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The ability of Texas public high 
schools to keep students in school until 
they graduate is no better than 23 years 
ago, according to the latest attrition 
study by the Intercultural Development 
Research Association. In its most recent 
annual attrition study that examines 
school holding power in Texas public 
high schools, IDRA found that 33 
percent of the freshman class of 2004-
05 left school prior to graduating in the 
2007-08 school year. While declining 
one percentage point each year recently, 
the statewide attrition rate is the same as 
it was found to be in IDRA’s landmark 
1985-86 study. 

A supplemental analysis indicates 
that, based on one statistical scenario 
of Texas attrition rate history, the state 
will not reach an attrition rate of zero 
until 2044. At this pace, the state will 
lose an additional 2.6 million students. 
(Montes, 2008)

This 2007-08 attrition study 
represents the 23rd study conducted 
by IDRA and the latest in a series of 
reports that began in the 1985-86 school 
year. In 1986, IDRA conducted Texas’ 
fi rst comprehensive statewide study 
of high school dropouts using a high 

school attrition formula to estimate 
the number and percent of students 
who leave school prior to graduation. 
The study in 1986 was the state’s fi rst 
major effort to assess the school holding 
power of Texas public schools.

This inaugural study entitled, 
Texas School Dropout Survey Project,
was conducted under contract with 
the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 
and the then Texas Department of 
Community Affairs. It examined three 
major research questions: (1) What is 
the magnitude of the dropout problem 
in the State of Texas? (2) What is 
the economic impact of the dropout 
problem for the state? and (3) What 
is the nature and effectiveness of in-
school and alternative out-of-school 
programs for dropouts in the state? 

IDRA’s inaugural study found that 
86,276 students had not graduated from 
Texas public high schools, costing the 
state $17 billion in forgone income, lost 
tax revenues and increased job training, 
welfare, unemployment and criminal 
justice costs (Cárdenas, Robledo and 
Supik, 1986).

Methods
Spanning a period from 1985-86 
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The overall attrition rate of 33 percent 
was the same in 2007-08 

as it was more than two decades ago. 
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through 2007-08, the IDRA attrition 
studies have provided time series data, 
using a consistent methodology, on the 
number and percent of Texas public 
school students who leave school prior 
to graduation. These studies provide 
information on the effectiveness and 
success of Texas public high schools 
in keeping students engaged in school 
until they graduate with a high school 
diploma.

The attrition calculations were 
derived from public school enrollment 
data in the Public Education Information 
Management System (PEIMS). During 
the fall of each year, school districts are 
required to report information to TEA 
via the PEIMS for all public school 
students and grade levels. IDRA’s 
attrition studies involve an analysis 
of ninth-grade enrollment fi gures and 
12th-grade enrollment fi gures three 
years later. This period represents the 
time span during which a student would 
be enrolled in high school.

IDRA collects and uses high 
school enrollment data from the TEA 
Fall Membership Survey to compute 

countywide and statewide attrition 
rates by race-ethnicity and gender. 
Enrollment data from special school 
districts (military schools, state schools 
and charter schools) are excluded from 
the analyses because they are likely to 
have unstable enrollments or lack a tax 
base for school programs.

Attrition rates are an indicator of 
a school’s holding power or ability to 
keep students enrolled in school and 
learning until they graduate. Along with 
other dropout measures, attrition rates 
are useful in studying the magnitude of 
the dropout problem and the success of 
schools in keeping students in school. 
Attrition, in its simplest form, is the 
rate of shrinkage in size or number. 
Therefore, an attrition rate is the percent 
change in grade level enrollment 
between a base year and an end year.

Historical statewide attrition rates 
are categorized by race-ethnicity and 
by gender (see boxes on Pages 6 and 

7). County-level data are provided on 
Pages 5, 16 and 17. In addition, trend 
data by county is provided via IDRA’s 
web site at www.idra.org. IDRA is 
including online historical county-level 
numbers of students lost to attrition. See 
box on Page 8 for statewide historical 
numbers and the graph on Page 5 for 
historical rates. General conclusions 
from this year ’s study follow.

Latest Study Results
One of every three students 

(33 percent) from the freshman 
class of 2004-05 left school prior 
to graduating with a high school 
diploma. The class of 2008 began with 
373,712 students. Of these students, 
132,815 were lost from public school 
enrollment between the 2004- 05 and 
2007-08 school years (see table on 
Page 7). Numerically, 132,815 students 
were lost from public high school 
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Hold On – Changing Course to 
Raise Graduation Rates
by Laurie Posner, M.P.A.

Hold On – continued on Page 4

Against a backdrop of rising 21st 

Century consequences for students who 
leave high school without a diploma, 
school and community leaders are 
looking for new ways to raise graduation 
rates. According to the U.S. Department 
of Labor, students who drop out of high 
school are now almost four times more 
likely to be unemployed than those 
who graduate from college. More than 
half of the fastest growing occupations 
now call for an associate degree or 
higher (2007). And today’s jobs require 
people to think critically, collaborate 
and fi nd innovative solutions, which 
are skills students develop as they 
encounter increasingly complex ideas 
and problems (Partnership for 21st 
Century Skills, 2008). 

Beyond the common-sense 
economics of education, a good 
education also is an invitation to each 
child to join in a common conversation. 
Students who leave school lose 
pathways to either destination – a 
better paycheck and a bigger world of 
possibilities. And these losses aren’t 
random. 

Despite what the 14th Amendment 
demands, weak school holding power 
consistently keeps low-income, African 

American, Latino and Native American 
students from benefi ting equally under 
the law. IDRA’s 2008 annual study of 
attrition in Texas public schools (Page 
1), for example, fi nds that in 2007-08, 
33 percent or 132,815 students were 
lost from public school enrollment 
in Texas. Almost four out of 10 (38 
percent) Black and Native American 
students, and more than two in fi ve 
Hispanic students (44 percent), were 
lost to attrition. 

These outcomes fall far short of 
what most Americans want for children 
(Lake Research Partners, 2006). The 
problem of weak school holding power 
will persist, however, as long as we 
frame the problem and respond to it in 
more or less the same ways. This article 
pairs current responses with course 
corrections, offering recommendations 
for change with an eye trained on 
equity.

From Recovery to 
Revamping 

This time of year, school districts 
around the country enlist business 
leaders, civic leaders and celebrities 
to pound the pavement and pay a visit 
to former students where they live. 
Referred to as “Reach Out to Drop 
Outs” day in Texas, these initiatives 
extend a personal appeal to students 

to return to school. Laudable as such 
efforts are, it is unclear how students 
fare once they return. Consensus is 
clear on two points, however: (1) it is 
better to strengthen schools to prevent 
student attrition in the fi rst place, and (2) 
students who return are only likely to 
stay if changes are in place that engage 
them in learning and support them on 
the path to success. 

“Grafting additional staff and 
programs onto existing ineffective 
structures” and intervention without 
follow-up have long been considered 
unworkable approaches (Woods, 1995). 
A set of interrelated strategies and 
supports for students at key transition 
points are far more effective. These 
include: (1) addressing academic 
barriers and achievement gaps; (2) 
strengthening student engagement and 
eliminating barriers to attendance; (3) 
raising teaching quality and ensuring 
equitable distribution of highly qualifi ed 
teachers; (4) improving curriculum 
quality and access for diverse learners; 
(5) addressing school policies and 
practices that disproportionately affect 
underserved students; and (6) engaging 
families and community members as 
meaningful partners (Allensworth, 
et al., 2007, Hammond, et al., 2007, 
Levin, 2007, Robledo Montecel, 2007). 
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Hold On – continued from Page 3

These strategies clearly privilege “fi rst 
chance” prevention over “second 
chance” recovery but they also suggest 
that when recovery is our next best bet, 
it must be coupled with revamping 
systems to keep students from being 
lost again and again.

Within system change strategies, 
improving teaching and instructional 
quality is key. A recent study on 
teaching quality in Texas fi nds: “High-
performing schools consistently had 
far greater aggregate teacher quality,” 
while “low-performing schools with 

high poverty rates and high minority 
populations had much higher numbers 
of teachers teaching out of fi eld” not 
“fully certifi ed and inexperienced” 
(Fuller, 2008).

Proven Practice: Strengthening 
Teaching Quality through Smaller 
Learning Communities 

In south Texas, IDRA is partnering 
with a school district to implement a 
model for raising teaching quality and 
reducing dropout rates. A growing 
body of research fi nds that professional 
learning communities, combined with 

mentoring, improve outcomes for 
students and staff. IDRA has assisted 
the district in creating smaller learning 
communities to support secondary 
students who were previously at risk 
of dropping out. Through this learning 
community, students’ reading scores on 
the Texas Assessment of Knowledge 
and Skills (TAKS) increased at a 
statistically signifi cant level, student 
attendance rose, no at-risk student 
dropped out, and there were many fewer 
disciplinary problems (Montemayor & 
Cortez, 2007). 

Hold On – continued on Page 10

Quality Schools Action Framework 
IDRA’s Quality Schools Action Framework provides a model for strengthening school holding power through 
informed family-school-community partnerships and enlightened policymaking (Robledo Montecel, 2005). 

The framework focuses on key school features that must be addressed to improve outcomes for all students (teaching 
quality, curriculum quality, student engagement and family engagement). 

The article beginning on Page 3 provides examples of effective practices in three of these domains: 
− Teaching Quality – Professional Learning Communities 
− Curriculum Quality – the EBSI model 
− Student Engagement – IDRA’s Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program

Robledo Montecel, M. “A Quality Schools Action Framework – Framing Systems Change for Student Success,” IDRA Newsletter (San Antonio, 
Texas: Intercultural Development Research Association, November-December 2005).
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Attrition Rates by Texas County, 
2007-08

Attrition Study – continued from Page 2

Attrition Study – continued on Page 6
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Source: Intercultural Development Research Association, 2008.
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Rates

1985-86 33   --  --
1986-87 34   --  --
1987-88 33 34.0 6.7
1988-89 31 31.3 6.1
1989-90 31 27.2 5.1
1990-91 31 21.4 3.9
1991-92 34 20.7 3.8
1992-93 36 15.8 2.8
1993-94 39 14.4 2.6
1994-95 40 10.6 1.8
1995-96 42 10.1 1.8
1996-97 43   9.1 1.6
1997-98 42 14.7 1.6
1998-99 42   9.0** 1.6
1999-00 40   7.7**  1.3
2000-01 40   6.8** 1.0
2001-02 39   5.6** 0.9
2002-03 38   4.9** 0.9
2003-04 36   4.2** 0.9
2004-05 36   4.6** 0.9
2005-06 35 9.1*** 2.6****
2006-07 34 11.6*** 2.7****
2007-08 33

Attrition and Dropout Rates in Texas Over Time

† Change in TEA dropout defi nition or data processing procedures
** Longitudinal completion rate (Grades 7-12)
***Annual dropout rate using NCES defi nition (Grades 7-12)
****Longitudinal dropout rate using NCES defi nition (Grades 7-12)

Sources: Intercultural Development Research Association, 2008. Texas Education Agency, Second-
ary School Completion and Dropouts, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06 and 2006-07.
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enrollment in 2007-08 compared to 
86,276 in 1985-86.

The overall attrition rate of 33 
percent was the same in 2007-08 as 
it was more than two decades ago. 
The percentage of students who left 
high school prior to graduation was 33 
percent in both 1985-86 and 2007-08. 
Attrition rates have fl uctuated between 
a low of 31 percent in 1988-89, 1989-
90 and 1990-91 to a high of 43 percent 
in 1996-97.

The overall attrition rate was 
less than 40 percent in 2007-08 for 
the seventh time in 14 years. For the 
seventh consecutive year, the overall 
statewide attrition rate in Texas public 
schools was less than 40 percent. The 
current rate of 33 percent compares to 
39 percent in 2001-02, 38 percent in 
2002-03, 36 percent in 2003-04 and 
2004-05, 35 percent in 2005-06, and 
34 percent in 2006-07. After seven 
consecutive years of overall statewide 
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Attrition Study – continued from Page 5

Group

* Rounded to nearest whole number.

Longitudinal Attrition Rates in Texas Public High Schools, 
1985-86 to 2007-08

Race-Ethnicity

 Native  45 39 37 47 39 39 40 39 38 42 44 43 42 25 43 42 29 39 42 40 39 36 38 -16 

     American

 Asian/Pacifi c  33 30 28 23 22 23 21 21 21 18 18 20 21 19 20 20 14 17 16 17 17 14 14 -58

       Islander

 Black 34 38 39 37 38 39 39 43 47 50 51 51 49 48 47 46 46 45 44 43 40 40 38 12

 White 27 26 24 20 19 22 22 25 28 30 31 32 31 31 28 27 26 24 22 22 21 20 18 -33

 Hispanic 45 46 49 48 48 48 48 49 50 51 53 54 53 53 52 52 51 50 49 48 47 45 44 -2

Gender

 Male 35 35 35 34 34 34 37 39 41 43 45 46 45 45 44 43 43 41 40 39 38 37 36 3

 Female 32 32 31 29 29 28 30 33 36 37 39 40 38 38 36 36 35 34 33 32 31 30 29 -9

Total 33 34 33 31 31 31 34 36 39 40 42 43 42 42 40 40 39 38 36 36 35 34 33 0

Percent 
Change* 

From 
1985-86 

to
2007-08

Source: Intercultural Development Research Association, 2008.
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Figures calculated by IDRA from the Texas Education Agency Fall Membership Survey data.

Attrition Study – continued on Page 7

The gap between the attrition rates 
of White students and Black and Hispanic 

students are increasing.

attrition rates of 40 percent or higher 
between 1994-95 through 2000-01, the 
overall statewide attrition rate of 33 
percent in 2007-08 was the lowest since 
a 34 percent rate in 1991-92 and 2006-
07, and continues a downward trend 
over the last several years. Between 
1994-95 and 2006-07, the overall 
attrition rate ranged from a low of 34 
percent to a high of 43 percent. 

The attrition rates of Hispanic 
students and Black students have 
either remained unchanged or 
widened since 1985- 86. Hispanic 
students and Black students historically 
have had much higher attrition rates 
than White students. From 1985-86 
to 2007-08, attrition rates of Hispanic 
students declined by 2 percent (from 
45 percent to 44 percent). During this 
same period, the attrition rates of Black 
students increased by 12 percent (from 
34 percent to 38 percent). 

Attrition rates of White students 
declined by 33 percent (from 27 percent 
to 18 percent). Hispanic students have 
higher attrition rates than either White 
students or Black students.

From 1985-86 to 2007-08, Native 
American students, Asian/Pacific 
Islander students, Hispanic students 
and White students saw a decline in 
their attrition rates. Native American 
students had a decline of 16 percent in 
their attrition rates (from 45 percent to 
38 percent), and Asian/Pacifi c Islander 
students had a decline of 58 percent 
(from 33 percent to 14 percent).

The gaps between the attrition 
rates of White students and Black 
and Hispanic students are increasing. 
The gap between the attrition rates of 

White students and Black students 
has increased from 7 percentage 
points in 1985-86 to 20 percentage 
points in 2007-08. Similarly, during 
this time period, the gap between the 
attrition rates of White students and 
Hispanic students has increased from 
18 percentage points in 1985-86 to 
26 percentage points in 2007-08. See 
graph on Page 9.

The gap between the attrition 
rates of White students and Native 
American students has increased from 
18 percentage points in 1985-86 to 20 
percentage points in 2007-08. 

Asian/Pacifi c Islander students 
exhibited the greatest positive trend in 
the reduction of the gap in attrition rates 
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Attrition Study – continued from Page 6

Attrition Study – continued on Page 8

2007-08
12th Grade
Enrollment

2004-05
9-12th Grade
Enrollment

2004-05 and 2007-08 Enrollment, 2006-07 Attrition in Texas
Race-

Ethnicity 
and Gender

Native 1,282 939 3,778 4,481 1,520 581 38
American
 Male 647 437 1,914 2,285 772 335 43
 Female 635 502 1,864 2,196 748 246 33

Asian/Pacifi c  10,174 10,024 38,054 43,611 11,659 1,635 14
Islander
 Male 5,343 5,131 19,693 22,496 6,103 972 16
 Female 4,831 4,893 18,361 21,115 5,556 663 12

Black 54,905 37,501 167,757 184,976 60,537 23,036 38
 Male 28,672 17,860 84,627 93,161 31,563 13,703 43
 Female 26,233 19,641 83,130 91,815 28,974 9,333 32

White 144,802 114,516 509,436 494,079 140,439 25,923 18
 Male 75,074 58,000 261,661 254,177 72,927 14,927 20
 Female 69,728 56,516 247,775 239,902 67,512 10,996 16

Hispanic 162,549 104,571 469,802 538,293 186,214 81,640 44
 Male 85,552 50,855 240,399 273,831 97,450 46,595 48
 Female 76,997 53,719 229,403 264,462 88,764 35,045 39

All Groups 373,712 267,554 1,188,827 1,265,440 400,369 132,815 33 
Male 195,288 132,283 608,294 645,950 208,815 76,532 36
 Female 178,424 135,271 580,533 619,490 191,554 56,283 29

2004-05
9th Grade

Enrollment

Source: Intercultural Development Research Association, 2008.

2007-08
9-12th Grade
Enrollment

2004-05
Expected

12th Grade
Enrollment

Students 
Lost to

Attrition

Attrition 
Rate

Figures calculated by IDRA from the Texas Education Agency Fall Membership Survey data. IDRA’s 2007-08 attrition study involved the 
analysis of enrollment fi gures for public high school students in the ninth grade during 2004-05 school year and enrollment fi gures for 12th 
grade students in 2007-08. This period represents the time span when ninth grade students would be enrolled in school prior to graduation. 
The enrollment data for special school districts (military schools, state schools, and charter schools) were excluded from the analyses since 
they are likely to have unstable enrollments and/or lack a tax base to support school programs.

compared to White students. In fact, 
rates for Asian/Pacifi c Islander students 
were 6 percentage points higher than 
those of White students but now are 4 
percentage points lower than those of 
White students.

Historically, the attrition rates 
for Hispanic students and Black 
students have been higher than the 
overall attrition rates. For the period 
of 1985-86 to 2007-08, students from 
ethnic minority groups account for 
more than two-thirds (70.4 percent) of 

the estimated 2.8 million students lost 
from public high school enrollment.

Hispanic students account for 
51.5 percent of the students lost to 
attrition. Black students account for 
17.4 percent of all students lost from 
enrollment due to attrition over the 
years. White students account for 
29.6 percent of students lost from 
high school enrollment over time. 
Attrition rates for White students and 
Asian/Pacifi c Islander students have 
been typically lower than the overall 
attrition rates.

The attrition rates of males have 
been higher than those of females. 
Between 1985-86 and 2007-08, attrition 
rates for males have increased by 3 
percent (from 35 percent to 36 percent). 
Attrition rates for females declined by 
9 percent from 32 percent in 1985-86 to 
29 percent in 2007-08. Longitudinally, 
males have accounted for 56.7 percent 
of students lost from school enrollment, 
while females have accounted for 43.3 
percent of students lost.
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Native 
American

Asian/
Pacifi c 

Islander

Numbers of Students Lost to Attrition in Texas, 
School Years 1985-86 to 2007-08

1985-86 86,276 185 1,523 12,268 38,717 33,583 46,603 39,673
1986-87 90,317 152 1,406 14,416 38,848 35,495 48,912 41,405
1987-88 92,213 159 1,447 15,273 34,889 40,435 50,595 41,618
1988-89 88,538 252 1,189 15,474 28,309 43,314 49,049 39,489
1989-90 86,160 196 1,214 15,423 24,510 44,817 48,665 37,495
1990-91 83,718 207 1,324 14,133 23,229 44,825 47,723 35,995
1991-92 91,424 215 1,196 15,016 27,055 47,942 51,937 39,487
1992-93 101,358 248 1,307 17,032 32,611 50,160 57,332 44,026
1993-94 113,061 245 1,472 19,735 37,377 54,232 63,557 49,504
1994-95 123,200 296 1,226 22,856 41,648 57,174 68,725 54,475
1995-96 135,438 350 1,303 25,078 45,302 63,405 75,854 59,584
1996-97 147,313 327 1,486 27,004 48,586 69,910 82,442 64,871
1997-98 150,965 352 1,730 26,938 49,135 72,810 85,585 65,380
1998-99 151,779 299 1,680 25,526 48,178 76,096 86,438 65,341
1999-00 146,714 406 1,771 25,097 44,275 75,165 83,976 62,738
2000-01 144,241 413 1,794 24,515 41,734 75,785 82,845 61,396
2001-02 143,175 237 1,244 25,017 39,953 76,724 82,762 60,413
2002-03 143,280 436 1,611 25,066 36,948 79,219 82,621 60,659
2003-04 139,413 495 1,575 24,728 33,104 79,511 80,485 58,928
2004-05 137,424 490 1,789 24,373 31,378 79,394 78,858 58,566
2005-06 137,162 512 1,876 24,366 29,903 80,505 78,298 58,864
2006-07 134,676 500 1,547 23,845 28,339 80,445 76,965 57,711
2007-08 132,815 581 1,635 23,036 25,923 81,640 76,532 56,283
 

All Years 2,800,660 7,553 34,345 486,215 829,961 1,442,586 1,586,759 1,213,901

Total
Black White Hispanic Male Female

School Year Race-Ethnicity Gender

Figures calculated by IDRA from the Texas Education Agency Fall Membership Survey data. 
Source: Intercultural Development Research Association, 2008.

Attrition Study – continued from Page 7

Attrition Study – continued on Page 9

Conclusions 
Texas public schools are failing 

to graduate one out of every three 
students. Attrition rates as an indicator 
in a school holding power index show 
that the rate was 33 percent overall and 
near 40 percent for Black students and 
Hispanic students. The overall attrition 
rate has remained at 33 percent in 1985-
86 and 2007-08.

Though the overall attrition rate 
has remained under 40 percent over 
the last seven years, improving school 
holding power in Texas schools is still 
an imperative as many of our schools 

have failed to keep students in schools 
through graduation with a high school 
diploma. The number of students lost 
from public school enrollment has 
increased from 86,276 in 1985-86 to 
132,815 in 2007-08. 

In a written statement presented 
to the Congressional Hispanic Cau-
cus, entitled “Graduation for All: A 
Framework for Policy and Action” in 
September 2008, Dr. María “Cuca” 
Robledo Montecel, IDRA’s Presi-
dent and CEO, offered four primary 
recommendations on how communi-
ties and schools can work together 
to strengthen public schools’ capaci-

ties to improve their holding power. 
These recommendations included: 
(1) count every student to make sure 
every student counts; (2) tend to the 
transition points; (3) spur school-
level action around a Quality Schools 
Action Framework (see Page 4); and 
(4) invest in school holding power.

IDRA is working on a number 
of efforts to improve school holding 
power through its collaboration with 
schools and communities in Texas 
and other parts of the country. One 
of these efforts, “Graduation Guar-
anteed/Graduación Garantizada,” 
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Attrition Study – continued from Page 8
emphasizes the accountability of the 
school in keeping students in school 
until they graduate with a high school 
diploma. This initiative includes a 
school holding portal that contains 
dropout data that neighborhoods at 
the local level can use to know what 
is going on and take action around the 
issue.

Another of IDRA’s efforts to 
improve school holding power is the 
dissemination of the Graduation For 
All e-newsletter, which provides up-
to-date information on dropouts and 
actions to improve school holding 
power. 

School holding power is an 
important indicator of a school’s 
success and the quality of its 
educational services to students. 
Improving school holding power in 
our public schools is not only a Texas 
issue but a national imperative since 

one in three of our nation’s students 
leave our schools prior to graduating 
with a diploma. Working together, all 
stakeholders (i.e., schools, parents, 
students, educators, policymakers, 
researchers) can make a difference in 
strengthening school holding power. 

Resources
Cárdenas, J.A., and M. Robledo Montecel, J. 

Supik. Texas Dropout Survey Project (San 
Antonio, Texas: Intercultural Development 
Research Association, 1986).

Johnson, R.L. “Texas Public School Attrition 
Study, 2005-06: Gap Continues to Grow,” 
IDRA Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas: 
Intercultural Development Research 
Association, October 2006).

Johnson, R.L. “Texas Public School Attrition 
Study, 2006-07: Texas School Holding 
Power Worse than Two Decades Ago,” 
IDRA Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas: 
Intercultural Development Research 
Association, October 2007).

Montes, F. Will the Student Attrition Rate 
Ever Drop to Zero?, supplemental analysis 
published online only (San Antonio, Texas: 

Intercultural Development Research 
Association, October 2008).

Robledo Montecel, M. “A Quality Schools 
Action Framework: Framing Systems 
Change for Student Success,” IDRA 
Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas: 
Intercultural Development Research 

Longitudinal Attrition Rates by Race-Ethnicity
in Texas Public Schools, 1985-86 to 2007-08

School Year
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Get more info 
online at IDRA 
Newsletter Plus

Links to other recent 
dropout studies

Resources for taking action

Podcasts about 
strengthening schools

www.idra.org/newsletterplus
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Tools for Tools for

Tools for Action continued on next page

Engaging Students for Success 

Engaged students perform better academically. And the role of fostering 
student engagement is critical both in the classroom and schoolwide. When 
the whole school environment and activities value students and incorporate 
them in learning and co-curricular school activities the result is academic 
achievement. Research provides student engagement indicators that educators 
can use to observe students to help guide educator decisions for strategy 
adjustment and implementation. These student indicators cluster around four 
areas of evidence showing: students as part of a community; students use of 
academic language, students’ concentration and focus; students’ confi dence 
in performance; and students as active and participatory.

A Snapshot of What IDRA is Doing
Developing leaders – IDRA has created a professional development model 
to help teachers engage English language learners. Through this training, 
teachers learn, refl ect on use and adapt instructional strategies so that English 
language learners are engaged in the instructional process. See Engagement-
Based Sheltered Instruction at the IDRA web site (http://www.idra.org) 
for more information.

Conducting research – Each year, for the past 23 years, IDRA has published 
fi ndings from its high school attrition research (see “Texas Public School 
Attrition Study, 2007-08 – At Current Pace, Schools Will Lose Many More 
Generations”) including the addition of a searchable online database that 
anyone can use to look up attrition rates for their county in Texas (see Page 
18). These studies have used consistent research methodology, that at the time 
was new. But today, researchers across the country are using this methodology 
for state- and national-level studies of school attrition.

Informing policy – Aurelio M. Montemayor, M.Ed., director of the IDRA 
Texas Parent Information and Resource Center, presented a framework for 
policy and action at the education summit of the Congressional Hispanic 
Caucus Institute, Inc. in Washington, D.C. Based on IDRA’s two decades 
of research on attrition and the constellation of factors that result in weak 
school holding power, IDRA offered four primary recommendations focused 
at the campus, district and system levels for breaking the routine: count every 
student to make sure every student counts, tend to the transition points, spur 
school-level action around a Quality Schools Action Framework, and invest 
in school holding power.

Hold On – continued from Page 4

Hold On – continued on Page 11

From Estrangement to 
Engagement

Students at the margins of school 
systems are increasingly pushed out for 
disciplinary reasons. Studies suggest 
that disciplinary programs and zero 
tolerance policies, while intended to 
keep students safe, may be exacerbating 
the problem of student alienation. 
Texas’s Disciplinary Alternative 
Education Program (DAEP) is one 
telling example. Created in 1995 to 
address student violations of the state 
criminal code and other serious offenses, 
DAEP has been marked by mission 
creep. Five years into implementation, 
only one in four students referred to 
DAEPs had committed serious offenses 
(Cortez and Robledo Montecel, 1999). 
Special education and minority students 
are disproportionately represented 
in referrals, and very young children 
– including pre-kindergartners– are 
increasingly referred (Texas Appleseed, 
2007, Cortez and Cortez, 2008). 
Students typically encounter less 
rigorous curricula in DAEPs, moving 
success further out of reach on their 
return. Despite these problems, DAEP 
referrals are up 93 percent in just a 
decade (Cortez and Cortez, 2008). 

The distribution and expansion 
of referrals places us on a “slippery 
slope” toward segregation, raising 
important 14th Amendment concerns. 
This is underscored by poor outcomes: 
students drop out of DAEPs at fi ve 
times the rate of children in mainstream 
programs (Appleseed, 2007). 

Successful initiatives, in contrast, 
are ensuring pro-actively that students 
of all backgrounds are academically, 
cognitively and socially engaged in 
school. They use referral only as a last 
resort, when safety is truly at risk. 

Promising Practice: 
Systemic Student Engagement 

In addition to small learning 
environments, systemic approaches 
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Action
Engaging communities – The promise of access to college and to educational 
technology has not been fulfi lled for low-income Hispanic students, 
particularly fi rst-generation college students and their families. IDRA kicked 
off the second phase of its Technology Enhanced Community Neighborhood 
Organizations (TECNO) project with a College Rocks! fair for hundreds of 
students featuring information about colleges, college tours and seminars on 
Kid’s College, fi nancial aid, and middle school college preparation.  

What You Can Do
Get informed. The Annenberg Institute has released a report, Organized 
Communities, Stronger Schools: A Preview of Research Findings, that 
indicates that effective community organizing contributes to an improved 
learning environment and improved educational outcomes for students; 
strengthens school-community relations, parent engagement and a sense of 
community and trust in schools; and stimulates important changes in policy, 
practices and resource distribution that expand equity and capacity at the 
system level, especially in historically underserved communities. View the 
report free online at: http://www.annenberginstitute.org/CIP/publica-
tions/2008/organized-communities-stronger-schools.pdf. 

Get involved. A special report from Indiana University’s High School Survey 
of Student Engagement (HSSSE) shows that two out of three students are 
bored in class every day, while 17 percent say they are bored in every class. 
The HSSSE is a new survey that offers teachers and administrators action-
able information on school characteristics that shape the student experience. 
For more information and to see the latest report, “Voices of Students on 
Engagement,” go to: http://ceep.indiana.edu/hssse/.

In a Classnotes Podast episode, Dr. Juanita García, an education associate at 
IDRA, describes how enabling students to generate their own content ques-
tions increases engagement, improves learning, and can result in purposeful 
involvement with the content. She discusses ways to foster student ques-
tions and describes a specifi c group memory strategy teachers can use right 
away. Listen to the podcast conversation, “Fostering Student Questions” at 
http://www.idra.org/Podcasts/.

Get results. A research brief outlines steps for initiating collaborative efforts 
among all of the schools’ stakeholders. View the brief, Developing a Col-
laborative Team Approach to Support Family and Community Connections 
with Schools: What Can School Leaders Do?, online at: http://www.sedl.
org/connections/resources/rb/research-brief3.pdf.

Hold On – continued from Page 10

 Action
to prevention have recently included 
a focus on adolescent literacy. This 
is because most students who leave 
school are reading at several grade 
levels behind their peers (Steinberg and 
Almeida, 2004). IDRA’s Engagement-
Based Sheltered Instruction model 
is one example of a professional 
development approach that improves 
literacy, language skills and content 
mastery among students who are English 
language learners by foregrounding 
student engagement. Consistently 
correlated with higher academic 
achievement, student engagement 
“cannot happen only at the classroom 
level” but also “has to happen at 
the broader school or system level” 
(Grayson, 2008). 

In a partnership with a west 
Texas school district, for example, the 
model has proven effective at helping 
teachers hone skills and abilities to 
assess whether and to what extent their 
students are engaged in learning, build a 
sense of community in their classrooms 
that is conducive to learning, and expand 
student concentration, confi dence and 
active involvement (Solís and Grayson, 
2007). 

From Faulting to Valuing
Students’ families, background 

or home language often are cited 
as causes of failure in school. Or, 
teachers, no matter what their resources 
or preparation, are categorically 
blamed. Neither response engenders 
constructive action. Miller illustrates 
the problem in a discussion of what he 
terms circular causation: “Teacher feels 
pupil’s behavior could be improved if 
only his mother would ‘cooperate with 
school’ and accept there is a problem. 
Teacher makes sure that each incident, 
however small, is reported home.” In 
turn: “Mother feels that teacher makes 
a fuss about the smallest things and is 
picking on her son. So in order to protect 
him, she challenges the signifi cance 

Hold On – continued on Page 12
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Hold On – continued from Page 11

of each reported incident” (2007). 
Far more successful are school-based 
changes to improve teaching and 
learning and programmatic approaches 
that value and build on the diverse 
language, cultural and experiential 
capital students bring.

Proven Practice: Valuing Youth 
IDRA’s longitudinal evaluation of 

its Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program – a 
cross-age tutoring dropout prevention 
model – shows the value of combining 
robust instructional strategies with 
student recognition and support 
strategies. The program’s lifeblood, 
however, is not a collection of 
interventions but “an uncompromising 
belief that all students can and will 
learn and that schools must value all 
students” (Supik, 1994). 

Research on IDRA’s Coca-Cola 
Valued Youth Program, implemented 
in the United States and Brazil, shows 
that the single most important factor in 
keeping students in school is to ensure 
that there is at least one caring adult who 
values the student, follows the student’s 
progress and helps the student stay on 
track. The results are evident: since the 
program’s inception in 1984, over 98 
percent of participating students stay in 
school. To date, the program has kept in 
school more than 25,000 young people 
who were previously considered at risk 
of dropping out.

The Commitment to Change
On forward-looking campuses 

around the country, dedicated teachers, 
administrators, students, families and 
community members are working 
together to put new strategies into 
practice. Combined with research, 
these fi rst-hand fi ndings are a window 
on how we can achieve improved 
results in every school. Constructive 
change cannot occur, however, 
unless we allow these practices to 
act as a crowbar, prying us away 
from unworkable practices, and as a 

searchlight, guiding us toward action 
that values all youth.

Resources
Allensworth, E.M., and J.Q. Easton. (2007). 

What Matters for Staying On-Track and 
Graduating in Chicago Public High Schools: 
A Close Look at Course Grades, Failures, 
and Attendance in the Freshman Year, 
research report (Chicago, Ill.: University 
of Chicago, Consortium on Chicago School 
Research, 2007).

Cortez, A., and M. Robledo Montecel. 
Disciplinary Alternative Education 
Programs in Texas – What is Known; 
What is Needed (San Antonio, Texas: 
Intercultural Development Research 
Association, 1999).

Cortez, A., and Cortez, J.D. “Disciplinary 
Alternative Education Programs in Texas,” 
IDRA Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas: 
Intercultural Development Research 
Association, May 2008).

Fuller, E. Teacher Quality Study (Austin, Texas: 
Association of Texas Professional Educators, 
in press 2008). 

Grayson, K. “Quality Curriculum and School 
Systems: Widening the Lens of Student 
Engagement,” IDRA Newsletter (San 
Antonio, Texas: Intercultural Development 
Research Association, September 2008).

Hammond, C., and D. Linton, J. Smink, S. 
Drew. Dropout Risk Factors and Exemplary 
Programs (Clemson, S.C.: National Dropout 
Prevention Center, Communities In Schools, 
Inc., 2007).

Lake Research Partners and The Tarrance Group. 
Voters Value Public Education (Washington, 
D.C.: Public Education Network, November 
2006).

Levin, H., and C. Belfi eld, P. Muennig, C. 
Rouse. The Costs and Benefits of An 
Excellent Education for All of America’s 
Children (Center for Benefi t-Cost Studies 
of Education Teachers College, 2007). 

Martin, N., and S. Halperin. Whatever It Takes: 
How Twelve Communities Are Reconnecting 
Out-of-School Youth (Washington, D.C.: 
American Youth Policy Forum, 2006).

Montemayor, A.M., and J.D. Cortez. “Valuing 
Youth – Refl ections from a Professional 
Learning Community,” IDRA Newsletter (San 
Antonio, Texas: Intercultural Development 
Research Association, March 2007).

Miller, A. Educational Psychology, Challenging 
Behaviour and the Attribution of Blame 
and Responsibility (Nottingham, United 
Kingdom: School of Psychology, University 
of Nottingham, 2007). 

Rice University. “The Main Findings and 
Infl uence of Our Research,” web posting 
(Houston, Texas: Center for Education, 
nd). 

Robledo Montecel, M. “Framing Systems 
Change for Student Success,” IDRA 
Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas: Intercultural 
Development Research Association, January 
2007).

Robledo Montecel, M., and J.D. Cortez, A. 
Cortez. “Dropout-Prevention Programs: 
Right Intent, Wrong Focus, and Some 
Suggestions on Where to Go from Here,” 
Education and Urban Society (2004) 36: 
169-188.

Solís A., and K. Grayson. “You Can’t Win 
if You Don’t Get to Play – Effectively 
Engaging All English Language Learners,” 
IDRA Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas: 
Intercultural Development Research 
Association, March 2007).

Steinberg, A., and C. Almeida. The Dropout 
Crisis: Promising Approaches in Prevention 
and Recovery (Boston, Mass.: Jobs for the 
Future, June 2004).

Supik, J.D. “The Coca-Cola Valued Youth 
Program: An Idea That Works,” IDRA 
Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas: Intercultural 
Development Research Association, October 
1994). 

Texas Appleseed. Texas School Discipline 
Policies: A Statistical Overview (Austin, 
Texas: Texas Appleseed, 2007). 

Partnerhip for 21st Century Skills. 21st Century 
Skills, Education & Competitiveness: A 
Resource and Policy Guide (Tucson, Ariz.: 
Partnerhip for 21st Century Skills, 2008).

U.S. Department of Labor. “Working in the 21st 
Century,” web posting (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, nd). 

U.S. Department of Labor. “Employment status 
by educational attainment, 2007 annual 
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Dropout Counts – continued on Page 14

Dropout Counts Reported by the Texas 
Education Agency Continue to Swell
by Roy L. Johnson, M.S.

In August 2008, the Texas 
Education Agency (TEA) released its 
second dropout and school completion 
report using the dropout defi nition and 
calculation methods mandated by the 

National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES). The report entitled, Secondary 
School Completion and Dropouts in 
Texas Public Schools 2006-07, shows 
that the number of school dropouts 
reported by TEA for grades seven 
through 12 increased from 51,841 
in 2005-06 to 55,306 in 2006-07, an 

increase of 6.7 percent (see table on 
next page). The annual dropout rate 
rose from 2.6 percent in 2005-06 to 2.7 
in 2006-07, an increase of 3.8 percent. 
The attrition rate for the class of 2007 
(grades nine to 12) was 30 percent 
compared to an attrition rate of 31.0 

Students, Dropouts and Annual Dropout Rates in Texas, 
Grades 9-12, by Race-Ethnicity, 1994-95 to 2006-07

School 
Year

Dropouts Students Annual Dropout Rate (%) By Group, Grades 7-12
African 

American
Hispanic White Other Total

1994-95 26,499 1,058,191 3.3 3.6 1.6 1.5 2.5
1995-96 24,574 1,085,859 2.8 3.2 1.4 1.2 2.2
1996-97 24,414 1,124,991 2.9 3.1 1.3 1.4 2.2
1997-98 24,886 1,145,910 3.3 3.1 1.2 1.2 2.2
1998-99 27,592 1,773,117 2.3 2.3 0.8 0.9 1.6
1999-00 21,439 1,163,883 2.6 2.7 1.0 1.0 1.8
2000-01 16,003 1,180,252 1.8 2.0 0.8 0.7 1.4
2001-02 15,117 1,202,108 1.8 1.9 0.6 0.7 1.3
2002-03 15,665 1,230,483 1.7 1.9 0.6 0.6 1.3
2003-04 15,160 1,252,016 1.4 1.9 0.6 0.6 1.2
2004-05 17,056 1,273,950 1.7 2.0 0.7 0.6 1.3
2005-06* 48,803 1,317,993 5.4 5.2 1.8 1.5 3.7
2006-07* 52,418 1,333,837 5.8 5.4 1.9 1.5 3.9

*The 2005-06 and 2006-07 dropout rate was calculated using the National Center for Education Statistics dropout defi nition.

Source: Texas Education Agency, Secondary School Completion and Dropouts in Texas Public Schools 2004-05. Texas Education Agency, Secondary 
School Completion and Dropouts in Texas Public Schools 2006-07.
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Students, Dropouts and Annual Dropout Rates in Texas, 
Grades 7-12, by Race-Ethnicity, 1987-88 to 2006-07

School 
Year

Dropouts Students Annual Dropout Rate (%) By Group, Grades 7-12
African 

American
Hispanic White Other Total

1987-88 91,307 1,363,198 8.4 8.8 5.1 6.1 6.7
1988-89 82,325 1,360,115 7.5 8.1 4.5 4.9 6.1
1989-90 70,040 1,361,494 6.7 7.2 3.5 4.3 5.1
1990-91 53,965 1,372,738 4.8 5.6 2.7 3.1 3.9
1991-92 53,420 1,406,838 4.8 5.5 2.5 2.9 3.8
1992-93 43,402 1,533,197 3.6 4.2 1.7 2.0 2.8
1993-94 40,211 1,576,015 3.2 3.9 1.5 1.7 2.6
1994-95 29,918 1,617,522 2.3 2.7 1.2 1.1 1.8
1995-96 29,207 1,662,578 2.3 2.5 1.1 1.1 1.8
1996-97 26,901 1,705,972 2.0 2.3 1.0 0.9 1.6
1997-98 27,550 1,743,139 2.1 2.3 0.9 1.1 1.6
1998-99 27,592 1,773,117 2.3 2.3 0.8 0.9 1.6
1999-00 23,457 1,794,521 1.8 1.9 0.7 0.7 1.3
2000-01 17,563 1,818,940 1.3 1.4 0.5 0.5 1.0
2001-02 16,622 1,849,680 1.3 1.3 0.4 0.5 0.9
2002-03 17,151 1,891,361 1.2 1.4 0.4 0.4 0.9
2003-04 16,434 1,924,717 1.0 1.3 0.4 0.4 0.9
2004-05 18,290 1,954,752 1.2 1.4 0.5 0.4 0.9
2005-06* 51,841 2,016,470 3.8 3.5 1.3 1.1 2.6
2006-07* 55,306 2,023,570 4.1 3.7 1.3 1.1 2.7

Dropout Counts – continued from Page 13

*The 2005-06 and 2006-07 dropout rate was calculated using the National Center for Education Statistics dropout defi nition.

Source: Texas Education Agency, Secondary School Completion and Dropouts in Texas Public Schools 2004-05. Texas Education Agency, Secondary 
School Completion and Dropouts in Texas Public Schools 2006-07.

percent for the class of 2006.
For a number of years, IDRA 

and many others called for a major 
restructuring of the state dropout 
reporting system. IDRA President and 
CEO, María “Cuca” Robledo Montecel, 
Ph.D., testifi ed in 2002, “Over the years, 
the state has pursued a course of trying 
to defi ne away the dropout numbers, 
rather than actually decreasing the 
numbers of dropouts.”

The 78th Texas Legislature in 2003 

passed Senate Bill 186 mandating that 
TEA compute dropout rates according 
to the NCES dropout defi nition and 
calculation standards. In order to 
implement the legislative requirements 
for the computation of dropout rates, 
TEA had to make changes in some 
dates dropout status is measured and 
additions to which groups of students 
were considered dropouts.

Using the NCES definition, 
a dropout is defi ned as “a student 
who is enrolled in public school in 

grades seven to 12, does not return to 
public school the following fall, is not 
expelled, and does not graduate, receive 
a General Education Development 
(GED) certifi cate, continue school 
outside the public school system, begin 
college or die.” 

What a difference a dropout 
defi nition and calculation methods 
make. When the NCES dropout 
defi nition was used, the total number 
of dropouts reported by TEA increased 

Dropout Counts – continued on Page 15
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Accountability: 
School Holding Power Attrition

Texas
IDRA
PIRC

Texas

from 18,290 in 2004-05 to 51,841 in 
2005-06 and to 55,306 in 2006-07. 
From 2004-05 to 2006-07, the number 
of dropouts reported increased by 
37,016 students, or by 202 percent. The 
dropout count was 3.02 times higher 
in 2006-07 than in 2004-05, and the 
dropout rate in 2006-07 was 3.0 times 
higher than in 2004-05. 

Of the 55,306 reported dropouts, 
2,888 were in grades seven and eight, 
and 52,418 were in grades nine through 
12. The seventh through eighth grade 
dropout rate was 0.4 percent, while the 
ninth through 12th grade dropout rate 

was 3.9 percent. 
The annual dropout rates of 

African American students and 
Hispanic students were much higher 
than the rates of White students – the 
rate for African American students 
and Hispanic students was three times 
higher. The 2006-07 dropout rate for 
African American students was 3.42 
times higher than their 2004-05 rate, 
and the 2006-07 rate for Hispanic 
students was 2.64 times higher than 
the 2004-05 rate.

The adoption of the NCES 
dropout defi nition and standards has 
had a dramatic impact on the dropout 

Dropout Counts – continued from Page 14 count and rate reported by TEA. Since 
the adoption, both the dropout count and 
the dropout rate are three times higher 
than under the previous defi nition and 
calculations.

Yet, IDRA is still concerned that 
state reports mask the magnitude of the 
problem. The fact remains, communities 
need accurate, understandable 
information in order to make good 
decisions to improve their schools.

A high priority for the Parent Information and 
Resource Center is to ensure that school accountability 
reports are transmitted to families. The attrition rate 
– which compares enrollment in the ninth grade with 
enrollment three years later – is as important as are 
student test scores in measuring the effectiveness of 
a school. Attrition rates are generally embarrassing 
to schools, and when reported by the media these are 
seen as evidence of school failure.

The accountability challenges when presenting 
attrition data to families and the community are:

1. Having schools face the problem without blaming 
students and parents; 

2. Creating school holding power responses that 
can succeed through institutional transformation 
rather than simply bringing back students that have 
left and putting them in the context that was not 
previously succeeding;

3. Supporting family-school partnerships that develop 

positive and pro-active solutions to 
ensure student success and high school completion; 
and

4. Moving beyond punitive and alternative campus 
measures and instead toward valuing, supportive 
and high expectation approaches.

Engaging families in conversations about school 
accountability is fi lled with possibilities. Families 
are concerned about the education of their children. 
Meetings and gatherings to examine how schools are 
doing are opportunities for dialogue and invitations 
to see the big picture beyond their own children. It 
is through these conversations that the spirit of Title 
I parent engagement requirements can have impact 
beyond the report card notifi cation to individual 
families. 

School children, especially those in Title I schools 
need families and teachers to come together to fi gure 
out what will most help them succeed in school.

The Texas IDRA Parent Information and Resource Center is a comprehensive, multicultural and multilingual parent leadership support program for 
strengthening partnerships between parents and schools for student success. The center is funded by the U.S. Department of Education to serve the state of 
Texas. It is directed by Aurelio M. Montemayor, M.Ed., who serves on the national board of PTA and on the board of Parents for Public Schools. Comments 
and questions may be directed to him via e-mail at comment@idra.org.

Roy L. Johnson, M.S., is director of IDRA 
Support Services. Comments and questions 
may be directed to him via e-mail at comment@
idra.org.
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Attrition Rates in Texas Public Schools
By Race-Ethnicity, 2007-08

COUNTY

NAME BLACK WHITE HISPANIC TOTAL

ATTRITION RATES1

ANDERSON  40 24 50 31
ANDREWS   **   ** 14 4
ANGELINA 22 18 43 24
ARANSAS 24 31 45 33
ARCHER . 0 32 3
ARMSTRONG  50 24 100 31
ATASCOSA 0 10 35 28
AUSTIN 15 5 36 16
BAILEY 64   ** 45 28
BANDERA . 14 38 17
BASTROP 38 23 43 31
BAYLOR 100 3 51 11
BEE 57 13 30 26
BELL 45 27 42 36
BEXAR 40 23 46 40
BLANCO 70 9 6 10
BORDEN  . 6 30 12
BOSQUE   ** 10 24 14
BOWIE 30 17 41 22
BRAZORIA 43 24 42 32
BRAZOS 42 10 37 25
BREWSTER . 27 32 30
BRISCOE .   ** 0   **
BROOKS . 0 26 25
BROWN 43 21 29 23
BURLESON 24 11 39 19
BURNET 46 22 33 25
CALDWELL 25 13 31 24
CALHOUN 43 32 44 39
CALLAHAN . 9 24 10
CAMERON 57 26 48 47
CAMP 12 27 39 27
CARSON 50 7   ** 6
CASS 6 18 62 17
CASTRO 100   ** 32 18
CHAMBERS 32 24 39 27
CHEROKEE 27 25 49 32
CHILDRESS   ** 9 37 16
CLAY . 22 5 19
COCHRAN   ** 14 17 13
COKE . 15 59 40
COLEMAN 21 22 13 22
COLLIN 41 18 38 24
COLLINGSWORTH   ** 16 31 14
COLORADO 15 6 24 13
COMAL 33 18 38 24
COMANCHE . 18 39 26
CONCHO  50   ** 16 4
COOKE 26 17 44 22
CORYELL 28 26 36 28
COTTLE 23   ** 30 1
CRANE . 18 32 29
CROCKETT .   ** 2   **
CROSBY   **   ** 16 5
CULBERSON . 2 11 13
DALLAM   ** 8 26 14
DALLAS 40 7 53 38
DAWSON 13 13 26 21
DEAF SMITH   ** 0 27 21
DELTA 19 14   ** 16
DENTON  44 29 57 37

BLACK WHITE HISPANIC TOTAL

ATTRITION RATES1COUNTY

NAME

1Calculated by: (1) dividing the high school enrollment in the end year by the high 
school enrollment in the base year; (2) multiplying the results from Calculation 
1 by the ninth grade enrollment in the base year; (3) subtracting the results from 
Calculation 2 from the 12th grade enrollment in the end year; and (4) dividing 
the results of Calculation 3 by the result of Calculation 2. The attrition rate 
results (percentages) were rounded to the nearest whole number.

**  = Attrition rate is less than zero (0).
*** = No high school.

 •  = The necessary data are unavailable to calculate the attrition rate.

DEWITT  39 12 47 28
DICKENS . 23 25 24
DIMMIT . 39 40 40
DONLEY 70 20 39 27
DUVAL .   ** 24 23
EASTLAND 46 11 32 17
ECTOR 38 21 41 34
EDWARDS . 3 23 18
ELLIS 25 20 39 26
EL PASO 32 19 35 34
ERATH  40 15 48 25
FALLS 8 2 39 14
FANNIN 20 15 32 16
FAYETTE 7 8 36 14
FISHER 43 22 20 24
FLOYD 21   ** 30 19
FOARD . 39 5 28
FORT BEND 29 11 39 24
FRANKLIN 53 22 27 25
FREESTONE   ** 22 42 20
FRIO  . 23 45 42
GAINES 13 11 17 14
GALVESTON  38 26 48 32
GARZA  86 9 36 33
GILLESPIE   ** 9 27 13
GLASSCOCK . 15 7 12
GOLIAD  42 11 42 26
GONZALES  21 4 42 27
GRAY  17 12 32 17
GRAYSON  27 22 42 25
GREGG  46 11 44 26
GRIMES  26 21 32 24
GUADALUPE  36 17 49 33
HALE  17   ** 33 22
HALL    ** 23 9 15
HAMILTON .   ** 29 4
HANSFORD . 16 27 22
HARDEMAN 30 10 29 17
HARDIN  11 21 38 21
HARRIS  43 16 48 37
HARRISON  20 20 49 23
HARTLEY . 5 33 15
HASKELL   **   ** 23 6
HAYS  35 22 39 31
HEMPHILL . 27 40 31
HENDERSON 27 24 31 25
HIDALGO  26 27 45 45
HILL 11 16 36 20
HOCKLEY . 9 28 18
HOOD . 22 25 22
HOPKINS 18 14 30 17
HOUSTON  30 9 52 22
HOWARD  67 18 45 34
HUDSPETH .   ** 10 4
HUNT  29 17 51 24
HUTCHINSON  43 5 25 11
IRION    ** 14 38 9
JACK 71 11 42 16
JACKSON  43 5 41 20
JASPER  33 20 36 23
JEFF DAVIS  0 10 8 10

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹
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TOTALHISPANICWHITEBLACK

ATTRITION RATESCOUNTY

NAMETOTALBLACK WHITE HISPANIC

COUNTY

NAME
ATTRITION RATES

Attrition Rates in Texas Public Schools
By Race-Ethnicity, 2007-08 (continued) 

¹¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹

Source: Intercultural Development Research Association, 2008.

¹

JEFFERSON  38 22 45 33
JIM HOGG . 21 7 7
JIM WELLS  86 22 39 36
JOHNSON  37 30 42 32
JONES   ** 20 14 18
KARNES   **   ** 11 5
KAUFMAN  49 31 49 36
KENDALL  53 14 32 19
KENEDY    
KENT    ** 14 . 5
KERR  61 28 49 36
KIMBLE . 9 30 16
KING . 29   ** 22
KINNEY  10 17 30 26
KLEBERG  49 13 49 43
KNOX  4 4 30 13
LAMAR  37 23 49 27
LAMB  30   ** 22 15
LAMPASAS  71 25 40 30
LA SALLE . 19 46 43
LAVACA  40   **   ** 1
LEE  33 11 31 19
LEON 21 9 44 15
LIBERTY 19 31 42 31
LIMESTONE  28 16 30 22
LIPSCOMB . 9 17 12
LIVE OAK . 25 29 27
LLANO 50 18 65 24
LOVING    
LUBBOCK  23 10 32 21
LYNN   **   ** 1   **
MADISON 21 13 31 18
MARION 23 38 100 32
MARTIN 100 12 6 10
MASON . 12   ** 2
MATAGORDA  20 14 33 23
MAVERICK  100 48 33 33
MCCOLLUCH    **   ** 29 9
MCLENNAN  34 14 41 26
MCMULLEN . 15   **   **
MEDINA  79 14 34 27
MENARD  0   **   **   **
MIDLAND  38 2 42 24
MILAM  35 18 40 27
MILLS  100 16 25 23
MITCHELL   ** 9 22 14
MONTAGUE . 13 22 15
MONTGOMERY  43 27 46 32
MOORE . 3 25 18
MORRIS 32 25 68 32
MOTLEY    **   **   **   **
NACOGDOCHES  31 18 53 30
NAVARRO  41 19 56 34
NEWTON  21 24 100 25
NOLAN  53 26 36 32
NUECES  21 16 32 27
OCHILTREE  . 15 46 32
OLDHAM    **   ** 18 2
ORANGE  44 25 35 27
PALO PINTO  10 18 34 21
PANOLA  24 27 45 27
PARKER  31 24 36 26
PARMER   ** 9 20 16
PECOS  81 25 41 40
POLK  11 33 38 30
POTTER  35 17 42 28
PRESIDIO .   ** 32 30

RAINS  46 21 66 25
RANDALL  67 16 39 20
REAGAN   **   ** 17 5
REAL . 33   ** 19
RED RIVER 2 7 56 11
REEVES 0 35 40 39
REFUGIO 0 18 34 24
ROBERTS .   ** .   **
ROBERTSON 15 6 41 15
ROCKWALL 23 20 33 22
RUNNELS 49 16 26 21
RUSK 13 22 44 24
SABINE 17 24 0 23
SAN AUGUSTINE 22 13 42 21
SAN JACINTO 9 39 37 34
SAN PATRICIO 49 26 40 35
SAN SABA . 5 8 5
SCHLEICHER 33 12 32 27
SCURRY 20 8 43 25
SHACKELFORD 50 30 . 25
SHELBY 46 24 53 35
SHERMAN . 6 19 12
SMITH 30 20 47 28
SOMERVELL . 11 26 17
STARR . 19 41 41
STEPHENS 0 27 47 32
STERLING .   ** 26 5
STONEWALL   **   ** 0   **
SUTTON .   ** 3   **
SWISHER 34   ** 5 2
TARRANT 39 20 48 33
TAYLOR 55 18 55 32
TERRELL . 21 30 31
TERRY 24   ** 9 5
THROCKMORTON .   ** 38   **
TITUS 26 11 40 27
TOM GREEN 16 4 27 16
TRAVIS 37 10 46 31
TRINITY 21 34 57 32
TYLER 11 24 56 24
UPSHUR 30 24 33 25
UPTON   **   **   **   **
UVALDE 0   ** 34 28
VAL VERDE 18 33 36 35
VAN ZANDT 36 28 52 31
VICTORIA 50 20 53 41
WALKER 25 9 26 17
WALLER 29 21 40 29
WARD 44 8 24 19
WASHINGTON 45   ** 56 21
WEBB 22 16 39 39
WHARTON 29   ** 32 19
WHEELER 47 12 34 17
WICHITA 29 12 34 19
WILBARGER 47 28 23 28
WILLACY 42 21 28 27
WILLIAMSON 37 20 44 27
WILSON 7 10 34 21
WINKLER . 27 37 33
WISE 20 20 30 22
WOOD 16 17 28 19
YOAKUM   **   ** 2   **
YOUNG 40 19 35 22
ZAPATA 50 5 19 18
ZAVALA   ** 13 41 40

TOTAL 38 18 44 33
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In August, IDRA worked with 7,009 
teachers, administrators, parents and 
higher education personnel through 
48 training and technical assistance 
activities and 155 program sites in  
the United states and Brazil. Some 
topics included:
) Excellence in Bilingual 

Education: Strategies for Second 
Language Learning

) Building Quality Schools: 
Continuous Improvement is Key

) Coca-Cola Valued Youth 
Program

) Equity and Excellence: The 
Board Members Role

Some participating agencies and 
school districts included:
* Atlanta Public Schools, Georgia
* United Way of San Antonio and 

Bexar County
* Malakoff Independent School 

District (ISD), Texas 
* Jefferson Parish, Louisiana
For information on IDRA services for your school district or other group, contact IDRA at 210-444-1710.

Highlights of Recent IDRA Activities

Regularly, IDRA staff provides services 
to: 
)  public school teachers
)  parents
)  administrators
)  other decision makers in public 

education

Services include: 
*  training and technical 

assistance
*  evaluation
*  serving as expert witnesses in 

policy settings and court cases
*  publishing research and 

professional papers, books, 
videos and curricula

Activity Snapshot
IDRA worked with a group of middle school teachers, a principal, counselor 
and social worker to create a small professional learning community whose 
only mission is to ensure the academic success of their students. Each 
of the teachers mentored and advocated for three students who needed 
an educator in their lives who believes in them and their capacity for 
learning and success. This emerging professional community met regularly 
to work together, sharing and exchanging insights about their students, 
developing strategies for success, and sharing in their responsibility for 
students. IDRA helped to guide them throughout the year with the best 
research, the best thinking and the best practices available. The result 
was a transformation of adults who see youth as valuable and capable 
and youth who know that someone cares about them and is committed 
to their success. And the students started with lower scores and reached 
higher scores in reading than the comparison group. 

Look Up Your Texas County 
IDRA is providing dropout trend data at your 
fi ngertips.

Go to the IDRA web site to see a graph of high 
school attrition in your county over the last 10 
years. You’ll also see the numbers of students 
by race-ethnicity who have been lost from 
enrollment in your county.

http://www.idra.org/Research/Attrition/

XYZ County
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Visit…

IDRA Newsletter +++Plus+++

Go online to IDRA’s new web-based supplement to the IDRA Newsletter. 
View videos, hear podcasts and get resources related to articles in each 
issue of the IDRA Newsletter in 2008 – free! 

The IDRA Newsletter Plus is exclusively for our newsletter readers. Go to the 
web site and create your own user name and password to explore.

http://www.idra.org/newsletterplus

Hold On – continued from Page 12

averages  and weekly and hourly earnings 
data from the Current Population Survey,” 
table from Labor Force Statistics from the 
Current Population Survey (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, nd).  

Woods, E.G. Reducing the Dropout Rate, School 
Improvement Research Series 17 (Portland, 

Please fill out our survey . . .
We would appreciate your input to help 

us ensure our newsletter and 
online resources are useful to you!

Go to www.idra.org
and take 3 minutes to complete the survey.

Thank you!

Ore.: Northwest Regional Educational 
Laboratory, 1995).

Laurie Posner, M.P.A., is an IDRA education 
associate. Comments and questions may be 
directed to her via e-mail at comment@idra.
org.

Association, November-December 2005).

Roy L. Johnson, M.S., is director of IDRA 
Support Services. Comments and questions 
may be directed to him via e-mail at comment@
idra.org.

Attrition Study – continued from Page 9
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Online Now
Episode 40: “Fostering Student Questions” 
IDRA Classnotes Podcast – Dr. Juanita García, 
an education associate at IDRA, discusses 
ways to foster student questions and describes 
a specifi c group memory strategy teachers can 

use right away.

 Episode 39: “Supporting First Year 
Teachers” IDRA Classnotes Podcast – Dr. 
Adela Solís, an IDRA senior education 
associate, gives practical examples of ways 
schools can support their new teachers and of 
strategies for new teachers during their fi rst 

days with their students.
 

Free!

This award-winning podcast series for teachers and administrators explores issues facing 
U.S. education today and strategies to better serve every student.

Episode 38: “Effective Parent Outreach” 
IDRA Classnotes Podcast – Aurelio 
Montemayor, M.Ed., director of the IDRA 
Texas Parent Information and Resource Center, 
describes a new model for building a network 
of parent leaders and how it can transform the 

school-parent connection.

Episode 37: “Gender Equity at 36” 
IDRA Classnotes Podcast – Bradley Scott, 
Ph.D., director of the IDRA South Central 
Collaborative for Equity, discusses where we 
are now in terms of the advancement of girls 

as well as gender equity challenges affecting boys today and 
what the school’s responsibility is under the law.

www.idra.org/podcasts
A podcast is an audio fi le that can de downloaded to your computer for listening immediately or at a later time. Podcasts may be listened to directly from 
your computer by downloading them onto a Mp3 player (like an iPod) for listening at a later date. The IDRA Classnotes podcasts are available at no charge 
through the IDRA web site and through the Apple iTunes Music Store. You can also subscribe to Classnotes through iTunes or other podcast directories to 
automatically receive each new podcast in the series when it is released. Classnotes is free of charge.


