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Abstract 

This study applies an intersectional lens to examine how chronic absenteeism evolved across 

race, sex, economic disadvantage, disability, and housing instability before, during, and after the 

COVID-19 pandemic using data from Georgia. Consistent with national evidence, chronic 

absenteeism nearly doubled and remained elevated through 2023, but recovery followed distinct 

racialized trajectories. While White students recovered the largest share of their increases, Black 

students, particularly low-income and homeless students, experienced the largest increases and 

remained the most elevated. Hispanic students, despite pre-pandemic parity with White students, 

showed the least recovery across income levels. Associations between absenteeism and each 

characteristic differed by race and shifted over time, challenging aggregate recovery narratives 

and underscoring how inequitable structural barriers have shaped whose attendance recovers. 
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Introduction 

 Chronic absenteeism has increased dramatically since the COVID-19 pandemic and, 

more than five years after the pandemic began, remains well above pre-pandemic norms across 

racial groups, states, and school types (Dee, 2024; Kirksey, 2025; Malkus, 2024a, 2024b). This 

persistent rise matters given the adverse effects of chronic absenteeism on students' outcomes 

(Aucejo & Romano, 2016; Gershenson et al., 2017; Gottfried, 2019; Smerillo et al., 2018) and 

evidence that it is undermining the academic recovery efforts designed to address pandemic-era 

learning loss (Dewey et al., 2024; Swiderski et al., 2025). As rates decline from their pandemic-

era peaks, a pressing question is whether this modest recovery is reaching all students equally or 

leaving behind those whose attendance was already most constrained (Graham, 2026). 

 The stakes are particularly pronounced because chronic absenteeism is neither randomly 

distributed nor adequately understood as a consequence of individual student or family behavior. 

Research has documented disparities associated with race, economic disadvantage, disability, 

and housing instability (Gee, 2018; Gottfried & Gee, 2017; Losen et al., 2021). Transportation, 

housing insecurity, health needs, economic precarity, and school supports shape whether students 

can attend consistently (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012; Childs & Lofton, 2021; Singer et al., 2021). 

These conditions operate within ecological systems and are inequitably distributed through 

racialized and other forms of structural inequality (Collins, 2015; Lenhoff & Singer, 2024). 

Treating students' demographic characteristics as isolated risk factors can therefore obscure the 

social arrangements that constrain attendance and reinforce deficit-oriented narratives about 

marginalized students and families (Edwards et al., 2023; Graham et al., 2025). 

 Recent studies have advanced our understanding of pandemic-era increases in 

absenteeism and uneven recovery, documenting differences by race, income, mobility, and other 



3 
INTERSECTIONAL TRENDS IN PANDEMIC ERA ABSENTEEISM 

characteristics (Barrat et al., 2025; Dee, 2024; Kirksey, 2025). This work typically examines 

students' identities separately, offering limited insight for students who occupy multiple social 

positions simultaneously. Intersectionality theory offers a critical orientation for filling this gap. 

Rooted in Black feminist scholarship, it foregrounds how social positions are constituted through 

interlocking systems of power rather than functioning as independent characteristics (Collins, 

2015; Crenshaw, 1991). For absenteeism research, this means examining how race intersects 

with other social identities while resisting explanations that locate attendance problems within 

students themselves. It also affords a lens for attending to how quantitative studies select 

reference categories and interpret disparities (Garcia et al., 2018; Gillborn et al., 2018). 

 With few exceptions (e.g., Burns et al., 2021; Losen et al., 2021), intersectional 

approaches remain uncommon in attendance research. We fill this gap using statewide 

administrative records for Georgia public school students. Georgia provides an important context 

given its demographic diversity, sociopolitical climate, and pandemic-era schooling conditions. 

Our analyses compare the pre-pandemic years (2013-2018), the 2020 pandemic year, and the 

subsequent 2021 through 2023 period. We assess recovery from the 2021 high point through 

2023 relative to the 2018 baseline, distinguishing initial increases, subsequent declines, and 

remaining elevation. Further, we test whether associations between student characteristics and 

chronic absenteeism vary by race and over time. By combining these approaches, we move 

beyond parallel subgroup comparisons without treating statistical interactions as direct evidence 

of structural mechanisms. These contributions are organized around three research questions. 

1. How has the prevalence of chronic absenteeism varied across students' intersecting racial, 

sex, economic, disability, and housing classifications before, during, and after the 

COVID-19 pandemic? 
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2. To what extent have pandemic-era increases in chronic absenteeism, subsequent 

recovery, and remaining elevation above pre-pandemic levels differed across 

intersectional student groups? 

3. To what extent do associations between chronic absenteeism and sex, economic 

disadvantage, disability, and housing instability vary across racial groups, and how have 

these relationships changed over time?  

We find that chronic absenteeism in Georgia roughly doubled, from 11% of students before the 

pandemic to 23% afterward, but recovery followed distinct racialized trajectories. White students 

recovered the largest share of their increases, Black students experienced the largest increases 

and remained the most elevated, and Hispanic students recovered the least. The associations 

between absenteeism and economic disadvantage, disability, housing instability, and sex also 

differed significantly across racial groups. These findings show that aggregate and single-axis 

recovery metrics obscure which students are being left behind and that economic disadvantage 

cannot be treated as race-neutral when directing post-pandemic supports.  

Literature review 

Chronic Absenteeism: Pre- and Post-Pandemic Empirical Patterns by Student Subgroups 

 Chronic absenteeism is among the most consequential school outcomes, reflecting both 

whether students attend school regularly and whether they can consistently access the academic, 

social, and institutional supports schools provide. A large body of research links absenteeism to 

declines in academic achievement, high school graduation, college enrollment, school 

engagement, and socioemotional development (Gottfried, 2014; Santibáñez & Guarino, 2021; 

Smerillo et al., 2018). Importantly, chronic absenteeism does not emerge randomly, as 

attendance barriers are systematically concentrated among students experiencing structural 



5 
INTERSECTIONAL TRENDS IN PANDEMIC ERA ABSENTEEISM 

disadvantage, including economic precarity, housing instability, inadequate healthcare access, 

transportation barriers, school mobility, and exclusionary school conditions (Balfanz & Byrnes, 

2012; Childs & Lofton, 2021; Gottfried & Gee, 2017). Chronic absenteeism therefore should be 

understood as a manifestation of how structural inequality shapes students' access to schooling. 

           The pandemic disrupted schooling in ways that bear directly on attendance. Instructional 

disruption peaked in 2020, as schools navigated in-person, hybrid, and virtual-only models that 

were more variable in fall 2020 before declining steadily from January to April 2021 (Oster et 

al., 2021). Access to in-person instruction was inequitable, as remote learning was concentrated 

in schools serving more students of color, homeless students, and students eligible for FRPL 

(Jack et al., 2023; Parolin & Lee, 2021). When students returned to buildings, the policies and 

conditions they encountered differed sharply from the pre-pandemic era. Quarantine rules kept 

sick or exposed students at home for long periods (Silver et al., 2026), with estimates suggesting 

that schools without a test-to-stay option lost ~92,000 in-person days to quarantine over six 

weeks in fall 2021 (Harris-McCoy et al., 2021). Students also returned to schools with less stable 

staffing, as teacher turnover rose 17% in fall 2021 (Bacher-Hicks et al., 2023). 

           These changes were also coupled with growing student needs, as mental health challenges 

grew sharply after the pandemic (Choi et al., 2026). More than 33% of high school students 

reported poor mental health during the pandemic (Jones et al., 2022). Educators described 

strained student and staff well-being during remote and hybrid instruction and expected a surge 

in demand for mental health support once students returned (Griffard et al., 2025). In 2021, 87% 

of public schools reported student struggles with their socioemotional development (National 

Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2022). Evidence also shows that students' perceptions of 



6 
INTERSECTIONAL TRENDS IN PANDEMIC ERA ABSENTEEISM 

school climate worsened substantially since the pandemic (Graham et al., 2026; Graham & 

Gidra, 2026), potentially reflecting the influence of these pandemic-era disruptions. 

           Given these disruptions, it is unsurprising that chronic absenteeism rates increased 

dramatically during and since the pandemic. National rates nearly doubled after the pandemic, 

rising from roughly 16% before COVID-19 to nearly 30% in 2021, with many states continuing 

to report rates well above pre-pandemic levels even after modest declines (Dee, 2024; Malkus, 

2024). In Arizona, chronic absenteeism peaked at 34% in 2021 and declined by five percentage 

points (PP) in 2022–23 but remained more than double pre-pandemic levels (Barrat et al., 2025). 

Using longitudinal data from North Carolina, Rhode Island, Texas, and Virginia, Kirksey (2025) 

shows that the pandemic shifted the full distribution of absences upward, with increases not 

limited to students crossing the chronic absenteeism threshold. 

           Research has established that chronic absenteeism is deeply stratified by students' 

background characteristics (Klein et al., 2020). Pre-pandemic, students of color and low-income 

students already experienced disproportionately high rates of chronic absenteeism (Balfanz & 

Byrnes, 2012; Gee, 2018; Gottfried, 2014), and these disparities have widened since. Nationally, 

absenteeism in 2021 reached 39% among Black students and 36% among Hispanic students, 

compared to 24% among White students and 16% among Asian students (Malkus, 2025). 

Polikoff and Pardo (2025) show that mobile and low-income students experienced some of the 

steepest increases in absenteeism in Virginia and North Carolina, while Barrat et al. (2025) 

document that schools serving larger shares of economically disadvantaged students and students 

of color continued to experience elevated rates even after statewide rates began to decline. 

           Students with disabilities (SWD) and students experiencing homelessness further reflect 

these disparities. SWD are much more likely than their nondisabled peers to be chronically 
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absent (Gee et al., 2024; Losen et al., 2021). Unhoused students, who disproportionately face 

acute attendance barriers such as school mobility, lack of transportation, and the daily instability 

of lacking secure housing, are also highly chronically absent (Burns et al., 2021; Erb-Downward 

& Watt, 2018). Student sex has received less attention; before the pandemic, a few studies 

documented modest, inconsistent male-female gaps, with some finding slightly higher 

absenteeism among male students and others finding near parity (Dee, 2024; Gee, 2018). 

Hidden in Plain Sight: The Case for Intersectionality in Absenteeism Research 

 Because the field tends to center single-axis analyses, we still know relatively little about 

how overlapping forms of marginalization shape the severity, persistence, and recovery of post-

pandemic attendance disruptions. Existing evidence already hints at how these dimensions 

compound. Losen et al. (2021) found that chronic absenteeism increased systematically as 

markers of disadvantage accumulated. Among Black high school students, absenteeism rates 

were 24% for students without disabilities, 35% for SWD, 37% for low-income SWD, and 54% 

for homeless SWD. For Latinx students, the corresponding rates were 17%, 27%, 28%, and 41%. 

American Indian or Alaska Native SWD experiencing homelessness had a rate of 59%. In 

comparison, Asian students without disabilities had a rate of 5%—a 54 PP range visible only 

when race, disability, poverty, and homelessness are examined jointly. Erb-Downward and Watt 

(2018) similarly document that economically disadvantaged and homeless students together 

comprised ~50% of Michigan's enrollment but represented 75% of chronically absent students. 

            Whether post-pandemic absenteeism is recovering has received growing attention, but 

existing recovery analyses share the same single-axis limitation that characterizes the broader 

literature. Malkus (2024) shows that chronic absenteeism rates improved in 2023 but remained 

75% higher than the pre-pandemic baseline, with the largest increases among high-poverty and 
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low-achieving districts. DiMarco (2026) documents that while recovery since the 2021 peak has 

been stronger for Black and Hispanic students in absolute terms, it has not offset their larger 

initial increases. Compared to White students, who remain about 5.5 PP above their pre-

pandemic baseline, Black and Hispanic students remain nearly 9 and 10 PP above, respectively. 

            These contributions matter, but for prevalence and recovery, they examine dimensions of 

disadvantage in parallel rather than at their intersections. As such, single-axis recovery analyses 

keep hidden in plain sight the compounded burden of multiply marginalized students, disparities 

that once surfaced intersectionally reveal far more alarming patterns than aggregate trends 

suggest, and that should demand a more targeted and urgent policy response. In what follows, we 

briefly define intersectionality and describe what centering it, as both a theoretical framework 

and an analytic orientation, offers for understanding post-pandemic attendance disparities 

beyond what single-axis research has shown. 

Defining and Applying Intersectionality Theory 

 Kimberlé Crenshaw (1989, 1991) coined intersectionality to elucidate how Black women 

experienced compounded disadvantage from both racial and gender discrimination, forms of 

harm that antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist theory, and antiracist politics overlooked when 

they treated race and gender as separate axes (Crenshaw, 1989). This framing aimed to shift 

conceptualizations of inequity away from a single-axis understanding toward interrogating how 

race intersects with other marginalized identities and how these intersections reflect, reinforce, 

and create systems of oppression, domination, and discrimination (Delgado, 2010; Gillborn, 

2015). Scholars have used intersectionality to elucidate how Black girls are hypersexualized in 

ways that shape their experiences of sexual harassment at school (Harris & Kruger, 2023; 

Morris, 2016; Onyeka-Crawford et al., 2017), and how both Black boys (Lewis et al., 2010; 
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Skiba et al., 2002) and Black girls (Apugo et al., 2023; Blake et al., 2011; Carter Andrews et al., 

2019) are inequitably criminalized and punished in schools. 

            Researchers have rarely applied intersectionality to chronic absenteeism, as attendance 

research typically draws on Bronfenbrenner's bioecological model to examine the multiple levels 

at which factors shape absence (Singer et al., 2021). The few exceptions show what 

intersectional analyses can reveal. For instance, Losen et al. (2021) found that absenteeism rose 

as markers of disadvantage accumulated. Gower et al. (2025) found the highest prevalence of 

frequent absences among Latina/x/o, Black, multiracial, and American Indian students who were 

also sexually diverse or targets of bias-based bullying, with bullying especially predictive of 

safety-related absences among transgender and gender diverse youth. Russell et al. (2024) and 

Kyere et al. (2023) found that Black male students are especially prone to discipline-related 

absenteeism. These studies surface patterns that single-axis comparisons miss and point to the 

need for more work like this in the post-pandemic context. 

           We leverage intersectionality both analytically and dispositionally to understand how 

interlocking educational injustices shape students' experiences and outcomes (Collins & Bilge, 

2020; Natapoff, 1995; Scanlan & Theoharis, 2016). Rather than treating race, sex, disability, 

poverty, and homelessness independently, we understand them as markers of students' social 

positions within hierarchically organized systems that distribute barriers to attendance 

inequitably. Analytically, this means examining absenteeism across joint categories rather than 

parallel subgroups and testing whether the association between one dimension and absenteeism 

depends on students' position along another. Dispositionally, it means interpreting the patterns 

we find not as properties of student groups but as evidence of how structural inequality operates 

through and across multiple dimensions of students' lives (Crenshaw, 1991). This lens shapes 
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what we look for in the data and how we interpret what we find, allowing us to surface, counter, 

and add nuance to majoritarian narratives about attendance and recovery. 

           Within this framework, we intentionally center race in our analyses by examining how 

other dimensions of students' social positions operate through race. This choice follows the 

critical race theory premise that racism is a central and enduring feature of schooling (Ladson-

Billings & Tate, 1995). It also responds to racialized attendance discourse and policy, which 

Edwards et al. (2023) show antagonizes Black parents in ways that create psychological and 

material distress, as educators frame Black families as "problems" they must overcome. Graham 

et al. (2025) also show that attendance disparities are too often attributed to students and families 

rather than to inequitable structural and within-school conditions. The other central social 

positions examined—poverty, housing instability, and disability identification—are themselves 

racialized (Annamma et al., 2013; Desmond, 2012; Oliver & Shapiro, 1995), further informing 

why we center race. Anchoring our analyses in race lets us test whether the other dimensions we 

study operate uniformly across racial groups, a question made especially salient by Georgia's 

racialized history of schooling, which we describe next. 

Georgia as an Illustrative Case: Situating its Trajectories Socio-politically and Historically 

 Georgia offers an illustrative site for examining how chronic absenteeism evolved at the 

intersections of race and other dimensions of students' social positions, for reasons of scale, 

history, pandemic-era conditions, representativeness, and current policy. The state's public 

schools serve nearly 1.7 million students annually across approximately 2,300 schools and 180 

school systems, and its student population is considerably more racially diverse than the nation's. 

As shown in Table 1, before the pandemic, 40% of students in our data identified as Black, 15% 

as Hispanic, 40% as White, and 5% as "Other race", compared to 15% Black, 28% Hispanic, and 
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46% White nationally (NCES, 2022). About 49% of students were eligible for FRPL, 12% were 

SWD, and 2% were identified as homeless. The size and diversity of these populations matter for 

intersectional analysis, as they allow estimates for groups that are often too small to examine.     

           Georgia's attendance trends also closely track national patterns, which suggests that 

insights from the state extend beyond it. Table 1 shows chronic absenteeism patterns in Georgia 

mirror national trends (Malkus, 2025), increasing from 11% before the pandemic to 20% during 

it and 23% afterward, while average days absent rose from about 8 to 12 days. Racial differences 

were modest pre-pandemic but widened afterward, as Black and Hispanic students reached post-

pandemic rates of 27% and 24%, respectively, compared to 20% for White students and 12% for 

"Other race" students (see Appendix Table 1 for more on the "Other race" group). Black and 

Hispanic students also faced more concentrated disadvantage across multiple dimensions. Both 

groups had substantially higher rates of FRPL eligibility than White students, with 60% of Black 

students and 71% of Hispanic students eligible for FRPL in the post-pandemic period compared 

to 33% of White students. Black students also had the highest rates of homelessness and 

disability identification in every period. Thus, the groups with the highest absenteeism rates were 

also those most exposed to multiple forms of structural disadvantage simultaneously, reinforcing 

the importance of examining chronic absenteeism through an intersectional lens. 

           Georgia's history also makes race a consequential lens for understanding its absenteeism. 

The state's schools carry the legacy of de jure segregation, resistance to desegregation, and the 

White flight that reshaped metropolitan Atlanta and its suburban districts (Kruse, 2005). More 

contemporarily, the Hispanic student population more than doubled in the decade before our 

panel began (Beaudette, 2014), and it continued to grow from 15% to 18.5% of students across 

our panel. This growth coincided with restrictive state immigration laws and local partnerships 
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with federal immigration enforcement, conditions research links to reduced attendance in 

affected communities (Dee, 2025; Kirksey & Sattin-Bajaj, 2021). This sociopolitical context 

therefore provides a backdrop for interrogating whether, how, and to what extent absenteeism 

persistence and recovery look different for these students.  

           The pandemic years brought conditions in Georgia that were unevenly distributed by race 

and class, positioning the state well for examining whether recovery was similarly stratified. 

Districts largely made reopening decisions, and the 12 systems that remained fully virtual 

through fall 2020 disproportionately served students of color and low-income students (COVID-

19 School Data Hub, n.d.). The pandemic also coincided with the murders of Ahmaud Arbery 

and Rayshard Brooks in June 2020, which placed Georgia at the center of the 2020 protests for 

racial justice. Two years later, the state enacted the Protect Students First Act, which restricted 

instruction on "divisive concepts" related to race and constrained how schools could engage the 

racial conditions students experienced. As students returned to buildings, supports that had 

cushioned families also receded. For instance, the expanded Child Tax Credit, which reduced 

food insufficiency in low-income households, expired in 2021, universal free school meal 

waivers ended after the 2021-22 school year, and Georgia, which has not expanded Medicaid, 

began disenrolling residents from continuous coverage in 2023 (Georgia Division of Family and 

Children Services, 2026; KFF, 2026; Shafer et al., 2022; Toossi, 2024). While we do not treat 

these conditions as causes of the patterns we document, they contextualize our study's three 

periods within the systems and events through which racialized, economic, and ableist 

inequalities operated. 

           Lastly, Georgia is also illustrative because the state is actively reshaping its attendance 

policy. The state's accountability system credits schools for the share of students absent less than 
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10% of enrolled days (Georgia Department of Education [GaDOE], 2018), and its compulsory 

attendance law makes parents guilty of a misdemeanor once notified of five unexcused absences, 

punishable by fines, community service, or up to 30 days in jail (O.C.G.A. § 20-2-690.1, 2025). 

Further, Senate Bill 123, signed in 2025, prohibits expelling students solely for absences and 

requires attendance review teams in school systems with chronic absenteeism rates of at least 

10% and schools with rates of at least 15%. GaDOE has also committed to the national 50% 

Challenge to cut chronic absenteeism in half within five years (Attendance Works, n.d.). As 

Georgia builds the infrastructure to identify and support chronically absent students, evidence on 

which students have recovered least, and whether the barriers they face differ by race, can inform 

where these efforts are directed. 

Data 

 Our analyses draw on administrative data from GaDOE and the Governor's Office of 

Student Achievement (GOSA). These agencies maintain annual enrollment, attendance, and 

student demographic records for all public-school students in the state. GOSA attendance files 

record how many days each student was present or absent each school year. We link these 

records to demographic files that identify each student's race/ethnicity, sex, disability status, 

FRPL eligibility, and homelessness status, along with school and grade identifiers. 

           The panel spans the 2013 through 2023 (year represents fall semester) school years and 

begins with roughly 21.5 million student-year records. Missing data were minimal, though we 

removed 12,112 records (.06%) lacking attendance information and 1,725 records (.008%) 

lacking a race/ethnicity indicator. No records were missing sex, FRPL eligibility, disability 

status, or homelessness status. We also excluded 606,303 prekindergarten records and 1,870 

records with undefined or unknown grade levels. We include 2019 in our descriptive analyses 
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but exclude it from our regression analyses because mid-year COVID-19 school closures 

produced inconsistent attendance reporting across districts. Our regression analyses compare a 

pre-pandemic baseline (2013-2018) with the pandemic year (2020) and a post-pandemic period 

(2021-2023). The final analytic dataset includes just over 17.5 million student-year observations. 

           Our primary outcome is chronic absenteeism, defined as missing 10% or more of the 

school days a student was enrolled, including both excused and unexcused absences. We focus 

on chronic absenteeism because the 10% threshold anchors how Georgia monitors and responds 

to attendance, as Senate Bill 123 ties required attendance review teams to chronic absenteeism 

rates. To account for variation in school calendars, we cap the number of possible school days at 

180. We keep students enrolled for only part of the school year in the sample, and we determine 

their chronic absenteeism status using the number of school days they were enrolled. In 

supplementary analyses, we replicate our main analyses using total days absent as a continuous 

measure. The demographic files classify students as Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native 

(AIAN), Black, Hispanic, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (NHPI), White, or multiracial. Our 

main analyses combine Asian, AIAN, NHPI, and multiracial students into an “Other race” 

category, while Appendix Table 1 provides separate descriptive information on each subgroup. 

Analytic Approach 

RQ1. Prevalence and Adjusted Differences.  

 We first calculate annual, unweighted percentages of students chronically absent, both for 

individual characteristics and for four sets of intersections: race by sex, disability status, FRPL 

eligibility, and homelessness. Each intersection defines eight mutually exclusive groups, and our 

analyses show trends for both single- and multi-axes groups. To complement these trends, we 

estimate separate linear probability models for the pre-pandemic, pandemic, and post-pandemic 
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periods, adjusting simultaneously for race, sex, disability status, FRPL eligibility, homelessness, 

and grade. We use effect coding so that each category’s estimate represents its adjusted deviation 

from the average across categories of that characteristic, rather than a difference from a selected 

reference group. For race, indicators equal 1 for the corresponding Black, Hispanic, or “Other 

race” category, −1 for White students, and 0 otherwise. Binary characteristics (sex, FRPL, SWD, 

and homelessness) are coded −1 and 1. We include grade fixed effects given the grade-level 

variation documented in Appendix Figure 1. The model estimated separately for each period is: 

𝐶𝐴!"#$ = 𝛼% + 𝐑!$&𝛃% + 𝐗!$&𝛉% + 𝜆#% + 𝜀!"#$ 

where 𝐶𝐴!"#$ indicates whether student 𝑖 in school 𝑠, grade 𝑔, and school year 𝑡 was chronically 

absent. 𝐑!$ contains the three race effect codes, 𝐗!$ contains the four effect-coded indicators for 

sex, disability, FRPL eligibility, and homelessness, and 𝜆#% denotes grade fixed effects within 

period 𝑝. We allow these characteristics to change across years. We multiply estimates by 100 to 

express prevalence in PP. These models show how each characteristic is associated with chronic 

absenteeism after accounting for the other characteristics and grade, and when examined in 

concert with the intersectional figures, they highlight what single-axis approaches can obscure.  

RQ2. Pandemic-era Increases and Recovery.  

We next shift to recovery, which we define as the decline in chronic absenteeism (or days 

absent) from 2021, the pandemic-era peak, to 2023. We express recovery both in PP, which we 

use to test whether groups recovered more or less than average, and as a share of each group’s 

2018 to 2021 increase, which indicates how much of its pandemic-era rise a group had reversed. 

We use 2018 as the pre-pandemic baseline, 2021 as the high point, and 2023 as the final 

observation. For each intersectional group 𝑗, we calculate the increase from 2018 to 2021, the 
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decline from 2021 to 2023, and the remaining elevation in 2023 above the baseline. The 

percentage of the initial increase recovered is, therefore: 

Recovery'(%) = 100 
𝐴',)*)+ − 𝐴',)*),
𝐴',)*)+ − 𝐴',)*+-

, 

where 𝐴',$ is the group’s chronic absenteeism rate in year 𝑡. A value of 100% indicates a return 

to the 2018 rate, whereas 0% indicates no decline from 2021. We also report remaining elevation 

because a group may show substantial recovery while still experiencing a high absolute rate. 

Parallel analyses using total days absent are in Appendix Table 2. We also conduct supplemental 

analyses using the median across all pre-pandemic years as the baseline, and the substantive 

takeaways from these estimates are qualitatively similar (results available upon request).  

We then estimate saturated group-by-year linear probability models separately for the 

four intersectional classifications, using student-year records from 2018, 2021, and 2023. Our 

model is expressed as follows: 

𝐶𝐴!"#$ = 𝛼 + 𝐄!$&𝜷 + 𝐓$&𝝆 + (𝐄!$ × 𝐓$)&𝜹 + 𝜆# + 𝜀!"#$ 

where 𝐄!$ contains the effect-coded indicators for our intersectional groups, while 𝐓$ contains 

indicators for each year. The interaction term represents all combinations of intersectional groups 

and years, allowing changes in chronic absenteeism to vary across groups, and 𝜆# denotes grade 

fixed effects. For each group 𝑗, we estimate its relative pandemic-era increase G𝛿',)*)+I, 

remaining elevation G(𝛿',)*),I, and differential recovery G𝛿',)*), − 𝛿',)*)+I. Positive values for 

the last contrast indicate less recovery than the average across groups. For the effect-coded focal 

group, its deviation is calculated as the negative sum of the other seven groups' deviations. These 

contrasts use Benjamini–Hochberg false discovery rate (FDR) adjustments across all 96 group-

by-year contrasts in Table 3 to account for multiple comparisons by controlling the expected 
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proportion of false positives among statistically significant findings (Benjamini & Hochberg, 

1995). Appendix Table 3 presents White-reference comparisons as a sensitivity check and 

Appendix Table 4 repeats the effect-coded recovery models using days absent as the outcome. 

RQ3: Racial differences in characteristic gaps and their changes. Our third research 

question examines whether the associations between chronic absenteeism and sex, disability 

status, FRPL eligibility, and homelessness differ by race and whether these differences changed 

over time. For each characteristic, we estimate a separate fully interacted race-by-characteristic-

by-year linear probability model using observations from 2018, 2021, and 2023. The vector (𝐙./) 

contains three effect-coded race indicators, an effect-coded binary indicator for the respective 

characteristic, and their three interaction terms. Using (𝐓/) to represent indicators for 2021 and 

2023, with 2018 as the baseline year, the model is expressed as: 

CA.01/ = α + 𝐙./&𝛃 + 𝐓t&𝛒 + (𝐙it × 𝐓t)&𝛅 + λ1 + εisgt 

The interaction term represents all combinations of the variables in 𝑍!$ and the year indicators, 

allowing their associations with chronic absenteeism to change over time. The three race-by-

characteristic terms capture differences in these associations across racial groups in 2018, while 

the corresponding interactions with year capture changes in these differences in 2021 and 2023. 

We conduct two omnibus tests for each characteristic: a three-degree-of-freedom test of whether 

the baseline race-by-characteristic interactions jointly equal zero and a six-degree-of-freedom 

test of whether these interactions changed over time.  

 To examine the direction and magnitude of these differences, we calculate the adjusted 

gap in chronic absenteeism between the two categories of each characteristic within each racial 

group. These gaps are expressed in PP and represent female minus male, disability minus no 

disability, FRPL-eligible minus non-FRPL, and homelessness minus housed. For each interval, 
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we calculate the average change in these gaps across the four racial groups and estimate how 

much each group's change differs from that average: 

B2,/!,/" = GD2,/" − D2,/!I −
1
4ZGD3,/" − D3,/!I

4

35+

 

where, GD2,/I represents the adjusted gap for racial group (r) in year (t), and GB2,/!,/"I indicates 

how much the change in that gap differs from the average change across racial groups. We 

estimate these contrasts for 2018–2021, 2021–2023, and 2018–2023. For example, a positive 

estimate indicates that a racial group's characteristic gap increased more, or decreased less, than 

the average across racial groups. Because the binary characteristic is effect-coded as −1 and 1, 

we multiply the corresponding interaction contrasts by 2 to recover the full difference between 

its two categories, as seen in Table 5. These analyses identify whether disparities associated with 

student characteristics differ across racial groups and how these relationships evolved over time. 

Limitations 

 This study has several limitations. First, although our study moves absenteeism research 

beyond traditional single-axis comparisons, our analyses remain limited because they examine 

only how racialized social positions intersect with other dimensions of inequality. We therefore 

do not examine how students' simultaneous positioning across multiple social dimensions shapes 

their experiences of chronic absenteeism. Centering race matters, given how attendance 

challenges have been racialized (Graham et al., 2025; Edwards et al., 2023), but examining 

higher-order intersections could offer additional insight into the complexity of students' social 

positions. A limitation is that we do not use richer intersectional designs, including models of 

higher-order interactions and multilevel approaches that estimate outcomes across many 

intersectional strata at once (Bauer et al., 2021; Evans et al., 2018). Our use of effect coding also 
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warrants consideration. Although this approach avoids positioning White students as the 

normative reference group (Gillborn et al., 2018; Mayhew & Simonoff, 2015; Zuberi & Bonilla-

Silva, 2008), comparisons with an equally weighted group mean can make disparities between 

the most and least advantaged groups less immediately apparent. 

 Several administrative data constraints also limit our study. Indicators of FRPL 

eligibility, disability status, and homelessness depend on identification and reporting practices 

that vary across schools and may undercount the populations they intend to capture (Dhaliwal et 

al., 2026). Further, our binary administrative measure of sex does not capture students' gender 

identities, potentially obscuring disparities among transgender and nonbinary students. This 

limitation is particularly consequential given evidence that nonbinary students report missing 

school because of safety concerns more frequently than their cisgender peers (Kosciw et al., 

2022). Another potential issue is that we aggregate several racial groups into an "Other race" 

category because of small sample sizes, which may mask meaningful differences among these 

populations. To partially address this limitation, we provide additional descriptive information 

about the groups comprising this category in Appendix Table 1. 

 Several limitations also concern the interpretation and broader relevance of our findings. 

Our analyses are descriptive and cannot establish the extent to which the pandemic caused the 

changes we observe or identify the mechanisms underlying these disparities. Attendance 

reporting may also have varied across schools during remote and hybrid instruction, potentially 

affecting the comparability of pandemic-era records. Although we exclude 2019 from our main 

analyses because we were most uncertain about reporting, we cannot fully account for 

differences in attendance reporting during 2020. Further, our focus on one state may limit 

generalizability to states with different sociopolitical and historical contexts. That said, our 
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findings align well with existing evidence (DiMarco, 2026; Kirksey, 2025; Malkus, 2024; 

Polikoff & Pardo, 2025), supporting their broader relevance. 

 Finally, the recovery differentials we document may partly reflect compositional changes 

across periods rather than only differences in attendance trajectories. For example, unhoused or 

highly mobile students may have disproportionately exited the sample between 2018 and 2023, 

leaving groups that are not directly comparable across years. We investigated this concern by re-

estimating the saturated group-by-year models using a consistent panel of students observed in 

all three years. We found results that attenuated but did not fundamentally change our key 

observations (results available upon request). However, this approach introduces its own 

limitations because students most likely to exit the sample may also experience the greatest 

barriers to attendance and recovery. Indeed, these models attenuated or reversed several recovery 

differentials for Black and Hispanic students, consistent with the possibility that the restricted 

sample disproportionately retains more stable students. Although these results cannot establish 

the direction or magnitude of selection bias, they illustrate how restricting the sample may 

obscure disparities among more vulnerable students. We therefore retain the broader sample in 

our primary analyses, with consistent-panel estimates available upon request. 

Findings 

Research Question 1. Widespread Increases and Intersecting Disparities 

 Chronic absenteeism rose for every racial group after the onset of the pandemic and 

remained elevated through 2023 (Figure 1). Statewide, the share of chronically absent students 

rose from 11.2% before the pandemic to 20.3% in 2020 and averaged 22.8% afterward, while 

mean days absent rose from 7.6 to 12.1 (Table 1). Black students had the highest rates 

throughout, rising from 15% in 2018 to 28% in 2021 and remaining near 25% in 2023. Hispanic 
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students' rates rose from 12% to 25% in 2021, and remained at 23% in 2023. White students rose 

from 12% to 22% but declined to 18% by 2023. The low average for "Other race" students 

largely reflects Asian students, who constitute 78% of the category. By contrast, AIAN and 

NHPI students had post-pandemic rates of 27% and 26%, respectively, comparable to Black 

students (Appendix Table 1). Still, rates among this group were twice as high in 2021 and 2022. 

           These increases spanned the full distribution of K–12 students, with post-pandemic rates 

more than doubling in kindergarten and grades 3–5 and reaching 33% among 12th graders 

(Appendix Figure 1). Single-characteristic trends reveal persistent disparities by FRPL 

eligibility, disability, and homelessness, but little difference by sex (Appendix Figure 2). Rates 

are consistently highest among homeless students, reaching roughly 50% in 2021. FRPL-eligible 

students peak closer to 40%, while SWD peak at 30%. Across all groups, evidence of recovery is 

limited, as rates changed only minimally from 2022 to 2023. 

           Figure 2 shows pre-, during-, and post-pandemic models adjusted for student 

characteristics and grade that provide additional context for the presence and magnitude of 

absenteeism disparities. Pre-pandemic, Black and White students had nearly identical deviations 

from the equally weighted racial-category mean, while Hispanic students were slightly higher 

(1.4 PP) and "Other race" students were 3 PP lower. Absenteeism disparities grew substantially 

for several race groups during and after the pandemic. Black students' rates were about 5 and 

2.99 PP higher than average during and after the pandemic, respectively. The corresponding 

estimates for Hispanic students were 3.6 and 3.8 PP, compared with .4 PP for White students in 

both periods. The "Other race" group remained consistently below average, though this result 

should be interpreted with caution given that Asian students disproportionately drive it. 
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           Figure 2 shows homelessness was associated with the largest adjusted disparity 

throughout the study, with students experiencing homelessness approximately 20 PP more likely 

to be chronically absent than housed students before the pandemic and 23 PP more likely 

afterward. While smaller in magnitude, we also observed large FRPL-based disparities that grew 

after the pandemic. The FRPL gap doubled from 4 to 8.4 PP before and after the pandemic, 

respectively. Meanwhile, the adjusted absenteeism gap between students with and without 

disabilities remained relatively stable across periods, narrowing from 5 PP before the pandemic 

to 3.6 PP during the pandemic, then widening slightly to 4.6 PP afterward. Differences by sex 

changed direction, as male students were 1.4 PP more likely to be chronically absent in 2020 and 

female students 1.2 PP more likely in the post-pandemic period. 

           The intersectional trends in Figures 3 through 6 show how race intersected with each of 

our observed student characteristics. Consistent with these patterns, all four observed interactions 

were jointly significant in 2018, with the strongest departure from additivity for FRPL eligibility 

(Table 4). Thus, the association between each characteristic and chronic absenteeism already 

differed by race before the pandemic. However, the relationships between race and each 

observed characteristic changed over time. This pattern was more subtle for sex, as differences 

between males and females were small but shifted direction over time in race-specific ways. In 

2020, male students were more likely than female students to be chronically absent, especially 

among Black (27% versus 24%) and Hispanic students (21% versus 19%). Afterward, female 

students had slightly higher rates among White and Hispanic students, while among Black 

students, the male-female gap largely attenuated.      

           The intersection of race and disability revealed both persistent disparities and shifts in the 

relative positioning of student groups (Figure 4). Black SWD had the highest chronic 
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absenteeism rates from 2014 onward, reaching 32% in 2021 and remaining near 30% in 2023. 

Before the pandemic, White and Hispanic SWD had similar rates (~17% in 2018), but this 

pattern changed by 2023, when rates reached 27% among Hispanic SWD compared with 24% 

among their White peers. Similar shifts emerged across disability classifications. In 2018, White 

SWD had higher rates than Black general education students (17% versus 14%), whereas by 

2023, Black general education students had slightly higher rates (25% versus 24%). Although 

SWD consistently experienced higher rates than general education students within each racial 

group, these patterns show how racial disparities extended across disability classifications and 

became more pronounced in the post-pandemic period. 

           The association between FRPL and chronic absenteeism also varied considerably across 

racial groups (Figure 5). In 2018, FRPL eligibility was associated with a 9.5 PP difference 

among White students, compared with 3.1 points among Black students and virtually no 

difference among Hispanic students. These gaps widened during the pandemic, reaching ~16 PP 

among White students and 10 PP among Black students in 2021. White FRPL-eligible students 

recorded the highest chronic absenteeism rate in the panel that year (34%), narrowly exceeding 

Black FRPL-eligible students (33.6%). By 2023, however, Black FRPL-eligible students had 

higher rates than their White counterparts (27.2% versus 25%), reflecting a larger decline from 

the pandemic peak for White students. Meanwhile, Hispanic students not eligible for FRPL 

(22%) had rates much closer to FRPL-eligible White students (25%) than to White students not 

eligible for FRPL (12.5%). Students experiencing homelessness had the highest rates in every 

racial group, with 28% to 35% chronically absent in 2018 and 34% to 50% in 2023 (Figure 6). 

Black students experiencing homelessness had the highest rates among them, rising from 35% in 

2018 to 54% in 2021 and remaining at 50% in 2023, compared to 42% of their White peers. 
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Research Question 2. Inequitable Recovery from Pandemic-Era Increases 

 The findings above make clear that pandemic-era increases in absenteeism were broad, 

but subsequent recovery differed sharply across our observed groups. Table 2 reports each 

group's increase from 2018 to 2021, decline through 2023, and remaining elevation above 2018. 

Table 3 compares these changes with the equally weighted mean of the eight intersectional 

groups in each panel, adjusting for multiple comparisons. We also calculated a descriptive 

benchmark showing each group's hypothetical 2023 rate had it recovered the mean percentage of 

its 2018–2021 increase across those eight groups (results available upon request). Together, these 

analyses reveal three distinct racialized trajectories. 

           The eight White intersectional groups recovered between 32% and 65% of their 

pandemic-era increases and ended 2023 between 3.2 and 8 PP above their 2018 rates (Table 2). 

Seven of the eight recovered significantly more than their panel average, and the eighth—housed 

White students—did not differ from it (Table 3). By contrast, Black students saw the largest 

increases and remained the highest. They experienced the largest pandemic-era increases, rising 

10.7 to 18.7 PP between 2018 and 2021, and seven of eight groups exceeded their panel average. 

Their recovery pace, however, was at or above the average. Black male, Black general education, 

and Black FRPL-eligible students recovered significantly more than average, and no Black group 

recovered significantly less. Recovering 18% to 36% of a larger increase still left every Black 

group except those not eligible for FRPL between 10.6 and 15.1 PP above its 2018 rate, and 

seven of eight remained significantly more elevated than average in 2023. 

           Hispanic students followed a third path—they recovered the least. Their 2018 rates 

matched those of White students, and their increases exceeded the panel average by smaller 

margins than those of Black students (2 to 2.5 PP where significant). However, their recovery 
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was considerably more limited. Hispanic groups recovered 12% to 21% of their increases, 

consistently lower than Black and White students (Table 2), and five of eight observed groups 

recovered significantly less than the eight-group mean by .6 to 1.8 PP (Table 3). Hispanic groups 

therefore ended 2023 between 9.3 and 11.5 PP above their 2018 rates, and seven of eight 

remained significantly above average (1.8 to 4.2 PP), levels comparable to those of Black 

students despite smaller initial increases. 

           These trajectories distinguish persistence from pace. Black intersectional groups generally 

remained more elevated following larger initial increases, while Hispanic groups showed 

relatively less recovery. When White students serve as the reference group, both patterns appear 

as recovery shortfalls, with six of eight Black groups recovering .6 to 2.1 PP less and seven of 

eight Hispanic groups 1.5 to 3.5 PP less than their White counterparts (Appendix Table 3). The 

effect-coded estimates show that the Black shortfall relative to White students reflects White 

students' strong recovery rather than a slower recovery pace than the shared average.  "Other 

race" students experienced the smallest increases but also recovered slowly, with seven of eight 

groups recovering significantly less than average. FRPL-eligible "Other race" students had the 

largest recovery shortfall (2.66 PP), and "Other race" SWD recovered only 11% of their increase. 

           The patterns largely held when we examined total days absent. White observed groups 

recovered 24% to 54% of their increase in days missed, compared with 13% to 30% for Black 

groups and 7% to 33% for Hispanic groups (Appendix Table 2). Black and Hispanic groups 

remained significantly more elevated than the eight-group mean in 14 of 16 comparisons 

(Appendix Table 4). Evidence of slower Hispanic recovery was less consistent for days missed, 

as both FRPL groups and the unhoused group of Hispanic students recovered significantly less 

than average, suggesting sensitivity to how absenteeism is measured. 
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           The race-by-FRPL panel makes these trajectories particularly clear (Table 3). FRPL-

eligible students had the largest increases, but their paths diverged by race. White FRPL-eligible 

students saw a large increase (3.89 PP above average), followed by the largest recovery in Table 

3 (4.55 PP above average). Black FRPL-eligible students had the largest increase in the panel 

(6.24 PP above average) and, despite recovering faster than average, remained 4.17 PP above 

average in 2023. Hispanic FRPL-eligible students had a smaller increase (2.39 PP) but recovered 

more slowly than average (1.78 PP). Hispanic students not eligible for FRPL saw an increase 

that matched the average. However, they recovered more slowly (1.78 PP) and remained 

significantly elevated (1.77 PP), whereas Black students not eligible for FRPL did not differ 

from the average. Persistent elevation among Hispanic students thus extended beyond those 

classified as economically disadvantaged, whereas among Black students it was more 

concentrated among FRPL-eligible students. The proportional-recovery benchmark reinforces 

this difference for Black and Hispanic students. If the Hispanic FRPL-eligible and noneligible 

groups had each recovered at an average rate (36.2%), their 2023 rates would have been 20.9% 

and 19.7%, respectively, rather than the observed 23.5% and 22% (available upon request). 

           Housing instability shows why proportional recovery cannot substitute for absolute need 

(Table 2). White students experiencing homelessness recovered 44% of their initial increase, 

with a significantly larger adjusted decline than the eight-group average (2.99 PP), yet 42% 

remained chronically absent in 2023. Black homeless students had the largest initial increase of 

any group in Table 2, rising from 35.2% in 2018 to 53.9% in 2021. Although they recovered 

19% of this increase, their chronic absenteeism rate remained at 50.4% in 2023, approximately 

15.1 PP above their pre-pandemic level. Their initial increase and remaining elevation were both 

significantly greater than the eight-group mean (both ~6 PP higher), although their adjusted 
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recovery was not statistically distinguishable from that benchmark (Table 3). They also averaged 

5.8 more days absent than in 2018, the largest remaining increase across intersectional groups 

(Appendix Table 2). Even if they had recovered the same proportion of their initial increase as 

the equally weighted housing-panel average, their 2023 rate would still have been 48.7%, 

compared with the observed 50.4%. This illustrates how substantial absolute disadvantage can 

persist even when recovery differences are not statistically significant. 

Research Question 3. Racial Variation in Characteristic Gaps 

 The gaps associated with sex, disability, FRPL eligibility, and homelessness differed 

across racial groups and changed over time. All four sets of race-by-characteristic interactions 

were jointly significant in 2018, and all four changed significantly across 2018, 2021, and 2023 

after FDR adjustment (Table 4). The FRPL gap showed by far the strongest evidence on both 

tests (F = 101.08 at baseline and F = 18.64 for change), while the other three characteristics 

showed smaller but significant departures from additivity. These omnibus results establish 

departures from additivity without implying that every racial group's gap changed significantly. 

 The FRPL gap widened by 4.90 PP on average from 2018 to 2021 (Table 5). It widened 

significantly more than average among Black (2.16 PP) and White students (1.44 PP) and 

significantly less among Hispanic (−2.51 PP) and “Other race” students (−1.09 PP). From 2021 

to 2023, the gap narrowed relative to the average among White (−1.74 PP) and Black students 

(−1.40 PP), mirroring the strong recoveries of FRPL-eligible White and Black students under 

Research Question 2. However, this gap widened among Hispanic (1.10 PP) and “Other race” 

students (2.05 PP). Over the full period, the gap grew significantly less among Hispanic students 

(−1.41 PP) and more among “Other race” students (.95 PP), with a marginally larger increase for 

Black students (.76 PP, q < .10). Economic disadvantage appears to have amplified the 
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pandemic-era increase most sharply among Black students, while elevated absenteeism among 

Hispanic students extended across FRPL classifications. The smaller Hispanic FRPL gap 

therefore reflected high absenteeism among eligible and noneligible students rather than a 

smaller attendance burden, as the corresponding rates in Figure 5 illustrate. 

 As shown in Table 5, the homelessness gap grew significantly more among Black 

students (2.83 PP) and significantly less among Hispanic students (−3.03 PP), the latter 

reflecting a smaller pandemic-era widening (−4.61 PP). This pattern mirrors the large and 

persistent increase among unhoused Black students. Homelessness nonetheless carried the 

largest disparity in every racial group. Gaps by disability status narrowed significantly more 

among Black students over the full period (−.94 PP) and widened more among “Other race” 

students (1.24 PP). The female-minus-male gap grew by .43 PP on average between 2018 and 

2023. It widened more than average among White students during the pandemic (.47 PP) and 

grew significantly more among Black students over the full period (.37 PP), consistent with 

Black female students' rates converging on those of Black male students in Figure 3. 

Discussion 

 This study examined how chronic absenteeism evolved across intersecting dimensions of 

race, sex, economic disadvantage, disability, and housing instability in Georgia. Consistent with 

national and multi-state evidence, chronic absenteeism roughly doubled and remained well above 

pre-pandemic levels through 2023 (Dee, 2024; Kirksey, 2025; Malkus, 2024a). Our contribution 

lies in distinguishing intersectional patterns in the magnitude of initial increases, the pace of 

recovery, and the burden that remained, while showing that the associations between FRPL, 

disability status, and homelessness and absence varied by race. These results are consistent with 

an intersectional understanding of inequitable access to the conditions supporting attendance, 
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rather than explanations rooted in student or family deficits (Collins, 2015; Crenshaw, 1991). We 

organize our key takeaways around three themes.  

Three Racialized Trajectories of Recovery 

           First, we find consistent evidence of racialized recovery profiles in Georgia. Multi-state 

evidence shows that Black and Hispanic students remain further from their pre-pandemic 

attendance levels than White students and that their recoveries, though sometimes larger in 

absolute terms, have not offset their larger initial increases (DiMarco, 2026; Malkus, 2025). Our 

findings for Black students in Georgia closely corroborate this evidence. We found that Black 

students experienced the largest increases, recovered at or above the average pace, and remained 

the most elevated. Hispanic students entered the pandemic at approximately the same rates as 

White students, experienced smaller increases than Black students, and then recovered 

comparatively little, ending nearly as elevated as Black students. Distinguishing persistence from 

pace thus shifts attention from asking only why minoritized groups remained above baseline to 

asking which school, family, and community conditions may have supported greater recovery 

among White students and whether these conditions were equitably available. 

           Georgia's pandemic-era schooling conditions provide important context for these patterns. 

More than half of Georgia students began 2020–21 virtually (Georgia Department of Audits and 

Accounts, 2021), about one-third remained virtual at year's end, and the 12 districts that 

continued fully virtual instruction through fall 2020, including five in metro Atlanta, served 

disproportionately large shares of students of color and economically disadvantaged students. 

These patterns parallel national evidence on access to in-person schooling (Oster et al., 2021; 

Parolin & Lee, 2021) and associations between closures and subsequent absenteeism (Dee, 

2024). Notably, the Black–White chronic absenteeism gap and Black students' adjusted deviation 
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were especially pronounced in 2020–21, though inconsistent definitions of virtual attendance and 

reporting requirements complicate comparisons for that year. Also, persistent disparities after 

schools reopened coincided with changes in staffing, school connectedness, and student mental 

health (Bacher-Hicks et al., 2023; Jones et al., 2022), which may help explain our findings. 

Economic Disadvantage Is Not Race-Neutral 

           Prior research identifies income as a primary axis of post-pandemic absenteeism, with 

low-income students in Virginia and North Carolina 12 to 14 PP more likely than their peers to 

be chronically absent after the pandemic (Polikoff & Pardo, 2025). Our findings agree that the 

poverty gap widened, doubling in the adjusted models, but they also show that a single poverty 

gap conceals how differently economic disadvantage operated across racial groups. Of the four 

characteristics we examined, FRPL eligibility showed by far the strongest departure from 

additivity with race, both before the pandemic and in its change over time. In 2023, the FRPL 

gap ranged from 13 PP among White students to 7 PP among Black students and only 1 PP 

among Hispanic students, so the statewide gap of roughly 10 PP overstates the role of economic 

disadvantage for Black and Hispanic students and understates it for White students. Consistent 

with intersectional accounts that treat class as racialized rather than separable from race (Collins, 

2015; Crenshaw, 1991), poverty matters differently for attendance by students' racial positions. 

           These differences extended to recovery. White FRPL-eligible students reached the highest 

peak of any FRPL group and then recovered 59% of their increase, falling below Black FRPL-

eligible students by 2023. Black FRPL-eligible students recovered 36% of the panel's largest 

increase. In comparison, Hispanic FRPL-eligible students recovered only 18% of a smaller one, 

leaving both groups at the same remaining elevation above the panel average. Race also 

structured absenteeism among non-FRPL-eligible students. Hispanic students not eligible for 
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FRPL were chronically absent at 22% in 2023, closer to FRPL-eligible White students (25%) 

than to White students not eligible for FRPL (12%), and Black students not eligible for FRPL 

(20%) also remained well above their White peers. Income-only analyses would therefore 

misidentify where post-pandemic absenteeism is concentrated, overlooking elevated absence 

among Black and Hispanic students. 

           Two explanations, which are not mutually exclusive, may account for the compressed 

poverty gap among Hispanic students. First, Hispanic families face barriers to attendance that 

income does not capture. Immigration enforcement reduces attendance in affected communities 

(Dee, 2025; Kirksey & Sattin-Bajaj, 2021), and language access, family obligations, and the 

uneven reach of re-engagement efforts may also shape attendance across income levels (García 

& Weiss, 2018). Second, FRPL eligibility measures economic need imperfectly and perhaps 

unevenly across groups. FRPL status corresponds only loosely to family income (Domina et al., 

2018; Fazlul et al., 2023), and the share of FRPL-eligible Hispanic students fell from 71% before 

the pandemic to 60% afterward, which may reflect changes in classification as much as in family 

circumstances. Under either explanation, FRPL eligibility alone is an insufficient guide to which 

students need support. The days-absent results add another qualification, as the Hispanic 

recovery shortfall was less consistent in days than in chronic absence, suggesting many Hispanic 

students remained just above the 10% threshold. 

           Administrative categories similarly shape what is visible for students in the "Other race" 

category. Its low average rates obscured post-pandemic rates among AIAN and NHPI students 

comparable to those of Black students, and nearly every "Other race" group recovered more 

slowly than average. This parallels Losen et al.'s (2021) evidence of notably high absenteeism 
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among AIAN students and illustrates how the categories researchers inherit from administrative 

data can render students at the margins of racial classification invisible (Gillborn et al., 2018). 

Where Race Reorders Disadvantage 

 Losen et al. (2021) showed that absenteeism rises as markers of disadvantage accumulate. 

Our findings add a temporal dimension by showing that the ordering of disadvantage shifted 

post-pandemic. Before 2020, White SWD were more likely to be chronically absent than Black 

or Hispanic general education students, but by 2023, Black general education students exceeded 

them and Hispanic general education students nearly matched them. White FRPL-eligible 

students had the highest peak among FRPL groups, yet by 2023 they had fallen below Black 

FRPL-eligible students. Patterns by sex also shifted in racially specific ways. Male students were 

more likely to be chronically absent during the pandemic, but afterward, female students had 

slightly higher rates among White and Hispanic students. This gap grew more among Black 

students, as Black female students’ rates converged on those of Black male students.  

 These barriers compounded most severely for Black students experiencing homelessness, 

who had the highest rates of any group, the largest pandemic-era increase, and a homelessness 

gap that widened significantly more than in other racial groups. Persistent absenteeism among 

students experiencing homelessness reflects the convergence of school mobility, transportation 

disruption, and limited access to health care and nutrition (De Gregorio et al., 2022; Erb-

Downward & Watt, 2018; Fantuzzo et al., 2012). Schools and neighborhoods differ in how well 

they support these students (Dhaliwal, 2025), and gaps in identification mean that administrative 

counts likely understate the population affected (Dhaliwal et al., 2026). That half of Black 

students experiencing homelessness remained chronically absent three years after the initial 
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disruption suggests that existing supports, including those funded through McKinney-Vento, 

have not reached them at the scale their circumstances require. 

 The racialized dimensions of these barriers likely matter as well. Black families face 

disproportionate exposure to eviction and housing loss (Desmond, 2012), and Black students are 

more likely to experience exclusionary discipline (Skiba et al., 2002), so housing instability may 

compound with institutional responses that treat their absences as problems of motivation rather 

than circumstance. Our data cannot identify discrimination directly, but the widening 

homelessness gap among Black students points to the need to examine whether McKinney-Vento 

identification, transportation, and attendance responses operate equitably across racial groups. 

Directions for Future Research 

 As recovery from the pandemic continues to unfold, researchers tracking it should 

examine students' social positions jointly rather than one at a time, extending our analyses in 

several directions. Our two-way intersections do not capture students positioned across several 

dimensions at once, such as Black students experiencing both economic disadvantage and 

homelessness, and multilevel approaches designed for many intersectional groups or pooled 

multi-state data could make such analyses feasible. Future work should also disaggregate the 

"Other race" category, move beyond binary administrative measures of sex, and pair attendance 

records with better measures of economic disadvantage. Studies that link student records to 

district reopening timelines, re-engagement strategies, and McKinney-Vento capacity could 

identify which institutional conditions allowed some students' attendance to rebound while 

others' stalled. Qualitative work with Hispanic families, Black students experiencing 

homelessness, and the educators who serve them could illuminate mechanisms our data cannot. 

Implications for Research, Policy, and Practice 



34 
INTERSECTIONAL TRENDS IN PANDEMIC ERA ABSENTEEISM 

           These findings have implications for research, policy, and practice. For researchers, these 

findings matter because the analytic choices used to describe post-pandemic absenteeism shape 

which students are recovering and which are being left behind. Single-axis comparisons would 

have missed the race-specific associations of poverty, disability, and homelessness, and 

intersectional rates alone could not have established that these associations depart from 

additivity. The choice of comparison group carries similar weight, as benchmarking every group 

against White students frames recovery as a uniform deficit among Black and Hispanic students. 

In contrast, a shared average distinguishes a larger shock among Black students from a stalled 

recovery among Hispanic students. It identifies White students as the group whose attendance 

moved farthest from the common trajectory. We hope researchers studying attendance and other 

post-pandemic outcomes will pair intersectional rates with formal tests of non-additivity, report 

results against more than one benchmark, and interpret group differences as evidence about the 

conditions students face rather than about students and families themselves. 

           Policymakers should care about these patterns because aggregate trends are how recovery 

is publicly judged, and in Georgia the statewide decline from the 2021 peak was concentrated 

among White students. A state can report steady progress on chronic absenteeism while half of 

Black students experiencing homelessness remain chronically absent and Hispanic students' 

recovery stalls across income levels. Income-based targeting carries a parallel risk, as FRPL 

eligibility misses elevated absenteeism among Black and Hispanic students not classified as 

economically disadvantaged. We hope states and districts will report and monitor recovery at the 

intersections of race, economic disadvantage, and housing status, direct resources toward 

persistent barriers rather than only aggregate rates, and strengthen identification and support 

systems for students experiencing homelessness, including the school support personnel who 
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help keep them connected to school (Dhaliwal, 2025). Intersectionality-based policy analysis 

offers one framework for this work, asking policymakers to examine how an attendance policy 

may produce different consequences for students positioned across multiple systems of 

disadvantage (Hankivsky et al., 2019). In Georgia, this could include examining whether the 

attendance review teams required under Senate Bill 123 reach Black students experiencing 

homelessness and Hispanic students across income levels. 

           For school and district leaders, attendance staff, and educators, these findings identify the 

students whom general re-engagement efforts are least likely to reach. Universal messaging and 

incentive campaigns are unlikely to help students whose attendance is constrained by housing 

instability, transportation, or family circumstances, and attendance policies that increase pressure 

on students and families risk compounding the inequities documented here. We hope 

practitioners will use their own data to ask whether supports reach the groups whose attendance 

has recovered least, including whether transportation and housing supports reach Black students 

experiencing homelessness, whether family outreach meets the needs of Hispanic communities, 

and whether special education and health accommodations hold when barriers overlap. Many 

Hispanic students appear to sit just above the chronic absence threshold, so modest, well-targeted 

gains in attendance could substantially reduce chronic absence among them. Our descriptive 

models identify where to look rather than which interventions work, and supports are best 

designed with affected students and families and evaluated rather than presumed effective. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics by Race and Time Period 
  Pre-Pandemic During Pandemic Post-Pandemic 
All Students    
  Student-Year Observations 10,576,326 1,741,100 5,282,068 
  Black (%) 39.7 39.8 40.0 
  Hispanic (%) 14.9 17.2 18.5 
  White (%) 40.3 37.3 35.4 
  Other (%) 5.0 5.7 6.1 
  Female (%) 48.9 49.0 48.9 
  Disability (%) 12.4 13.4 13.9 
  FRPL (%) 49.1 44.8 46.3 
  Homeless (%) 2.1 1.8 2.2 
  Chronically Absent (%) 11.2 20.3 22.8 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 7.6 (9.1) 10.8 (16.3) 12.1 (13.1) 
Black Students    
  Disability (%) 13.3 14.4 15.1 
  FRPL (%) 59.7 50.8 56.8 
  Homeless (%) 3.2 2.5 3.4 
  Chronically Absent (%) 12.6 25.4 26.6 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 7.7 (9.5) 13.0 (19.4) 13.1 (14.2) 
Hispanic Students    
  Disability (%) 11.2 12.4 12.5 
  FRPL (%) 71.4 60.0 59.6 
  Homeless (%) 1.3 1.3 1.7 
  Chronically Absent (%) 10.4 20.2 24.0 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 7.5 (9.0) 10.8 (15.9) 12.6 (13.4) 
White Students    
  Disability (%) 12.6 13.8 14.4 
  FRPL (%) 32.6 33.7 30.8 
  Homeless (%) 1.5 1.4 1.5 
  Chronically Absent (%) 10.9 16.9 19.9 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 8.0 (8.9) 9.4 (12.7) 11.4 (11.9) 
“Other Race” Students    
  Disability (%) 6.5 7.1 7.5 
  FRPL (%) 30.8 30.3 26.1 
  Homeless (%) 0.5 0.4 0.5 
  Chronically Absent (%) 5.7 7.9 11.8 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 5.2 (6.9) 5.0 (10.1) 8.1 (9.6) 
Note: Summary statistics are shown for pre- (2013-2018), during- (2020), and post-pandemic 
(2021-2023) school years for K-12 students in Georgia. “Other race” refers to Asian, American 
Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and multiracial students.  
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Figure 1: Absenteeism by Race Over Time 

 
Note: Figure 1 displays the percentage of students classified as chronically absent by 
race/ethnicity from 2013 to 2023. Chronic absenteeism was defined as missing 10% or more of 
school days. 
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Figure 2: Differences in Chronic Absenteeism by Student Characteristics and Pandemic Period 

 
Note. Estimates are from period-specific linear probability models predicting chronic 
absenteeism, adjusting for other student characteristics and grade fixed effects. Bars represent 
adjusted percentage-point deviations from the equally weighted mean across categories within 
each characteristic and period. For race, the comparison is the mean across White, Black, 
Hispanic, and Other students; for binary characteristics, it is the mean across the two 
corresponding categories. Positive values indicate higher chronic absenteeism than the respective 
category mean, whereas negative values indicate lower chronic absenteeism. Pre-pandemic = 
2013–2018; pandemic = 2020 (2020–21 school year); post-pandemic = 2021–2023. FRPL = free 
or reduced-price lunch eligibility; SWD = students with disabilities; pp = percentage points. 
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Figure 3: Absenteeism by Race and Sex  

 
Note. Figure 3 reports the percentage of students classified as chronically absent from 2013 to 
2023 by race and sex. BF = Black female; BM = Black male; HF = Hispanic female; HM = 
Hispanic male; WF = White female; WM = White male; OF = Other-race female; OM = Other-
race male. 
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Figure 4: Absenteeism by Race and Disability 

Note. Figure 4 reports chronic absenteeism trends from 2013 to 2023 by race and IDEA 
disability classification. SWD-B = Black students with disabilities; GenEd-B = Black general 
education students; SWD-H = Hispanic students with disabilities; GenEd-H = Hispanic general 
education students; SWD-W = White students with disabilities; GenEd-W = White general 
education students; SWD-O = Other-race students with disabilities; GenEd-O = Other-race 
general education students. 
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Figure 5: Absenteeism by Race and FRPL 

 
Note. Figure 5 reports chronic absenteeism trends from 2013 to 2023 by race and FRPL status. 
FRPL-B = Black students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch; Not FRPL-B = Black students 
not eligible for FRPL; FRPL-H = Hispanic students eligible for FRPL; Not FRPL-H = Hispanic 
students not eligible for FRPL; FRPL-W = White students eligible for FRPL; Not FRPL-W = 
White students not eligible for FRPL; FRPL-O = Other-race students eligible for FRPL; Not 
FRPL-O = Other-race students not eligible for FRPL. 
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Figure 6: Absenteeism by Race and Homeless  

 
Note. Figure 6 reports chronic absenteeism trends from 2013 to 2023 by race and McKinney-
Vento homelessness status. HMLS = students identified as experiencing homelessness under 
McKinney-Vento; HSD = housed students not identified as experiencing homelessness. B = 
Black; H = Hispanic; W = White; O = Other race. 
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Table 2: Chronic Absenteeism Rates and Recovery Metrics by Intersectional Group 
 Chronic absenteeism rate  Recovery metrics  
Group 2018 2021 2023 PP 

Increase 
2018–21 

PP 
Recovered 
2021–23 

PP 
Remaining 
above 2018 

Percent 
increase 

recovered 
Panel A. Race × Sex 
White Male 12.17 21.17 17.75 9.00 3.41 5.58 37.94 

  White Female 12.20 22.17 18.46 9.96 3.71 6.25 37.22 
  Black Male 15.06 28.23 25.61 13.17 2.62 10.55 19.88 
  Black Female 14.05 27.81 25.36 13.76 2.45 11.31 17.83 
  Hispanic Male 12.08 24.49 23.00 12.41 1.48 10.93 11.94 
  Hispanic Female 12.17 25.06 23.25 12.89 1.81 11.08 14.06 
  Other Male 6.81 12.21 10.94 5.41 1.27 4.14 23.52 
  Other Female 6.57 11.84 10.66 5.27 1.18 4.09 22.35 
Panel B. Race × Disability Status 
White Gen Ed 11.41 20.78 17.10 9.36 3.68 5.68 39.28 

  White SWD 17.22 27.01 23.83 9.79 3.17 6.62 32.40 
  Black Gen Ed 13.83 27.32 24.72 13.49 2.60 10.89 19.29 
  Black SWD 18.97 32.10 29.60 13.12 2.50 10.63 19.02 
  Hispanic Gen Ed 11.64 24.19 22.60 12.55 1.60 10.96 12.71 
  Hispanic SWD 15.64 28.79 26.80 13.15 1.99 11.15 15.17 
  Other Gen Ed 6.29 11.52 10.22 5.22 1.29 3.93 24.73 
  Other SWD 12.07 18.50 17.81 6.43 0.69 5.74 10.75 
Panel C. Race × FRPL Eligibility 
White Non-FRPL 9.30 18.26 12.48 8.96 5.78 3.17 64.57 

  White FRPL 18.76 34.14 25.03 15.37 9.11 6.26 59.25 
  Black Non-FRPL 12.79 23.45 20.37 10.66 3.08 7.58 28.88 
  Black FRPL 15.90 33.57 27.20 17.67 6.37 11.30 36.06 
  Hispanic Non-FRPL 12.38 23.92 22.02 11.54 1.90 9.64 16.44 
  Hispanic FRPL 11.99 25.94 23.47 13.95 2.47 11.47 17.72 
  Other Non-FRPL 5.87 10.82 8.09 4.95 2.73 2.23 55.08 
  Other FRPL 8.90 17.43 15.67 8.53 1.76 6.78 20.58 
Panel D. Race × Housing Status 
White Housed 11.86 21.28 17.73 9.42 3.55 5.87 37.67 

  White Homeless 33.63 47.87 41.66 14.23 6.21 8.02 43.64 
  Black Housed 13.86 27.24 24.50 13.38 2.74 10.65 20.45 
  Black Homeless 35.23 53.90 50.37 18.67 3.53 15.13 18.92 
  Hispanic Housed 11.90 24.54 22.83 12.64 1.71 10.93 13.50 
  Hispanic Homeless 28.38 40.06 37.63 11.68 2.44 9.25 20.86 
  Other Housed 6.59 11.91 10.68 5.32 1.23 4.09 23.05 
  Other Homeless 28.34 39.22 34.00 10.88 5.22 5.66 47.99 

Note. "Increase 2018–21" = pandemic-era increase in chronic absenteeism from pre-pandemic baseline to peak. 
"Recovered 2021–23" = decline in chronic absenteeism from peak to 2023. "Remaining above 2018" = 2023 rate minus 
2018 baseline rate; values above zero indicate rates have not returned to pre-pandemic levels. "% of increase recovered" = 
share of the 2018–21 increase that had been recovered by 2023 
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Table 3: Differential Recovery in Chronic Absenteeism by Intersectional Group 
 Differential increase 

2018 to 2021 
Differential remaining 

elevation in 2023 
Differential recovery 
shortfall 2021–2023 

Group b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) 
Panel A. Race × Sex 
White Male -1.19* (0.20) -2.31* (0.21) -1.12* (0.18) 
White Female -0.22 (0.22) -1.63* (0.22) -1.42* (0.18) 
Black Male 2.93* (0.24) 2.45* (0.23) -0.47* (0.20) 
Black Female 3.55* (0.25) 3.26* (0.23) -0.29 (0.19) 
Hispanic Male 2.01* (0.21) 2.72* (0.24) 0.71* (0.21) 
Hispanic Female 2.52* (0.21) 2.91* (0.24) 0.40† (0.20) 
Other Male -4.75* (0.24) -3.73* (0.26) 1.02* (0.22) 
Other Female -4.84* (0.24) -3.68* (0.25) 1.17* (0.22) 
Panel B. Race × Disability Status 
White GenEd -0.92* (0.23) -2.36* (0.23) -1.45* (0.19) 
White SWD -0.58* (0.25) -1.48* (0.25) -0.91* (0.24) 
Black GenEd 3.20* (0.26) 2.67* (0.24) -0.53* (0.21) 
Black SWD 2.57* (0.28) 2.28* (0.26) -0.30 (0.25) 
Hispanic GenEd 2.09* (0.21) 2.64* (0.25) 0.55* (0.22) 
Hispanic SWD 2.41* (0.32) 2.55* (0.33) 0.15 (0.32) 
Other GenEd -5.02* (0.24) -4.04* (0.27) 0.98* (0.22) 
Other SWD -3.76* (0.55) -2.26* (0.54) 1.50* (0.55) 
Panel C. Race × FRPL Eligibility  
White Non-FRPL -2.45* (0.29) -4.17* (0.27) -1.72* (0.22) 
White FRPL 3.89* (0.37) -0.66† (0.37) -4.55* (0.42) 
Black Non-FRPL -0.82* (0.32) -0.41 (0.35) 0.41 (0.33) 
Black FRPL 6.24* (0.38) 4.17* (0.28) -2.07* (0.34) 
Hispanic Non-FRPL 0.00 (0.28) 1.77* (0.28) 1.78* (0.30) 
Hispanic FRPL 2.39* (0.30) 4.17* (0.27) 1.78* (0.29) 
Other Non-FRPL -6.53* (0.27) -4.82* (0.30) 1.70* (0.28) 
Other FRPL -2.72* (0.43) -0.06 (0.34) 2.66* (0.41) 
Panel D. Race × Housing Status  
White Housed -2.48* (0.57) -2.71* (0.51) -0.23 (0.52) 
White Homeless 2.34* (0.97) -0.65 (0.87) -2.99* (0.97) 
Black Housed 1.44* (0.58) 1.87* (0.52) 0.43 (0.53) 
Black Homeless 6.71* (0.74) 6.32* (0.71) -0.39 (0.71) 
Hispanic Housed 0.53 (0.56) 2.03* (0.53) 1.50* (0.55) 
Hispanic Homeless -0.56 (1.28) 0.62 (1.21) 1.18 (1.03) 
Other Housed -6.53* (0.59) -4.42* (0.56) 2.11* (0.55) 
Other Homeless -1.44 (3.05) -3.05 (2.82) -1.61 (3.09) 

Note. Estimates come from the unweighted, effect-coded, intersectional group-by-year linear probability models for 2018, 2021, and 2023. Each 
panel uses the equally weighted mean across its eight intersectional groups as the comparison. Models include grade fixed effects and school-
clustered standard errors. A positive (negative) recovery-shortfall estimate indicates less (more) recovery than the eight-group mean. Coefficients 
are in percentage points. Significance markers are based on Benjamini–Hochberg FDR-adjusted p-values computed jointly across all 96 tests. 

† q < .10; * q < .05. 
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Table 4: Racial Differences in Chronic Absenteeism Gaps at Baseline and Over Time 

Intersection Racial Differences in 2018 
F(3, 2366) FDR q 

Changes in Racial 
Differences Over Time 

F(6, 2366) 
FDR q 

Race × Sex 23.61 < .001 3.52 .002 
Race × 
Disability Status 15.74 < .001 4.03 < .001 

Race × FRPL 
Eligibility 101.08 < .001 18.64 < .001 

Race × Housing 
Status 9.10 < .001 4.69 < .001 

Note. The first test evaluates departures from additivity between race and the indicated characteristic in 2018 and 
the second evaluates changes in these race-by-characteristic interactions across 2018, 2021, and 2023. The null 
hypothesis in each omnibus test is that the relevant interaction coefficients jointly equal zero. FDR q values are 
Benjamini–Hochberg adjusted across eight omnibus tests. Models include grade fixed effects and school-clustered 
standard errors (N = 5,289,796 student-year observations; 2,367 schools). 
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Table 5. Race-Specific Differences in Changes in Chronic Absenteeism Gaps 

Racial group Gap change 
2018–2021 

Gap change 
2021–2023 

Net gap change 
2018–2023 

Panel A. Race × Sex   (Female − male gap) 
Mean Across Racial Groups +0.50 (0.10) −0.07 (0.10) +0.43 (0.10) 
White +0.47 (0.14)* −0.23 (0.14) +0.25 (0.13) 
Black +0.12 (0.14) +0.25 (0.14) +0.37 (0.14)* 
Hispanic +0.01 (0.17) −0.24 (0.17) −0.24 (0.16) 
Other −0.59 (0.21)* +0.21 (0.21) −0.38 (0.20) 
Panel B. Race × Disability Status   (SWD − GenEd gap) 
Mean Across Racial Groups +0.32 (0.22) +0.22 (0.21) +0.55 (0.21) 
White +0.02 (0.26) +0.32 (0.26) +0.34 (0.26) 
Black −0.95 (0.28)* +0.01 (0.26) −0.94 (0.26)* 
Hispanic −0.01 (0.31) −0.63 (0.32) −0.63 (0.31)† 
Other +0.94 (0.49) +0.30 (0.50) +1.24 (0.47)* 
Panel C. Race × FRPL Eligibility   (FRPL − non-FRPL gap) 
Mean Across Racial Groups +4.90 (0.35) −1.09 (0.35) +3.81 (0.30) 
White +1.44 (0.36)* −1.74 (0.34)* −0.30 (0.33) 
Black +2.16 (0.40)* −1.40 (0.38)* +0.76 (0.37)† 
Hispanic −2.51 (0.33)* +1.10 (0.32)* −1.41 (0.29)* 
Other −1.09 (0.40)* +2.05 (0.41)* +0.95 (0.37)* 
Panel D. Race × Housing Status   (Homeless − housed gap) 
Mean Across Racial Groups +3.52 (1.07) −1.91 (1.01) +1.62 (0.97) 
White +1.30 (1.16) −0.85 (1.17) +0.45 (1.05) 
Black +1.74 (1.10) +1.09 (1.06) +2.83 (1.00)* 
Hispanic −4.61 (1.34)* +1.58 (1.20) −3.03 (1.28)* 
Other +1.58 (2.65) −1.82 (2.67) −0.24 (2.44) 
Note. The average across racial groups represents the equally weighted average change in the within-race 
characteristic gap across White, Black, Hispanic, and Other students. These benchmark estimates and their standard 
errors appear in the first row of each panel. Race-specific coefficients indicate how much each racial group's change 
differs from that average. All estimates are expressed in percentage points, with standard errors in parentheses. 
Positive race-specific coefficients indicate larger changes in the characteristic gap than the racial-group average, 
whereas negative coefficients indicate smaller changes. Models include grade fixed effects and school-clustered 
standard errors (N = 5,289,796 student-year observations; 2,367 schools). Significance indicators apply to race-
specific deviations and reflect Benjamini–Hochberg false discovery rate adjustments across 48 planned contrasts.  

† q < .10; * q < .05. 
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Appendix Table 1. Descriptive Statistics by “Other Race” Students and Time Period 
  Pre-Pandemic During Pandemic Post-Pandemic 
Asian Students    
  Student-Year Observations 416,370 77,924 252,198 
  Share of Other Category (%) 78.2 78.3 78.1 
  Female (%) 49.0 48.8 48.6 
  Disability (%) 5.4 6.1 6.3 
  FRPL (%) 30.3 29.6 25.2 
  Homeless (%) 0.2 0.2 0.2 
  Chronically Absent (%) 4.7 6.2 10.1 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 4.7 (6.4) 4.2 (9.2) 7.4 (8.9) 
American Indian/Alaska Native Students    
  Student-Year Observations 21,032 3,435 11,627 
  Share of Other Category (%) 3.9 3.5 3.6 
  Female (%) 47.2 48.9 49.6 
  Disability (%) 12.5 14.1 14.0 
  FRPL (%) 49.7 45.5 49.4 
  Homeless (%) 2.3 2.0 3.1 
  Chronically Absent (%) 14.0 21.6 27.3 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 8.2 (9.6) 10.7 (16.0) 12.9 (13.8) 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Students    
  Student-Year Observations 11,806 1,798 5,567 
  Share of Other Category (%) 2.2 1.8 1.7 
  Female (%) 49.7 49.0 48.3 
  Disability (%) 8.8 10.6 9.9 
  FRPL (%) 45.3 44.3 48.1 
  Homeless (%) 1.4 1.6 2.1 
  Chronically Absent (%) 13.1 21.3 26.3 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 7.7 (9.4) 10.4 (15.6) 12.6 (13.3) 
Multiracial Students    
  Student-Year Observations 83,522 16,362 53,663 
  Share of Other Category (%) 15.7 16.4 16.6 
  Female (%) 49.4 49.1 49.0 
  Disability (%) 9.9 10.3 11.4 
  FRPL (%) 26.1 28.6 23.1 
  Homeless (%) 1.1 0.9 1.0 
  Chronically Absent (%) 8.1 11.7 15.4 
  Days Absent (Mean, SD) 6.5 (7.7) 6.9 (11.0) 9.6 (10.6) 
Note.  Summary statistics are shown for pre- (2013-2018), during- (2020), and post-pandemic (2021-2023) 
school years for Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native Students, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Students, 
and Multiracial Students K-12 public school students in Georgia.  
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Appendix Figure 1: Chronic Absenteeism by Grade (K–12) and Covid-19 Period 

 
Note: Appendix Figure 1 shows rates of chronic absenteeism, defined as missing 10% or more of the 
school year, for all K-12 students in Georgia across grade levels. Rates are shown for pre- (2013-
2018), during- (2020), and post-pandemic (2021-2023) school years, with 2019-2020 excluded due 
mid-year school closures and inconsistencies with attendance reporting.  
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Appendix Figure 2: Student Background Characteristics and Rates of Chronic Absence 

 
Note. Appendix Figure 2 reports the percentage of students classified as chronically absent from 
2013 to 2023 by sex, FRPL status, IDEA disability classification, and McKinney-Vento 
homelessness status. Chronic absenteeism is defined as missing 10% or more of enrolled school days. 
FRPL indicates eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch; SWD indicates students identified as 
having a disability under IDEA; and Homeless indicates students identified as experiencing 
homelessness under McKinney-Vento. Each panel compares chronic absenteeism trends within the 
corresponding subgroup classification over time. 
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Appendix Table 2: Days Absent and Recovery Metrics by Intersectional Group, 2018–2023 
 Total Days Absent  Recovery metrics (days) 
Group 2018 2021 2023 Days 

Increase 
2018–21 

Days 
Recovered 
2021–23 

Days 
Remaining 
above 2018 

% Days 
increase 

recovered 
Panel A. Race × Sex 

White Male 8.3 11.7 10.8 3.4 0.9 2.5 26.7 
  White Female 8.4 12.0 11.1 3.7 0.9 2.7 25.5 
  Black Male 8.6 13.5 12.8 4.9 0.7 4.2 14.6 
  Black Female 8.3 13.4 12.8 5.1 0.7 4.5 12.8 
  Hispanic Male 8.1 12.7 12.2 4.5 0.4 4.1 9.3 
  Hispanic Female 8.2 12.9 12.3 4.7 0.6 4.1 12.7 
  Other Male 5.5 7.9 7.8 2.5 0.1 2.4 4.0 
  Other Female 5.4 7.8 7.8 2.5 0.1 2.4 2.1 
Panel B. Race × Disability Status 

White Gen Ed 8.1 11.6 10.6 3.5 1.0 2.6 27.1 
  White SWD 10.1 13.5 12.7 3.4 0.8 2.6 23.7 
  Black Gen Ed 8.2 13.2 12.5 5.0 0.7 4.3 14.1 
  Black SWD 10.1 15.0 14.3 4.9 0.7 4.2 13.6 
  Hispanic Gen Ed 8.0 12.5 12.0 4.6 0.5 4.0 11.6 
  Hispanic SWD 9.5 14.3 14.0 4.7 0.3 4.4 7.2 
  Other Gen Ed 5.3 7.7 7.6 2.4 0.1 2.3 3.7 
  Other SWD 7.7 10.4 10.4 2.7 0.0 2.7 0.5 
Panel C. Race × FRPL Eligibility 

White Non-FRPL 7.2 10.7 9.1 3.5 1.7 1.9 47.1 
  White FRPL 10.9 16.0 13.2 5.1 2.7 2.3 53.8 
  Black Non-FRPL 7.6 11.9 10.6 4.3 1.3 3.0 30.2 
  Black FRPL 9.1 15.4 13.5 6.3 1.8 4.4 29.3 
  Hispanic Non-FRPL 7.9 12.3 11.4 4.4 0.9 3.5 20.3 
  Hispanic FRPL 8.3 13.4 12.5 5.1 0.9 4.2 17.1 
  Other Non-FRPL 5.1 7.5 6.9 2.4 0.6 1.8 23.3 
  Other FRPL 6.3 9.6 9.4 3.3 0.3 3.0 8.0 
Panel D. Race × Housing Status 

White Housed 8.2 11.8 10.8 3.5 0.9 2.6 26.0 
  White Homeless 14.2 19.1 17.3 4.9 1.8 3.0 37.7 
  Black Housed 8.3 13.2 12.5 5.0 0.7 4.2 14.6 
  Black Homeless 14.1 21.5 19.9 7.4 1.6 5.8 21.7 
  Hispanic Housed 8.1 12.7 12.2 4.6 0.5 4.1 10.9 
  Hispanic Homeless 11.3 15.8 14.4 4.5 1.5 3.0 32.5 
  Other Housed 5.4 7.8 7.8 2.5 0.1 2.4 3.0 
  Other Homeless 12.3 15.4 13.9 3.1 1.5 1.6 48.9 

Note. Appendix Table 2 mirrors Table 2 but swaps chronic absence for total days missed. "Increase 2018–21" 
= pandemic-era increase in days absent from pre-pandemic baseline to peak. "Recovered 2021–23" = decline in 
days absent from peak to 2023. "Remaining above 2018" = 2023 rate minus 2018 baseline rate. The "% of 
increase recovered" = share of the 2018–21 increase in days missed that had been recovered by 2023. 
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Appendix Table 3: Differential Recovery in Chronic Absenteeism by Intersectional Group  
 Differential increase 

2018 to 2021 
Differential remaining 

elevation in 2023 
Differential recovery 
shortfall 2021–2023 

Group b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) 
Panel A. Race × Sex (reference: White Male) 
  White Female 0.98* (0.14) 0.68* (0.14) -0.30* (0.14) 
  Black Male 4.12* (0.37) 4.76* (0.35) 0.64* (0.30) 
  Black Female 4.74* (0.38) 5.57* (0.36) 0.82* (0.30) 
  Hispanic Male 3.20* (0.33) 5.02* (0.38) 1.82* (0.31) 
  Hispanic Female 3.71* (0.33) 5.22* (0.38) 1.51* (0.31) 
  Other Male -3.56* (0.32) -1.42* (0.36) 2.14* (0.31) 
  Other Female -3.65* (0.31) -1.37* (0.35) 2.28* (0.31) 

Panel B. Race × Disability Status (reference: White Gen Ed) 
  White SWD 0.34 (0.27) 0.89* (0.25) 0.54* (0.24) 
  Black Gen Ed 4.12* (0.39) 5.04* (0.36) 0.92* (0.29) 
  Black SWD 3.49* (0.40) 4.64* (0.36) 1.15* (0.33) 
  Hispanic Gen Ed 3.01* (0.33) 5.00* (0.38) 2.00* (0.30) 
  Hispanic SWD 3.32* (0.44) 4.92* (0.45) 1.60* (0.41) 
  Other Gen Ed -4.10* (0.29) -1.68* (0.33) 2.42* (0.28) 
  Other SWD -2.84* (0.65) 0.10 (0.64) 2.95* (0.64) 
Panel C. Race × FRPL Eligibility (reference: White Non-FRPL) 
  White FRPL 6.34* (0.51) 3.51* (0.47) -2.83* (0.49) 
  Black Non-FRPL 1.63* (0.43) 3.76* (0.46) 2.13* (0.34) 
  Black FRPL 8.69* (0.56) 8.33* (0.43) -0.36 (0.45) 
  Hispanic Non-FRPL 2.45* (0.38) 5.94* (0.41) 3.49* (0.36) 
  Hispanic FRPL 4.84* (0.49) 8.34* (0.46) 3.50* (0.42) 
  Other Non-FRPL -4.08* (0.30) -0.66† (0.34) 3.42* (0.30) 
  Other FRPL -0.27 (0.60) 4.11* (0.50) 4.38* (0.55) 
Panel D. Race × Housing Status (reference: White Housed) 
  White Homeless 4.82* (1.06) 2.07* (0.92) -2.75* (0.97) 
  Black Housed 3.92* (0.38) 4.59* (0.34) 0.66* (0.28) 
  Black Homeless 9.19* (0.73) 9.03* (0.71) -0.15 (0.65) 
  Hispanic Housed 3.01* (0.32) 4.75* (0.36) 1.74* (0.29) 
  Hispanic Homeless 1.92 (1.46) 3.33* (1.34) 1.41 (1.10) 
  Other Housed -4.05* (0.29) -1.71* (0.33) 2.35* (0.27) 
  Other Homeless 1.04 (3.51) -0.34 (3.22) -1.38 (3.54) 

Note. Appendix Table 3 mirrors Table 3 but uses White students as the reference group. Estimates are from saturated 
group-by-year linear probability models estimated separately for each group. Each model includes indicators for 
intersectional group, year, group-by-year interactions, and grade fixed effects, and standard errors clustered at the 
school level. Column 2 shows the group-by-2021-year interaction coefficient, indicating whether the group's 
pandemic-era increase differed from the White reference group. Column 3 shows the group-by-2023-year interaction 
coefficient, indicating whether the group remained further above its 2018 baseline than the White reference group in 
2023. Column 4 shows the difference between the 2021 and 2023 interaction coefficients, indicating whether the 
group recovered significantly less than the White reference group between 2021 and 2023. Benjamini–Hochberg 
false discovery rate (FDR) adjustment was applied jointly across all 84 nonreference comparisons.  

 † FDR-adjusted q < .10; * FDR-adjusted q < .05 
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Appendix Table 4: Differential Recovery in Days Missed by Intersectional Group 
 Differential increase 

2018 to 2021 
Differential remaining 

elevation in 2023 
Differential recovery 
shortfall 2021–2023 

Group b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) 
Panel A. Race × Sex 
White Male -0.47* (0.07) -0.82* (0.07) -0.35* (0.06) 
White Female -0.23* (0.07) -0.59* (0.08) -0.37* (0.06) 
Black Male 1.01* (0.09) 0.81* (0.08) -0.21* (0.07) 
Black Female 1.24* (0.09) 1.10* (0.09) -0.14† (0.08) 
Hispanic Male 0.55* (0.07) 0.65* (0.10) 0.11 (0.09) 
Hispanic Female 0.73* (0.08) 0.67* (0.09) -0.06 (0.08) 
Other Male -1.42* (0.08) -0.95* (0.09) 0.47* (0.08) 
Other Female -1.41* (0.08) -0.87* (0.09) 0.54* (0.07) 
Panel B. Race × Disability Status 
White GenEd -0.35* (0.07) -0.77* (0.07) -0.43* (0.07) 
White SWD -0.48* (0.09) -0.75* (0.09) -0.27* (0.09) 
Black GenEd 1.16* (0.10) 0.92* (0.09) -0.24* (0.08) 
Black SWD 0.92* (0.10) 0.77* (0.10) -0.15 (0.10) 
Hispanic GenEd 0.62* (0.08) 0.59* (0.10) -0.03 (0.09) 
Hispanic SWD 0.69* (0.11) 0.85* (0.13) 0.15 (0.11) 
Other GenEd -1.45* (0.08) -0.99* (0.09) 0.46* (0.08) 
Other SWD -1.12* (0.18) -0.62* (0.18) 0.51* (0.18) 
Panel C. Race × FRPL Eligibility  
White Non-FRPL -0.75* (0.08) -1.18* (0.08) -0.43* (0.09) 
White FRPL 0.77* (0.17) -0.54* (0.15) -1.31* (0.19) 
Black Non-FRPL -0.02 (0.13) -0.30* (0.15) -0.28* (0.13) 
Black FRPL 2.00* (0.16) 1.48* (0.10) -0.52* (0.14) 
Hispanic Non-FRPL 0.09 (0.11) 0.27* (0.12) 0.18 (0.14) 
Hispanic FRPL 0.74* (0.11) 1.18* (0.10) 0.44* (0.11) 
Other Non-FRPL -1.91* (0.10) -1.10* (0.11) 0.81* (0.12) 
Other FRPL -0.92* (0.14) 0.19 (0.12) 1.11* (0.14) 
Panel D. Race × Housing Status  
White Housed -0.86* (0.18) -0.70* (0.18) 0.16 (0.18) 
White Homeless 0.48 (0.33) -0.31 (0.30) -0.79* (0.31) 
Black Housed 0.58* (0.19) 0.88* (0.18) 0.29 (0.18) 
Black Homeless 3.01* (0.26) 2.41* (0.23) -0.59* (0.25) 
Hispanic Housed 0.14 (0.18) 0.67* (0.21) 0.53* (0.20) 
Hispanic Homeless 0.00 (0.40) -0.28 (0.37) -0.28 (0.36) 
Other Housed -1.91* (0.19) -0.90* (0.21) 1.01* (0.20) 
Other Homeless -1.43 (0.95) -1.77† (0.94) -0.33 (1.03) 

Note. Appendix Table 4 mirrors Table 3 but uses total days missed as the recovery metric. Estimates are from the unweighted, effect-coded intersectional 
group-by-year models of total days absent, comparing each group’s change with the equally weighted mean change across the eight groups in its panel. 
Coefficients and school-clustered standard errors are expressed in days. Positive recovery-shortfall estimates indicate fewer days recovered relative to the panel 
mean. Models include grade fixed effects. Benjamini–Hochberg false discovery rate adjustment was applied jointly across all 96 contrasts.  

† q < .10; * q < .05. 


