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Introduction

Background

In May of 2006, a reunion was held of the membéth® Lafayette Elementary School class of
2000. Most of them were graduating from high schvathin the month and many of them had
not seen each other for several years. The rewdsnorganized as a picnic in Lafayette Park, a
public park adjacent to the elementary school. &glementary school graduation, the students
had pursued six years of schooling in a varietgudilic and private schools, most in the
metropolitan Washington D.C. area.

As children approach elementary school graduatiaffiuent neighborhoods of upper
Northwest Washington, many of their parents detiaamerits of continuing to send their
children to the public school and consider theraéitves of private or parochial school. Beyond
the quality of education provided by the variousi@ps, parents consider how the choice of
school will affect their child’s prospects for adision to selective colleges. Both the private
schools and the neighborhood District high sch@édlqon Senior High) demonstrate that their
graduates enter the best colleges but, in thetkark is little analytic information available for
parents to base their decision upon.

Lafayette Class of 2000 at Class Reunion in May 260

At the picnic, a special edition of the elementsechiool weekly newsletter, tieiesday Bulletin
was distributed listing the names of the membetb®L afayette class of 2000 and their post




graduation plans. | realized that this informatomuld be analyzed to answer the following
guestions:

What proportion of Lafayette elementary school stud graduated from public versus
private high schools?

How did the rankings of the colleges/universitidsve students were enrolled compare
between public and private high school graduates?

How did the rankings of the colleges/universitidseve students were enrolled compare
between male and female students?

How did the rankings of public and private collegesversities where students were
enrolled compare between public and private higiogkattendees and between male
and female students?

In the winter of 2006 — 2007, | analyzed theesday Bulletimlataand produced a report and
briefing on the results. On January 18, 2006, $@ned my results to the senior staff in, what
was then, the DCPS Office of the SuperintendenEelnruary 2007, | posted the report on my
web site located atww.EverNowChronicles.orgSince the initial posting of the report, it has
been downloaded an average of 127 times per mbhéve received a number of responses
from current Lafayette parents to the initial stadyhe Lafayette class of 2000. See Appendix D
for a sample of responses.) On March 7, 2007rtisieawas published in thidorthwest Current
about the study. In May 2007, | was invited to preghe results of the study to the Key
Elementary School Home and School Association.

Subsequent to analyzing data pertaining to thes@d&2000, | contacted the reunion organizers
of the classes of 2001 and 2002 and obtained tizefalathose classes. This document presents
the results of an expanded analysis of Lafaye#tesels and includes the Lafayette graduation
years of 2000, 2001, and 2002. The students fr@setelasses graduated high school in 2006,
2007, and 2008 respectively.

The author wishes to thank the organizers of theetkblass reunions for collecting and sharing
the high school attendance and college/universitglement data which are the basis of this
study.

Lafayette Elementary School

Lafayette Elementary School is a public elemensahool in upper Northwest Washington D.C.
It serves grades pre-K through 6 and has a 2008-20fbliment of 610 students. The size of the
current sixth grade class is 67 students. The $ah@approximately 72 percent white, 19 percent
black, 5 percent Asian, and 4 percent Hispanic. Sdmol is located in the affluent 20015 zip
code in the neighborhood of Chevy Chase, D.C., withean annual household income of
$97,000. The students score consistently highamdstrdized tests. In 2004, Lafayette was
recognized as a National Blue Ribbon School of BEeree by the United States Department of
Education for outstanding academic achievement.



Topographic Map of Lafayette Elementary School in rthwest Washington

Lafayette Elementary School



Assumptions and Constraints
Assumptions and constraints pertinent to this aisigre as follows:
Data is not available for all students in each<las
Data that is available is considered representafieach class

Students’ college/university data is based on theal chosen by student for enrollment
from among the schools that the student was adiniftées data is considered
representative of the quality of schools where ettidvas admitted.

Rankings of colleges and universities were obtafn@a annual publications &S
News and World Reporit is assumed that these rankings reflect thetixe quality of
the colleges and universities included.

Study Population

A total of 248 students were identified as beloggimthe three Lafayette classes. (Membership
in a Lafayette class is defined as having attersgddol with the class for some period but not
necessarily graduating with the class.) The listlas members was compiled by the organizers
of each reunion.

Just over half of the Lafayette population (12@istis) is female versus male (122 students).
Information on whether a student attended publigrivate high school was available for 180
students or 72 percent of the population. Of tha fwopulation, 40 percent graduated from
public high schools and 32 percent graduated frawage high schools.

High School Type by Year

High School 2000 2001 2002 Total

Type Count | Count Count Count
Private 32 26 22 80
Public 33 36 31 100
Unknown 37 23 8 68
Total 102 85 61 248

High School Type by Gender

Al el Female Male Total
Type
Count | Percent| Count | Percent| Count | Percent
Private 33 26% 47 39% 80 32%
Public 54 43% 46 38% 100 40%
Unknown 39 31% 29 24% 68 27%
Total 126 100% 122 100% 248 100% 10

Overall Class Populations
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Student Population by Type of High School and Lafagtte Class Year

The percentage of students graduating from pulglisus private high schools (where the type of
high school is known, 180 students) varied by ysashown in the following chart.

Percent of Students Attending Public versus Private High School by Year
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Public versus Private High School Attendance by Yea
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Information on the students’ plans after high sdtypaduation was available for 72 percent of
the students. While most students were proceedioly gear to post-secondary education
(64.5%), a small number of students will be compéetheir senior year in high school. More
private school students (10) than public schoalestis (1) were represented in this group. In
addition, four students choose to have a gap yéddale one student each entered military
service, went to work, and was deceased. Notesthaan students entering community college
and specialty schools were not included in theyaigmkince rankings were not available for
these institutions.

Next Step Private Public | Unknown Total Percent
Higher Education* 63 83 7 153 61.7%
Community College 3 3 1.2%
Specialty 2 2 1.6%
Gap year 1 2 4 1.6%
High School 10 1 11 4.4%
Military 1 0.4%
Work 1 1 0.4%
Deceased 1 1 0.4%
Unknown 4 8 58 70 28.2%
Total 80 100 68 248 100.0%

l *Includes one student admitted to college but takin g a gap year before entering school. ‘ 12

Next Step After High School for Overall Population

The population of students used in the rankingyamaincluded those continuing with higher
education, with a known high school type, and edisollege/university rank. Thus, 139
students qualified for inclusion in the ranking lgs&s.

Student continuing with higher education 153
Students continuing with higher education with kmow | 146
high school type
Students continuing with higher education with kmow | 139
high school type and listed college/university rank

Thus, for the population of students included i thnking analysis:

Overall, more students graduated from public (¢@estts, or 57%) than private (60
students, or 43%) high school

Approximately equal numbers of males graduated fpoivlic (51%) and private
(49%) high school

A larger percentage of females graduated from pybR%) than private (38%) high
school



High School Type
Gender Private Public Total
Female 28 44 72
Male 32 35 67
Total 60 79 139

Private

All Students

Attendance at Public versus Private High School bsender

Of the public school students, nearly 85% atter\@dhington D.C. schools; 77% of
public high school students attended Wilson Highdst, the neighborhood high
school

Of the private school students, 48% attended fooals — The Field School,
Edmund Burke School, The Maret School, and Sidfednds School



High School Name Count | Percent
Wilson High School 61 77.2% DC
School Without Walls 4 5.1% Schools

Total:

Banneker High School 2 2.5% 84.8%
Churchill High School 2 2.5%
Bethesda Chevy Chase HS 2 2.5% MD
Walt Whitman High School 1 1.3% SCh09|3
Damascus High School 1 1.3% ;o;%/lo
Unknown public high school (Maryland) 1 1.3%
Alcanes High School (California) 1 1.3%
Unknown public high school (Morgantown, WV) 1 1.3% Other
Unknown public high school (California) 1 1.3% SChOC?'S
Unknown public high school 1 1.3% -(I;Oéil/lo
Unknown public high school (New Trier Twnshp. Chicag) 1 1.3%
Total 79 100.0%

Public High Schools Attended by Students

High School Name Count Percent
Unknown private school 16 26.7%
The Field School 13 21.7%
Edmund Burke School 6 10.0%
The Maret School 6 10.0%
Sidwell Friends School 4 6.7%
Georgetown Day School 3 5.0%
St. Andrew's High School 3 5.0%
St. Anselms Abbey School 2 3.3%
Unknown St. Louis private school 1 1.7%
St. Alban's School 1 1.7%
National Cathedral School 1 1.7%
The Lab School of Washington 1 1.7%
St. Johns College High School 1 1.7%
Landon School 1 1.7%
Unknown private Maryland school 1 1.7%
Total 60 100.0%

Private High Schools Attended by Students




For purposes of analysis, this study divides ingtins of higher education into two groups,

colleges and universities, in order to utilize taekings provided by.S. News and World
Report

For the population of students:

A larger percentage of students are attending wsities (90 students or 65%) than
those attending colleges (49 students or 35%).

The number of students attending universities neagveelled by the number of
graduates who choose state universities over privations open to them for
financial reasons. The reason for this is two-feldte university tuition and housing
costs tend to be lower than those fees chargediwst@ institutions. Furthermore,

the D.C. Tuition Support Act provides tuition assixe to D.C. residents attending
state universities.

A large majority of public school students are radiag universities (57 or 72%)
rather than colleges (22 or 28%)

A smaller majority of private school students atterading universities (33 or 55%)
versus colleges (27 or 45%)

High School Type
College vs
University Private Public Total
College 27 22 49
University 33 57 90
Total 60 79 139

Population Count Included in Ranking Analysis by Hgh School Type and Institution Type
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Nearly equal numbers of male (46) and female (44jents are attending universities
More female (28) than male (21) students are aitgnzblleges

High School Type
College vs Total

University Gender Private Public Count % of Total

Female 15 13 28 20%

College Male 12 9 21 15%

College Total 27 22 49 35%

Female 13 31 44 32%

University Male 20 26 46 33%

University Total 33 57 90 65%

Total 60 79 139 100%

Population Included in Ranking Analysis
by High School Type, College vs. University, and Geler

The class of 2000 entered kindergarten in 1993.fifjnee below shows one kindergarten class
dressed for the annual Lafayette Halloween partaakeyear.
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Lafayette Elementary Graduation Class of 2000
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Analysis

College and University Rankings

The rankings of the colleges and universities vedatained from the 2006, 2007, and 2008
issues otJ.S. News and World Repam school rankings. As previously stated, collemes
universities are ranked separately. (The defingtiohthese school categories are included in
Appendix A.) Because there are different numbersotiéges and universities, ranked schools in
the two groups could not be compared directly.rifeoto facilitate comparison within and
between the two groups, the rankings were conveoteécile format and normalized. Each
school was thus assigned a decile value from Ltird0, where a rank of 1 is the highest rank,
representing the top 10 percent of schools, amahlaaf 10 is the lowest rank, representing the
bottom 10 percent of schools. (See Appendix A fdetiled description of the school rankings
methodology employed in this analysis.)

Once the ranks were normalized to a common scateage population ranks were calculated

for colleges and for universities; a combined ageraas also calculated. The mean and standard
deviation of the rankings of the various populasievere calculated. (The mean is the average
value and the standard deviation is the distriloutibvalues for 68 percent of the population.)

The distributions of the decile rankings by high®al type and by gender are provided in
Appendix B.

The following two tables present the colleges amidersities where the students chose to
matriculate for their first year along with the decanks of those institutions. The tables also
indicate for each school the number of studentsach gender and of each type of high school
who were enrolled. Note that some schools may appeaore than one rank if their rank
changed from one year to another.

12



Colleges of Enrolled Students by Decile Rank

Decile College Name High School Type Gender
(in alphabetical order) Private Public Female Male
Bates College 1 1
Bowdoin College 1 1
Bryn Mawr College 1 1
Carleton 1 1 1 1
Colby College 1 1
Davidson College 1 1 1 1
Hamilton College 1 1
1 Middlebury College 1 1
Oberlin College 1 1
Pomona College 1 1
Smith College 1 1
Vassar 1 1
Wellesley College 1 1
Wesleyan University 1 2 2 1
Williams College 1 1
1 Total 11 8 10 9
Barnard College 2 2
Bucknell College 1 1
Kenyon College 1 1
Lafayette College 1 2 1 2
Macalister College 1 1
2 Oberlin College 1 1
Occidental College 1 1
Pitzer College 1 1
Skidmore College 1 1
Union College 1 1
2 Total 7 6 6 7
Beloit College 1 1
Pitzer College 2 1 1
3 Reed College 2 1 1
Sarah Lawrence College 3 3
3 Total 6 2 6 2
Lewis & Clark College 1 1 1 1
4 Ohio Wesleyan University 1 1
St. Mary's College 1 1
4 Total 1 3 2 2
5 Hampshire College 1 1
Ohio Wesleyan University 1 1
5 Total 1 1 1 1
Eckerd College 1 1
6.25 Guilford College 1 1
6.25 Total 1 1 2
8.75 Bennett College 1 1
8.75 Total 1 1
Grand Total 27 22 28 21

13




Universities of Enrolled Students by Decile Rank

Decile University Name High School Type Gender
(in alphabetical order) Private Public Female | Male
Brown University 1 1
Columbia University 1 1
Cornell University 1 1
Dartmouth College 1 1 1 1
Emory University 1 3 3 1
Georgetown Univ 1 1
Harvard College 1 1
Northwestern University 1 1
1 Princeton University 1 1
Stanford University 1 1
Univ. of Calif at Berkeley 1 1
University of Michigan 3 5 5 3
Univ. of Pennsylvania 2 1 2 1
University of Virginia 1 1
Vanderbilt University 1 1 1 1
Yale University 2 3 4 1
1 Total 13 21 25 9
College of William and Mary 1 1 2
New York University 1 1 1 1
Penn State University 1 1
Tufts University 1 1
2 Tulane University 1 1
University of Calif at Davis 1 1
University of North Carolina 1 1
University of Wisconsin 3 3 3 3
2 Total 7 8 5 10
George Washington Univ. 1 1 2
Indiana University 1 2 3
Ohio State University 1 1
3 Southern Methodist Universit) 1 1
University of Georgia 2 1 1
University of Maryland 1 1
University of Pittsburgh 1 2 2 1
3 Total 6 7 5 8
Auburn Univ 1 1
Univ of Calif at Santa Cruz 1 1
University of Colorado 1 1
4 Univ of Colorado at Boulder 1 1
Univ of Mass. at Amherst 2 2
University of Vermont 3 1 2 2
Virginia Tech 1 1 2
4 Total 5 7 3 9
Drexel University 1 1
5 Ohio University 1 1
University of South Carolina 1 1
5 Total 3 1 2

14




Decile University Name High School Type Gender
(in alphabetical order) Private Public Female | Male
Arizona State University 1 1
Clarkson University 1 1
DePaul University 1 1
St. John's University 1 1
6.25 Temple University 2 2
University of Cincinnati 1 1
Virginia Commonwealth Univ 3 2 1
West Virginia University 1 1 1 1
6.25 Total 1 11 5 7
8.75 Florida International Univ 1 1
8.75 Total 1 1
Grand Total 33 57 44 46

15




College/University Rankings by High School Type

The mean combined rankings of the colleges andeusities where students enrolled is 6%
better for private high school graduates than gutijh school graduates. The mean rankings for
private and public high school graduates are 2d32a@ respectively, representing the top 23%
and 29% of colleges and universities. Althoughrttean rank is better for the private school
students, the differends notstatistically significant. (The Mann-Whitney Tesasvperformed

on the data to determine whether the differencestatsstically significant. See box below.)
There is no significant difference in the rankingolleges and universities where students

were enrolled based on public versus private higifos| attendance

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

Private School Public School

‘ 23 ® Mean Rank

’ 2.9 1 standard

deviation

Notes

Values based on
school decile rank
where 1 is highest
and 10 is lowest.

Mean Rankings of Colleges & Universities CombinedyoHigh School Type

Mann-Whitney Test: Public versus Private High SchobStudents

The Mann-Whitney test is a non-parametric testfsessing whether two
independent samples of observations come fromatme glistribution; and the
observed difference occurred by chance or whetteetvto groups are truly different
In this test, the two groups are private and putilih school students who were
members of the Lafayette Elementary School class2600, 2001, and 2002.

The null hypothesis states that there is no diffeeebetween the two groups.
The alternative hypothesis states that there iferehce between the two groups.

For the combined college/university rankings, thkewlated two-tailed p-value is .17.
Since the calculated p-value exceeds 0.05, thenadisen is consistent with the null
hypothesis — that the observed population diffeeezan be ascribed to chance

alone. Thus, there is insufficient evidence totbay the two population distributions
differ reliably from one another.
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Overall, the mean rank of the colleges and unitiesswhere students enrolled varied from 2.2
to 3.0 when high school type and college versugaussity are considered. (See figure below.)
Thus the students, on average, enrolled in collagdsuniversities that ranged from the top 22%
to 30%. For both colleges and universities, thegte school graduates enrolled in slightly
better-ranked schools (4% and 6% better respegt)\@parately, the students at both private
and public schools enrolled in slightly better radlcolleges than universities (2% and 4% better
respectively.) Approximately half as many studéd® enrolled at colleges as universities (90),
but, on average, the colleges are slightly highaked.

College University
0.0
1.0
2.0
22 <> 04 < Private
Ranks :
[J2s
0 D 30 OPublic
401
5.0

Mean Rankings of Colleges & Universities by High Swol Type

17



The combined college/university rankings of priviailgh school graduates were better than those
for public high school graduates for two of threass (Lafayette classes of 2001 and 2002). In
the third year (class of 2000), private and pubigh school rankings were comparable.

2000 2001 2002
0.0 L L

1.0 A

—&—Private High
School

2.0 A

= B = Public High

Decile School

Rank

3.0 —A — Average

4.0 A

5.0

Mean Rankings of Combined Colleges & UniversitiesyoHigh School Type
and Lafayette Graduation Year

The college and university rankings for Lafayettadyates vary slightly from year to year with
no visible trends. The college rankings are soméwéter than university rankings each year.
See Appendix C for a supplemental analysis on dalo&ings by high school type.

2000 2001 2002
0.0

1.0

2.0
——College

Decile
Ranks
= # = University

3.0

4.0

5.0

Mean Class Ranks of Colleges versus Universities hafayette Graduation Year
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. Enrolliment at Top 20% of Colleges/Universities by High
School Type

Fifty-eight percent of all Lafayette graduates emeolled in the top 20% of colleges and

universities. Nine percent more private high sclgratluates than public high school graduates
(63% versus 54%) are enrolled in the top 20% degelk and universities.

100%-
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0%

Private High School Public High School

Percent of Students enrolled at Top 20%f Combined Colleges /Universities by High Schodlype

Three percent more private school students thahgethool students (67% versus 64%)

enrolled in the top 20% of colleges. Ten percentenpivate high school graduates than public
high school graduates (61% versus 51%) enrolleédarniop 20% of universities.
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Comparing the enroliments at the top 20% of cobeayed universities for each of the three class
years, the public school graduates exceeded thatprschool graduates one year (2000), the
reverse was true a second year (2001), and thiksesere comparable the third year (2001). See
Appendix C for a supplemental analysis on enrollimen the top 20% of colleges and
universities by high school type.
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Percent of Students enrolled at Top 20%f Colleges and Universities by High School Type
and Lafayette Graduation Year
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College/University Rankings by Gender

The mean combined rankings of the colleges andeusities where students enrolled is 5%
better for female students than male students.nidgsn combined rankings were 2.4 and.2.9
respectively, representing the top 24% and 29%.rméan ranking is better for the female
students and the differenisestatistically significant. (The Mann-Whitney Tegas performed to
determine whether the difference was statisticsithipificant. See box belowThe results show
that there is a difference in the rankings of agdle and universities where students enrolled
based on student gender —the female graduatesledriol better-ranked institutions than the

male graduates.

0.0

0.5

1.0

15

2.0

2.5

3.0

35

4.0

4.5

5.0

Male Female

# Mean Rank

1 standard
deviation

Notes
Values based on
school decile rank
where 1 is highest
and 10 is lowest.

Mean Rankings of Colleges & Universities CombinedyGender

Mann-Whitney Test: Female versus Male Students

In this Mann-Whitney test, the two groups are fezraid male high school students
who were members of the Lafayette Elementary Sctlaskes of 2000, 2001, and

2002.

The null hypothesis states that there is no diffeeebetween the two groups.
The alternative hypothesis states that there iferehce between the two groups.

For the combined college/university rankings, thiealated two-tailed p-value is

.037. Since the calculated p-value is less thah, @& observation is not consistent
with the null hypothesis and the observed poputatifference cannot be ascribed tp
chance alone. Thus, there is evidence to saylbdtito population distributions

differ from one another.
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The following figure shows the mean rankings of ¢tbeges and the universities where the
students enrolled by gender. Male graduates weamdled in better-ranked colleges than female
graduates (ranks of 2.0 versus 2.7) while femaelgates were enrolled in better-ranked
universities than male graduates (ranks of 2.2u#8s3). Female graduates enrolled in better-
ranked universities than colleges (ranks of 2.3we2.7) while male graduates enrolled in
better-ranked colleges than universities (rank®.0fversus 3.3).
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1.0 4
20 [ee
<> 22 O Female
Ranks
<> 27 OMale
3.0
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4.0
5.0

Mean Rankings of Colleges and Universities by Gende

The combined college/university rankings of fenstledents were better than those for male
students for two of three years (2000 and 2002hérthird year (2001), male students’
college/university rankings were better than fensalelents’ rankings. See Appendix C for a
supplemental analysis on college and universitikirgs by gender.
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Mean Rankings of Colleges & Universities CombinedyoGender and Lafayette Graduation Year
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College/University Rankings and Public versus Pr  ivate
Institutions

For the population with known high school type, EB®dents are attending colleges or

universities. Eighty-one students (58%) enrollegninate institutions and 58 students (42%)
attended public ones.

60
Public
Institution
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Institution,

40 47
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Public versus Private Status of Lafayette Student<Colleges and Universities

Nearly two-thirds of private high school studerttege to enroll at private institutions (63%),
while just over half of public high school stude(fig%) did so. Thus, a higher proportion of the

private high school graduates planned to attendfgiinstitutions than did the public high
school graduates.

Public High School

Private High School
Private Institution

Public Institution

Students’ High School Type versus Public/Private &tus of College/University
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Nearly two-thirds of female students planned tm#rmat private institutions (65%), while just
over half of male students (51%) did so.

Female

Private Institution

Public Institution

Students’ Gender versus Public/Private Status of Glege/University

A higher percentage of students enrolled in privagéitutions each year than in public
institutions.
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Public/Private Institution Enrollment by Lafayette Graduation Year

24



All students, regardless of type of high schooytatended, enrolled in better-ranked private
institutions than public institutions. The studesatsolled, on average, at the top 22 percent of
private institutions and the top 33 percent of puinistitutions. Examined by type of high

school, the private high school graduates enratiesbmewhat better-ranked institutions than the
public high school graduates.
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Mean Rankings by High School Type and Public/Priva Institution

U.S. News and World RepdAug. 2008) states that “Overall, private collegesl universities

do better on several measures in our ranking mousding student selectivity, graduation and
retention rates, and class siZeNationally, 90 percent of colleges are privateile 37 percent

of universities are private (see Appendix A). Astetl, the Lafayette graduates were admitted to
better-ranked private than public institutions mftter learning. Apparently, this is at least
partially explained by the fact that private ingibns in general are more highly-ranked than
public institutions.

It should be noted that there is anecdotal evidémee the Lafayette class of 2000 that at least
several public high school graduates who were dddib top-ranked private institutions chose
to attend public institutions of lesser rank. Ia thajority of cases, theirs was a financial
decision, influenced by the availability of the fiomn Assistance Program for Washington
residents who attend public colleges and univessittor the overall public school cohort, as
well as those individuals, this factor played ariol lowering the rankings of the colleges and
universities chosen.

! The text goes on to explain, “Because of theirsinis to serve students in their state, publics gelyedon't score
as high on selectivity as private colleges thaehaere stringent admissions standards. In additioblic colleges
and universities tend to have lower graduationratehtion rates and larger classes. Finally, tHdipgchools often
lack the financial resources of the better-endoprddhte universities.”
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Examined by gender, the female students enrollsdimewhat better-ranked institutions than
the male students.

Combined College & University Decile Rank
by Gender and Institution Type for All Three Years
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Mean Rankings by Gender and Public/Private Instituton
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Conclusions

The original analysis of the Lafayette class of @@fs extended to include data from the classes
of 2001 and 2002. The original analysis was stiegryed by the application of statistical
measures to determine the significance of key fiigsli The results, based on the aggregate
student population, include the following:

Public versus private high school attendanceMore Lafayette alumni graduated from
public high schools (79 students or 57%) than peivagh schools (60 students or 43%).
While, roughly equal numbers of male students didrpublic and private high schools,
more female students (62%) attended public thamdtd private high schools.

Public versus private high school attendance and r&kings of colleges/universities of
enroliment. The difference in the mean rankings of the gafeand universities where
public high school graduates enrolled (rank of @&@)those where private high school
graduates enrolled (rank of 2i8)notstatistically significant.

In addition, both private and public school studeonh average, enrolled in somewhat
better ranked colleges than universities (2% andé®ter respectively.) . Further, 58%
of all students enrolled in the top 20% of collegad universities — 63% of private
school students and 54% of public school students.

Student gender and rankings of colleges/universitgeof enrollment Thereis a
statistically significant difference in the rankshgf colleges and universities where
students enrolled based on student gender —thddestumlents enrolled in better-ranked
institutions than the male students (2.4 versus BVile male students enrolled in
better-ranked colleges than female students (2€uge?.7), females enrolled in better-
ranked universities than male students (2.2 ve3stjs

Public versus private high school attendance, gendeand public versus private
college/university enroliments. Nearly two thirds of private school students erulat
private institutions (63%) while just over halfidiblic school students (54%) did so.
Further, all students regardless of type of higiostenrolled in better-ranked private
institutions (rank of 2.2) than public institutiofrank of 3.3). In each case, the private
high school graduates enrolled in somewhat betteked institutions than the public
high school graduates — for private institutionsksaof 2.0 versus 2.4, and for public
institutions ranks of 2.9 versus 3.5.

Examined by gender, the female students enrollsdmmewhat better-ranked institutions
than the male students. In each case, the femalerss enrolled in somewhat better-
ranked institutions than the male students — fivape institutions ranks of 2.1 versus
2.3, and for public institutions ranks of 3.0 ver&u5.

Additional analyses of student populations mayrdifether insights into these topics. Further
analyses of Lafayette classes are anticipateddditian, analyses of students from other
elementary schools, which send students to therupmehwest Washington public high school
and the metropolitan private schools, would beadfis.
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Lafayette Class of 2001 at Class Reunion in May 200
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Appendix A — Rankings Analysis Methodology

U.S. News and World Repardnducts an annual analysis of colleges and wsities and
publishes its results in the form of rankings dtitutions within various categories. According
to the magazine, the “categories allow comparidasthools with similar missions.” In order to
categorize the colleges and universities, the magamies the classification system developed
by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancementeaching.

The categories relevant to this analysis are Natibmiversities and Liberal Arts Colleges.
According to the magazine, National Universitiefféoa full range of undergraduate majors as
well as master's and doctoral degrees. In manysctsey place strong emphasis on research and
receive federal money to support their researcleavrs.” Liberal Arts Colleges, in contrast,
“emphasize undergraduate education. [They] mustdataleast 50 percent of their degrees in
liberal arts disciplines, such as languages aadilitire, biology and life sciences, philosophy,
cultural studies, and psychology.” The schoolsaohecategory are identified as either public or
private. Table A.1 displays the total number ofcsath in each category and the number that are
public and private for two years of published réesul

Table A.1 Numbers of Colleges and Universities fofwo Years

Publication Category Number of Number of Number of Percent of Percent of
Date Schools Private Schools | Public Schools Private Schools| Public Schools
Aug. 2005 | Liberal Arts Colleges 215 195 20 91% % 9
Aug. 2005 National Universities 248 86 162 35% 5%6
Aug. 2008 | Liberal Arts Colleges 265 238 27 90% %10
Aug. 2008 | National Universities 262 98 164 37% %63

According to an explanation of the rankings atth®8. News web site, “In order to focus on the
best schoold,).S. Newgublishes the numbered rank of approximately ¢ipe50 percent of
schools in all the categories. The remaining schao# placed in tiers or broad groups, based on
their overall score in their category (the thiraldourth tiers), and listed alphabetically.”

For this analysis, the schools in the top 50 pédriceeach category, which are individually
ranked, were placed in deciles of equal size asjasd a rank from 1 to 5 according to the
decile. The schools in the bottom 50 percent, whieghin the third and fourth tiers, were
identified as belonging to the third and fourth diles and assigned a decile rank based on the
mean value of the quartile. (Quartile 3 represtmsottom 50 percent to 75 percent with an
average value of 62.5 percent and Quatrtile 4 repteshe bottom 75 percent to 100 percent
with an average value of 87.5 percent. Thus, tleeguartiles have respective decile ranks of
6.25 and 8.75.) Tables A.2 and A.3 present theimgiskused in this analysis for the two
categories of schools for each of the three years.




Table A.2 College Rankings by Decile and Quartile

Decile/Quartile Rank Num. of Schools
2000 2001 2002

Decile 1 1 22 22 25
Decile 2 2 22 22 25
Decile 3 3 22 22 25
Decile 4 4 22 22 25
Decile 5 5 22 22 25
Quartile 3 6.25 54 52 61
Quartile 4 8.75 51 51 62
Total 215 213 248
Quartile 1 55 55 62.5
Quartile 2 55 55 62.5
Quartile 3 54 52 61
Quartile 4 51 51 62
Total 215 213 248

Table A.3 University Rankings by Decile and Quartié

Decile/Quartile Rank Num. of Schools
2000 2001 2002

Decile 1 1 25 25 26
Decile 2 2 25 26 26
Decile 3 3 25 24 26
Decile 4 4 25 29 26
Decile 5 5 24 22 26
Quartile 3 6.25 64 62 65
Quatrtile 4 8.75 60 60 62
Total 248 248 257
Quartile 1 62 63 65
Quartile 2 62 63 65
Quartile 3 64 62 65
Quartile 4 60 60 62
Total 248 248 257

With the ranking methodology established, the stptaxement in the ranking table was
determined for each student and the correspondimigwas recorded. School rankings were
determined for each of the three years representibe study. For each year, the schools for
nearly all students were located on one of thetahtes representing the top colleges and
universities. A small number of students enrolledchools that were either unranked or ranked
in categories other than liberal arts collegesraatbnal universities. This minority of students
was excluded from the ranking analysis.



Appendix B — Distribution of Decile Rankings

The distributions of the decile rankings for seVstadent populations are provided. These
distributions are the basis for the calculationthefrespective means and standard deviations for
these populations. In each figure, the mean vaitleecdistribution is indicated.
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Decile Distributions by Gender
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Appendix C — Supplemental Analysis

A supplement to the analysis is provided on sevefats.

School Rankings by High School Type

The mean of the college rankings of private sclstwdients was 4% better than that for public
school students (2.2 versus.2.6 or top 22% vergu2@%).
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The mean of the university rankings of private sdlstudents was 6% better than that for public
school students (2.4 versus.3.0 or top 24% vergu8@%).
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The college rankings of private school studentsvirmtter than those of public school students
for two of three years; in the third year, publihgol students’ scores were better.

2000 2001 2002

0.0 : :

1.0

2.0

College
—— Pris
Rank Private

3.0 1 = @ = Ppublic
—4A — Average

4.0 A

5.0

College Decile Ranks by Type of High School and Layette Graduation Year

The university rankings of public and private sdretadents were comparable for two of three
years; in the third year, private school studestsres were better.
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Top 20% Enrollment by High School Type

Of the six high school type and class year pamseé for colleges and three for universities), the
public and private school students each had a higgreent attending the top 20% of schools for
three of the years.
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School Rankings by Gender

The mean of the college rankings of male studeats ¥ better than that for female students
(2.0 versus.2.7 or top 20% versus top 27%).

Male Female
0.0

1.0

2.0 1 @20

4 mean rank

3.0

1 standard
deviation

4.0 1
Note

Values based on
school decile rank
where 1 is highest
and 10 is lowest.

5.0

6.0

Mean Rankings of Colleges by Gender for Three Class

The mean of the university rankings of female stisievas 11% better than that for male
students (2.2 versus.3.3 or top 22% versus top 33%)
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The college rankings of male students were béttar those for female students for two of
three years by 7% and 9%; in the third year, theyeveomparable.
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The university rankings of female students werehrugtter than for male students for two of
three years by 23% and 12%; in the third yearrdin&ings for females were 4% worse than for
male students.
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Appendix D — Public Responses to Initial Study

The following is a representative sample of respens the initial study of the Lafayette class of
2000 that was posted on the web sitew.EverNowChronicles.orgn February 2007.
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