allowing each state to set its own standards limited 

the ability of students to achieve at required levels.  This study upholds the findings of 

McCombs et al. (2005) who found large differences in the rigor of assessment and 
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performance levels that states considered proficient under NCLB.  To combat state 

variability in the level of achievement deemed proficient, it became obvious that a 

national proficiency benchmark was needed to guide states toward the federal goal of 

academic proficiency for all K-12 students by 2014.  These improvements did not occur 

because of the intricacies of federal educational policy making (McCombs et al., 2005). 

This study also suggests that Bressers et al.’s (2001) assertion that policy 

implementation does not imply support for or agreement with the policy itself occurred 

nationwide with regard to the implementation of NCLB.  This study suggests through the 

analysis of states’ efforts in implementing the four policy pillars of NCLB that there is a 

distinction between constructive and obstructive cooperation, and negotiation and conflict 

at the state policy level.  It would appear that during the NCLB implementation process 

the options of the actors were not fixed, as Heckathorn and Maser (1987) might suggest; 

states might be implementing NCLB only symbolically (Bressers & Rosenbaum, 2000).  

This also aligns with the ideas of Scharpf (1997) that, as dependent to the federal 

government as the states were, they may have realized that the power balance between 

the states and the federal government might quickly become imbalanced, and not in their 

favor, if they became non-cooperative. 

 Major Finding 2.  After five years of implementation of NCLB, the national 

graduation rate rose by 1.3 percentage points.  In contrast to the implementation rates of 

the NCLB policy pillars that consistently improved, graduation rates oscillated.  The 

overall rate rose from 72.6% in 2002 to 75.0% in 2004, only to fall to 73.9% in 2006.  

Furthermore, as seen on Table 4 in Chapter 4, there were also wide variations by state. 

State by state, high school graduation rates do not match state implementation 
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levels of NCLB policy pillars.  High school graduation rates varied so widely that it is 

difficult to infer that states were implementing the same education reform program.  

Oscillation seen in Arizona, the District of Columbia, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah 

are cases in point.  For example, in 2002, Arizona reported a 74.7% graduation rate that 

rose to 84.7% in 2004, only to drop to 69.1% in 2006.  New Mexico reported statistics 

similar to Arizona.  In 2002, the District of Columbia reported a 68.4% graduation rate 

that rose to 68.8% in 2004, only to drop to 54.9% in 2006.  Nevada reported a 71.9% 

graduation rate in 2002 that dropped to 55.8% in 2004, and dropped further to 52.0% in 

2006.  Although Utah started at a much higher graduation rate, 82.0% in 2002, they too 

dropped to 76.6% by 2006. 

As seen on Table 35, 11 state high school graduation rates decreased over the 6-

year implementation of NCLB.  Seven states’ graduation rates were above the national 

average in the first year of implementation of NCLB, but then demonstrated decreases in 

2006.  Arizona, California, and Texas fell below the national average in 2006.  Arkansas, 

New Jersey, and North Dakota were consistent across the five years of this study.  

Although Utah remained above the national average in 2006, its graduation rate dropped 

3.9% over the five years.  Two states, Nevada and New Mexico, and the District of 

Columbia, started below the national average in 2002 and saw graduation rates drop 

dramatically by 2006.  The level to which states implemented the NCLB policy pillars 

appears to be no predictor or guarantee for increase in high school graduation rates across 

student ethnic groups either. 



 149 

Table 35 

State Graduation Rates for Academic Years 2001-2002 Through 2006-2007 

 2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

2005-
2006 

2006-
2007 

Change in rates 
from 2001-2006 

Nationwide 72.6 73.9 75.0 74.7 73.2 73.9 1.3 

States starting above the national average in 2002 
whose graduation rates dropped in 2006 

Arizona 74.7 75.9 66.8 84.7 70.5 69.6 -5.1 

Arkansas 74.8 76.6 76.8 75.7 80.4 74.4 -0.4 

California 72.7 74.1 73.9 74.6 69.2 70.7 -2.0 

New Jersey 85.8 87.0 86.3 85.1 84.8 84.4 -1.4 

North 
Dakota 

85.0 86.4 86.1 86.3 82.1 83.1 -1.9 

Utah 80.5 80.2 83.0 84.4 78.6 76.6 -3.9 

Texas 73.5 75.5 76.7 74.0 72.5 71.9 -1.6 

Virginia 76.7 80.6 79.3 79.6 74.5 75.5 -1.2 

States starting below the national average in 2002 
whose graduate rates dropped in 2006 

District of 
Columbia 

68.4 59.6 68.2 68.8 - 54.9 -13.5 

Nevada 71.9 72.3 57.4 55.8 55.8 52.0 -18.1 

New 
Mexico 

67.4 63.1 67.0 65.4 67.3 59.1 -8.3 

Note.  - Indicates no data for this year. 

As seen on Table 36, 35 states improved student graduation rates over the 6-year 

period of NCLB’s implementation.  Twenty-three of those states started out above the 

national average in 2002 and continued to make progress toward high school graduation 
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rate improvements.  Fifteen states had graduation rates below the national average in 

2002 but saw their rates improve by 2006.  Only three of those states, Hawaii, Kentucky, 

and Oregon, produced graduation rates in 2006 above the national average.  Tennessee 

made the most dramatic improvements from 59.6% in 2002 to 72.6% in 2006. 
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Table 36 

Improved Student Graduation Rates over the 6-year NCLB Implementation Period 

 
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

2005-
2006 

2006-
2007 

Change in 
rates from 
2001-2006 

Nationwide 72.6 73.9 75.0 74.7 73.2 73.9 1.3 
States starting above the national average in 2002 whose graduation rates increased in 2006 

Yearly Avg 
Increased Rate 

74.7 76.4 78.7 76.7 75.5 76.6 1.9 

Illinois 77.1 75.9 80.3 79.4 79.7 79.5 2.4 
Indiana 73.1 75.5 73.5 73.2 73.3 73.9 0.8 

Iowa 84.1 85.3 85.8 86.6 86.9 86.5 2.4 
Kansas 77.1 76.9 77.9 79.2 77.6 78.9 1.8 
Maine 75.6 76.3 77.6 78.6 76.3 78.5 2.9 

Maryland 79.7 79.2 79.5 79.3 79.9 80.0 0.3 
Massachusetts 77.6 75.7 79.3 78.7 79.5 80.8 2.2 

Michigan 72.9 74.0 72.5 73.0 72.2 77.0 4.1 
Minnesota 83.9 84.8 84.7 85.9 86.2 86.5 2.6 
Missouri 76.8 78.3 80.4 80.6 81.0 81.9 5.1 
Montana 79.8 81.0 80.4 81.5 81.9 81.5 1.7 
Nebraska 83.9 85.2 87.6 87.8 87.0 86.3 2.4 

New Hampshire 77.8 78.2 78.7 80.1 81.1 81.7 4.1 
Ohio 77.5 79.0 81.3 80.2 79.2 78.7 3.2 

Oklahoma 76.0 76.0 77.0 76.9 77.8 77.8 1.8 
Pennsylvania 80.2 81.7 82.2 82.5 - 83.0 2.7 
Rhode Island 75.7 77.7 75.9 78.4 77.8 78.4 2.7 
South Dakota 79.0 83.0 83.7 82.3 84.5 82.5 3.5 

Vermont 82.0 83.6 85.4 86.5 82.3 88.6 6.6 
West Virginia 74.2 75.7 76.9 77.3 76.9 78.2 4.0 

Wisconsin 84.8 85.8 * 86.7 87.5 88.5 3.7 
Wyoming 74.4 73.9 76.0 76.7 76.1 75.8 1.4 

Nationwide 72.6 73.9 75.0 74.7 73.2 73.9 1.3 
States starting below the national average in 2002 whose graduation rates increased in 2006 

Alabama 62.1 64.7 65.0 65.9 66.2 67.1 5.0 
Alaska 65.9 68.0 67.2 64.1 66.5 69.1 3.2 

Delaware 69.5 73.0 72.9 73.1 76.3 71.9 2.4 
Florida 63.4 66.7 66.4 64.6 63.6 65.0 1.6 
Georgia 61.1 60.8 61.2 61.7 62.4 64.1 3 
Hawaii 72.1 71.3 72.6 75.1 75.5 75.4 3.3 

Kentucky 69.8 71.7 73.0 75.9 77.2 76.4 6.4 
Louisiana 64.4 64.1 69.4 63.9 59.5 61.3 2.9 

Mississippi 61.2 62.7 62.7 63.3 63.5 63.6 2.4 
New York 60.5 60.9 - 65.3 67.4 68.8 8.3 

North Carolina 68.2 70.1 71.4 72.6 71.8 68.6 0.4 
South Carolina 57.9 59.7 60.6 60.1 - 58.9 1.0 

Oregon 71.0 73.7 74.2 74.2 73.0 73.8 2.8 
Tennessee 59.6 63.4 66.1 68.5 70.6 72.6 13.0 

Washington 72.2 74.2 74.6 75.0 72.9 74.8 2.6 
Note.  - Indicates no data for this year. 



 152 

Whereas uniformity of increase in NCLB implementation scores was not matched 

with similar predictability in high school graduation rates, the national average did 

increase by 1.3% over the 5-year period considered in this study.  This may have been 

very frustrating for leaders at the USDOE and at the state level in states whose 

compliance levels were nearing completion for all NCLB policy pillars, although the 

overall increase in high school graduation rates nationwide from 2002 to 2006 was only 

1.3%, the differences between states were disjointed. 

Summary.  From 2002 to 2006, high school graduation rates nationwide did not 

align with nationwide implementation rates of the NCLB policy pillars.  Whereas the 

compliance score of each pillar consistently improved year after year of implementation, 

high school graduation rates oscillated and increased only by 1.3 % overall within that 

same time frame.  State by state, high school graduation rates did not match state 

implementation levels of the NCLB policy pillars.  High school graduation rates varied so 

widely that they could not lead to the inference that those states were successfully 

implementing the same education reform program.  The uniformity of increase in NCLB 

implementation rate scores was not even remotely matched with high school graduation 

rates.  Although the overall increase in high school graduation rates nationwide from 

2002 to 2006 was only 1.3%, the differences with states were irregular. 

High school graduation rates by student ethnic group offered more positive 

results.  First of all, there was much more reporting, on time or otherwise, of high school 

graduation rates of minority student groups, especially for Native American/Alaskan 

Native, Hispanic, and Asian/Pacific Islander students.  In addition, minorities began to 

experience incidences of perfect graduation rates (12 incidences for Asian/Pacific 
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Islander students and two incidences for African American students) or near perfect 

(defined here as 90% and above).  Furthermore, minorities improved their lowest 

graduation rates from the upper 20% and lower 30% to percentages in the 50s and 60s.  

Yet, findings from this research do not show any significant correlation between 

implementation of the NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates. 

This study supports the findings of Downs (2002) and Hanushek and Raymond 

(2004) that successful reform efforts, such as those of NCLB, share common instances of 

success and failure.  This study agrees with the findings of Swanson (2004) of the Urban 

Institute who affirmed that completing high school represented a key milestone in an 

individual’s schooling and socio-economic advancement, and that graduation rates were a 

key indicator of the efficacy of the school system.  However, graduation rates had not 

been a major focus of educational statistics reporting in the past.  At best, these measures 

had generated far less attention and interest than standardized test scores.  Since the 

NCLB became federal law in January 2002, high school graduation rates have gained an 

increasingly important place in educational policy circles. 

Millions of students leave school before high school graduation.  This study 

supports findings of Orfield et al. (2004) and Hood (2004) that in academic years 2002-

2004, graduation rates ranged between 73.9% and 71%, give or take alternative diplomas 

such as the GED.  In 2004, 22% of 18 to 24-year-olds did not complete high school.  By 

the turn of the millennium, close to 3.8 million youth aged 18-24 years were neither 

employed nor attending school, but from 2000 to 2004, that same alarming number grew 

by 700,000 more (Orfield et al, 2004). 
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 Major Finding 3.  After five years of implementation of NCLB, there were wide 

variations in the change of high school graduation rates by student ethnic group.  As 

noted earlier, there was much more reporting, on time or otherwise, of high school 

graduation rates of minority student groups, especially for Native American/Alaskan 

Native, Hispanic, and Asian/Pacific Islander students; and minorities began to experience 

incidences of perfect or near perfect graduation rates. 

As seen on Table 37, in Arkansas, minorities’ high school graduation rates 

(Native American/Alaskan Native = 58%; Asian/Pacific Islander = 76%; Hispanic = 

77%; African American = 69%) were better than graduation rates of Whites (51%).  

Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Michigan, 

Mississippi, Nebraska, New Mexico, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, 

South Dakota, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Washington demonstrated a 

similar but different phenomenon.  Graduation rates of Whites appeared to have 

plummeted from 72% in 2002 to 46% in 2006 with big oscillations in-between; however 

the decrease can be explained by the delay in states’ reporting of high school graduation 

rates.  In fact, the data returns to normal range after a couple of years when states have 

fully reported their high school graduation rates, as seen on Table 4.  This discrepancy 

reveals how the level of accountability required by NCLB had hardly any degree of 

permanency reached by the states. 
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Table 37 

Increase and Decrease in State High School Graduation Rates by Student Ethnic Group from 2002 to 2006 

ST N/A A/PI H AA W ST N/A A/PI H AA W 
2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 

AL 74.1 57.6 - 84.03 44.2 71.2 50.4 60.1 65.5 74.4 MT 41.6 66.7 - 100 47.5 84.5 59.5 88.5 78.8 58.4 
AK 41.8 57.6 6 76.2 - 76.6 58.5 68.7 67.2 51.0 NE  32.5 64.8 - 92.9 55.8 91.1 40.7 68.7 82.2 57.7 
AZ 49.6 77.3 81.9 100 56.6 76.1 58.2 64.4 71.8 45.9 NV 40.7 44.6 - 78.4 - 60.8 - 44.8 63.2 44.1 
AR 49.5 72.9 - 100 - 81.9 65.3 83.7 74.1 93.0 NH - - - - - - - - - - 
CA 52.2 59.1 83.5 89.6 60.3 78.9 56.6 69.1 77.8 62.0 NJ - 74.5 84.7 99.5 62.2 88.3 68.7 76.2 87.3 100 
CO - 62.9 73.4 90.3 48.8 88.2 54.3 52.0 77.0 69.8 NM 57.0 69.9 - 91.2 58.1 76.3 - 61.9 71.91 61.2 
CT - 69.4 67.92 100 48.3 86.4 60.35 60.3 83.27 77 NY 40.1 88.8 61.9 80.2 30.9 80 33.0 48.5 75.1 54.2 
DE 40.0 70 - 100 49.3 79.2 48.9 55.3 68.4 74.1 NC 39.3 - 68.9 - 54.0 - 55.4 - 70.2 - 
DC 50.4 - 43.9 - 45.6 - 61.2 - 83.1 - ND - 82.7 - 80.0 - 85.9 - 61.2 85.3 48.0 
FL - 51.1 88.6 93.1 52.9 69.2 45.1 61.1 62.3 71.3 OH 43.1 60.2 - 100 39.9 48.2 46.9 70.7 77..4 63.1 
GA 32.6 54.2 76.5 90.9 42.3 68.0 47.7 51.2 63.7 43.6 OK 63.5 69.4 68.5 100 51.9 79.0 63.2 73.2 71.8 78.2 
HI 52.02 67.7 67.1 76.8 62.6 72.8 51.4 71 63.9 54 OR 45.5 61.5 72.3 91.4 49.3 79.9 53.19 68.8 71.9 58.3 
ID - - - - - - - - - - PA - - 69.9 - 45.9 - 47.71 - 82.57 - 
IL 38.2 60.9 88.4 100 55.9 87.9 52.03 66.4 82.8 71.4 RI - 72.0 63.5 69.9 58.7 88.8 64.93 68.0 75.7 73.0 
IN - 55.2 - 96.6 54.2 76.1 53.2 68.0 74.8 68.0 SC - - - - - - - - - - 
LA 35.2 74.2 - 100 45.2 87.7 40.4 73.6 80.8 72.2 SD - 79.2 - 94.5 - 87.6 - 89.3 79.9 56.2 
KS - 65.1 72.53 89 50.14 81.5 57.42 58.6 78.81 57.5 TN - 62.4 - 93.3 - 73.1 - 70.0 - 66.7 
KT 30.0 - - - - - 64.5 - 72.4 - TX - 66.1 85.1 95.5 57.4 81.1 59.5 64.0 75.46 84.0 
LA 51.9 47.2 67.9 81.3 61.9 70.3 59.2 63.3 68.4 64.1 UT 47.7 63.6  73.9 72.5 56.8 81.4 54.4 59.7 55.3 
ME 34.5 86.2 24.3 95.1 - 76 - 89.2 73.7 60.5 VT - 87.9 - 85.5 - 81.9 - 100 - 66.4 
MD 42.8 71.4 92.8 100 71.9 74.3 67.6 78.0 80.9 78.1 VA 53.2 63.1 85.6 97.2 - 78.7 61.8 68.8 75.71 60.7 
MS - 67.9 65.8 83.9 41.9 83.0 54.8 63.5 75.3 64.3 WA - 61.1 73.69 83.8 50.2 74.7 - 63.1 70.19 51 
MI 36.7 50.8 64.0 95.5 - 78.3 - 55.0 74.2 49.0 WV - 67.1 - 100 - 11 62.06 100 72.83 55.3 
MN 32.6 - 86.6 - 89.8 46.9 63.5 82.3 - 53.8 WS - 56.0 69.9 93.8 38.3 92.4 38.3 71.8 83.9 70.7 
MS 50.0 59.9 65.0 72.7 - 67.1 55.8 66.4 65.4 41.4 WY 65.3 54.2 95.6 95.6 50.9 77.6 50.99 65.3 73.7 65.3 
MO - 67.1 - 100 - 83.4 59.77 88.5 79.18 92.9            

Note.  - Indicates no data for this year. 
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 Overall, student ethnic group high school graduation rates before NCLB were 

lower than they were after.  This increase, dramatic in some instances, did not affect the 

overall high school graduation rate of all students in the United States because White 

students’ high school graduation rates after NCLB decreased, sometimes dramatically.  In 

40 states reporting on time, 31 states had White students’ high school graduation rates 

decreased, and in only nine states, they increased.  In 36 states, African American 

students’ high school graduation rates increased, while no state saw decreases in 

graduation rates for these students.  In 31 states, Hispanic students’ high school 

graduation rates increased, while no state saw decreases in graduation rates for these 

students.  In 23 states, Asian/Pacific Islander student’ high school graduation rates 

increased and only one state showed a slight decrease in these students’ high school 

graduation rates.  In 24 states, Native American/Alaskan Native students’ high school 

graduation rates increased, and yet decreased in three states. 

Asian/Pacific Islander and Hispanic students graduated at higher rates than other 

minorities in every state and Asian/Pacific Islander students more so than than White 

students.  Meanwhile, Native American/Alaskan Native students graduated at lower rates 

than other minority groups and White students in every state except Arizona, Colorado, 

Hawaii, Louisiana, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, New 

Mexico, New York, and North Dakota.  Yet, findings from this research do not show any 

significant correlation between the NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates. 

Whereas the IASA of 1994 focused on the needs of all students, not just 

disadvantaged and children at risk of school failure (Chaplin & Lerman, 1997), 

Christenson et al. (2001) asserted that NCLB encouraged states and school districts to 
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connect federal programs with state and local reforms affecting all children.  NCLB was 

yet another federal response to A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983) to ensure that all K-12 

learners have a fair chance at academic success and the opportunity to acquire the tools 

for developing their individual powers of mind and spirit to the utmost. 

According to Barton (2005), nationally, only about two-thirds of all students who 

enter ninth grade exit with regular high school diplomas four years later.  Orfield et al. 

(2004) found that members of certain demographic groups are at much greater risk of 

dropping out of school and report different graduation rates.  In 2002, White students’ 

high school graduation rate was 75%, African American students’ high school graduate 

rate was 50%, Hispanic students’ high school graduate rate was 53%, Asian/Pacific 

Islander students’ high school graduation rates was 77%, and Native American/Alaskan 

Native students’ high school graduation rate was 51%.  Swanson (2004) of the Urban 

Institute reported that the national graduation rate was 68%, with nearly one-third of all 

public high school students failing to graduate.  Swanson further reported that 

tremendous racial gaps existed; students from historically disadvantaged minority groups 

(Native American/Alaskan Native, Hispanic, and African American) had little more than 

a 50/50 chance of finishing high school with a diploma.  By comparison, graduation rates 

for White and Asian/Pacific Islander students were 75% and 77% nationally. 

This study therefore refutes the stated goal of NCLB that every child in America 

would achieve high standards through its implementation (USDOE, 2002).  Less than a 

majority of states (19 out of 51) reported on time year after year for almost all student 

ethnic groups.  The number of states reporting high school graduation rates increased 

from 2002-2003 for all student ethnic groups.  White, African American, and Hispanic 
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students’ high school graduation rates were reported more often than Native 

American/Alaskan Native and Asian/Pacific Islander students’ high school graduation 

rates. 

As noted above, in 2002, White students had a 75% high school graduation rate, 

and the high school graduation rates for African American, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 

Islanders, and Native American/Alaskan Native students were 50%, 53%, 77%, and 51%, 

respectively (Orfield et al., 2004).  Asian/Pacific Islander students’ high school 

graduation rates, followed by those of White students, were higher than the other student 

ethnic groups in most states.  Hispanic and African American students exchange third and 

fourth places graduation rates from state to state.  Native American/Alaskan Native 

students usually report the lowest high school graduation rates. 

Students in non-White ethnic groups that had shown achievement gaps in the past, 

grew less under NCLB, and have grown less than comparable White students.  The 

Center on Education Policy (2004) found that the focus that NCLB placed on reading and 

math diverted time and human resources away from other important subjects, as well as 

from gifted and talented programs and the performing arts.  It is possible that this 

impacted students’ high school graduation rates, and differently by student ethnic group, 

although such an analysis is out of the scope of this study. 

This study supports the findings by Lofstrom (2007) who found significant 

differences between high school graduation rates of non-Hispanic White students and 

those of Hispanic and African American students.  In that study, the following factors 

played a significant role in the achievement gap by Hispanic students: (a) poverty; (b) 

lack of English proficiency among Hispanic students; (c) neighborhood characteristics for 
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African American students; (d) a simple measure of student poverty; (e) GED programs; 

(f) differences in grade retention between Hispanic and White students; and (g) students 

attending schools in central large and mid-size cities.  As is evident in Lofstrom’s work, 

Balfanz and Legters (2003) and Kozol (2005) have asserted that the inequalities do not 

stop with high school graduation rates.  Harlow (2004), Moretti (2005), and Western et 

al. (2004) have reported that about one half of minority students do not earn a high school 

diploma; and further, 75% of state prison inmates and 59% of federal prison inmates are 

dropouts.  When young people drop out of school, they and American society as a whole, 

face multiple negative consequences (Barclay & Doll, 2001). 

There is a strong and very detrimental linkage between high school graduation 

rates and the environmental conditions that go along with such factors as poverty and 

segregation. Consistently, White students report the highest graduation rates average 

from year to year.  This student ethnic group, being that of the dominant culture in this 

country, continues to maintain its dominance of high school graduation rates as well, 

even though the Asian/Pacific Islander group (though demographically small) has surged 

academically in some states in the years following implementation of NCLB. 

Summary.  After five years of implementation of NCLB, there were wide 

variations in the change of high school graduation rates by student ethnic group.  

Compared with any other student population in this study, Native American/Alaskan 

Native students were unreported more frequently by multiple states year after year.  The 

small size of the population of these students could serve to argue both for the ease of 

their being left behind and the possibility for them to have been successfully and 

consistently reported.  There is great consistency in the findings for the Native 
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American/Alaskan Native group being the least positively affected by NCLB, as shown 

in this study. 

Within the realm of weak correlations found between the NCLB policy pillars and 

statewide high school graduation rates, the data still presented some noteworthy patterns.  

Although these results are derived from non-experimental data and may not be causal, 

they suggest the existence of several interesting relationships between practice and 

factors that can be influenced by policies pertaining to student achievement, as 

exemplified by high school graduation rates.  It is important to keep in mind that the 

small differences in percentages reported in this study represent thousands of students.  

Therefore, the small numerical distinctions represent large riches of this nation’s human 

capital. 

Major Finding 4.  After five years of implementation of NCLB, there were no 

significant correlations found between the implementation rate of the four NCLB policy 

pillars and statewide high school graduation rates by student ethnic group. 

For all NCLB policy pillars together, the overall lowest correlation, nearly at zero, 

was recorded for White students.  For all NCLB policy pillars together, Hispanic students 

also had almost no correlation.  Hispanic students showed the weakest or no correlation 

with three out five NCLB predictors.  In context, while the qualifiers high or low do not 

imply significant correlation, the overall highest correlations were recorded by the 

Hispanic student group. 

For NCLB policy pillar Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, African-

American students showed a comparatively stronger positive correlation, albeit 

insignificant, versus all other students.  For all NCLB policy pillars together, African 
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American students had a weak positive correlation to lead all other student groups.  The 

African American student group showed the strongest correlations for three out of five 

NCLB predictors. 

For all NCLB policy pillars together, Native American/Alaskan Native students 

had a very weak and insignificant correlation.  Native American/Alaskan Native students 

had the weakest, and in some cases no correlation, with four out five NCLB predictors 

whereas the African American student group showed the strongest, albeit insignificant 

correlations for three out of five NCLB predictors.  The overall lowest correlations, at 

zero, were recorded for Native American/Alaskan Native students. 

For all NCLB policy pillars together, Asian/Pacific Islander students had a weak 

and insignificant positive correlation to lead all other student groups.  Asian/Pacific 

Islander students showed the strongest correlations for four out of five NCLB predictors.  

The overall highest correlations were recorded by Asian/Pacific Islander students. 

Summary.  McCombs et al. (2005) warned about a tremendous challenge ahead to 

raise the literacy skills of this nation’s adolescents.  Simply mandating standards and 

assessments was not going to guarantee success; this issue called for more focus, 

attention, and resources from policymakers, parents, and teachers.  The costs of 

inattention were very high, both in personal and economic terms. 

An excerpt from the executive summary section of a study conducted by the 

Center for Labor Market Studies (2009) reads: 

Because of the widespread, pressing nature of the crisis and the large numbers of 

young people who have already dropped out, a national re-enrollment strategy 

should be a fundamental part of America's national education agenda…The 
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dropout crisis impacts all of America, but affects men, Blacks, and Hispanics 

particularly hard.  In 2007, an astounding 16.0% of persons between 16 and 24 

years of age (nearly 6.2 million people) were high school dropouts.  Among these 

dropouts, 60.1% were men, 18.8% were Black, and 30.1% were Hispanic.  In 

addition:  

• Nearly one in five U.S. men between the ages of 16-24 (18.9%) were dropouts 

in 2007. 

• Nearly three out of 10 Hispanics were dropouts (27.5%), including recent 

immigrants. 

• More than one of five Blacks had dropped out of school (21%)--versus a 

dropout rate for Whites of 12.2%. (p. 3) 

Conclusions 

 Two major conclusions are drawn from this study and are explained in the 

following paragraphs: 

1. Minority students appear to have benefited from NCLB more than White 

students. 

2. A relationship could not be established between individual NCLB policy 

pillars and high school graduation rates. 

Conclusion 1.  Minority students appear to have benefited from NCLB more than 

White students.  Minority students were the ones who had so much ground to cover.  By 

proposing to close the achievement gap, the NCLB Act of 2001 aimed at increasing the 

high school graduation rates of low performing student ethnic groups and not at 

decreasing the achievement rate of high performing dominant group.  As a result, it 
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would appear as though minorities are benefiting more than White students when, in fact, 

it is just that the implementation of the new policy has somewhat leveled the educational 

playing field by making it a place where minorities can also be academically successful.  

NCLB was designed to help minority students achieve as successfully as White students.  

Whereas that level of achievement equality has not occurred during the 2002-2006 time 

frame of this study, minority students have nonetheless made some progress, even though 

that progress showed no significant correlation with the four policy pillars of NCLB. 

Schools, states, and the federal government paid more attention (than before) to 

minority achievement and to accountability reports for minority students.  As a result, 

there was more data than ever before to compare and contrast minority achievement 

against that of White students.  In addition, the amplified voice given to parents to 

advocate for their failing children may have also motivated educators to follow NCLB 

mandates for minority achievement within given timelines.  Moreover, school, states, and 

the federal government attempted to place more qualified teachers in classrooms of 

minority students.  Altogether those efforts could account for the upward movement of 

minority achievement.  Still, as far as high school graduation rates by student ethnic 

group are concerned, the implementation of the NCLB policy pillars did not correlate 

significantly with minority achievement. 

The battle to bridge the achievement gap has been long fought; it was the very 

reason why President Lyndon B. Johnson enacted the ESEA Act of 1965.  Even though a 

higher percentage of minority students have been allowed to participate in public 

education, the achievement gap itself has persisted, if not widened, over the years.  White 

students will continue to academically achieve higher than minorities, not because of 
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academic superiority, but greatly because of the very fact that White students constitute 

mainstream society, are therefore more familiar and comfortable with the system which 

was built by them and for them, and have more beneficial avenues they can pursue with 

regard to a high quality education than do minority students.  Therefore, to trigger 

equality in academic achievement across student ethnic groups, leveling the playing field 

solely within the sphere of education as NCLB has attempted to do through its four 

policy pillars, naively oversimplified the effects that psychosocial and economic 

disparities have had, and continue to have, on minority students. 

Conclusion 2.  A relationship could not be established between individual NCLB 

policy pillars and high school graduation rates.  The apparent disconnect between the 

NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates from 2002 to 2006 exists not 

because the pillars in and of themselves are not generally related to student achievement, 

but may be due to the manner by which the NCLB policy pillars were imposed on states, 

districts, and schools for implementation. 

NCLB allowed every state to set its own test and measurement standards to 

include date, time, location, accommodations for testing, and final report of assessment 

results to the USDOE.  Under such license, all states not only reported upward progress 

in all areas every year, but some states even reported miraculous improvement in student 

achievement.  Yet, high school graduation rates across student ethnic groups on the 

whole maintained a downward trend.  Whereas NCLB will not be recalled as a panacea 

for educational reform, it bears the merit of pushing the educational system further 

toward national standardization of academic success.  In fact, ever since the report 

entitled A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983), federal policies have been steadily and 
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successfully turning the enormous barge of the educational system of this country toward 

national standardization. 

Recommendations for Policy and Practice 

It is recommended by this researcher, that the USDOE designs and administers 

one grade-appropriate test to all K-12 students across the country.  Already, the National 

Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School Officers have pooled their 

resources to create the Common Core State Standards Initiative – a push to create a single 

set of standards that could be used by states across the nation (Council of Chief State 

School Officers and National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, 2010).  

Once the National Governors Association, Council of Chief State School Officers, 

USDOE, and other expert groups set the bar, then states, districts, and schools could have 

the option to choose their own paths and techniques to prepare all students to reach 

national achievement goals.  The USDOE could set the national passing score for each 

subject and the national passing score for the national test as a whole.  They would also 

establish whether or not tudents would be allowed to receive an overall national passing 

score even if they had miserably failed in one or two subject areas.  All the same, the 

National Governors Association, Council of Chief State School Officers, USDOE, and 

other expert groups could also decide to give states 2-3 years of preparation and mitigate 

national test scores impacting federal funding; allowing districts to target at-risk schools 

and students. 

Nevertheless, whereas teaching styles and other factors vary, all students would 

be prepared to take the same achievement test.  All national tests would be drawn from 

the same national pool of test questions to include core subjects such as reading, language 
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arts, writing, mathematics, science, social studies (American history, American 

government, economics, geography, and world history), arts, physical health and fitness, 

household lifeskills, and social lifeskills. 

Regardless of teaching methods used, this researcher proposes that teacher quality 

and student achievement be strongly positively correlated.  However, under the NCLB 

Act of 2001, as this study found, teacher quality did not show any significant correlation 

with student achievement (e.g., high school graduation rates).  Whereas NCLB’s brand of 

teacher quality related primarily to teacher’s formal education and years of experience in 

the classroom, many other valued qualities in a teacher may have different impacts upon 

student achievement.  One of those qualities, this researcher asserts, is the gift of 

knowledge transfer, that is, the ability of teachers to successfully impart their knowledge, 

both formal and informal, to students.  This quality is totally independent from the 

number of diplomas earned or years of teaching experience.  Instead of teacher quality 

being based on diplomas earned and years of teaching experience accumulated, NCLB 

Act of 2001 and now Blueprint for Reform could rate and select teachers based on a 

knowledge-transfer-index. 

Subsequently, districts and schools would have the assurance to assign teachers 

endowed with knowledge transfer skills to specific student populations, to students who 

will be taking the proposed national exam in a given year without “teaching to the test,” 

or who have just failed the national exam.  Now, this endeavor might possibly usher in an 

era of no child left behind for the simple reason that districts and schools would have 

gathered proven specialists to send to the rescue and advancement of struggling students.  

In all fairness to all stakeholders, people who have earned teaching certificates, had 
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teaching experiences, and yet do not possess this ability to transfer knowledge, it is the 

opinion of this researcher that they should no longer be assigned into teaching positions.  

The risk is a teacher shortage, but a much less dangerous risk than that of low qualified 

teachers and poor instruction. 

Regarding school transfer from low performing schools and/or no-AYP schools, 

the number of parents that were expected to exercise this option for their child(ren) to the 

actual percentage of who did, was rather dismal and surprising even to the administration 

and faculty at those low performing and/or no-AYP schools (Brown, 2004).  In fact, what 

was witnesses was an unexpected rise of student population in low performing and/or no 

AYP schools.  That is, schools that were expected to have been “vacated or abandoned” 

by students and parents maintained, if not all of their student population, but surprisingly 

enough of a percentage to remain open. 

Parents’ reluctance to switch schools due to a lack of specific information could 

be understood not only in terms of their current school and teachers but also by the 

option-school and its teachers.  In fact, parents were not so sure where to place the blame 

for their children’s lackluster performance: teachers, schools, districts, states, or NCLB 

itself.  However, if teachers and schools were given a comprehensive rating, parents 

would be more informed about what they would be leaving behind and what they would 

be opting to embrace.  The exercise of options would have been less of a gamble in terms 

of achievement whereas the emotional and logistical taxes of the transfer loom in 

certainty (Brown, 2004).  Indeed, it seems that the logistics of exercising the option to 

leave the neighborhood school to enroll in a more successful one bears complications that 

both parents and students seek to avoid.  Primarily, it can be assumed that many students 
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likely lament over the possibility of losing their friends and attending a brand new school.  

Secondly, whereas in-roads in the busing movement entitled students to a ride, finalizing 

a convenient transportation schedule remains an issue.  Third, books and other curriculum 

materials are often not the same in different schools.  Fourth, the school climate for sure 

will not be the same.  In sum, the realities an AYP-transfer remain somewhat daunting. 

Overwhelmingly, the NCLB policy pillar Expanded Options for Parents 

underscores parental rights, but makes light of parental responsibilities.  Equally 

important for student achievement is a clear delineation of parental responsibilities.  

NCLB could surely be used as a true amplifier of parents’ voices in school once the law 

also mandated responsibilities for which parents would be held accountable to fulfill on 

and off school campus in order to support the curriculum. 

The freedom for states to control their education budget, for the most part, came 

with the federal government removing earmarks on known categoricals and allowing 

states and districts to apply funding where they gauge funds were most needed at the 

time.  However, NCLB was so grossly under-funded on the whole that many states filed 

lawsuits against the federal government for imposing mandates without providing the 

funds needed for the adjustments.  Therefore, states, districts, and schools found 

themselves exercising the freedom to borrow from Peter in order to pay Paul.  Instead of 

the capacity to truly enhance or revamp a particular program or service, states, districts, 

and/or schools were cannibalizing one program in order to maintain another that would 

have triggered more federal sanctions, public outcry, and/or lawsuits, if left so severely 

underfunded.  Perhaps this idea of freedom for states and communities would have been 

useful if states were appropriated with adequate funds and resources that districts and 
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schools and an independent commission (but not the state or federal government) 

budgeted as necessary.  Further, in the course of the academic year, as implementation 

and assessment informed administrative decisions, districts and schools would have the 

leverage to divert funds from one unaffected mandated program to another needier one 

without being punished for doing so. 

As NCLB allowed it to happen, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control became a 

double-edged sword.  States, districts, and schools resented the blame that would surely 

come for a failing program whose funding they diverted to save another program deemed 

more useful to the student population and/or community.  Therefore, because NCLB was 

so grossly underfunded, the flexibility allowed to local governments usually spelled rise 

for a program, death for another, and sanctions for the leadership.  States, districts, and 

schools would be much happier with adequate funding for each program, even if a 

percentage of the funding came earmarked.  Finally, adequate funding would have been 

more effective in fostering creativity and student achievement by providing for a broader 

diversity of available programs. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

In sum, this study investigated the relationship of statewide high school 

graduation rates of student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 and the four policy pillars 

which formed the framework of NCLB and guided public school implementation of the 

act: Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded 

Options for Parents, and Strengthening Teacher Quality.  Earlier studies of the impact of 

NCLB, undertaken during the first the years of implementation, primarily focused on 

academic achievement in a particular grade and/or subject matter.  This study could be 
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supported by additional research investigating similar topics, as offered through the 

following recommendations. 

 Recommendation 1.  This research could be corroborated by a qualitative study 

wherein practitioners’ personal input could help explain the challenges of implementing 

the federal policy.  Interviews of state and district personnel would lend more depth to 

statistical findings regarding NCLB’s implementation effects. 

 Recommendation 2.  This study raises questions about the role of the USDOE 

during the implementation process, even for states that self-reported high levels of NCLB 

policy pillar implementation.  States may certainly have developed new systems to gather 

and disaggregate data, but they only divulge data that depicted them in favorable light to 

the USDOE.  Amrein and Berliner (2002) suggest a need for policy implementers to 

appear compliant.  More research is also needed about the relationship between NCLB 

policy pillars requirements and state requirements relative to those pillars. 

 Recommendation 3.  Further research that would focus on the NCLB policy 

pillars could extricate to what extent each of the pillars were necessary for each state to 

reach the unified achievement level expected by 2014, if that goal is reached.  Valuable 

information could be added to current research by determining the degree to which a 

particular pillar impeded or aided the state’s process of implementing educational reform. 

 Recommendation 4.  Through the years, as long as NCLB continues to be re-

enacted, a longitudinal study could reveal the impact of the policy at its infant, 

adolescent, and mature stages as USDOE and Congress react to states’ input in their 

development of practices more attuned to individual state needs and less reactive to 
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NCLB impositions should more ample funding enable full implementation of the policy 

pillars. 

 Recommendation 5.  The present study lays the foundation for a comprehensive 

analysis of NCLB policy pillars’ effects on high school graduation rates within a 

reasonable timeframe of five years of continuous implementation efforts to yield 

expected results, both within the same timeframe of this study, and in later years of 

NCLB implementation.  These findings can provide a baseline for future assessments of 

the impact of NCLB of 2001.  Future research that utilizes data from the ECS and NCES 

may afford insightful comparisons with the findings of this study. 

 Recommendation 6.  In light of NCLB, it is almost necessary for a 4-year, real-

time study to be done on the freshman class of 2010-2011 leading to high school 

graduation rate by student ethnic group in 2013-2014, the year of expected narrowing of 

the achievement gap nationwide.  This landmark graduation can serve as a potential 

litmus test for NCLB overall success or failure as an agent for educational reform in this 

country, should future administration’s continue to support it. 

 Recommendation 7.  Before current and future administrations engage in further 

re-enactment of NCLB or comparable federal policies, findings from this study strongly 

suggest the need for more research on the effect of the NCLB’s practices of allowing 

each state to set its own test and measurement standards and criteria for teacher 

certification, allowing parents to keep their children in failing schools even if those 

children are also failing, and allowing state and federal leadership to underfund mandates. 

 Recommendation 8.  An in-depth investigation of what states voluntarily 

reported in workbooks to USDOE and actual state practices at the school level would be 
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most edifying.  This study revealed that some states were unsuccessful toward goal 

achievement, though reporting to have been implementing the NCLB policy pillars.  This 

raises the question for the need for workbooks to originate from individual schools and 

not directly from the state.  Further study could thus reveal dichotomies and the necessary 

components of NCLB policy pillars that lead to success for schools that were already 

successful versus those that were not. 

 Recommendation 9.  More research is needed regarding the level of 

implementation of the four NCLB policy pillars after 2009, post-Bush administration, 

which enacted the law in 2001.  It is expected that the new presidential administration 

may place the states in a less punitive position, allowing them to express exactly what 

was wrong with the law and the way it was first implemented.  Also, it is expected that 

the new administration would have adjusted NCLB to befit a new vision for educational 

reform. 

 Recommendation 10.  Finally, it would inform leaders if research were 

conducted on states that modified one or more NCLB policy pillars to serve their own 

goals for academic achievement rather than following the federal mandate as written.  In 

states where such independent decision-making met with significant academic success, 

such results could serve as models for the rest of the country.  An analysis of any punitive 

measures that befell such states, if any, would also be warranted. 

Final Conclusion 

 The purpose of this study was to find out the relationship between NCLB policy 

pillars as imposed upon the states for implementation and high school graduation rate 

across student ethnic groups from 2002 to 2006 in all 50 states.  This study was not about 
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the achievement gap, graduation of minority or mainstream students, calculation and/or 

reporting of statewide high school graduation rates, or about the increase and/or decrease 

of graduation rates altogether.  This study was about finding out any correlational 

relationship between the four pillars of NCLB (that the federal government through the 

USDOE was imposing upon states, school districts, and schools to implement) and 

statewide high school graduation rates. 

 A considerable amount of literature has been published on the effects of No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001 upon student achievement.  None of these studies, however, 

specifically sought the relationship between implementing the four pillars of NCLB of 

2001 and state high school graduation rates by ethnic groups, as compared to state high 

school graduation rates by ethnic groups before the advent of NCLB of 2001.  In this 

study, the independent (predictor) variables included the four driving principles of NCLB 

(Accountability for Results, Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expanded Options 

for Parents, and Strengthening Teacher Quality as reportedly implemented.  The 

dependent (criterion) variable was high school graduation rate for high school student 

ethnic groups (White, African American, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islanders, and Alaskan 

Natives/Native Americans). 

To avoid expecting different results from doing the same thing, any 

recommendations for NCLB in light of the insignificant correlations of its pillars with 

high school graduation rates amongst student ethnic groups must be in the direction of 

change.  As to what change, how, and how much remain outside the realm of these 

research findings.  Still, in hindsight much can be provided in terms of adaptive strategies 

informed by this research for an improved and more successful approach to implementing 



 174 

the NCLB policy pillars. 

It will help to bring to mind that the choice of the four policy pillars to be 

NCLB’s four main prongs of actions was a response to findings and recommendations 

from A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983).  A Nation at Risk covered four important aspects 

that would become accountability standards of the educational process: school content 

(i.e., curriculum); expectations in terms of the level of knowledge, abilities, and skills 

graduates should possess; field of teaching was not attracting enough academically able 

students and that teacher preparation programs needed substantial improvement; and 

beginning of an evolution in achievement testing and standards-based education reform 

to mature over time (Clarke et al., 2000).  NCLB, and especially the manner in which its 

four pillars have been implemented, spurred the rage of countless critics, many of whom 

barred the constraints of facts finding before taking any harsh position against the 

landmark educational reform legislation. 

This researcher contends that the disconnect (between the NCLB pillars and high 

school graduation rates from 2002 to 2006) exists not because Accountability for Results, 

Expanded Flexibility and Local Control, Expadned Options for Parents, and 

Strengthening Teacher Quality are not related to student achievement (e.g., high school 

graduation rates amongst student subgroups), but because of the manner in which the 

NCLB pillars were imposed on states, districts, and schools for implemention. 

Accountability for results.  If in the Olympics, marathon runners were told to 

run any distance of their choosing at a location of their choice, and then to report their 

self-recorded time to the judges for selection of medal winners, any correlation between 

medal winners and superior Olympic marathon runners might be as insignificant as the 
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correlation between NCLB policy pillars and high school graduation rates amongst 

student ethnic groups.  NCLB allowed every state to set its own test and measurement 

standards to include date, time, location, and accommodations for testing. 

Expanded flexibility and local control.  This freedom, or flexibility, for the 

most part came with the federal government removing earmarks on known categoricals 

and allowing states and districts to apply funding where they gauged funds to be most 

needed at the time.  However, NCLB was so grossly underfunded that many states files 

suit against the federal government for imposing manfates to uphold without being 

provided the funds needed.  Therefore, states, districts, and schools founds themselves 

exercising the “freedom” to uncover Peter in order to cover Paul.  Instead of the capacity 

to truly enhance or revamp a program, states, districs, and or/schoosl cannibalized one 

program in order to maintain another that would have triggered more federal sanctions, 

public outcry, and/or lawsuits, if left so severly underfunded. 

Expanded options for parents.  As compared to the number of parents and 

students that were expected to exercise this option (based on how pleased parents and 

students were to know that they had this power at their disposal), the actual percentage of 

students who transferred from low performing schools and/or no-AYP (Adequate Yearly 

Progress) school was rather dismal and surprising event to the administration and faculty 

at those schools.  In fact, this lack of movement created an unexpected rise of student 

populations in low performing and/or no-AYP schools.  That is, schools that were 

expected to have been “vacated” or “abandoned” by students and parents, maintain if not 

all of their student population, surprisingly enough of a percentage to remain open and 

self-sustaining. 
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This researcher attributes this lack of movement to the lack of specific 

information not only about the current school and the teachers but also about the option 

schools and their teachers.  In fact, parents were not so sure which one (the teachers, 

school, district, state, or NCLB) was really to blame for their children’s lackluster 

performance.  However, if teachers and schools were given a comprehensive rating, 

parents and students would be more informed about what they would be leaving behind 

and what they would be opting to embrace; the exercise of options would not have been 

such a shot in the dark. 

Strengthening teacher quality.  Regardless of teaching methods used, one might 

venture that teacher quality and student achievement would be strongly correlated, 

positively or negatively.  However, under NCLB implementation as this research found, 

teacher quality did not show any significant correlation with student achievement.  This 

researcher advances that, whereas NCLB’s brand of teacher quality relates primarily to 

teacher’s formal education and experience, many other valued qualities in a teacher may 

have different impact upon student achievement.  One of those qualities is the gift of 

knowledge transfer, that is, the ability of some teachers to successfully impart their 

knowledge to students.  This quality is totally independent from the number of diplomas 

or years of teaching experiences.  People with the gift of knowledge transfer have the 

ability to transfer both formal and informal knowledge.  The reverse is also true.  Any 

student can tell tales of teachers, known experts in their field, or of paraprofessionals, 

new to the classroom, who had or did not have this gift of knowledge transfer. 

Thus, this researcher offers those considerations for new avenues of 

implementation of NCLB as a whole, its policy pillars, and their applications to effect 
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high school graduation rates amongst student ethnic groups.  Even now the USDOE 

website that gives an overview of the four pillars of NCLB reads: “It is built on four 

common-sense pillars: accountability for results; an emphasis on doing what works based 

on scientific research; expanded parental options; and expanded local control and 

flexibility” (USDOE, 2014, para. 2). 
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APPENDIX 

Sample Implementation Table for the 5-year Period 
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