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Stemming the Tide of Dropouts:

An Action Agenda for Arizona

Last January, two children strayed from their family
during a hike in the woods of northern Arizona. Search
and rescue teams from four county sheriff's offices and
personnel from the U. S. Forest Service engaged in an
intense effort to locate these children and return them
safely. Professional trackers, scent dogs, all-terrain [ — WiIamia
vehicles, and helicopters combined efforts in a

spare-no-expense mission. The plight of the lost children and their frantic
parents was broadcast throughout the state. There were hourly updates on the
progress of the 170 search and rescue workers. The children were found and
brought back safely to a collective sigh of relief.

Our concern for these lost children was understandable and appropriate. Our
response involved attention, personnel, and investment of resources. Children's
lives were clearly precious.

In the past year we lost more than 10,000 children due to the relentless, silent tide
of dropouts in Arizona - and few of us seem to know about it - and even fewer
seem to care. Their loss isn't broadcast on the nightly news; reporters aren't
camping out on the school steps; and there are few search and rescue squads
ready to save them. The children who quietly wander away from our schools
probably won't die in the cold, but their life chances are dramatically diminished
and their futures significantly limited. They are missing! They are lost! What
are we doing about it?

The loss of our children from schools is a crisis - and we need to respond to it
with the kind of attention, resources, passion, and compassion we devoted to the
physical rescue of those two children lost in a cold winter forest.




B ackground

Most data in this document was made available through the Arizona
Department of Education (ADE) and presented in an AMEPAC commissioned
research paper, "Dropping Out of Arizona's Schools: The Scope, the Costs, and
Successful Strategies to Address the Crisis" written by the Intercultural
Development Research Association (IDRA). AMEPAC commissioned this study
in an attempt to determine the scope of the Arizona dropout problem and
strategies for changing this disastrous situation. IDRA was selected based on
their record of expertise in this field.

How Big Is the Dropout Problem in Arizona?
L ————

A review of data related to the quantity and the types of students who leave
before completing high school provides a revealing picture. The many Arizona
children lost from our educational system is stunning - and deeply disturbing.

How Many Children Are We Losing?

Annual Rates

Each year during the six school years from
1994-95 to 1999-2000, Arizona's schools lost an

average of:

@ 32,000 children (8.8% of all students in Grades 7-12)
% 4,000 children from Grades 7 and 8 (3.2% of the total)
@ 28,000 children from high school (11.9%)

A total of almost 200,000 children dropped out of Arizona's schools during the
last six school years of the 20th century. This is more than the entire population
of any single rural county in Arizona.

Longitudinal Rates

The traditional method of calculating the annual number of students dropping
out fails to reveal the full extent of our loss. In an article entitled "Graduation
Statistics: Caveat Emptor" in the January 16, 2002 issue of Education Week, the
author says, "Presenting dropout rates in annual terms is like reporting credit
card interest rates in monthly terms; it just makes the number feel smaller."
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Another approach is to track a cohort of students over a period of time. This
can be done by identifying students who began first grade or those who
began high school, then following them to the time of high school
graduation for their class. Doing this type of “cohort analysis” or
“longitudinal dropout rate” provides a more complete picture of what has
happened to the children who enter our school system.

Doing an accurate cohort analysis requires a sophisticated enrollment
tracking system. In process of developing such a system, the Arizona
Department of Education (ADE) expects to have one operational by 2004. In
the meantime, it is possible to provide an estimate of the longitudinal
dropout rate in Arizona with the use of the approach originally developed
by IDRA for application in Texas.

Using this approach, IDRA concluded that Arizona high schools experienced
the following attrition rates:

i 32.8% for the class of 1998

i 32.8 % for the class of 1999 Almost one third Of
i 31.8% for the class of 2000 Arizona students who
; th
For the class of 2000 alone, this beg in9 8 rade drop out

translates to a loss of 21,472 students Prior to Completing their

between 9t grade and high school hzgh school education.
graduation (IDRA, 2002).

Who Is Dropping Out?

Gender

Arizona's experience is similar to that of other states in that males drop out of
school at higher rates than females. For example, the dropout rate among all
students in Arizona high schools in 1999-2000 was:

12.6% for male students
i 9.6% for female students

Given available information, it was not possible to determine the longitudinal
dropout rate for females and males over a four-year period.
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Race/Ethnicity

Arizona again reflects the national trend, in that minority students drop out at
higher rates than White students do. However, a substantial proportion of all
dropouts are White and Hispanic. The students who dropped out of high school
in the 1999-2000 school year can be used as an example.

Annual Dropout Rate and Number by Ethnic:it;J;I

1999-2000

# Dropping % Dropout % of All

Out Rate Dropouts

Asian 232 4.8% 1.0%
Black 1,446 13.0% 5.5%
Hispanic 10,969 15.4% 42.0%
Native American 2,919 16.8% 11.2%
White 10,531 8.1% 40.4%

Troubling as these annual dropout rates might be, they mask the extent of the
problem for each group. A cohort analysis reveals that the longitudinal dropout

rates are:
Longitudinal Dropout Rate by Ethnicity
1998-2000

Class of 1998 Class of 1999 Class of 2000
Asian 9.6% 13.3% 14.1%
Black 34.9% 33.6% 32.6%
Hispanic 43.7% 44.0% 42.7%
Native American 45.3% 45.7% 48.3%
White 26.0% 25.6% 24.2%

The shocking fact is that approximately one quarter of White students and one
third of Black students in Arizona are dropping out before completing high
school. While wholly unacceptable, this statistic is almost overwhelmed by the
alarming conclusion that virtually one half of all Native American and Hispanic
children in Arizona are not completing high school (IDRA, 2002).

One third of all our children are not completing high
school. Almost half the students from some ethnic groups

are lost from our schools prior to graduation.!

!ntercultural Development Research Association, 2002
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The dropout rate in Arizona is not a “problem.” The dropout rate in Arizona is a
full-blown crisis! It demands action to stem this shameful tide of lost children.

Where Are They Dropping Out?

As would be expected in a state with one extremely large urban county, more
than half (16,093) of the students who drop out live in Maricopa County.
However, in 1999-2000, the dropout rate for Maricopa County (7.7%) was lower
than the rate for the state as a whole. The lowest dropout rates were in Cochise
County (6%) and Greenlee County (3.1%), while the highest rates were found in
Mohave County (10.8%), Apache County (9.8%) and Pinal County (9.9%).

Why Do They Drop Out?

As with any complex social phenomenon, it is impossible to determine a single
factor responsible for students dropping out of school. However, studies over
the years have determined certain elements to be correlated with students
dropping out. None will predict who will drop out, but these factortlnoted by
IDRA in their study clearly relate to the likelihood of students doing so?.

Factors related to socio-economic status in a community include:
i Family income
i Ethnicity
Parents’ level of education
Migrant (AMEPAC Addition)

Factors related to the individual student include:
Being over age in grade
Being a former retainee
i Teen pregnancy or parenthood
#  Excessive absenteeism
i Boredom and not being academically challenged
#  Academic underachievement
Teachers teaching out-of-discipline areas (AMEPAC Addition)

* IDRA does not support the contention that student factors determine reasons students drop out. A lack of
focus on institutional characteristics and need for systemic change may explain why decades of dropout
prevention initiatives have met with relatively limited success.




Factors related to school-based characteristics include:
#  Expenditures per pupil

% Percentages of certified teachers

W Average years of teaching experience

@ Opportunities for extra-curricular participation

Effective efforts to reduce the number of children lost from the school system
must therefore involve a variety of approaches, ones that account for the range of
factors influencing whether or not children remain in school.

Given the importance of institutional characteristics
associated with dropout rates, attention must be paid to
issues of school funding and the quality of the schools
themselves.

What are the Costs of Dropping Out?

A student dropping out of school prior to high school graduation is an event
having major, long-term impacts. That individual’s opportunities in life and
projected income will be drastically curtailed. Society will also pay a heavy price
for this action.

What Earning Potential Is Lost?

Among the most obvious results for the individual \
is a loss of earning potential. IDRA has pointed W\
out that, according to the National Center for
Educational Statistics (NCES):

® Male high school graduates in 1998 earned an average of $7,800 more per
year than those who did not graduate

# Female high school graduates earned an average of $4,700 more per year
than those who did not graduate

@ If the male student who dropped out of high school had instead continued
on to complete a baccalaureate degree, he would be earning an average of
$22,300 more per year.

@ The female student would be earning an average of $20,100 more per year
had she completed a baccalaureate degree.
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Ovwer a lifetime of work, this could translate to well
over half a million dollars in lost income for each
individual who drops out of high school.’

a

The long-term cost of dropouts was estimated through the application to Arizona
of the IDRA Texas-based model. For example, the 21,472 students who dropped
out prior to graduating high school in 2000 will collectively:

#  Lose an estimated annual income of $159.23 million
% Lose $13.61 billion in personal income in their lifetimes if they work
until they are 60 years old (IDRA, 2002)

What Is the Cost to Society?

The cost to society for a high dropout rate is both direct and indirect. The lower
incomes earned by those who did not complete high school result inevitably in
lower tax revenues. As a group, dropouts experience higher levels of both
unemployment and incarceration, so a high dropout rate will likely result in
elevated costs for unemployment and workers compensation payments as well
as the increased costs for correctional facilities (IDRA, 2002).

Using the model developed by IDRA, it is estimated that $47.77 million will be
lost annually in tax revenues because of the lower incomes. This translates to
$4.08 billion in tax revenue lost to society over the working lifetimes of these
dropouts. According to the IDRA formula, which includes federal income and
social security tax; state income, property, sales, gasoline, alcohol, and tobacco
tax; and any local taxes, if the higher costs for incarceration predicted for this
group are factored in, the dropouts from the class of 2000 are likely to cost
$103.4 million per year and an estimated $4.7 billion over the course of their
lifetimes.

? Intercultural Development Research Association, 2002
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What Has Worked Well in Combating High Dropout Rates?

The disappointing news is that there is no “one best way” to prevent students
from dropping out of school. The good news is that a number of programs and
approaches seem to have been successful in reducing dropouts. The bad news is
that attacking the problem of large dropout rates can be expensive. The good
news is that a successful attack will more than pay for itself in increased human
potential for the individual and in increased revenues for the state.

As is often the case, many programs designed to reduce the dropout rates have
been implemented with great commitment to success but little attention paid to
measuring that success, so that even the programs that appear to work well often
cannot prove that they are effective. Nonetheless, there are programs with
records indicating that they have a positive impact on participants” probability of
completing high school.
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What programs have worked
in other states?

A number of programs seem to have
had success in alleviating high
dropout rates, including:

4 Advancement Via Individual
Determination (AVID), involving
reform in middle through high
schools with underachieving
students in order to provide a
rigorous college preparatory
curriculum to most students.

4 Achievement for Latinos through
Academic Success (ALAS), utilizing
a multi-faceted approach engaging
home, school and community in
providing social problem-solving
training, counseling and recognition
for academic excellence.

4 Mathematics, Engineering, Science
Achievement (MESA), employing a
challenging environment that
includes MESA classes, academic
advising, peer group learning, career
exploration, parent involvement and
other services.

4 Project Grad (Graduation Really
Achieves Dreams), involving
students in summer academic
institutes and paid internships as
well as engagement of parents,
improved instruction and school
discipline.

4 SCORE, bringing together
administrators, counselors, teachers,
parents and students to improve
academic achievement through a
common core curriculum,
development of study skills and
provision of support personnel.

4 Upward Bound, engaging students
and schools since the 1960s in extra
instruction, access to support
services and financial assistance, and
participation in an intensive summer
academic program at a college
campus.

What practices have worked

in Arizona?

Achieving a College Education
(ACE), operating through South
Mountain Community College since
1987 and involving students from
Phoenix Union and Tempe Union
High School Districts taking college
courses while in high school as well
as participation in additional
summer and Saturday programs.
Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program,
developed by IDRA in 1984 and
currently working with students in
Tempe schools, placing junior high
students in positions of
responsibility as tutors of elementary
school students.

Hispanic Mother-Daughter
Program, initiated by Arizona State
University in 1984 and working with
girls from the 8t grade through
college by involving them and their
mothers in a support network
including tutoring, counseling and
community role models.

Jobs for Arizona’s Graduates (JAG),
a local affiliate of a national program
serving six Arizona School Districts
(Camelback, Carl Hayden, Dysart,
McClintock, Peoria and Tolleson
Union) with a multi-faceted
approach including specialists
working with groups of students,
instruction in employment
competencies, a student
organization, and career
development skills

In Arizona, some of the practices with
successful records are:
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Are there any common themes in these successful programs?

As the IDRA study pointed out, some common elements in the programs that
appear to work are:

¥ Individual attention and support from an educator committed to the
success of the student

% Schools that genuinely value all students

% Partnership between family and school, with a common focus on success
for the student

W Schools that adapt creatively to the characteristics of their students and
their environment

% Educators equipped with the tools to ensure students’ success (i.e., high
quality, professionally developed teachers with the necessary funds and
materials)

What Should the Citizens and Leaders of Arizona Do
About the Dropout Crisis?

The tide of dropouts in Arizona can
> only be turned by an urgent and
concerted effort of an aware public
- and committed leaders.

We must devote time, attention and resources to saving our children from the
limited futures available to those who drop out of school. This crisis demands
immediate attention and action as well as long-term changes in the educational
system of our state.

Some recommended policy changes arising from IDRA’s study, and the
responsibility for implementing them, would include the following:




What Should Our Elected Leaders in Arizona Do?

Our State Legislature and Governor must:

i Reinforce requirements that all schools submit required dropout and
graduation-related data in a timely manner
Support funding for the Arizona Department of Education to expand
existing monitoring, data gathering/auditing, and enforcement efforts to
ensure full compliance with state dropout and graduation reporting
requirements.

i Undertake a new major statewide reform that includes establishing new
state graduation rate goals and developing a statewide plan for increasing
local graduation rates and reducing related dropout numbers.

Develop a new funding formula category that includes calculations of the
number of at-risk students in a district and that targets dropout
prevention and recovery programs for support

i Consider raising the exemption age for compulsory school attendance

i Explore ways to find or develop sufficient funding to support schools’
efforts to provide a quality education for all students and to adopt
programs designed to reduce the number of dropouts

What Should the Arizona Department of Education Do?

The Arizona Department of Education should:

Complete the upgrading of the student information system as soon as
possible to facilitate state-level student tracking and research on student
persistence and graduation

i Partner in the development of a statewide clearinghouse for effective
dropout prevention and recovery programs

i Conduct a comprehensive study of state costs resulting from students
leaving school prior to graduation in order to solidify the need for
ongoing support from the business and education sectors
Support a coordinator in each district who will have primary
responsibility for monitoring and supporting dropout prevention efforts
Include graduation rate data in state accountability provisions with
appropriate definitions for graduations rates and some weighting as well
as sanctions and rewards for performance on reducing dropout rates

i Limit the time for finalizing counts to no more than one year to help
inform dropout reduction and recovery efforts
Support middle school programs aimed at dropout prevention and
recovery efforts as well as high school programs

Support early education awareness efforts of other state agencies
(AMEPAC Addition)
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What Should Local Leaders and School District Officials Do?

Local officials, community leaders and school district personnel should:

% Expand community awareness through local schools reporting on dropout
and graduation rates via local print media and/or community forums

# Inventory and evaluate thoroughly the existing dropout prevention and
recovery efforts, eliminating those determined to be least effective and
implementing new efforts that have data documenting their effectiveness

% Create and maintain a district coordinator with primary responsibility for
monitoring and supporting dropout prevention efforts

@ Develop community action teams that are comprised of school,
community, private sector, college/university, parent and high school
student representatives to help raise awareness and to help design,
evaluate and monitor community-level dropout and graduation-related
efforts

What Steps Can We Take to "Stem the Tide'"
of Dropouts in Arizona?

Success Today for
Arizona's Youth (STAY) in School Initiative

AMEPAC has been studying the dropout problem in Arizona for several years.
It has commissioned and released findings from four research studies in hopes
that someone would "take the bull by the horns" and initiate a concerted systemic
effort to address the dropout crisis. As a result of this research and emphasis
from AMEPAC, the Arizona Commission for Postsecondary Education has
formed the Success Today for Arizona's Youth Committee to implement the
STAY in School Initiative. The STAY Committee will be comprised of
community leaders and educators who take action on the recommendations
listed above.
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The primary focus of the STAY Committee will be to:

Establish a statewide clearinghouse for effective dropout prevention and
recovery programs

Expand community awareness through local schools reporting on dropout
and graduation rates via local print media and/or community forums
Inventory and evaluate thoroughly the existing dropout prevention and
recovery efforts, eliminating those determined to be least effective and
implementing new efforts that have data documenting their effectiveness
Develop community action teams that are comprised of school,
community, private sector, college/university, parent and high school
student representatives to help raise awareness and to help design,
evaluate and monitor community-level dropout and graduation-related
efforts

AMEPAC’S "Stem the Tide" Campaign

AMEPAC has planned a series of 32 community workshops to disseminate the
findings of the "Dropping Out of Arizona's Schools” research study. The
workshops are intended to create awareness about the dropout crisis and engage
educators and community leaders in the STAY in School Initiative. In addition to
sharing the findings from the research study, AMEPAC members will provide
each community with a profile of economic conditions in their community that
can benefit from a well-prepared workforce as well as a summary of existing
dropout prevention efforts. Communities may sign a commitment to be a STAY
in School Task Force community and participate in the evaluation of existing
practices and receive recommendations for new "best practices" where needed.

AMEPAC would like to acknowledge the input of all members with special appreciation to Dr.

Judith Doerr and Ms. Tonya Drake for their writing and formatting expertise.

Intercultural Development Research Association. (2002) Dropping out of
Arizona's schools: The scope, the costs, and successful strategies to address
the crisis, commissioned by the Arizona Minority Education Policy
Analysis Center, Phoenix, AZ.







Executive Summary

This paper was commissioned by the Arizona Minority Education Policy Analysis Center of
the Arizona Commission on Postsecondary Education. The approaches used, conceptually and
methodologically, build on the work that the Intercultural Development Research Association
(IDRA) has done in the area of dropouts in Texas over the past 15 years. While modeled after
earlier state studies, the analyses conducted are based on Arizona student and program data
obtained from the Arizona Department of Education, national data sources including the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES), and other researchers who compiled and reviewed
state-level information.

Before discussing possible remedies, this report describes the probable magnitude of the
dropout issue in Arizona, the possible cost of the problem to the state in both economic and
human terms, and the policies that may need to be addressed to facilitate the adoption and imple-
mentation of local and state dropout prevention and recovery efforts.

Cost of Dropouts — Major Findings

* For every student Arizona schools fail to keep in school through graduation, the state loses
money in lost earning capacity and incarceration expenses. For the class of high school
dropouts that would have graduated in 2000, total costs to Arizona were an estimated $214.4
million per year, and $14.25 billion over the lifetime of these individuals.

» Forevery $1 spent on getting students all the way through to graduation, the state saves $66
in state services and lost revenues.

Recommendation

*  Arizona should conduct a comprehensive study of state costs resulting from students leaving
school prior to graduation, including analyses of lost wages and related state taxes, incar-
ceration costs, job training and unemployment expenses, and other state costs that may be
significantly impacted by lower levels of education.

Dropout and Graduation Counts —
Major Findings

According to the Arizona Department of Education’s annual dropout studies, since 1994, a
total of 168,004 high school students have dropped out of Arizona high schools — enough to
populate a small city.

e Inits analysis of high schools’ holding power in Arizona, IDRA determined that only three
out of every 10 students entering Arizona as freshmen in 1996-97 were not still enrolled in
their senior year in 1999-00, an overall statewide attrition rate of 31.8 percent for that
group.

* Translated to students, the 31.8 percent attrition rate means that a total of 45,971 students of
an expected 67,443 12th grade enrollment were still enrolled in school, representing a loss of
21,472 students from that one class of students.

* Arizona’s Native Americans, Hispanic and Black high school students drop out at dis-
proportionate and alarming rates. Of the freshman class of 1996-97, 42.7 percent of His-
panics, 48.3 percent of Native Americans, and 32.6 percent of Black pupils were lost from
enrollment by their group’s senior year.

e Though White students’ attrition was estimated at 24.2 percent, lower than all but the Asian
sub-group of students, that number still represents an estimated loss of 9,057 White stu-
dents. Because White students constitute the largest number of students in Arizona schools,



the 9,057 White students represent 40.8 percent of the students lost from the total cohort.
Not all students who drop out are from high school. In a related attrition study that
considered middle school students, another researcher estimated that only 60 percent of
Arizona eighth graders from the eighth grade class of 1993 were still enrolled in high
school five years later, converting to a 40 percent attrition rate.

Recommendations

Given the magnitude of the dropout problem, Arizona should launch a major statewide effort
to address the dropout issue at the state and local community levels. The initiative should be
structured in a way that meaningfully engages all major stakeholders including state officials,
local school representatives, business and community leaders, parents and students.
Because the extent of the problem varies across student groups and communities, efforts
should be targeted to address groups, schools and areas with the greatest needs.

Graduation rate data should be included in state accountability provisions with appropriate
weighting and related sanctions for excessive dropout rates and rewards for accelerated re-
duction of dropout rates.

Dropout Counting and Reporting —
Major Findings

Some state policies for identifying and counting dropouts and high school graduates are in
place.

Not all Arizona schools submit data needed to calculate local and statewide graduation and
dropout rates.

Although the state requires schools to submit dropout data with sanctions for schools that do
not comply, lack of state resources to monitor compliance and audit school data significantly
limit state-level staff ability to prescribe consequences for schools that fail to submit re-
quested dropout or graduation related data.

Arizona currently, and appropriately, does not include either GED or unverified enrollment
counts in its dropout rate calculation, a practice that contributes to a more accurate estimate
of students who annually drop out from Arizona high schools.

Recommendations

These are ongoing efforts by the Arizona Department of Education that IDRA supports.
The state of Arizona should continue to require all schools and school districts to sub-
mit enrollment and student status data to calculate graduation and dropout rates on a
yearly basis, and the State Department of Education should consequently report annually
graduation and dropout rate data. It should also increase the application of sanctions for
schools or districts that fail to comply within reasonable time frames.

Dropout rate calculations should continue to include GED students, unverified transfers,
and all other “status unknown” students in local and state dropout counts.

Graduation rate studies should exclude, but report separately, numbers of students who: (1)
are enrolled in or completed GED programs, and (2) have finished all course requirements
but failed to pass the AIMS test.

The state should strengthen penalties or sanctions for schools who fail to submit required
dropout or graduation data and incentives or rewards for those schools that comply.



State Dropout and Graduation Standards —
Major Findings

There is currently no established graduation rate goal for the state as a whole or for indi-
vidual high school districts.

e State law prescribes that schools will not exceed an annual dropout rate of 6 percent, which
converts to only a 76 percent graduation rate target over four years.

*  Though the state accountability system includes provisions for considering local school and
district dropout rates, the 6 percent benchmark established is so low that few if any districts
fail to meet the state standard, minimizing the perceived severity of local and state dropout
issues.

Recommendation

»  The state of Arizona should consider providing additional resources to expedite the comple-
tion of the new SAIS system to facilitate state-level research on student persistence and
graduation.

Dropout Prevention and Recovery Programs —
Major Findings

There is no current major statewide initiative that is focused on addressing the Arizona drop-
out issue.

e There is currently no statewide comprehensive plan in Arizona that identifies research-based
and effective dropout prevention and recovery programs. In addition, there is no statewide
initiative to disseminate information on effective dropout prevention and recovery programs.

e There are an inadequate number of dropout prevention programs in Arizona that have ad-
equately evaluated and documented their effectiveness over time. A small number of pro-
grams have documented their impact on dropout prevention and recovery efforts, and a few
others show promise but require additional research.

»  Research shows that students drop out of school for a number of reasons. However, propos-
ing that student characteristics are the primary cause for dropping out of school is inaccurate
and not useful to finding a solution to the problem. Schools, with support from state and other
sources, are the primary institutions that decrease the number and proportion of students who
leave schools.

e There is no single all-inclusive program for addressing the dropout issue. Programs must be
varied to address school, student and family needs. All programs should value all students,
families and communities.

e Alldropout prevention and recovery programs should be informed by strong evaluation plans
that identify which aspects of school dropout prevention or recovery programs work and
which may need to be modified or eliminated and all programs should be part of a larger plan
that requires schools to engage in sound educational practices for all of their students.

e Any short-term costs invested for dropout prevention will far outweigh the costs involved if
that same student drops out of school. Compare the cost benefits: for every $1 invested in
keeping students in school until high school graduation, the state saves $66 in costs that
would have gone to lost revenues, social support services, and judicial and incarceration
costs that are estimated to result from dropping out.

* Lack of data on dropout program effectiveness limits the ability of the state to provide tar-
geted funding that will reduce dropout rates.

* Arizona does not currently provide targeted funding to help local schools directly address
their local dropout problems.

» Estimated costs to the state for implementing one proven dropout prevention program (the
Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program) would be approximately $300 per student served.



There is currently no centralized repository of information on effective dropout prevention or
recovery efforts that could help guide local communities that wish to impact the dropout
problem.

Recommendations

The state should develop a statewide dropout prevention plan with specific goals, time lines,
benchmarks, responsible and accountable parties and ongoing evaluation.

Though funding for dropouts is included as a category in state funding to local schools, its
inclusion in a block grant reduces the probability that sufficient resources will be targeted on
this specific issue at the local level.

Arizona should adapt a new funding formula category to provide targeted funding for drop-
out prevention and recovery programs for schools based on the number of pupils who are
identified as at risk of dropping out of school.

State dropout prevention programs should incorporate community oversight teams comprised
of all relevant stakeholders including schools, colleges and universities, community, private
sector, parents, and high school students to design and evaluate community-level dropout
prevention efforts.

Arizona should undertake a comprehensive evaluation of existing dropout prevention pro-
grams in the state to identify critical features of programs that succeed in keeping students in
school through high school graduation and beyond.

The state should consider increasing the compulsory age at which students are exempted
from required school attendance. However, such initiatives must be accompanied by relevant
changes in schools’ dropout prevention and recovery efforts.

The state of Arizona should create a state-level clearinghouse of effective, research-based
dropout prevention and recovery programs that provide support to schools and communities
implementing new or existing proven programs.

The state should fund a district-level coordinator responsible for the effective implementation
of dropout prevention and recovery programs.



The Cost of Dropouts
for Arizona

Dropping out of school prior to graduation is a phenomenon that has plagued education in the
United States since the days when many states chose to make attendance in school mandatory.
Prior to 1950, students in most states were not required to attend school. And if they were, the
requirements only applied until a particular grade level or age was attained. All states in the
United States have now adopted compulsory attendance laws for students usually up to 15to 18
years old. This includes Arizona, which requires students to attend school until they reach the age
of 16 (U.S. Department of Education, 2000).

Documentation of school attendance in Arizona has long been a feature of state accounting
and reporting systems, with total enrollment and attendance rates used as the major determinant
to drive state financing of local school operations.

Student counts are considered crucial for estimating school funding needs. Numbers of
students actually served impact a whole array of school services, including the number of teach-
ers required, the textbooks needed, and similar services. Conversely, keeping track of the num-
ber of students who remain enrolled in the school system has been neglected in local school
operations, not only in Arizona, but across the country.

Most people assume that public schools have a system for tracking their pupils. Based in its
work with hundreds of schools IDRA has found, that due to the amount of human and capital
resources required to develop and maintain such student tracking systems, particularly before the
age of desktop computers, few local school systems actually have such systems. Even as student
data base development was facilitated by emerging computer technology, only some larger schools
faced with the challenge of tracking the enrollment status of thousands of pupils, actually did so.

As late as the mid-1980s, few states had any systems in place to help them track student
enrollment or to calculate actual local, county or state dropout rates. While there are alternative
ways to calculate annual and cohort (longitudinal) dropout rates, the best systems are based on
individual student records accounting for every student who enrolled in a local school system.
Why have states and local school systems often balked at the development of such student status
tracking systems?

This lack of concern with school dropouts — of students leaving school prior to receiving
their high school diplomas — was in part due to the fact that until recent decades, parts of local,
state and national economies were dependent on the availability of unskilled and non-literate
individuals to perform work tasks that did not require education. Up to the 1930s, when agricul-
ture was a mainstay of the U.S. economy, a high school education was not a prerequisite to
employment. As late as the 1950s, when many states moved to dependency on an industrial work
force, a high school diploma was not perceived as essential to performing jobs associated with
various industries. As the national economy evolved, more industries and workplaces came to
expect and require that their workforces have at least a high school education.

Lack of adequate worker skills has recently caused many workplaces to expand their job
preparation activities, costing billions of dollars in worker training and education (Horne, 1997).
In fact, in a survey of workplace needs, employers complained of the need to upgrade workers’
basic education skills in order to get them to a point of being productive workers (National
Alliance of Business, 2001). This change in worker-related skills has drastically impacted the life
chances of individuals who lack adequate educational preparation.

According to various national studies conducted over the last decade, job opportunities
available to individuals without a high school education are rapidly dwindling. We also are
witnessing an expanding gap in earnings of high school graduates compared to non-graduates.

The data on impact of education on workers’ lifetime earnings have been recently calcu-
lated, reflecting that the gap in earnings between high school graduates and non-graduates has



increased in recent decades. According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES),
male high school graduates in 1998 earned an average of $7,800 more per year than male non-
graduates. Female graduates earned $4,700 more per year than female non-graduates (U.S.
Department of Education, 2000).

According to the same sources, the differentials between high school dropouts and individu-
als earning bachelor degrees is even more dramatic, with male college graduates earning an aver-
age of $22,300 more per year than non-graduates, and females earning $20,100 more than their
non-graduating peers.

Though earning differences are the most obvious and direct consequences of student failure
to complete high school, the costs to society go far beyond loss in earning power. According to
a broad array of research studies, high school dropouts also result in lost tax revenue, as indi-
viduals who earn less also contribute less to state and national revenues through payroll, sales,
and other user taxes (Levin and Bachman, 1972).

High school dropouts have also been noted to be over-represented among those who require
worker compensation payments. They tend to be laid off more often and for longer terms, col-
lecting greater proportions of unemployment than do high school graduates (Levin and Bachman,
1972).

Though most individuals who do not have a high school diploma are law-abiding citizens,
dropouts as a whole are over-represented in the juvenile justice and later in the adult jail and
prison populations. Though it should not be assumed, and it is not implied here, that dropping
out automatically leads a person to violate state or federal laws, the diminished options and
reduced life chances for students without a high school diploma apparently does make some more
prone to become entangled in the judicial systems.

Over time, dropping out leads to more limited employment options and diminished earn-
ings. Dr. Jay P. Greene notes: “Students who fail to graduate from high school face a bleak
future. Because the basic skills conveyed in high school and higher education are essential for
success in today’s economy, students who do not receive those skills are likely to suffer with
significantly reduced earnings and employment prospects” ( 2001).

Dropping out also has been linked to diminished opportunities for family members, as chil-
dren of dropouts are more likely to fail to complete high school requirements themselves, per-
petuating cycles of poverty and disadvantage for generations.

Though a contemporary reality in Arizona and many other states, dropping out of school is
preventable with appropriate and timely interventions. Programs exist that have been proven
effective in addressing the dropout issue. A few are found in Arizona, and many have been
implemented in comparable communities around the country as identified in the Dropout Preven-
tion and Recovery section of this paper.



Summary and Analysis of
Arizona’s Reported Dropout
Rates

Most people will not address an issue until they become aware of its existence. Students
dropping out of school has long been known to exist. Community members may see them at the
street corners, in job training programs, in line at social support service agencies, and in other
environments. Dropouts are not invisible, nor do they magically disappear from the population.
Yet the extent to which they exist and how they impact social and economic realities are often
grossly overlooked.

It is important to note that any discussion of school dropouts is a discussion of a lack of a
school’s success in getting an individual student all the way through the educational system, up
to and through high school graduation. Part of the reason for the lack of focus on dropouts is that
in past eras, dropouts “did not matter.” The need for an unskilled labor force diminished or
outweighed dropout identification and prevention as a local or state issue. Though job require-
ments and economic realities have changed, lack of past focus on dropout identification and
prevention, and a current reluctance to confront the issue often combine to reinforce a general
aversion to address the issue. Before assessing whether one should do something it is critical to
assess what is known about the extent of the dropout issue in Arizona, and what is currently being
done to address the issue.

State Procedures for Counting and Reporting
Dropouts

In Arizona, as has been the case in many other states, the state began to take a closer look at
the dropout problem in the 1970s. At that time, the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) and others who compile demographic information on the U.S. population estimated
educational levels of citizens. One such statistic was based on individual self reports in U.S.
Census Bureau surveys in which individuals were asked to report the “number of years of school-
ing” they had completed (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983).

Useful as a gross measure, these self reported data were quickly recognized as having lim-
ited utility, causing NCES to begin to compile information that was based on state agency re-
ports that tabulated numbers of students enrolled, graduating from high school and earning high
school equivalency diplomas (NCES, 1983).

Though useful for education policy development purposes, these nationally compiled sta-
tistics did not cause states to more closely examine their own counting and reporting practices.
Starting in the 1980s however, a national movement to increase school accountability was devel-
oped in part due to significant increases in education funding in selected states. More states began
to look at high school graduation and/or dropout rates at local school and state levels.

The state of Arizona first began to require schools to compile and report graduation and
dropout data in the late 1980s. As the system currently operates, schools are required to submit
official student enrollment data to the Arizona Department of Education. As noted by one state
official, because the counts are the basis for calculating state education funding, there is a gen-
eral consensus that the number of students reported as enrolled is relatively accurate and reli-
able.

These official annual student enrollment submissions are used by local schools and school
districts to calculate local school, school district, county, and state level enrollment and school
dropout rates.

“The future of Arizona
is at risk. While the
rapid growth of a new
global information-
based economy
provides tremendous
opportunities for all of
Arizona's citizens, the
state is at risk of
missing out on
potential benefits of
the economic
revolution. The risk
factors for Arizona are
real and alarming...
among these is the
alarmingly high rates
at which students drop
out of the education
pipeline”
(Governor's Task
Force on Higher
Education, 2000).



Arizona’s Reported Annual Dropout Rate

The Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division is given primary re-
sponsibility for calculating and reporting district level dropout statistics. Since at least 1994-95,
the division has compiled and reported the annual dropout rate for the state as a whole, for all of
the state’s school districts, and for individual charter and public schools.

As is the case in many other states, the state of Arizona calculates annual dropout rates.
These are based on the number of students who are considered dropouts (defined in Arizona as
“reported or official” dropouts, plus those students whose enrollment status is “status unknown”
as prescribed by state education officials). To calculate the dropout rate, the state simply totals
the number of dropouts (using state criteria) and divides that number by the total enrollment
reported from July 1 through June 30 of any given school year.

For dropout calculation purposes, the state of Arizona considers reports of the number of
students who have been enrolled at any time in the school year ending on June 30 of that school
year. In addition to this base enrollment number, the state adds the total number of students
enrolled in the prior year who did not return to an Arizona school in that same year, and whose re-
enrollment status is unknown or not verified (Arizona Department of Education, 2001 ).

Based on the above methodology, the state of Arizona reported in its 1999-00 Dropout Rate
Study that out of 365,701 students enrolled in Arizona schools in grades seven through 12,
30,186 were considered dropouts. These 30,186 students constituted 8.3 percent of the seven
through 12" grade total enrollment span (the 30,186 total dropouts divided by the 365,701 total
enrollment).

Exhibit 1 summarizes dropout data reported by the Arizona Department of Education for the
last six school years compiled from Arizona dropout rate studies for each of those school years.
The data reflect that the statewide dropout rates reported for 1994-95 through 1999-00 have
been relatively consistent over the six-year period, with annual dropout rates hovering between
the 8 percent and 9 percent level during that span.

Exhibit 1: Arizona Annual Total Dropout Rates,
1994-95 through 1999-00*
Total (Grades 7-12) Total Annual
Enrollment Dropouts Dropout
School Year (including un-graded) Rate
1994-95 331,658 29,298 8.8%
1995-96 341,456 30,877 9.0%
199697 368,609 34,875 9.5%
199798 376,675 31,965 8.5%
1998-99 398,926 35,637 8.9%
1999-00 365,701 30,186 8.3%
Total 192,838
* of the school districts reporting
Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study

Dropouts by School Level
(Elementary School [7-8] and High School [9-12])

In the study, the state reports subsets of the dropout data, including analyses by grade level
and school level (elementary level, including grades seven and eight, and high school level, in-
cluding grades nine, 10,11, and 12). According to the state’s report for 1999-00, out of a grade
seven and eight statewide enrollment of 131,582 pupils, an estimated 4,089 students dropped out
of school. These 4,089 pupils represented a 3.1 percent dropout rate in 1999-00. See Exhibit 2.

Arizona also calculates a separate annual dropout rate for its high schools. Included in these
calculations are all students enrolled in the ninth through 12% grades in conventional public high



Exhibit 2: Arizona Annual Elementary (Grades 7-8) Dropout Rates,
1994-95 through 1999-00*
School Year Grades 7 and 8 Enrollment Total Dropouts Annual
Dropout Rate
1994-95 121,687 3,929 3.2%
1995-96 125,789 4,476 3.6%
1996-97 131,106 4,581 3.5%
1997-98 132,168 3,966 3.0%
1998-99 138,800 3,793 2.7%
1999-00 131,582 4,089 3.1%
Total 24,834
* of the school districts reporting
Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study
Exhibit 3: Arizona Annual High School Dropout Rates,
1994-95 through 1999-00*
School Year Total High School Total Dropouts Annual Dropout
Enrollment Rate
(including un-graded)
1994-95 209,971 25,369 12.1%
1995-96 215,667 26,401 12.2%
1996-97 237,503 30,294 12.8%
1997-98 244,507 27,999 11.5%
1998-99 260,126 31,844 12.2%
1999-00 234,119 26,097 11.1%
Total 168,004
* of the school districts reporting
Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study

schools, and pupils reported as enrolled in all un-graded high schools in Arizona, which includes
students enrolled in charter schools and other alternative educational settings in the state.

According to Arizona Department of Education dropout reports for the 1999-00 school year,
out of a total high school enrollment of 234,119 pupils, an estimated 26,097 students were deter-
mined to have dropped out in 1999-00. This number converts to an 11.1 percent annual drop-
out rate in Arizona high schools which is higher than the 8.3 percent for grades seven
through 12. See Exhibit 3.

Annual Dropouts by Types

A closer examination of Arizona’s dropout counting methods reveals that the state divides its
dropout totals to enable it to distinguish between “officially reported” dropouts and students it has
determined are of “status unknown.” In other words, students who were previously enrolled, but
who are no longer enrolled and for whom there is no verified evidence of re-enrollment in a
school granting high school diplomas.

Of the 26,097 pupils counted as dropouts in 1999-00 in the ninth through 12" grade, 15,249
(or 57.6 percent) were from the category “status unknown.” Discussions with Arizona Depart-
ment of Education research staff indicate that the unknown status category may include some
students who are still enrolled in Arizona or other school systems, but who are considered status
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unknown due to the absence of clear evidence that they are actually enrolled.

In a small-scale study involving a large school system, the state did find a percentage of the
unknown status student population actually enrolled in another school. Limits in the methodology
however did not enable it to generalize that finding to all schools — accentuating the need for a
more comprehensive student tracking system.

Arizona’s annual dropout report also disaggregates dropout counts to determine how many
of the year’s dropouts left during the regular school year, from those who do not return after the
summer vacation. According to official state reports for 1999-00, of the 26,097 dropouts in that
year, 22,912 (87.8 percent) left school during the school year with the remaining 3,185 (12.2
percent) failing to return over the summer.

An important observation however was that the 1999-00 summer dropout rate for students
in grades seven and eight was 34.8 percent, which was more than three times the 12.2 percent
of high school summer dropouts. This finding has obvious implications for possible interventions
that will be discussed later in this report.

Also noted in the data analyses is that Arizona contributes to the dropout count by expelling
students from its ninth through 12" grade schools, which are a subset of the dropout totals
reported. In many other states expelled students are required to attend state-funded alternative
schools allowing such students to remain enrolled and thus be excluded from dropout calcula-
tions. Expelled students accounted for 1,535 students, or 5.8 percent of Arizona’s annual dropout
rate in 1999-00. See Exhibit 4.

Annual Dropout Rates by Gender

In addition to compiling an annual dropout rate for its seventh and eighth grades and its high
schools, Arizona calculates and reports annual dropout rates by gender (male and female) and
race and ethnicity (White, Hispanic, Native American, Black, and Asian).

The state’s gender-based analysis of dropout data mirrors national dropout studies that re-
flect that males drop out at slightly higher rates than females. Arizona males have an annual
dropout rate of 9.3 percent — 3.3 percent in grades seven and eight, and 12.6 percent at the high
school level. Females had an overall annual dropout rate of 7.2 percent in 1999-00, with the
seventh and eighth grade rates reported as 2.9 percent, and a high school dropout rate of 9.6
percent.

Exhibit 4: Arizona Annual (Grades 9-12) Dropout Rates by Withdrawal Codes,

1994-95 through 1999-00*
School Total High Illness Expelled Official Status
Year School Dropout Unknown

Dropouts

1994-95 25,369 275 1.1%| 994 40% | 12,628 49.8% 11472 452%
1995-96 26,401 187  0.7% | 1,227 4.6% | 12,168 46.1% 12,819  48.6%
199697 30,294 375 12%| 1,523 5.0% | 12,108 322% 16,288  53.8%
199798 27,999 197  0.7%| 1322 47% | 10,741 38.4% 15,739  56.2%
199899 31,844 266  0.8% | 1,774 5.6% | 11,580 36.4% 18224  572%
1999-00 26,097 295 1.1% | 1,535 5.8% 9,018 34.1% 15249  57.6%
Total 168,004 1,595 8,375 68,243 89,791

* of the school districts reporting

Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study




Exhibit 5: Arizona Annual High School Dropout Rates by Racial and Ethnic
Group, 1994-95 through 1999-00*

School White Hispanic Native American Black Asian
Year Dropout Rate | Dropout Rate | Dropout Rate Dropout Rate | Dropout Rate
1994-95 9.1% 17.1% 17.8% 14.3% 6.6%
1995-96 9.5% 17.8% 18.3% 16.4% 7.0%
1996-97 8.6% 18.6% 22.6% 14.8% 6.1%
1997-98 1.7% 17.0% 18.8% 14.6% 5.8%
1998-99 8.5% 17.6% 19.1% 154% 8.2%
1999-00 8.1% 154% 16.8% 13.0% 4.8%

* of the school districts reporting
Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study

Exhibit 6: Arizona Annual High School Enroliment and Dropout
Numbers by Racial and Ethnic Group, 1994-95 through 1999-00*

School White Hispanic | Native American Black Asian
Year Enroll. Drop. Enroll. Drop. Enroll. Drop. |Enroll. Drop. |[Enroll. Drop.

199495 | 124216 11,296 | 58,047| 9912 14,701 2,617 | 8935( 1,277 | 4072 | 267
199596 | 126403 10,992 | 61,761 11,015 14,079 2573 | 9317 1,532 | 4,107 [ 289
199697 | 136,761 11,819 | 68,725| 12,806 16,947 3,834 (10,491 | 1,557 | 4,579 278
199798 | 140,682 10,887 | 71,449| 12,129 16,516 3,104 (10,966 [ 1,597 | 4,894 282
1998-99 | 147,643 12,531 | 76,739| 13,514 18216 3483 (12,187 1,879 | 5341 | 437
1999-00 | 129,503 10,531 | 71,188 10,969 17,418 2919 [11,143 | 1,446 | 4,867 232
Total 68,056 70,435 18,890 9,238 1,785

* of the school districts reporting
Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study

Annual High School Dropout Rates by Racial and Ethnic Group

Annual high school dropout data by race and ethnicity also tend to reflect national studies. In
Arizona, in the 1999-00 school year, 16.8 percent of Native American students and 15.4 percent
of Hispanic students were reported as dropping out of school. These rates were about double the
8.1 percent annual dropout rate reported for the state’s White pupil enrollment in grades nine
through 12. Dropout rates for Arizona’s Black pupils were also high, with 13.0 percent reported
as dropping out in a single year. Asian pupils enrolled in Arizona schools reflected the national
trend of lower dropout rates, showing a 4.8 percent annual dropout rate in Arizona, lowest
among all groups analyzed for grades nine through 12. See Exhibits 5 and 6.

Analysis of total enrollments for each racial and ethnic group in seventh through 12th grades
considered in the dropout counts indicates that Hispanic students, Native American students, and
Black students are over-represented among dropouts compared to their proportion of each level.

For example, while Hispanic pupils accounted for 30.4 percent of the state’s 1999-00 high
school enrollment, the group accounted for 42 percent of all high school dropouts. In a similar
vein, Native American students accounted for 7.5 percent of the high school enrollment in that
same year, but they accounted for 11.2 percent of the high school dropouts. Conversely, White
students and Asian students are under-represented among dropouts. While White pupils ac-
counted for 55.4 percent of the high school enrollment, they made up 40.4 percent of the high
school dropout population. See Exhibit 7.
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Exhibit 7: Racial and Ethnic Proportion of Population and
of Arizona Dropouts, 1999-00

Asian

: Black
Black 6%
Native American
Native American 1%
8%

. . Hispanic
Hispanic 42%

30%

Proportion of Population Proportion of Arizona Dropouts

Annual Dropout Rates by County

Another way Arizona assesses its annual dropout data is by county. Exhibit 8 summarizes
county-level dropout data for each of the state’s 15 counties. Those data show that annual
dropout rates vary from county to county, with some of the state’s smallest counties (in terms of
student population) reflecting the lowest dropout rates. By contrast, the counties with some of
the largest student enrollments (e.g., Maricopa) reflect the highest rates. An examination of the
six-year trends shows that counties reflect a mixed history, with most showing some decline in
dropout rates, while a few reflect annual dropout rate increases over the six-year span reported.



Exhibit 8: Arizona Total Grade 7-12 Enrollments and Dropouts by County,

1994-95 through 1999-00*

County 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00
Apache — Enrollment 7497 6,496 7,407 7,455 7,545 6,535
Dropout Count 901 708 789 441 810 642
Cochise — Enrollment 10,746 10,285 10,583 10,359 10,244 8,170
Dropout Count 1,267 845 932 779 831 495
Coconino — Enrollment 10,029 10,062 11,205 10,640 10,985 9,906
Dropout Count 990 1,052 1,248 977 887 821
Gila - Enrollment 4,314 4,373 4,349 4,429 4,725 4,294
Dropout Count 468 414 445 433 598 391
Graham —Enrollment 2,806 2,993 2,901 3,058 3,095 2,998
Dropout Count 194 172 173 177 199 230
Greenlee — Enrollment 1,169 1,034 1,161 1,117 1076 912
Dropout Count 46 52 42 26 27 28
La Paz — Enrollment 1,522 1,508 1,502 1,504 1,599 1,128
Dropout Count 180 111 139 161 174 96
Maricopa — Enrollment 181,954 188,674 206,607 213,193 227,068 209,022
Dropout Count 13,973 15,926 18,054 16,947 18,644 16,093
Mohave — Enrollment 9,702 10,200 10,676 10,919 10,845 11,578
Dropout Count 1,328 1,252 1,176 1,199 984 1,252
Navajo — Enrollment 8,926 9,597 11,033 10,530 11,278 12,010
Dropout Count 643 679 1,292 967 1,173 1,077
Pima — Enrollment 54,111 56,291 57,160 58,677 60,271 56,627
Dropout Count 5,307 6,139 6,379 5,559 5,913 4,825
Pinal — Enrollment 11,094 11,399 11,968 12,156 12,594 9,486
Dropout Count 1,243 1,228 1,450 1,760 1,632 943
Santa Cruz — Enrollment 3,934 4,139 4,567 4,130 4,605 5,030
Dropout Count 356 283 384 292 388 409
Yavapai — Enrollment 9,686 9,740 11,004 10,373 11,904 11,426
Dropout Count 938 747 1,032 536 999 1,078
Yuma - Enrollment 13,015 13,103 13,638 13,922 14,355 13,903
Dropout Count 1,425 1,203 1,114 968 1,197 1,075
Arizona Dept. of Youth Training and Rehabilitation —
Enrollment 1,153 1,562 3,028 4,213 6,737 2,676
Dropout Count 39 36 226 443 1,181 731
State — Enrollment 331,658 341,456 368,609 376,675 398,926 365,701
Dropout Count 29,298 30,877 34,875 31,965 35,637 30,186

* of the school districts reporting
Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study
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Conclusions Related to Arizona Dropout Counting and Reporting

Despite the fact that dropout rates are not similar among minority and non-minority popula-
tions, the annual dropout rates as a whole are unacceptably high. Analyses of Arizona’s annual
dropout rate reports reflects that the yearly dropout rate for the state, as calculated by the
department of education, has averaged between 8.5 percent to 9.0 percent per year since 1994-
9s.

Of greater concern is the fact that annual dropout rates for high school, when analyzed as a
separate category reflect that between 10 percent and 12 percent of all high school pupils leave
school every year. The data also show that, while the 11.1 percent to 12.8 percent annual dropout
rate is common in regular high school settings, the sub-group of high school students attending
un-graded secondary schools (charter schools) reflects even greater losses ranging from 15.5
percent to 29.7 percent in different years. See Exhibit 9.

Adding all counts of dropouts reported by the Arizona Department of Education for each
year since 1994-95, IDRA has estimated that Arizona has lost a total of 168,004 high school
pupils over this six-year span. This is too many lost students for any state that wishes to remain
competitive in today’s high tech job markets.

Exhibit 9: Arizona Ungraded Secondary Schools Dropout Rate 1994-95
through 1999-00*
School Year Total Ungraded Total Ungraded Annual Ungraded
Secondary School Secondary School Secondary School
Enrollment Dropouts Dropout Rate
1994-95 not reported - -
199596 3,305 513 15.5%
199697 7,404 2,603 352%
199798 6,416 1,063 16.6%
199899 13,132 3,796 28.9%
1999-00 8,794 2,611 29.7%
Total 10,586
* of the school districts reporting
Source: Arizona 1999-00 Dropout Rate Study

A Major Caveat

In onsite discussions with Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division,
IDRA was advised that both the annual dropout rate and the graduation rate reports published by
the department include only those public schools who voluntarily submit their data in any
given year. Due to the fact that not all schools report the requested dropout data, all of the
statewide summaries are incomplete.

Though the department of education is required by statute to compile and report dropout
information, until adoption of Proposition 301, there had been no comparable requirement that
local school districts submit the data required for the statewide summary report. The number of
schools and students excluded from the statewide report has, therefore, varied from year to year.
This legislation has given the department of education the authority to reduce classroom site
funds if schools do not report. It will be important that compliance with the new requirements be
closely monitored.

An example of the impact of this lack of reporting is evident from a comparison of the 1998-
99 and 1999-00 annual dropout totals in grades nine through 12. In 1998-99 the state reports
31,844 dropouts. In 1999-00 the dropout count declines to 26,097. One could easily assume that
this lower number resulted from extensive successful dropout prevention efforts. Another more



plausible explanation however could be that fewer schools submitted their data in 1999-00 than in
1998-99. Until all schools submit the required dropout data on an annual basis, all state dropout
reports must be considered with caution.

Arizona Department of Education staff points out that the state is in the process of construct-
ing a sophisticated data base that will eventually track the status of each Arizona student and
allow for calculation of school, district and statewide dropout statistics. Unfortunately that data
system is still in the developmental stages and, according to the Arizona Department of Educa-
tion, is not expected to be fully operational until 2004 or 2005. Until this system is operational,
Arizona may have to rely on a combination of dropout reporting measures to triangulate various
data to arrive at an estimate of the true extent of the dropout problem.

Though annual dropout rates are one important way of measuring schools’ holding power,
dropout experts recognize other ways to assess the extent of the problem. The primary role of
determining when individual pupils may be leaving the school system is vital for informing com-
munity and school officials in order to craft appropriate dropout prevention and recovery efforts.
Waiting to determine who may have left complicates dropout recovery efforts, for the longer a
student is out of school, the more difficult it will be to successfully re-integrate him or her into the
existing system. However, it is also important to acquire estimates of school holding power over
time.

Arizona Department of Education Graduation
Rate Study

In response to legislative requirements, the Arizona Department of Education, Research and
Policy Division conducted a study of the four-year graduation rate for the class of 1994. Data for
1992-93 graduation rates were included in the 1993-94 study to facilitate comparison. In its study,
the department tracked the status of students from the class over time, dating back to the year
that the students were entering high school as ninth graders. In addition, the class of 1994 was
adjusted to include all students who had transferred into the class at any time over the four years
ending in 1993-94. It also considered and adjusted for all students who had transferred or died
over the course of the four years involved (Arizona Department of Education, 1996). According
to policy and research staff, the department has conducted no graduation rate study since.

In the graduation rate study, high school graduates were defined as all students who (1)
completed graduation requirements, and (2) received a certificate of completion, certificate of
attendance, or another non-traditional diploma recognized as meeting graduation requirements.
Not included were students who left school and later earned GED certificates.

According to that report, only 69.3 percent, or 29,826 of the 43,057 students in the class of
1994 remained in school until high school graduation. Based on its extensive experience in drop-
out related research, IDRA contends that the inverse of a graduation rate is the state dropout
rate for the 1994 cohort studied. This means that according to the department’s report, about 30.7
percent, or 13,231 pupils, from the class of 1994 did not graduate as expected. To its credit the
state’s study did establish that 2,770 pupils who did not graduate were still enrolled allowing it to
estimate a 24.3 dropout rate for the 1994 cohort studied. See Exhibits 10 and 11.

Graduation Rates by Gender and by Race and Ethnicity

In addition to the statewide data, the Arizona Department of Education also analyzed the
graduation data by gender and by race and ethnicity. According to the report, 73.7 percent of
females graduated at the end of the fourth year of high school. Males had a lower graduation rate
with only 65 percent of the male cohort successfully meeting requirements after four years.

Racial and ethnic group cohort dropout rates are summarized in Exhibits 10 and 11. The data
indicate that, for the class of 1994, over the four years tracked, White pupils dropped out at a rate
of 18.9 percent, Hispanic pupils had a dropout rate of 34.4 percent, Native American pupils had
a dropout rate of 33.6 percent, Black pupils had a dropout rate of 30.6 percent, and Asian pupils
had a dropout rate of 11.8 percent.
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Exhibit 10: Class of 1994 Graduation Rate Study*

Class Still Four-Year Graduation Percent Four-Year Number
Size Enrolled Graduates Rate Still Dropout Dropouts
Enrolled Rate

Male 21,994 1,747 14,296 65.0% 7.9% 27.1% 5951
Female 21,063 1,023 15,530 73.7% 4.9% 21.4% 4,510
White 26,074 1,278 19,881 76.2% 4.9% 18.9% 4915
Black 1,643 128 1,013 61.7% 7.8% 30.6% 502
Hispanic 11,396 957 6,523 572% 8.4% 34.4% 3916
Native American 3,037 337 1,679 55.3% 11.1% 33.6% 1,021
Asian 907 70 730 80.5% 7.7% 11.8% 107
Total 43,057 2,770 29,826 69.3% 6.4% 24.3% 10,461

* of the school districts reporting
Source: Graduation Rate Study Class of 1994 Arizona Department of Education, 1996

Exhibit 11: Class of 1993 Graduation Rate Study*

Class Still Four-Year Graduation Percent Four-Year Number
Size Enrolled Graduates Rate Still Dropout Dropouts
Enrolled Rate

Male 22,295 1912 14445 64.8% 8.6% 26.6% 5,938
Female 21,580 1,104 15,388 71.3% 5.1% 23.6% 5,088
White 26,785 1,396 19,883 74.2% 52% 20.6% 5,506
Black 1,775 148 1,056 59.5% 8.3% 32.2% 571
Hispanic 11,388 1,130 6,335 55.6% 9.9% 34.4% 3,923
Native American 3,064 278 1,883 61.5% 9.1% 29.5% 903
Asian 863 4 676 78.3% 7.4% 14.3% 123
Total 43,875 3,016 29,833 68.0% 6.9% 21.5% 11,026

* of the school districts reporting
Source: Graduation Rate Study Class of 1993 Arizona Department of Education, 1996

A related finding was that not all students missing from the class of 1994 had dropped out. Of
the total original enrollment, an additional 6.4 percent of pupils were found to be “still enrolled” in
the high schools.

The graduation rate study completed for the class of 1994 also provided comparable sum-
mary data for the class of 1993. For that 1993 cohort, the four-year graduation rate was 68.0
percent (compared to 69.3 percent for the class of 1994). The cohort dropout rates for most sub-
groups were similar to, though somewhat lower than the class of 1994, with Hispanic students
dropping out at a rate of 34.4 percent, Native American pupils at 29.5 percent, and Black pupils
at 32.2 percent. White pupils and Asian pupils reflected somewhat higher dropout rates in 1994
than in 1993. According to the report, White pupils dropped out at a rate of 20.6 percent in 1993
(compared to 18.9 percent in 1994), while Asian pupils had a dropout rate of 14.3 percent com-
pared to 11.8 percent in 1994.

A Major Caveat Regarding ADE Annual and Graduation Rate Data
After reviewing the graduation rate data, IDRA staff met with Arizona Department of Edu-
cation, Research and Policy Division to discuss the methods used in the class of 1994 graduation



rate study. In that discussion, Arizona Department of Education staff cautioned that the study
was limited by the extent of response (or non-response) to the request for cohort data from local
schools. Lacking any authority to require compliance with data requests, the Arizona Depart-
ment of Education was, and historically has been, unable to require universal submission of the
data needed to compile the required information. This lack of data from some schools makes the
statistics reported incomplete in that not all Arizona schools are included in the study. Given the
missing data, which varies from year to year, the state-reported rates are the best available
estimates, but may be understating the extent of the dropout problem in Arizona schools. Only
when all schools submit all required data will a full state assessment of the extent of the dropout
problem be possible.

An Alternative Assessment of Arizona’s
Longitudinal or Cohort Dropout Rate —
Attrition Estimates

Another critical way of examining dropout rates involves tracking groups of pupils from the
time they enter the system (kindergarten) through the 12th grade to determine how many of a
particular group progress through the system and graduate. This assessment of students’ progress
through the whole system is called either a cohort analysis or longitudinal dropout rate. It allows
policymakers, community members, and parents to make judgements about the quality and ef-
fectiveness of their schools.

To conduct a cohort tracking study to determine the number of pupils who make it all the
way from kindergarten or first grade to graduation, a state would need a system that allows it to
track the enrollment of every student. While the state of Arizona is in the process of developing
such a student-based system, it has not yet completed that process. Lacking the necessary data,
the State Department of Education has been unable to calculate a state, district, or county cohort
or longitudinal dropout rate or its inverse, a statewide graduation rate.

While some graduation rate data are compiled and submitted by individual districts, lack of
mechanisms for verifying the self-reported data also gives such submissions limited utility. In the
absence of individual student tracking data in many states, IDRA developed an alternative method
to estimate the number of students that may be lost from enrollment over a period of several
years.

In 1986, when IDRA conducted its first attrition study, many states had not developed stu-
dent tracking systems that allowed them to precisely calculate the actual dropout rate for a group
of students who were tracked over several years. Thus, lack of student-specific data thwarted
efforts to determine how many students out of thousands of high school freshman enrolled in a
given year were still enrolled four years later as seniors.

While it is indeed difficult to determine the exact number of pupils that may have dropped out
in such circumstances, it is possible to develop estimates of those losses. By examining state-
level enrollment data, we can calculate an estimated dropout or school “attrition rate.”

Using such an approach, IDRA has developed dropout estimates for Texas since 1986.
IDRAs attrition studies have significantly impacted state policy, leading to the adoption of com-
prehensive dropout prevention and recovery policy, and ultimately leading to the creation of a
student tracking process that has substantially improved the state’s ability to determine the actual
enrollment status of every pupil on an ongoing basis. Since Arizona does not currently calculate
its own cohort dropout or graduation rate, we applied the IDRA attrition formula to existing state
enrollment data to arrive at estimates of its longitudinal dropout rate.

The calculation of an attrition rate requires access to enrollment data for specific grades and
grade spans. IDRA acquired such data from the Arizona Department of Education, which posts
an array of school, district, and state level enrollment data. This student enrollment information,
in addition to being reported in the aggregate or total, is also provided for sub-groups of the
student population including breakouts by grade level (grades seven to 12), counts of students in
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high schools that are identified as un-graded, counts by gender (male and female), and counts by
racial and ethnic groups (Asian, Black, Hispanic, Native American, and White).

Given available data, IDRA was able to calculate an attrition rate for the total state high
school enrollment excluding un-graded school counts. Because the attrition formula relies on
specific grade level enrollment data for parts of its calculations, inclusion of un-graded counts
was deemed inappropriate. In order to facilitate comparisons with other states’ attrition rates,
which often are limited to the high school level, it was determined that our analysis of the Arizona
data would also be limited to high school attrition.

The IDRA Attrition Formula

The IDRA attrition formula involves: (1) determining the enrollment in ninth grade for a
specific school year, which is considered the base year; and (2) determining the enrollment level
for the year in which that group of ninth graders would have been enrolled in the 12" grade, or
end year.

It would be relatively easy to propose that one simply subtract the total number of students
in the ninth grade, from the total enrolled in the 12* grade four years later to compute an attrition
rate. While a “neat” calculation, such an approach would not take into account any change in the
overall enrollment of that grade cohort over the years involved and thus could yield inaccurate
results.

For example, if there were 400 freshmen enrolled in ninth grade in the base year and only
300 seniors in the end year, one could say that the attrition rate was 25 percent (400-300+ the
original 400 pupils enrolled in the ninth grade). But, it may be that an additional 50 enrollees joined
the original ninth grade group over the time they were tracked. Adding these new pupils to the
original number of ninth graders would have caused one to expect a 12" grade enrollment of 450,
rather than 400. If only 300 of that 450 made it to their senior year then the real attrition rate for
the group being tracked would be 450-300+450, or 33 percent (rather than 30 percent).

IDRA’s attrition formula incorporates an adjustment to account for the upward or downward
change in enrollment over the time being analyzed. Because specific student level data are un-
available to allow a more precise adjustment, the formula determines the difference between the
ninth to 12th grade enrollment in the base year, and the ninth to 12th grade enrollment in the end
year, and adjusts the original ninth grade number to reflect the proportion of that growth that
would have impacted the grade level involved, yielding a truer estimate of the 12" grade enroll-
ment that could be expected to result from the enrollment changes that normally occur (Cardenas,
et. al, 1987). See Appendix 3 for an expanded description of IDRA’s attrition model.

In a recent article in Education Week, writers note that accurate state and local data on
dropouts are difficult to acquire (Viadero, 2001). Other researchers who have employed attrition
based dropout models note in the absence of these data, attrition based approaches may be the
best alternative currently available to arrive at more reliable estimates of local and state dropout
rates (Balfanz and Legters, 2001).

Using IDRA’s attrition model, we were able to calculate an estimated longitudinal attrition
rate for Arizona’s high schools for the cohorts that would have graduated in 1998, 1999, and
2000, as well as estimated attrition rates for sub-groups. Sub-group rates were calculated by
gender and by racial and ethnic group for the three school years. Major findings for each area
follow.

Arizona Attrition Rates

Based on IDRA’s analysis, Arizona high schools experienced a 32.8 percent overall
attrition rate for the class of 1998, 32.8 percent for the class of 1999, and 31.8 percent
for the class of 2000. IDRA estimates that approximately three out of 10 students who enter
high school in Arizona are not still enrolled in the system four years later. The level of attrition is
similar to but somewhat lower than the overall attrition rate for Texas, which was estimated at 42
percent in the 1999-00 school year. See Exhibit 12.



Exhibit 12: Overall Enroliment and Attrition Rates in Arizona

1994-95 1997-98 1994-95 1997-98 1997-98 Attrition Number

9™ Grade 12 Grade 9-12Grade  9-12"Grade Expected 12  Rate Students Lost

Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Grade (%) To Attrition
Enrollment

59,150 43,402 194,196 212,170 64,625 32.8% 21,223

1995-96 1998-99 1995-96 1998-99 1998-99 Attrition Number

9" Grade 12 Grade 9-12" Grade  9-12"Grade Expected 12"  Rate Students Lost

Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Grade (%) To Attrition
Enrollment

60,633 43,958 199,459 214,968 65,380 32.8% 21,422

1996-97 1999-00 1996-97 1999-00 1999-00 Attrition Number

9™ Grade 12 Grade 9-12Grade  9-12"Grade Expected 12  Rate Students Lost

Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Grade (%) To Attrition
Enrollment

62,863 45,971 205,895 220,896 67,443 31.8% 21,472

Source: Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1994-95; Annual Report of the Arizona
Superintendent of Public Instruction 1995-96; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1996-97;
Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1997-98; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of

Public Instruction 1998-99; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1999-00.

For each of the years analyzed, the number of students lost to attrition in Arizona totaled:
21,223 pupils lost from the class of 1998; an additional 21,422 lost from the class of 1999; and an
estimated 21,472 students lost from the class 0f 2000. The cumulative number of pupils lost from
Arizona high schools between October 1997 and October 1999 totaled 64,117 pupils, enough
individuals to fill 16 high schools of 4,000 or more or to populate a small city in Arizona.

Attrition Rates by Gender

Enrollment data required to conduct the attrition analysis by gender were not available from
the Arizona Department of Education, precluding the calculation of attrition rates by these stu-
dent characteristics.

Attrition Rates by Race and Ethnicity

IDRA found a notable disparity in the estimated attrition rates among Arizona’s major racial
and ethnic student populations, paralleling the findings of the Arizona Department of Education’s
annual dropout studies. The largest levels of attrition were found among Arizona’s Hispanic and
Native American student populations.

According to IDRA’s attrition calculations, approximately four out of every 10 Hispanic
pupils enrolled in the ninth grade in Arizona high schools are no longer present by the 12" grade.
Hispanic high school attrition rates were estimated to be 43.7 percent for the class of 1998, 44.0
percent for the class of 1999, and 42.7 percent class of 2000.

Native American pupils were lost to attrition at levels that were close to that of Hispanic
students. Attrition rates for Arizona’s Native American high school students were 45.3 percent
for the class of 1998, 45.7 percent class of 1999, and 48.3 percent for the class of 2000.

Attrition rates for Black high school pupils in Arizona, though somewhat lower, were also
determined to be excessive. According to IDRA’s calculations, attrition rates for Black students
were 34.9 percent for the class of 1998, 33.6 percent class of 1999, and 32.6 percent for the
class 0of 2000. Approximately three out of every 10 Black pupils enrolled in the ninth grade were
lost from school enrollment.
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The IDRA attrition analysis for White pupils in Arizona high schools found that the attrition
rate for the group was lower than the rates found for the state’s major minority student popula-
tions. Attrition rates for White pupils were 26.0 percent for the class of 1998, 25.6 percent for the
class of 1999, and 24.2 percent for the class of in 2000.

Asian pupils reflected the lowest attrition rate: 9.6 percent for the class of 1998, 13.3 per-
cent for the class of 1999, and 14.1 percent for the class of 2000. An important observation for
the Asian sub-group is that, in contrast to all other sub-groups showing small declines in attrition
rates from 1998 to 2000, the Asian attrition rate increased for the group over the same time
period. See Exhibits 13, 14 and 15.

Though a smaller proportion of the sub-group analyzed, it is important to note that those
percentages for White pupils represent a loss of about 10,000 pupils from that group for each of
the years analyzed, or approximately 27,000 White pupils. Too often there is a misperception that
dropouts are primarily a “minority community problem.” According to IDRA’s attrition analyses
and other Arizona dropout studies, White students account for almost one half (42.2 percent) of
all students who leave school prior to graduation.

Dropout prevention strategies that focus exclusively on minority communities would miss
thousands of pupils who would benefit from an expanded state emphasis on dropout prevention
and recovery. At the same time it is important to recognize that the group attrition rates for
Hispanic, Native American and Black pupils also reflect that all three groups leave school at
disproportionate rates, a fact that dictates that minority focused dropout prevention and recovery
efforts will also be needed to address the issues at state and local levels.

Other Dropout Indicators and
How They Compare to State Reports

In order to better demonstrate the extent of the dropout problem in Arizona, IDRA research-
ers examined other studies. One source is the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES),
which annually produces a report on dropout rates in the United States. Due to a time lag asso-
ciated with collecting data at the national level, these NCES reports usually report data at least
one year prior to the report’s release date. For example, in December 1997, NCES released
Dropout Rates in the United States, 1996 (NCES, 1997).

One of the reporting categories involves providing information on the percentage of 18- to
24-year-olds who are “not currently enrolled in high school, and who have received a high school

Exhibit 13: 1994-95 Enroliment and 1997-98 Attrition Rates in
Arizona by Racial and Ethnic Group

Racial 1994-95 1997-98 1994-95 1997-98 1997-98 Attrition Number
Ethnic 9" Grade 12" Grade 9-12" Grade 9-12" Grade Expected 12" Rate Lost
Group Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Grade

Enrollment
White 33,992 26,863 117,493 125,717 36,317 26.0% 9,454
Hispanic 17,362 11,103 52,004 59,104 19,732 43.7% 8,629
Native
American 4427 2,665 13,128 14,451 4873 45.3% 2,208
Black 2,383 1,713 7,796 8,604 2,630 34.9% 917
Asian 986 1,058 3,775 4482 LI71 9.6% 113
Total 59,150 43,402 194,196 212,358 64,723 21,321

Source: Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1994-95; Annual Report of the
Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1995-96; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of
Public Instruction 1996-97; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1997-98.




Exhibit 14: 1995-96 Enroliment and 1998-99 Attrition Rates in
Arizona by Race and Ethnic Group

Racial 1995-96 1998-99 1995-96 1998-99 1998-99 Attrition Number
Ethnic 9™ Grade 12 Grade 9-12" Grade 9-12" Grade Expected 12 Rate Lost
Group Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Grade

Enrollment
White 34,682 27327 119,632 126,771 36,752 25.6% 9,425
Hispanic 18,006 11,210 54,099 60,193 20,034 44.0% 8,824
Native
American 4,567 2,544 13,959 14,314 4,683 45.7% 2,139
Black 2,397 1,805 7,884 8,939 2,718 33.6% 913
Asian 1,011 1,072 3,385 4751 1,236 13.3% 164
Total 60,663 43,958 199,459 214,968 65,423 21,465

Source: Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1995-96; Annual Report of the
Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1996-97; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of
Public Instruction 1997-98; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1998-99;
Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1999-00.

Exhibit 15: 1996-97 Enrollment and 1999-00 Attrition Rates in
Arizona by Racial and Ethnic Group

Racial 1996-97 1999-00 1996-97 1999-00 1999-00 Attrition Number
Ethnic 9" Grade 12 Grade 9-12" Grade 9-12" Grade Expected 12 Rate Lost
Group Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Grade

Enrollment
White 35,577 28,323 122,743 128,964 37,380 24.2% 9,057
Hispanic 18,969 11,977 56,952 62,573 20,901 42.7% 8,924
Native
American 4,700 2,638 13,831 15,006 5,099 48.3% 2461
Black 2,496 1,912 8,226 9,349 2,837 32.6% 925
Asian 1,121 1,121 4,143 4,824 1,305 14.1% 184
Total 62,863 45,971 205,895 220,716 67,522 21,551

Source: Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1996-97; Annual Report of the
Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1997-98; Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of
Public Instruction 1998-99; and Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction 1999-
00.

diploma or its equivalent (GED).” These data are reported for the nation as a whole as well as
for individual states. According to the 1996 NCES dropout report, between 1991 and 1993 Ari-
zona reported a school completion rate of 81.1 percent, or its inverse an 18.9 percent dropout
rate. For the years 1994 to 1996, the three-year average had improved to 87.8 percent.

The “completion” rates reported for the years involved are noticeably higher than the state’s
own dropout estimates. This difference however, can be explained by the state’s more stringent
definition of high school dropouts, where GED recipients are not counted among graduate totals.

Another difference is that the NCES data include all 18- to 24-year-olds living in the state for
the period covered by the study and thus includes individuals who may have been enrolled in,
graduated from, or dropped out of schools outside of Arizona. Because of this broader pool, the
state dropout figures in this case may be more accurate estimates of the extent of the Arizona
dropout problem.
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Another distinct national study was recently completed by Dr. Jay P. Greene of the Manhat-
tan Institute (Greene, 2001). In his analysis, Greene calculated attrition rates for the graduating
class of 1998 assessing the status of students enrolled in eighth grade and expected to be seniors
five years later. According to the Greene report, the estimated graduation rate for the state of
Arizona was only 60 percent, a statistic that converts to about a 40 percent attrition rate for the
eighth grade group analyzed. Greene’s study indicates that data are not reported by sub-group
because sub-group related information was not available for the study as conducted.

According to a recent dropout study conducted by the U.S. General Accounting Office,
Arizona has the lowest completion rate of all states estimated at 73.5 percent (2002). Though
both of the preceding studies present very different perspectives of the dropout issue, they do
reinforce the finding that Arizona has among the highest dropout rates in the country, with esti-
mates ranging from 20 percent to 40 percent. The various data sets also clearly indicate that
White pupils account for a significant proportion of the state’s dropouts primarily because they
also constitute the majority of the state’s high school enrollment.

However, when examining dropout rates within the state’s racial and ethnic groups, that is
assessing the proportion that dropouts constitute within each of the states identifiable sub-groups,
itis also evident that Native American, Hispanic and Black dropout rates are considerably higher
than White pupils within group dropout rates.

Factors Related to Dropping Out of School

Studies that have attempted to determine the reasons students leave school prior to gradua-
tion have often focused on student-related factors that include such characteristics as:
* being over age in grade or former retainee;
e parents’ level of education; economic status, sometimes re-framed as need for employment;
e teen pregnancy or teen parent;
e excessive absenteeism;
*  bored or not academically challenged;
* levels of parent involvement; and
* academically underachieving.

Too often not considered or reported are school-based characteristics such as:

* expenditures per pupil;

» percentages of certified teachers;

e average years of teaching experience; and

e opportunities for extra-curricula participation.

Researcher Linda Darling-Hammond has stated, “The U.S. educational system is one of the
most unequal in the industrialized world, and students routinely receive dramatically different
learning opportunities based on their social status: The wealthiest 10 percent of U.S. school
districts spend nearly 10 times more than the poorest 10 percent. Yet despite differences in
funding, teacher quality, curriculum, and class sizes, the prevailing view is that if students do not
achieve, it is their own fault” (1998).

This lack of focus on institutional characteristics and need for systemic change may explain
why decades of dropout prevention initiatives have met with relatively limited success. There is
no single reason that all students leave school prior to graduation. Though our research has
suggested that lack of success in school is a major factor.

Many programs have been developed to help address the dropout problem, few have dem-
onstrated evidence of success. AMEPAC requested that IDRA identify available dropout pre-
vention and recovery programs. A later section of this report presents our findings related to
successful programs implemented in Arizona and around the country.



The Economic Implications
of Dropouts for Arizona

Schools recognize that the loss of students results in lost funding because state aid is based
on the numbers of students enrolled. The extent of the annual school funding losses caused by
dropouts is based on the proportion that those dropouts are of the total student enrollment for a
given year.

The annual dropout reports compiled by the state of Arizona provide data on the number of
reported dropouts and the average state expenditures per student in a given year. With this, the
approximate costs to individual schools and school districts can be calculated. The state rev-
enues that are lost by individual counties also can be calculated from county-level enrollment and
dropout data.

Based on information compiled by the Arizona Department of Education, the Intercultural
Development Research Association (IDRA) determined that, on average, Arizona public schools
spent an estimated $5,000 in state and local funding per pupil in the 1999-00 school year (Ari-
zona Department of Education, 2001). Multiplying the per pupil funding figure of about $5,000
by the number of dropouts provides us with an estimate of the total lost revenue to schools
produced by dropouts for that year: $107.3 million.

While not an overwhelmingly large number when considered in isolation, the costs for stu-
dents lost over several years can be added to determine the cumulative cost in lost school funding,
from the state, caused by dropouts.

According to IDRA estimates, Arizona schools lost a total of 64,117 students to attrition
from the classes of students expected to graduate in the years 1998, 1999, and 2000. Multiplying
that total by an average of $5,000 per pupil spent in Arizona schools during that span produces an
estimated cost of $320.58 million in lost resources that would have been available to schools
and local communities had these students been kept enrolled in high school over the years in-
volved.

The Long-term Cost of Dropouts in Arizona

Though impressive when looked at on an individual year or annual basis, the true cost of
dropouts over the lifetime of those individuals is actually staggering, costing the state billions of
dollars in additional social support services, job training costs, lost taxes, and, most importantly,
lost revenues that would have been earned by those individuals over the course of their working
lives.

In a 1986 study, IDRA developed a model for estimating the cost of dropouts in individual
states. This model assessed social service costs related to job training, adult education, unem-
ployment and job placement. It also considered crime, incarceration, lost wages and related lost
tax revenue. The model has been used annually to estimate the costs of dropouts in Texas since
1986, with formulas adjusted to incorporate inflation experienced for each of the years of the
study.

To estimate the long-term cost of dropouts to the state of Arizona, IDRA utilized Arizona-
specific data whenever it was available. Where state-specific data were not located, the latest
available national information was substituted with the understanding that state costs may be
higher or lower depending on how Arizona compares to the national average in the category
involved. For this analysis only incarceration and lost income and related tax losses were esti-
mated.
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Incarceration and Related Judicial Costs

In its original cost benefit model, IDRA recognized that not all students who drop out of
school are criminals, but cited research that has established that dropouts are over-represented in
the prison population in all states studied. After calculating the proportion of the state dropout
group that could be expected to wind up in the state prison system, IDRA estimated the total costs
that one class of dropouts would create for these systems.

Using data generated by the Arizona Department of Corrections, IDRA established that the
state spent an average of $20,737 per inmate to house, feed, and monitor the state’s prison
population in fiscal year 2000 (2001). Total reported expenditures for all Arizona prisons in fiscal
year 2000 were $510,431,581.

Related research on prison populations estimates that as much as 33 percent of criminal costs
are attributable to inadequate education (Levin and Bachman, 1972). Using a conservative esti-
mate of only 12.5 of 21,472 students, multiplied by the $20,737 per Arizona inmate yields an
estimate of incarceration annual cost of $55.7 million per year that can be attributed to
under education.

Multiplying the annual figure by an inflation adjusted average of 10 years yields an incar-
ceration cost of $638.06 million that may not have been spent on prisons if those inmates had
experienced expanded options associated with completing high school.

Lost Wages and Related Tax Revenues

Though all of the aforementioned are important financial implications that can be ascribed to
dropouts, the largest costs to the state and nation come in the form of lost wages, and the
taxes that would be derived from that income. The differential earning power between high
school dropouts and those who graduate has long been known. Unfortunately, less well known is
how this difference in earning ability translates to major lost revenues.

According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, the median income for workers who left
school before the 11" grade will average $21,391 compared to the median income of high school
graduates who will average $28,807, a net difference of $7,416. Multiplying that differential by
the 21,472 students lost from the class of 2000 yields a total annual revenue loss of $159.23
million per year over the working lifetimes of these individuals (U.S. Department of Education,
2000).

Assuming that these individuals will work until they are 60 years old, and using an annual 3
percent inflation adjustment (reflecting the average inflation rate for the past 15 years) produces
an estimated lost earnings over the working lifetimes of these individuals. Multiplied by the 21,472
pupils, this translates to a total of $13.61 billion in lost personal income for that one group of
students.

The model estimates that individuals pay about 30 percent of their income in some form of
tax, be it income, sales, property taxes, etc. Multiplying the total lost wages by 30 percent yields
an estimated lost tax revenue amount of $47.77 million in lost taxes in one year, and a total of
$4.08 billion, in lost tax revenue over the working lifetime of that one group of indi-
viduals.

Total Costs of Dropouts in Arizona

Based on cumulative costs of the IDRA cost benefit model, IDRA estimated that over the
course of their lifetimes each dropout costs Arizona an average of $663,664 in increased costs
and lost revenues per individual.

Multiplying that $663,664 per dropout times the total number of students we identified as
lost to attrition from the class of 2000, IDRA estimates that Arizona will lose a total of
$14.25 billion over the lifetimes of those individuals in lost revenues and incarceration
expenses.

Adding the 42,645 additional dropouts estimated from IDRA’s attrition analyses for the pre-
vious two ninth grade classes (21,422 from the class of 1999, and 21,233 from the class of 1998),



yields a total cost of $42.58 billion for the last three groups of students estimated to have
been lost to attrition. See Exhibits 17 and 18.

While these costs are estimates based on current counts and costs, these dropout estimates
do not include the additional students that drop out of Arizona’s middle schools, or un-
graded high schools (which were not included in the attrition calculation because of the ab-
sence of grade enrollment data required by this approach to estimating dropout counts), resulting
in a relatively conservative overall dropout cost estimate.

Review of the Arizona Department of Education’s annual dropout reports for un-graded high
schools clearly reveals that the dropout rates for these alternative settings — many of which at-
tempt to serve students who are considered to be more at risk of dropping out — are actually higher
than for the conventional graded high schools.

It is clear from these data that whether one considers or excludes the costs of dropouts from
un-graded high schools, the overall costs of dropouts to the state of Arizona and or to the
nation are excessive and unacceptable.

Exhibit 17: Long-Term Costs of Dropouts to the State of Arizona

Annual Cost Cumulative Cost

Incarceration costs $55.7 million $638.06 million
Lost wages $159.24 million $13.61 billion
Lost tax revenue (30 percent of lost wages) $47.77 million $4.08 billion
Total cost for students lost from the class of 2000 $214.94 million $14.25 billion
Total cost for last three classes of dropouts $42.58 billion

Source: State Funding For Education 1999-2000: Superintendent’s Annual Report 1999-2000.

Costs of Keeping Prospective Dropouts
Enrolled in School

Calculating a cost benefit model involves comparing the costs of keeping pupils enrolled in
school to those created by their dropping out. Assuming that Arizona was able to mount effective
dropout prevention efforts that prevented this from being a persistent trend, the state would have
to spend an additional $320.58 million per year ($5,000 x 64,117 pupils lost from enrollment
over the last three years) times about two years ($641.17 million) to provide a complete high
school education to the groups of students who were lost from grades nine to 12 in the preceding
three years.

Failure to ensure that all Arizona pupils remain enrolled at the high school level until gradua-
tion however, will cost the state approximately $42.58 billion for that same group of pupils over
the working lifetime of those same individuals. Calculating the costs of dropouts versus the costs
of keeping the students enrolled results in extensive savings to the state.

For every $1 spent on getting all students all the way through to graduation, the
state saves $66 in job training, social support and lost earnings, an impressive return on
investment.

It should also be noted that the additional $320.58 million required to successfully graduate
the current dropout population would be offset by reductions in social services, incarceration, job
training and increased personal incomes.
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Exhibit 18: Long-Term Costs of Dropouts to the State of Arizona

I

$4,080,000,000
Lost Tax
Revenue From
Lost Wages

4=

$638,060,000 $13,610,000,000 $14,250,000,000 $42,580,000,000

Incarceration Lost Wages Total Cost for Total Cost for

and Judicial One Class of Last Three
Costs Dropouts Classes of

Dropouts




Dropout Prevention and
Recovery Programs

The National Picture

In 1986, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) concluded that “what works” in drop-
out prevention is unknown. While there may have been some exemplary or model programs
across the country, there was little generalizable information that would permit program replica-
tion. Sixteen years later, the GAO reports that a variety of state, local and private dropout pre-
vention programs exist, but in many cases their effectiveness is unknown because they have not
been rigorously evaluated.

At the national level, the Dropout Prevention Demonstration Program (currently slated for
2002 recision and 2003 elimination in the Bush administration’s recommended budget) specifi-
cally targets dropouts but does not have any evaluation data because the program is new. As-
toundingly, the GAO report notes, “The federal government does not track the amount of fed-
eral funding used for dropout prevention services or require that evaluations of programs in-
clude assessments of their effect on dropout rates, even for programs for which dropout preven-
tion is an objective” (2002).

The 2002 GAO report recommends that the U.S. Department of Education evaluate the
quality of existing research, encourage the rigorous evaluation of dropout prevention programs,
and identify effective means for disseminating information on programs deemed effective. This
lack of rigorous evaluation, identification and dissemination of information on effective drop-
out prevention programs and practices leaves schools without the guidance and critical data
needed to make informed choices for their students.

There are close to 4,000 listings on the Internet for dropout prevention and recovery pro-
grams. Despite this impressive number, it is difficult to find rigorous evaluations or research on
the program models. The privately-funded National Dropout Prevention Center (NDPC) housed
at Clemson University in South Carolina, provides a data base of dropout prevention model
profiles. What is missing from many profiles, however, is any evaluative information.

The Regional Picture

The regional picture mirrors the national picture. The Intercultural Development Research
Association’s (IDRA) landmark research study in 1986 canvassed Texas for dropout prevention
and recovery programs. A survey of all Texas school districts, community colleges, universities,
service delivery areas and community-based organizations found the following.

e Ninety percent of the dropout programs in Texas reported having no evaluation data. (Pro-
gram staff were often confused, embarrassed or even defensive when asked for evaluation
data or reports.) Furthermore, program personnel lacked information about the type of data
needed to adequately evaluate a dropout prevention and recovery program.

e No individual in any of the institutions surveyed was charged with coordinating program
efforts.

e There was no standardization or uniformity in data collection methodology nor did there
exist any centralized or accessible information on programs in the state much less across the
country.

The same situations remain in Texas and can be found in Arizona almost two decades later
—no one individual is accountable for ensuring that students remain in school in a meaningful
way, and there is no centralized repository for programs and models that work to keep students
engaged and valued in schools.

“Hispanic youth need
to be coached, not
rescued. They should
be able to take credit
for what they achieve.
They need
encouragement and
opportunities to take
responsibility for their
learning and later
lives, to set long-
range, real-life goals,
and to take steps
needed to achieve
those goals. Adults
who advocate for
students, who
encourage students to
dream about their
futures, who mentor
Students on how to
achieve those dreams,
and who hold students
accountable for their
actions can provide
needed support for
students to make their
dreams come true”

(Secada, et al., 1998).
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“Explicit in good
practice models is the
recognition that young
people, like all people,
need to feel a sense of
comfort and need to be

offered a sense of

autonomy in order to
profit from program
teachings and
experiences...
Consistent
demonstrations of
caring and high
expectations for young
people with choice
and ‘voice’ regarding
program operation,
and, in response to the
racial and ethnic
diversity of
adolescents, many
practitioners
incorporate cultural
traditions and values
into programs”

(Williams, 1999).
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Another serious problem is the lack of research on school factors that contribute to students
dropping out. Most reports misguidedly conclude that student deficiencies are the cause for drop-
outs (poor grades, lack of “motivation,” absenteeism, etc.), or they cite “family background
factors” (poverty, less educated parents, single-parent families, family mobility, low levels of
English language proficiency, race-ethnicity, etc.).

As aresult, the programmatic responses are based on “fixing” the student rather than iden-
tifying what school characteristics contribute to a student leaving school — characteristics such
as the lack of quality teaching, low expectations for certain students, lack of professional devel-
opment, a lack of resources, non-credentialed teachers, or a lack of leadership.

A review of the types of programmatic responses clearly shows that the deficit model pre-
vails. Many programs are add-ons to the school with no institutional changes, or they take the
student out of the traditional school setting to an alternative one that focuses on the “at-risk”
factors.

What Works

IDRA’s research on strategies for reducing the dropout rate, based on a review of the re-
search of effective dropout prevention strategies and IDRA’s experience over the last three de-
cades, shows the following components are vital to successful dropout prevention:

* Al students must be valued.

*  There must be at least one educator in a student’s life who is totally committed to the suc-
cess of that student.

» Families must be valued as partners with the school, all committed to ensuring that equity
and excellence is present in a student’s life.

*  Schools must change and innovate to match the characteristics of their students and em-
brace the strengths and contributions of students and their families.

* School staff, especially teachers, must be equipped with tools to ensure their students’ suc-
cess, including the use of technology, different learning styles and mentoring programs.

Effective professional development can help provide these tools.

These components are also grounded in seven philosophical tenets that IDRA developed over

many years of our work in dropout prevention:

*  All students can learn.

*  The school values all students.

*  All students can actively contribute to their own education and to the education of others.

*  All students, parents and teachers have the right to participate fully in creating and main-
taining excellent schools.

» Excellence in schools contributes to individual and collective economic growth, stability
and advancement.

» Commitment to educational excellence is created by including students, parents and teach-
ers in setting goals, making decisions, monitoring progress and evaluating outcomes.

»  Students, parents and teachers must be provided extensive, consistent support in ways that
allow students to learn, teachers to teach and parents to be involved.
Fulton provides a series of evaluative questions that can help educators decide if a model or

program is appropriate and effective for their students (Williams, 1999). They should ask:

e What well-documented evidence or results in student achievement exist;

*  Tough questions about suggested reforms and those already in place;

*  The intended goals of a strategy, and how one knows if they are achieved;

*  How to measure progress throughout the program’s implementation and assess its impact;

*  How to identify and apply corrective measures; and

*  How long to allow a program to operate before deciding whether to continue, expand, or
abandon it.



Fulton also recommends using a combination of strategies that include well-researched ap-
proaches as well as cutting-edge ones. Whatever strategies are used, they should be part of a
comprehensive, long-term plan that improves student achievement (Williams, 1999).

In 1997, Olatokunbo S. Fashola and Robert E. Slavin reviewed dropout prevention pro-
grams throughout the country and determined that only two, the Coca-Cola Valued Youth Pro-
gram and Achievement for Latinos through Academic Success, had rigorous evaluations that
provided evidence of effectiveness. Several other programs also have some evidence of their
effectiveness (as described in Williams, 1999, the NDPC and Internet searches) and are de-
scribed in this next section. It is important to remember that the programmatic responses listed
below are only part of the dropout solution. Schools must engage in good educational practice for
all of their students as part of their “regular” schooling and teaching /learning practices.

Examples of Proven Programs

Achieving a College Education

Achieving a College Education (ACE) is a nationally-recognized program targeting students
who traditionally would not consider going to college. The ACE program began at South Moun-
tain Community College in 1987. Since then, 250 high school students have participated in the
program’s summer institute each year. The program provides an opportunity for high school
juniors and seniors from Phoenix Union High School District and Tempe Union High School
District to take college courses while attending high school. During these two years, students
attend South Mountain Community College during the regular summer sessions and every Satur-
day during the fall and spring semesters. Program eligibility requires that students be the first in
their family to attend college, have evidence of economic hardship, are a member of an under
represented group, and have environmental challenges (personal, single-parent, etc.). Preliminary
evaluation information is promising. SMCC provides the funding for the program’s cost, which
averages about $1,250 per participant.

Contact Information

Isabel LeRoy, Program Director

West Annex Complex

South Mountain Community College

602-243-8063

Advancement Via Individual Determination

Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) is a comprehensive middle school
through senior high school reform program designed to prepare educationally disadvantaged,
underachieving students who have demonstrated potential for success in a rigorous secondary
school curriculum for four-year college eligibility. The program also restructures the teaching
methodology of an entire school to make the college preparatory curricula accessible to almost
all students. AVID has developed a comprehensive professional development program. As of
1998, AVID has been implemented at 750 middle schools and high schools in 13 states, includ-
ing California, Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, Nevada, New Jersey, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. AVID also serves the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense Dependents Schools (DoDDS) with 55 sites in Europe and the Pacific.

Costs of the AVID program vary from state to state. In California, AVID is a state-funded
program with resources provided for 11 regional centers. The initial cost of the program is under
$2 per student per day in Year One, declining to under $1 per student in Year Three. Outside
California, initial costs per student are typically under $3 per day, with Year Three costs declin-
ing to under $1 per day.

AVID has been thoroughly studied through independent research. A well-developed AVID
program improves schoolwide standardized test scores, advanced-level course enrollments, and
the number of students attending college. In Constructing School Success (Mehan, 1997), Dr.
Hugh Mehan and colleagues studied eight AVID high schools and found that AVID graduates

“Involving parents is
an essential
component of any
reform strategy, but it
is not a substitute for a
high-quality education
program or thoughtful,
comprehensive school
improvement. Getting
parents involved is
merely a means to an
end — it is not the
destination. Moreover,
involving parents will
not compensate for a
curriculum that does
not meet the students’
needs; nor will parent
involvement
compensate for poor
instruction, any more
than public relations
campaigns will
disguise poor
instruction”

(Williams, 1999).
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“Armstrong
approaches the task of
teaching children from

a rather
nontraditional
perspective. He asks
teachers to view every
student as a genius...
From the standpoint of
education, genius
means essentially
giving birth to the joy
of learning.
Furthermore, he
suggests that this is the
central task of all
educators. It is the
genius of the student
that is the driving
Jforce behind all
learning, they must
Sfurther have a
thorough
understanding of what
lies at the core of each
Students’ intrinsic
motivation to learn,
and that motivation
originates in each
student’s genius.
Imagine what could
happen in classrooms
across America if
teachers were to
approach all students
as if the students were
geniuses instead of
low-achieving
Students, average
students, high-
achieving, gifted
students, learning
disabled students, or
Students at risk.
Labeling and tracking
students undermine the
premise that every
student is or can be

a genius”

(Williams, 1999).
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outperformed their comparison groups in college enrollment. This research team from the Uni-
versity of California, San Diego, also discovered the 89 percent of the AVID graduates were still
in college after two years. Mehan et al. also discovered that 92 percent of all AVID graduates
enrolled in college, a rate 75 percent higher than the overall student population. The AVID
national office — The AVID Center — has collected data indicating that 85 percent of AVID’s
graduates complete four-year college requirements and that more than 60 percent of AVID
graduates enroll in college.

Contact Information

Mary Catherine Swanson, Executive Director

Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) Center

McCoughy House

2490 Heritage Park Row

San Diego, California 92110

Voice: 619-682-5050

Fax: 619-682-5060

mcsavid@sdcoe.k-12.ca.us

www.avidcenter.org

Achievement for Latinos through Academic Success

Achievement for Latinos through Academic Success (ALAS) is a dropout prevention pro-
gram for middle or junior high school Latino students who are most at risk of dropping out of
school before graduating. ALAS focuses on youth with learning and emotional and behavioral
disabilities using a multifaceted approach of home, school and community. The program is prima-
rily implemented in California schools with high-poverty neighborhoods. Students are provided
with social problem-solving training, counseling and recognition for academic excellence. School
strategies include improving social and task-related problem-solving skills, intensive attendance
monitoring, providing recognition and bonding activities, and providing frequent teacher feedback
to parents and students. The program also focuses on integrating school and home needs with
community services, and advocating the student and parent when necessary. Community strate-
gies include promoting collaboration among community agencies for youth and family services.

A rigorous evaluation showed a lower dropout rate for ALAS students (2.2 percent) when
compared to a control group (16.7 percent). The ALAS program worked especially well for
students in the special education and high risk groups.

Contact Information

Achievement for Latinos through Academic Success

Katherine A. Larson and Russel W. Rumberger

University of California

Graduate School of Education

Phelps Hall

Santa Barbara, California 93106

Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program

The Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program was first developed by IDRA in 1984. Since then,
the Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program has kept more than 11,500 students in school, middle and
high school students previously thought to be at risk of dropping out of school, including stu-
dents in Tempe, Arizona schools. The Valued Youth philosophy, that all students are valuable,
none is expendable, helps more than 250 schools in 25 cities keep 98 percent of valued youth in
school. The program works by placing junior high school students in positions of academic
responsibility as tutors of elementary school students. Tutors are paid a minimum wage stipend
for their work, reinforcing the worth of the students’ time and efforts. Rigorous Coca-Cola
Valued Youth Program evaluations show students consistently feel better about themselves and
their schools, and improve their grades, attendance and discipline. The program also improves
communication between schools and families, lessens financial burdens and renews family pride.



Coca-Cola Valued Youth are an inspiration to the children they tutor, positive leaders among their
peers, motivated learners to their teachers, a source of pride to their parents, and contributors to
their communities. The Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program is a U.S. Department of Education
exemplary program, validated for its effectiveness by the Program Effectiveness Panel.

One Valued Youth tutor reported he is saving his wages from the program to purchase a
headstone for his mother. She had died recently, and there is no other way his family would be
able to afford a headstone.

One tutor recently testified before a congressional committee. He said that after being a
Coca-Cola Valued Youth tutor, he cares about school and respects his teachers. He also told of
seeing one of his first grade tutors on the playground by himself one night and taking him to eat
and then home. He said, “I was worried that he was out there by himself and thought it was my
responsibility to help him.”

Contact Information

Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program

Linda Cantu, Project Director

Intercultural Development Research Association

5835 Callaghan Road, Suite 350

San Antonio, Texas 78228-1190

210-444-1710

contact@idra.org

www.idra.org

Hispanic Mother-Daughter Program

The Hispanic Mother-Daughter Program was first launched in 1984 at Arizona State Uni-
versity (ASU). The program begins working with girls in the eighth grade to help them stay in
school and complete a four-year college degree. In the 2000-01 school year, 750 participants
from 41 schools in the East Valley School District and Phoenix Union School District were
enrolled.

The program involves mothers directly in their daughters’ educational process through a
support network of school counselors, community leaders and professional role models. The
students’ academic and personal progress is monitored from eighth grade through the completion
of their bachelor’s degree. Tutoring is also provided in the math and science program at Arizona
State University and Phoenix Union School District high schools. Eligibility criteria include
that the students attend one of the targeted schools in the Phoenix or East Valley districts; be a
potential first-generation college-bound student; presently enrolled in the seventh grade and
also be at the seventh grade level in reading and mathematics; have at least a 2.75 GPA; be
proficient in the English language (daughter only) and make a firm commitment to attend all of
the required workshops.

Evaluations show that 85 percent to 95 percent of the girls who remain in the program
graduate from high school. The number of Hispanic women enrolled at Arizona State Univer-
sity has doubled over the past decade and the number of first-time Hispanic women who gradu-
ate within six years has also increased, from 37.4 percent in 1987 to 47.2 percent in 1991.

Contact Information

Antonia Franco, Program Director

Hispanic Mother Daughter Program

Student Life/Multicultural Student Center

Arizona State University

P.O.Box 871112

Tempe, Arizona 85287-1112

480-965-5838

A .Franco@asu.edu

Jobs for America’s Graduates

“Interventions must be
intensive,
comprehensive,
coordinated and
sustained. Anything
less is naive and will
show only marginal
results. There is no
‘cure all’ or ‘fix the
kid’” phenomenon...
When special
intervention is stopped
before high school
graduation, one can
expect high-risk youth
who have become
successful to once
again be at risk for
school failure and
drop out”
(Williams, 1999).
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Jobs for America’s Graduates first began in 1979 in Delaware with federal, state and private
sector support. Over time, it developed as the nation’s largest school-to-work transition model
for at-risk students. JAG works with states to develop statewide employment for students and
reduce the dropout rate. In 2000-01, JAG served 70,000 in- and out-of-school youth in 1,000
high schools and vocational centers in 27 states. The JAG model is comprised of four distinct
applications that share these key elements:

1. A “specialist” who is held strictly accountable for 35 to 45 young people who were selected
by a school advisory committee.

2. Reduction of barriers that would keep a JAG participant from receiving a high school di-

ploma, securing employment or pursuing a postsecondary education and/or training that leads

to a career.

Involvement in a highly motivational student organization: The JAG Career Association.

4. Classroom instruction in 37 employment competencies identified by the business commu-
nity.

5. Involvement of the business community in various facets of the program, including work-
based learning experiences leading to mastery certification.

6. Intensive, one-on-one employer marketing and job development by specialists for employ-
ment leading to a career.

7. No less than 12 months of follow-up and support on the job after leaving school.

8. Computerized tracking of young people served, services delivered and performance results
(graduation rate, positive outcomes rates, aggregate employment rate, full-time jobs rate,
full-time placement rate, further education rate, wages, and return to school rate).
Evaluations show that JAG students have a 90 percent overall graduation/GED rate (within

12 months of the normal school-leaving time); an overall 80 percent success rate as defined as

participants on the job, in the military, or enrolled in postsecondary education or training; and a 30

percent improvement in employment. JAG costs approximately $1,200 per participant.

Contact Information

1729 King Street — Suite 100

Alexandria, Virginia 22314

703-684-9479

(98]

Jobs for Arizona’s Graduates

Jobs for Arizona’s Graduates (JAG) is a nonprofit organization established in 1990 and
affiliated with the Jobs for America’s Graduates organization. JAG’s goals are to decrease high
school dropout rates, increase graduation rates, increase youth employment rates and reduce
social services costs associated with unemployment. In 1998-99 JAG served 400 high school
students in six Arizona school districts (Camelback, Carl Hayden, Dysart, McClintock, Peoria
and Tolleson Union). JAG secures funding through public and private sectors, including the
Arizona Department of Education, the Department of Commerce school-to-work initiative, the
Valley of the Sun United Way, American Express, Bank of America, Motorola, and the Arizona
Public Service.

The JAG class of 1997 had a 95 percent graduation rate, 82 percent overall positive outcome
rate (working, military, etc.), a 72 percent job placement rate, 87 percent full-time placement rate,
55 percent full-time job rate, and a 38 percent in further education or training rate. The cost per
student for the 21-month program is less than $1,500.

Contact Information

Cindy Wojtowicz, President

Jobs for Arizona’s Graduates

P.O. Box 10937

Scottsdale, Arizona 85271-0937

602-441-1807

Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement
Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement (MESA) is one of the country’s oldest and



best-known programs. It produces highly trained technological professionals to enter the workforce
and assume leading positions in industry. MESA has been profiled in Science magazine as one of
the top programs in the nation that is successfully producing minority science professionals. The
program, established in 1970, serves at-risk students and, to the extent possible by law, empha-
sizes participation by students from groups with low eligibility rates for four-year colleges. MESA
works with more than 21,000 students throughout California from elementary school through
university levels. MESA is funded by the state legislature, corporate contributions, and various
grants. It is a rigorous enrichment environment that includes MESA classes, academic advising,
peer group learning, career exploration, parent involvement, and other services for students from
elementary school through the college level.

The MESA Schools Program oversees 19 centers that serve close to 400 elementary, junior
and senior high schools. The MESA Success Through Collaboration Program operates at 12
sites. MESA California Community College Program is located on 11 campuses, geared to in-
crease the number of math, engineering, and computer science students in 23 California colleges
and universities.

More than 90 percent of MESA high school graduates in 1996-97 went on to a college or
university; in the same year, students comprised 90 percent of California’s under-represented
students who attained bachelor degrees in engineering. And over a five-year period, MESA’s
community college program has produced nearly 90 percent of the under-represented students
who successfully transferred from 11 community colleges to four-year institutions and majored
in science, engineering, or math.

Contact Information

Michael Aldaco

Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement

University of California

300 Lakeside Drive, Seventh floor

Oakland, California 94612-3550

Voice: 510-987-9337

Fax: 510-763-4704

michael.aldaco@ucop.edu

www.mesa.edu

MegaSkills

MegaSkills Workshops have been successfully conducted for more than 100,000 families
including African-American, Hispanic, Native American, Pacific American, newly arrived im-
migrants, and at-risk families. Materials are available in Spanish. Activities for families to do with
their children are in easy-to-read format, take 15 to 20 minutes to do, and cost-little or no money.
Materials are culturally sensitive and increase positive parent-child interaction in all groups. Home
learning activities are provided across the grades from pre-kindergarten to secondary school.

A MegaSkills school uses the MegaSkills Training Programs to increase academic achieve-
ment and build school performance. The school identifies specific goals in areas such as reduced
discipline incidents, fewer tardies, increased parent involvement, and increased student perfor-
mance on a number of academic achievement, and increased student performance on a number
of academic achievement indicators.

Becoming a MegaSkills school is a two-year process, with increasing levels of excellence.
To date, there are MegaSkills schools in California, Kentucky, Ohio, and Texas. Developing
children’s MegaSkills both in the classroom and the home creates a mutually reinforcing system
with the potential for exponentially increased impact beyond what either component can accom-
plish independently. It ensures that every child experiences MegaSkills.

Becoming a MegaSkills school involves four synergistic components:

e The classroom component — MegaSkills Essentials for the Classroom Program.
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e The parent component — the MegaSkills Parent Workshop Program.

e The adult to adult partnership component — the New MegaSkills Bond Program.

*  The MegaSkills Environment —a schoolwide system including achievement goals based
upon the individual school’s needs, strengths, and challenges.

Data from the field show that participation in the MegaSkills program results in higher
student interest in school, higher attendance, higher academic achievement, increased parent
involvement, and a significant extension of learning time beyond the school day.

Contact Information

Harriet Stinehill

The MegaSkills Education Center of the Home and School Institute

1500 Massachusetts Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 2005

Voice: 202-466-3633

Fax: 202-833-1400

HSIDRA@erols.com

www.MegaSkillsHSI.org

Project GRAD

Project GRAD (Graduation Really Achieves Dreams) is a comprehensive dropout preven-
tion/college attendance program developed and evaluated at Jefferson Davis High School in
Houston. It was first begun in 1989 by James Ketelsen, a former CEO of Tenneco in collabora-
tion with the University of Houston. A consortia of funders, including Tenneco, promised any
student who graduated within four years from Jefferson Davis with a minimum GPA of 2.5, a
four-year, $1,000 per year college scholarship. Students participate in two five-week summer
academic institutes at the University of Houston. They are also provided with opportunities to
participate in paid internships with local businesses in an effort to improve schoolwide disci-
pline, parent involvement and the quality of instruction. Evaluation data over a four-year period
(1989 to 1993) showed that the percentage of students graduating in four years increased from
50 percent to 78 percent. College enrollment also increased from 10 percent of all graduates to
60 percent. Students also improved their Texas Assessment of Academic Skills, increasing the
passing rate from 37 percent to 86 percent; the number of students in honor courses also doubled.

Contact Information

J.L. Ketelsen

P.O. Box 2511

Houston, Texas 77001

713-757-3563

SCORE

SCORE is a comprehensive co-curricular support program that brings together administra-
tors, counselors, teachers, parents, and students to increase student academic performance and
college and career eligibility, especially for high-risk students. SCORE places students in a rich
common core curriculum that leads to university eligibility by the time they graduate from high
school. SCORE supports these students in their academic endeavors by equipping them with
powerful study skills, assisting them in getting in touch with their personal values and goals,
and networking them with appropriate support personnel. SCORE increases academic curricu-
lar offerings and decreases remedial course offering on a school campus. SCORE enlists an
entire school community in the pursuit of powerful learning. SCORE schools regularly receive
commendations on their accreditation reports. SCORE is a U.S. Department of Education ex-
emplary program, validated for its effectiveness by the Program Effectiveness Panel.

SCORE trainers work with school teams to design a custom program for accelerating the
achievement of high-risk youth; train staff; and provide follow-through support with technical
assistance and a complete set of materials, workbooks, and videotapes.

Title I helps schools participating in SCORE maintain a — average in college preparatory



courses. SCORE migrant students enroll in four-year colleges at a rate of 60 percent. Nation-
wide, the migrant four-year college-going rate is 5 percent. Students involved in SCORE test out
of programs for limited-English-proficient students at a rate of 95 percent in four years.

Contact Information

Sharon Johnson

Educational Innovations/SCORE

23706 Whale Cove

Laguna Niguel, California 92677

Voice: 949-363-6764

Fax: 949-363-6764

sharonmarjo@earthlink.net

www.score-ed.com

Upward Bound

Upward Bound is the oldest and largest of the TRIO programs which is administered by the
U.S. Department of Education. Upward Bound targets 13- to 19-year-old students whose family
income is under 150 percent of the poverty level and/or students who are potential first genera-
tion college students. Program eligibility includes completion of the eighth grade, meeting the
socio-economic criteria, and a desire or plan to attend college. Recommendations to the program
are usually provided by the school’s guidance counselors.

The program provides extra instruction after school and on weekends with an emphasis in
mathematics, science, foreign languages, English, and composition. Students are also provided
instruction in study skills, academic or personal counseling, tutorial services, information on fi-
nancial assistance and career planning. Students also participate in an intensive six-week aca-
demic program at a college campus.

Evaluations of the program show positive results with Upward Bound students staying in
school at a higher rate than their comparison group. Upward Bound students were also more
likely to attend college, especially if they participated in the program for more than one year.

Contact Information

David Goodwin

U.S. Department of Education

600 C Independence Avenue SW

Washington, D.C. 20202

202-401-0182
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Policy Implications and Cost
Considerations

It is evident from the data provided in this report that citizens of Arizona are significantly
impacted by students who drop out of school without completing high school graduation re-
quirements. Schools are impacted by the loss of students, entire communities and the state itself
are impacted by the effects of lost income, lost tax revenue and costs for services that are dispro-
portionately needed by individuals who have had limited education.

All sectors can be considered important stakeholders that can play a role in resolving this
very important challenge. No one segment — schools, businesses, parents or communities — can
do all that needs to be done alone. But by working together everyone can contribute to improv-
ing the dropout situation.

The remainder of this report discusses the major policy implications derived from the study
of Arizona dropout-related efforts, summarizing implications for individual schools, the commu-
nities that they serve (including businesses, civic groups, religious organizations, and the state of
Arizona and agencies responsible for its school age populations) and parents and others respon-
sible for safeguarding the well-being of the state’s youngest and most vulnerable citizens.

Policy Implications for Schools

Implication 1: Although the state requires schools to submit dropout and graduation rate
data, not all schools comply and submit what is required. For state reports to accurately reflect
the full extent of the problem at the local, county or state levels, all schools must submit re-
quired dropout and graduation related data in a timely manner. Suggested oversight could be
by the Arizona Department of Education (primary oversight) and local school districts (second-
ary oversight).

Cost considerations: Though schools may require additional time or resources to compile
and submit the required information, because many student tracking mechanisms are already in
place or in the later stages of development (such as the state’s new SAIS system) minimal
additional expenditures would be required.

Implication 2: Though information is submitted to the state, there are limited opportunities
for communities to access and react to local school dropout and graduation information. To
expand community awareness, local schools should be required to report dropout and
graduation rates via local print media and/or community forums. Suggested oversight could
be by local school districts (primary oversight) and local media (secondary oversight).

Cost considerations. Since schools are already compiling dropout and graduation data re-
quired for state reports, only those costs for facilitating media access and/or for convening a town
hall type meeting would be required. Depending on the size of the community, these public forums
might cost $100 to $500 per community.

Implication 3: There are currently a limited number of local initiatives that are focused on
addressing the Arizona dropout issue. Of those in place, too many do not have adequate evalu-
ation information that assesses to what extent they are working to keep students meaningfully
engaged in schools. Local schools should inventory and more stringently evaluate existing
dropout prevention and recovery efforts, eliminating those determined to be least effective
and implementing new efforts that have data documenting their effectiveness. Suggested
oversight could be by local school districts.

Cost considerations: Many schools already expend extensive amounts of local and state



revenues for dropout prevention and recovery efforts. In addition to some additional state fund-
ing that may be needed to adopt new programs, schools may need to reallocate existing revenues
from less effective to more effective programs. More must also be spent on effectively evaluat-
ing existing and new programs, a reform that may require an expenditure of 10 percent of
existing or new revenues allocated for local dropout and prevention efforts.

Implication 4: Not all students who drop out do so from high school. In a related attrition
study that considered middle school students, another researcher estimated that only 60 percent
of Arizona students from the eighth grade class of 1993 were still enrolled in high school five
years later. Given these findings, dropout prevention and recovery efforts should not be
limited to high schools but should include support for middle school programs. Suggested
oversight could be by local school districts and the Arizona Department of Education.

Cost considerations: Very little data could be located on middle school dropout prevention
programs being implemented in Arizona, indicating that there are either few programs or limited
access to information about what programs exist. Until an inventory is completed it is currently
not possible to estimate new costs that might be involved. According to program cost informa-
tion reported earlier per student costs vary from several hundred to a thousand dollars.

Implications for Communities

Implication 1: As noted earlier, communities and the state as a whole are very directly im-
pacted by the number of students who do not complete the education system. Our review of state
policies indicates that communities are seen as prospective participants in addressing local and
state dropout issues. A broad array of groups should be convened to focus on assessing the extent
of the problem and implementing solutions in partnership with schools. A state advisory group
consisting of state and local community leaders should be formed to draft and disseminate
strategies for engaging different community groups in local dropout prevention and recov-
ery efforts.

Cost considerations: Costs would be minimal to convene such an advisory group.

Implications for the State

Implication 1: Although the state of Arizona requires schools to submit dropout related data,
it appears that there are inadequate resources available to monitor the accuracy of reported drop-
out and graduation data, resulting in few if any sanctions against schools that fail to submit
requested dropout-related data. The state should expand existing monitoring, data auditing,
and enforcement efforts to ensure full compliance with state dropout and graduation report-
ing requirements. Suggested oversight could be by the state legislature (primary oversight) and
the Arizona Department of Education (secondary oversight).

Cost considerations: The Arizona Department of Education may need additional personnel
and additional funding to support expanded follow-up and monitoring or data auditing efforts.
Costs will vary depending on the extent of noncompliance with reporting requirements and the
need for auditing that will be determined. At a minimum, it may require two additional profes-
sional full-time staff and perhaps travel and related expenses for targeted onsite reviews or an
estimated $300,000.

Implication 2: The state of Arizona currently requires schools to submit enrollment and
student status data to calculate graduation and dropout rates on a yearly basis, but it does not
consider dropout rates final until five years after initial submission of a specific year’s data. Time
for finalizing counts should be limited to no more than one year to help inform dropout
reduction and recovery efforts. Suggested oversight could be by the Arizona Department of
Education.

Cost considerations: Given that schools are already submitting annual reports, no additional
costs are associated with this policy revision.
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Implication 3: Given the magnitude of the dropout problem, the state of Arizona should
launch a major statewide effort to address the dropout issue at the state and local community
levels. There is no current major statewide initiative that is focused on addressing Arizona drop-
out issues. The state should undertake a new major statewide effort that would include de-
velopment of new graduation rate goals and a statewide plan for increasing local graduation
rates and reducing related dropout numbers. Suggested oversight could be by the Arizona
Governor’s office and the state legislature.

Cost considerations: Costs would be dependent on the approach used to initiate new state-
level efforts. If existing state personnel costs are employed, minimal new expenses may be in-
curred. If a state group were created to help inform and monitor the plans, development and
implementation, related meeting and travel costs may be involved, requiring an investment of
between $50,000 to $100,000 depending on the size of the group and the number of times it was
convened.

Implication 4: There is currently no established graduation rate goal for the state as a
whole or for individual school districts. State law prescribes that schools will not ex-
ceed an annual dropout rate of 6 percent. Though the state accountability system in-
cludes provisions for considering local school and district dropout rates, the 6 percent
annual dropout rate converts to only a 76 percent graduation rate over four years — a
benchmark that is so low that few, if any, districts fail to meet the state standard. The
state should establish a state graduation goal and develop a comprehensive plan to achieve its
stated objectives.

Cost considerations.: No significant direct costs are associated with recommended revisions
to the state goal-setting efforts. Changes proposed could be considered in ongoing meetings of
state-level bodies currently empowered to create such standards.

Implication 5: State dropout prevention and recovery efforts should incorporate commu-
nity-level oversight teams that are comprised of school, community, private sector, parent repre-
sentatives, and high school students to help with the design, evaluation and monitoring of com-
munity-level dropout and graduation related efforts.

Cost considerations: Such efforts should be volunteer-based and thus require minimal out-
lays. School personnel involved in assisting with convening and data collection may require a
part-time staff member (5 percent to 10 percent time) to support the operations of that activity.

Implication 6: Most districts currently have no one who has primary responsibility
for monitoring and supporting dropout prevention efforts. The state should fund a district
coordinator who will be responsible for the effective implementation of dropout prevention and
recovery programs.

Cost considerations: No additional costs would be incurred if some existing staff person
were tasked with the role of dropout prevention coordinator. If new positions are created, one full-
time staff member would be required for each middle school and high school at a cost of ap-
proximately $30,000 to $60,000 per staff member, dependent on level of the position and re-
lated experience.

Implication 7: Accurate data reporting plays a critical role in developing new dropout
identification, prevention and recovery efforts. The state of Arizona is in the initial stages
of upgrading its student accounting systems. The time lines for completing the SAIS sys-
tem however extend to 2007. The state of Arizona should provide additional resources to expe-
dite the completion of the state’s new SAIS system to facilitate state-level research on student
persistence and graduation.

Cost considerations: Costs for expediting the completion of the SAIS system could not be
computed due to lack of data.



Implication 8: Though funding for dropouts is included as a category in state funding to local
schools, its inclusion in a block grant reduces the probability that sufficient resources will be
targeted on this specific issue at the local level. The state of Arizona should adapt a new
funding formula category to provide targeted funding for dropout prevention and recovery
programs for schools based on the number of pupils who are identified as at risk of dropping
out of school. Because the extent of the problem varies across student groups and communities,
efforts should be targeted to address groups and areas with the greatest need. One means for
targeting additional resources is allocation of additional state funding based on numbers of stu-
dents identified as being at risk of dropping out of school.

Cost considerations. Costs will depend on the number of at-risk factors included in the state
funding mechanisms. However if the proportions are similar to other states, as many as 30 per-
cent of all Arizona students could be included in the funding formula. Using a weight of 10
percent of average per pupil expenditures the per student figure would be an estimated $500.
Multiplying that amount by an estimated 100,000 pupils that might be identified as at-risk pro-
duces an estimated cost of $50,000,000. Though acknowledged as no small amount, these costs
must be contrasted to the long-term costs of failing to graduate a substantial portion of Arizona
youth. State costs could be reduced if allocations are shared with local schools based on local
property wealth per pupil.

An interim alternative to a per pupil funding approach could involve providing state funding
for a variety of dropout prevention and recovery pilot programs that could include urban, rural
and other sites. Model options would need to be varied to include proven strategies such as cross-
age tutoring, school-community partnerships, and intensive academic and support services.

Cost considerations: Costs per program model may vary from $25,000 to $50,000 per site
with total costs dependent on number of pilot sites adopted.

Implication 9: The state accountability system currently considers annual dropout rate data
but does not incorporate a measure of schools’ holding power. Graduation rate data should be
included in state accountability provisions with appropriate weighting and related sanc-
tions for excessive dropout rates and rewards for accelerated reduction of dropout rates.

Cost considerations: No significant additional costs are associated with this policy recom-
mendation since the state already has mechanisms in place to collect and report school graduation
rates.

Implication 10: Arizona currently, and appropriately, does not include either GED or unveri-
fied enrollment counts in its dropout rate calculation, resulting in a more accurate estimate of
students who annually drop out from Arizona high schools. Future dropout calculation proce-
dures should continue these established procedures.

Cost considerations: Since no changes are being recommended in this area, no additional
state costs are involved.

Implication 11: The state of Arizona is in the process of revising its graduation rate
calculation procedures as it implements the new SAIS system. Graduation rate studies should
continue to exclude, but report separately, numbers of pupils who: (1) are enrolled in or com-
pleted GED programs, and (2) have finished all course requirements but failed to pass the AIMS
test.

Cost considerations: Because the SAIS system is still in developmental stages, no additional
costs are triggered by this policy recommendation.

Implication 12: There is currently no statewide mechanism for identifying effective drop-
out prevention and recovery programs. Nor is there a centralized repository of information on
effective dropout prevention or recovery efforts that could help guide local communities that
wish to impact the dropout problem. The Arizona State Department of Education should be
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funded to develop and regularly update a clearinghouse for state dropout prevention
and recovery programs that have evidence of effectiveness. An Internet-based data base
could profile program models and include their components, strategies and approaches, target
populations, contact information and evaluation results.

Cost considerations: A staff person would be needed to maintain the system over time. Initial
costs would be incurred for the web site development and screening of program models for eligi-
bility criteria (rigorous evaluations, valuing philosophies, etc.). Estimated start up costs would be
$100,000, and $50,000 per year for updating and maintaining.

Implication 13: Although this report provides a gross estimate of costs of dropouts to the
state of Arizona, a more comprehensive cost study might serve to further heighten public aware-
ness of the implications of the large numbers of under-educated citizens for the state’s economy.
Arizona should conduct a comprehensive study of state costs resulting from students leav-
ing school prior to graduation, including analyses of lost wages and related state taxes, incar-
ceration costs, job training and unemployment expenses, and other state costs that may be sig-
nificantly impacted by lower levels of education.

Cost considerations: A comprehensive cost study may require an investment of $50,000 to
$100,000 depending on the depth required and the fees of companies that might provide the
service.

Implication 14: State leaders should consider increasing the compulsory age at which stu-
dents are exempted from required school attendance from the current age of 16 to 18 to discour-
age pupils from leaving school prior to graduation. However, such initiatives must be accom-
panied by relevant changes in schools’ dropout prevention and recovery efforts.

Cost considerations: Compulsory age changes may result in a percentage of additional stu-
dents remaining in school and may also include costs to enforce compulsory attendance for indi-
viduals. A 10 percent increase in enrollment (or 10 percent decrease in annual dropout counts)
that can result from the change in policy produces an estimated cost of $10.7 million in additional
school costs (based on 10 percent of 21,472 dropouts times $5,000 per pupil) — far smaller than
the long-term costs associated with their dropping out of school.
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Appendix I:

Description of IDRA’s Model:
The Economic Cost of
Dropping Out of School

In a contract with a major state education agency, IDRA was asked to develop a model for
estimating the costs created by students who left school prior to graduating, examining not only
additional expenses incurred by a state for providing services to such individuals, but also includ-
ing revenues that would be lost to the state as a result of under-education among a segment of the
state population. After conducting extensive reviews of the research literature on these issues,
IDRA created a model for estimating the cost of dropouts that included major cost areas plus
estimates of both lost income and related tax revenues that would have been available to the state
had those individuals remained in school up to high school graduation. A description of each of
IDRA’s cost model’s major categories follows.

Lost Income

Review of research on the cost of under-education in the United States reveals that the single
most significant impact of dropping out of school is the extent to which it limits the earning power
of these individuals, not only in the years after they leave school, but even more significantly over
the course of their working lives.

Levin and Bachman (1972) conducted early studies where they examined the impact of
dropping out of school on wages and tax revenues using U.S. census data that examine annual
earnings of high school graduates compared to those who had not completed high school. Those
early studies were updated by examining U.S. census data on lifetime earnings of high school
graduates and those who reported they had dropped out, including gender factors. Gender has
been found to impact individual earnings. Males historically are found to earn significantly more
than females for a number of reasons, including under-representation in certain trade jobs and
management level positions. Using lifetime earning data distinguished by gender, the study com-
piled data on the differential earning power of high school graduates versus non-graduates.
Regional differences in income and related factors were also integrated into the state-level cost
estimates. State-level costs were determined by multiplying the estimated number of dropouts by
the individual earning differentials between dropouts and non-dropouts.

Levin and Bachman also developed procedures for estimating the amount of tax revenue
that would be lost from state coffers when pupils left school prior to graduation. According to
that research, it was estimated that on average, all individuals pay approximately 30 percent of
their income in taxes. These taxes include federal and state income taxes, sales taxes, and other
taxes paid either directly or because they are incorporated into payments by consumers including
such taxes as property taxes, corporate and franchise taxes, and other taxes such as gasoline
and alcohol and tobacco taxes. Using the 30 percent figure and estimates of lifetime earning for
high school graduates and non-graduates. IDRA was able to calculate individual lost tax rev-
enues attributable to dropping out. Multiplying the number of dropouts by the lost tax revenue per
pupil yields an estimated tax revenue loss attributable to the dropout issue.
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Social Welfare Services

Another factor considered in estimating dropout costs focuses on expenses created by the
need to provide additional social services for individuals who do not complete high school. The
research on the issue has long established that high school dropouts tend to use social welfare
services to a higher extent than do non-dropouts. The major social services identified included:
(1) welfare or Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), (2) unemployment compensa-
tion, and (3) job training including adult education and JTPA costs.

In the original state cost study, IDRA developed a method for estimating the proportion of the
dropout population that would be expected to use these services based on past utilization rates
and contrasting those estimates to the non-dropout population that also used such services. After
applying the utilization models to the dropout and non-dropout populations to arrive at the rate
differentials, IDRA then compiled data on the individual costs associated with AFDC and food
stamps participation, unemployment costs, and job related training. Using the additional costs
that were estimated to result from over-utilization of these services by students who did not
complete high school yielded an estimated add-on cost from dropouts in each of the major social
service cost areas.

Since conducting that initial cost study in 1986, states and federal governments have adopted
major changes in AFDC programs, imposing time limits for participation in AFDC and requiring
engagement in job training efforts. These new requirements no doubt will lower AFDC costs,
however the extent to which those savings are offset by increased job training or related unem-
ployment compensation costs are not as yet known since the impact of these reforms is just now
being realized. Additional research to update this aspect of the cost model will be needed to
improve the estimation of future costs in this specific cost element of the dropout cost model.

Unemployment Costs

Research on the relationship of employment and level of education (Levin and Bachman,
1972) established that dropouts tended to be unemployed at higher rates than those individuals
that completed high school. This portion of the cost model calculated the estimated differences in
utilization of state unemployment benefits programs among dropouts and non-dropouts. This
difference in utilization rates was in turn used to arrive at estimates of the add-on costs for
unemployment compensation by multiplying the differential by the number of dropouts identified
in the state study.

Crime and Prison Related Costs

Studies on prisons and the judicial system have established that although under-education
does not directly lead to higher crime rates, those individuals in these systems have a lower level
of education than the general population. The IDRA cost model compiled data on the costs asso-
ciated with incarceration, police protection and stolen property crimes to arrive at an estimate of
these costs. For the next portion of the cost model, IDRA then developed procedures for estimat-
ing the number of high school dropouts that would be part of those systems and contrasted those
estimates with the non-dropout population. After calculating the differences, IDRA multiplied the
figure by the number of dropouts to arrive at the costs in this area specifically attributable to that
portion of the dropout population.

Updating of the Cost Model Elements

In order to ensure the relevance of the cost model to more recent expense rates in each of the
areas, IDRA conducted an update of the cost model by adjusting costs in all the major categories
by the inflation rate experienced for each of the years since the cost model was initially devel-
oped.



Appendix ll: A Summary of
Research Methods Used In
the Development of the
Arizona Dropout Paper and
Some Related Observations

Costs of Dropouts to the State of Arizona

Data Sources
Arizona Department of Corrections Fiscal Report for 2001.
Arizona Department of Education Report — Arizona Adult Education Annual Report 2001.
National Median Income by Level of Education from the National Center for Education
Statistics.

Methodologies Used

Dropout counts used to calculate total costs were based on the number of students determined
to have been lost to attrition based on IDRA’s attrition formula calculations. Enrollment numbers
used in the attrition calculations were acquired from the Arizona Department of Education’s
Superintendents’ annual reports for the years 1994-95 to 1999-00. A description of attrition
calculations procedures is attached.

Costs to schools were calculated using the same attrition numbers cited above. Arizona
per pupil expenditures were acquired from the Superintendents’ annual report table that summa-
rized expenditures for the 1999-00 fiscal year which summarized expenditures by school types
and levels. An overall average was computed by dividing total expenditures across all levels, by
the total number of pupils enrolled. The $5,000 per pupil expenditure was rounded from the
$5,007 amount that resulted from the above calculations.

All of the cost estimates that projected into future years (differences in earnings and taxes
paid by dropouts and non-graduates. Prison costs were adjusted for inflation using the average
inflation rate for the past 15 years.

Prison costs per inmate were multiplied by the percentages of inmates that research esti-
mates would be incarcerated based on impact of under-education.

As noted in the paper, taxes were computed as a percentage of lost revenues based on
research on the proportion of monies earned that are required to meet the average tax burden.
The research in this area notes that taxes include not only federal and state income burdens but
also property and sales taxes, service related taxes, tobacco and liquor, and a myriad of other
consumer based tax sources. Though a real revenue loss to the states — lost taxes are tied to
revenues earned by individual taxpayers and thus are a subset of revenues, rather than an addi-
tional cost to states.
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Numbers of Dropouts and Numbers of Pupils
Lost to Attrition

Data Sources

Dropout data reported varied and included annual dropout rates calculated by the Arizona
Department of Education. Graduation related data were compiled and also calculated by the
Arizona Department of Education. Attrition data, which was based on October enrollment data,
was compiled by the Arizona Department of Education, but using attrition formulas developed by
IDRA.

Methodologies Used

Annual dropout numbers and rates reported in the paper reflect actual information compiled
and reported by the Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona graduation rate data was acquired from reviews of the Arizona Department of
Education Graduation Rate Report by IDRA for 1994-95 that also summarized 1993-94 gradua-
tion data.

Attrition data was calculated by IDRA using October 1 enrollment data provided by the
Department of Education from the Superintendents’ annual reports that summarized enrollment
data for each academic year. The October 1 enrollment data for the 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97,
1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-00 school years was used in attrition calculations. In addition to state
level data, enrollment information was available by racial and ethnic group. Enrollment data for
gender and summaries by counties were not available in those reports. A description of IDRA’s
attrition methodology used to calculate attrition rates for freshman class of 1996, 1997, and 1998
is attached as Appendix III.

Dropout Prevention Programs

Dropout prevention programs were identified using extensive Internet search procedures,
reviews of national studies of dropout prevention programs, and a comprehensive analysis of
dropout prevention programs identified in the National Clearinghouse on Dropout Prevention
Programs at Clemson University.

Also reviewed and considered was information provided on Arizona-based dropout preven-
tion programs by Arizona-based individuals include Arizona educators familiar with less acces-
sible, less known local programs who participated in meetings convened during the IDRA re-
search team site visits.

Selected programs were directly contacted to acquire cost related data.



Appendix llI: Attrition Rates As

Indicators of School Dropouts

by José A. Cardenas, Ed.D., and Maria del Refugio Robledo, Ph.D.

Reprinted from the IDRA Newsletter (San Antonio, Texas; Intercultural Development Research
Association, February 1987)

The Texas Dropout Study

Under a contractual relationship with the Texas Department of Community Affairs and the
Texas Education Agency, Intercultural Development Research Association (IDRA) has recently
conducted an extensive statewide study of school dropouts. The study included estimates of the
magnitude of the problem, the long range cost of school dropouts to the State of Texas, and an
analysis of school programs related to dropout prevention and rehabilitation.

The study of the magnitude of the problem included several approaches, — reviews of prior
studies, an analysis of dropout information submitted by Texas school districts to the state educa-
tion agency in the Annual Performance Report, analysis of Bureau of the Census data, and
student surveys in a sampling of Texas school districts.

Purposes of the Magnitude Study
The study of the number of dropouts in the State of Texas served three purposes:
1. To determine the magnitude of the problem, and indirectly to weigh the extent of dropout
prevention efforts against the magnitude,
2. To develop baseline data and a methodology for evaluating the success of subsequent
dropout prevention efforts, and
3. To provide base information for further inquiry.

Practical Considerations

In the selection of a methodology for estimating the magnitude of the dropout problem in
Texas it was necessary to take into account several factors which presented severe limitations
for this study.

The selection of methodology was in part based on the general unavailability of reliable and
valid data at the local level. Only 39 percent of Texas districts reported having a system for
identifying dropouts. Among these districts, definitions of school dropouts were similar but not
uniform. Sixty-two percent of the districts reported having no formula for calculating the dropout
rate. The lack of uniformity in definition and procedures precluded aggregating data from indi-
vidual school systems.

It was necessary to generate an estimate in a very short period of time. Though the Texas
Dropout Survey was originally conceived as a one-year study, various constraints resulted in less
than half of the original time line being available for the study. Funding limitations further con-
strained the amount of effort which could be expended on the study, and there a minimum of data
demands to the school districts and other agencies participating in the study.

Attrition Rates

The Texas Dropout Study analyzed enrollment figures made available by the Texas Educa-
tion Agency for a cohort of students who were in the ninth grade in 1982-83 and followed them
for three years up to the 12th grade in 1985-86 The attrition rate was calculated by dividing the
number of missing students by the size of the group in the ninth grade to produce an attrition
percentage rate.

Changes in high school enrollments during the three-year period of the longitudinal study
were taken into consideration by adjusting the attrition rate. The number of ninth graders in 1982-
83 was multiplied by the high school enrollment in 1985-86 and divided by the high school enroll-
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ment in 1982-83. This adjustment produced an “expected” 12th-grade enrollment which was
subsequently used to produce the attrition rate adjusted for the change in the number of high
school students caused by increasing or declining enrollments.

The methodology described above produced estimates of school dropouts at the state, re-
gional, county, and district levels. Various assumptions were made in determining the attrition
rates for the various entities, though a testing of the assumptions substantiated their validity.

An assumption was made that data made available for the Texas Dropout Study was valid
and correct. Several discrepancies in the data were found and corrected by contact with the
respective school districts. Enrollment data as well as attrition rates produced were mailed to
each of the 1,000 school districts in Texas with an attached card requesting that discrepancies be
reported. Though some 14 school districts responded with requests for additional information on
the methodology used, no cases of erroneous data were identified.

An adjustment for retentions did not have to be made. Though retention rates at some grade
levels (end of ninth grade) were higher than at any other grade levels, this lack of uniformity was
found consistent from one year to the next for the three years studied. If a high percent of the
students were retained at the end of a grade level, the loss was compensated for by an equally
high percentage of students retained the previous year. In a test sample of school districts, not
one single district showed a significant change in the rate of retentions from year to year at any
of the grade levels studies.

An assumption was made that the number of students transferring in and out of the district
were dispersed evenly throughout the four grade levels. Tests in a sampling of school districts
with constant, increasing, and decreasing enrollments failed to identify discrepancies in the distri-
bution of entering or departing students over the four grade levels.

The entire methodology was tested against actual student data in small sampling of school
districts, including the second largest school district in Texas. As in the test for the impact of
retentions and changes in enrollments, no discrepancies were identified.

A separate study of the magnitude of school dropouts was conducted using data furnished by
the Bureau of the Census. The incidence of youth aged 16 to 24 years not enrolled in the school
with less than high school completion validated IDRA attrition data at the state, regional, and
metropolitan levels. No comparable data was available for analysis in metropolitan areas served
by several school districts.

The State attrition rate (33%) was comparable to the dropout estimate produced by the
National Center for Educational Statistics’ analysis of the High School and Beyond data set
(34%).

Examples

The following sample cases from school districts in Texas demonstrate the methodology

used in the study.

A. In one school district there were 1,157 students in the ninth grade in 1982-83. Three
years later there were 546 students in the 12th grade (1985-86). During these three
years the high school enrollment held constant, with 2,892 in 1985-86. Since there is
virtually no fluctuation in the high school population, the number of students no longer in
the cohort (1,157 minus 546 = 611) was divided by the number of students in the original
group (1,157) to produce an attrition rate of 53 percent.

B. In another school district there were 3,168 students in the ninth grade class in 1982-83.
During the next three years the high school enrollment for the district increased from
10,736 to 13,170, a 22.67 percent increase in enrollments. In order to determine how
many students should be in the ninth grade group by the time they were seniors in 1985-
86, it is necessary to adjust the ninth grade number by the 22.67 percent increase in
enrollment. Making this adjustment produces an expected enrollment of 3,886 in the 12th
grade in 1985-86, assuming that the increase in high school enrollment was evenly dis-
tributed throughout the four grade levels.

Since only 2,594 students were enrolled in the 12th grade in 1985-86, there are 1,292 stu-



dents missing from the expected enrollment of 3,886. This produces an attrition rate of 33 per-
cent.

If the increase in high school enrollments was not distributed evenly throughout the four
grade levels, and none of the 2,434 additional students were enrolled in the class which was
followed from 1982-83 to 1985-86, the number of students missing from the original group in 18
percent, though it is ludicrous to assume that none of the additional students were enrolled in the
group being studied.

Given two assumptions: 1) that the additional students were evenly distributed among the
four grade levels, and 2) that the additional students were enrolled in all grade levels expect the
one under study, it is the latter assumption that appears much more improbable, statistically
invalid, and pragmatically unreasonable. On this basis it stands to reason that the 33 percent
attrition rate figure is a much more valid estimate than the 18 percent.

C. Inathird school district the enrollment at the ninth grade level in 1982-83 was 1,226. At
the 12th grade level three years later the enrollment was 629. The number of missing
students (597) divided by the number in the original group indicates that 49 percent of the
original group is missing. But during the same three-year period the high school enroll-
ment declined from 3,928 to 3,442. Assuming that a proportionate number of students
were lost in each of the four grade levels the original number is adjusted to 1,074. Sub-
tracting 629 from the adjusted estimate of unaccounted students and dividing the result
by the adjusted estimate produces an attrition rate of 41 percent.

Caveats

As is the case with any type of statistical analysis, the reader is warned of factors which
may not have been taken into consideration in the analysis. The reported attrition rates constitute
a good estimate, but should be further interpreted in the light of district information not available
to the researchers. The following factors should be considered in estimating the number and
rates of students dropping out of school.

A. The attrition rates produced by this study are extremely conservative estimates. Actual

dropout rates may be expected to be much larger. The study followed a group of stu-
dents for a three-year period in grades nine to 12.

Yet, another portion of the study which analyzed census data indicated that 30 percent of all
students who drop out of school do so before the ninth grade, i.e., before the beginning grade of
the longitudinal study. For some ethnic groups, such as Hispanic, the percentage dropping out of
school prior to the ninth grade was 50 percent.

The longitudinal study was terminated at the 12th grade level with no attempt to determine
how many additional students may have left the school at this level or subsequent years without
graduating.

A third factor producing conservative estimates is the use of net growth/decline figures in
adjusting for changes in the high school population. The amount of change in total enrollment due
to dropouts was not factored out prior to making the adjustments.

B. School districts in Texas reported differences in the definition of a school dropout and
used a variety of methodologies in computing self-reported dropout rates. Rates re-
ported to the Texas Education Agency in the Annual Performance Report and following
the methodology recommended by the Agency constitute one-year dropout rates rather
than cumulative longitudinal rates as estimated and reported in the Texas Dropout Study.

A dropout rate reported by a school district using the entire enrollment of the district (K-12)
represents the average number of dropouts at each grade level. Therefore, a reported figure of
5 percent would indicate that 5 percent of ninth graders, 5 percent of 12th graders, 5 percent of
kindergarten and second grade students, etc. dropped out of school during that year. Since there
are reasons to believe that few dropouts occur at the early elementary grades, rates computed
by such a formula may not reflect the holding power of the school.

Instructions from the Texas Education Agency for the calculation of dropout rates have
been modified, with the recommendation that districts use the secondary school enrollment fig-
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ure rather than the entire district enrollment in computing the dropout rate. Districts following this
recommendation will see their dropout rates doubling and even tripling this year.

G. Alfred Hess, Jr., in reporting variations in dropout reporting methodologies (Metropolitan
Education, Fall, 1986) uses the rule of thumb that annual reports of school dropouts should be
multiplied by the number of grade levels in the study in order to convert annual reports to longi-
tudinal figures. Therefore districts reporting dropout figures compiled on the number of students
enrolled in grades kindergarten through 12 should multiply the dropout rate by 13 in order to make
the rate comparable to a longitudinal rate. Districts using the new TEA recommended procedure
of dividing the number of dropouts by the number of students enrolled in grades seven through 12
should multiply the annual dropout rate by six to produce a comparable longitudinal figure.

C. Districts using the attrition rates submitted to them as a follow up of the study should use
caution in interpreting the data particularly when the number of students is exceedingly
small. Though the original intent of the study was not to compute attrition rates for
individual school districts, the availability of the data in calculating a state rate facilitated
the calculation of attrition rates at regional, county and local levels.

It can be assumed that attrition figures reported in the Texas Dropout Study are very valid,
though conservative, at the state and regional levels, for heavily populated counties, and for large
school districts. The data may become questionable in sparsely populated counties and in very
small school districts. The abundance of school districts in Texas with high school enrollments of
less than 200 students demands caution in local interpretation of the findings.

Similarly, ethnic breakdowns which result in very small number of students in some ethnic
groups may affect the validity of attrition estimates for those groups. In a large school district
with a small number of Black, Hispanic, Asian or White students, rates for the total district
population may be highly valid, but the rates for a very small number of students of an ethnic
subgroup may be questionable.

D. Extenuating circumstances may exist in some school districts which should be taken into
consideration in the interpretation of local attrition rates. For example, discussions with
school superintendents in districts along the Mexican border indicate that there may be
large numbers of students from Mexico that enroll in Texas school districts for the sole
purpose of learning English. Having accomplished this objective in a year or two, the
students return to Mexico and further school attendance is beyond the control of Texas
schools.

Another unique circumstance identified during the study was the effect of court ordered
school desegregation on enrollment patterns. If the reaching of an age or grade level influence by
desegregation results in large, uneven distributions of students leaving or returning to a school
district, the validity of attrition rates is questionable.

This finding explains the reason why the attrition study was started at the ninth grade and not
at the seventh grade level as originally conceived.

Conclusion

The calculation of attrition rates for the state, regions, counties and school districts proved to
be a simple, fast, economical and valid method of determining the magnitude of school dropouts,
providing baseline data for the subsequent evaluation of prevention efforts, and providing school
districts with basic information for subsequent analysis and validation.

The availability of these data should provide a sound framework for the development of
educational policies at the federal, state and local levels aimed at eliminating, or at least greatly
reducing, the existing school dropout problem.

José A. Cardenas, Ed.D, is the founder and director emeritus of IDRA. Maria del Refugio Robledo, Ph.D.,

is the executive director of IDRA. Comments and questions may be directed to them via e-mail at
contact@idra.org.

50



Appendix IV: Sources

Achieving a College Education (ACE). Web site text.
http://www.smc.maricopa.edu/academics/acel/ace.html. [January 16, 2002].

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2002, January). Graduation rate study code de-
scriptions. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2001, August). Year end enrollment code descrip-
tions. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2000). EDP code descriptions, Department of
Education graduation rate study. [Online Database]. Phoenix, AZ: Management Information Systems. http://
www.ade.state.az.us/services/mis.filelayout/graduatecode2001.asp. [January 11, 2002].

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1996, December). Graduation rate study: Class of
1994 Arizona public high school graduation rates. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education, Research and
Policy Division.

Arizona Department of Corrections, Office of Strategic Planning and Budget. (2002, February). Per capita cost for
fiscal year 2000. [Online]. Phoenix, AZ. http://www.adc.state.az.us/Budget/PerCapita2000.htm. [February 18, 2002].

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2001, January). Annual report of the Arizona super-
intendent of public instruction 1999-00. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2000, January). Annual report of the Arizona super-
intendent of public instruction: State summary by grade of pupil enrollment (districts and district sponsored
charter schools) 1998-99, racial/ethnic. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1999, January). Annual report of the Arizona super-
intendent of public instruction: State summary by grade of pupil enrollment (districts and district sponsored
charter schools) 1997-98, racial/ethnic. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1998, January). Annual report of the Arizona super-
intendent of public instruction. State summary by grade of pupil enrollment (districts and district sponsored
charter schools) 1996-97, racial/ethnic. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1997, January). Annual report of the Arizona super-
intendent of public instruction: State summary by grade of pupil enrollment (districts only) 1995-96, racial/
ethnic. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1996, January). Annual report of the Arizona super-
intendent of public instruction: State summary by grade of pupil enrollment, 1994-95 racial/ethnic. Phoenix, AZ:
Arizona Department of Education.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2001, June). Why are Arizona dropout rates not

comparable to those from other states? Arizona dropout rate study: 1999-2000. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of
Education Research and Policy Division.

51



Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2001, June). Dropout rate study, 1999-2000 annual
dropout rates in Arizona schools: Grades seven through twelve. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education,
Research and Policy Division.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2000, March). Dropout rate study, 1998-99 annual
dropout rates in Arizona schools: Grades seven through twelve. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Department of Education,
Research and Policy Division.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2000). 2000 Arizona measures of academic progress
(MAP) summary. [Online]. http://www.ade.state.az.us/researchpolicy/academicprog/Default.asp. [October 12, 2001].

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (2000). Dropout rates. 1994-2000 dropout rate
statistics. [Online Database].Phoenix, AZ: Database.
http://www.ade.state.az.us/researchpolicy/Dropoutinfo/94-00DropoutStats.asp. [January 11, 2002].

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1999). Arizona adult education 10 year program-
matic and fiscal history Arizona adult education — annual performance report. Fiscal year 1999. [On-Line].
Available: http://www.ade.state.az.us/adult-ed/downloads/1999annualreport.pdf.

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1998). Arizona enrollment figures, state of Arizona,
October 1, 1998, enrollment SY 98. [Online database]. Phoenix, AZ: Database. http://www.ade.state.az.us/
researchpolicy/azenroll/sy99.asp. [October 30, 2001].

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1997). Arizona enrollment figures, state of Arizona,
October 1, 1997, enrollment SY 98. [Online database]. Phoenix, AZ: Database. http://www.ade.state.az.us/researchpolicy/
azenroll/sy98.asp. [October 30, 2001].

Arizona Department of Education, Research and Policy Division. (1996). Arizona enrollment figures, state of Arizona,
October 1, 1996, enrollment SY 97. [Online database]. Phoenix, AZ: Database. http://www.ade.state.az.us/researchpolicy/
azenroll/sy97.asp. [January 11, 2002].

Arizona Minority Education Policy Analysis Center (AMEPAC). The dropout issue, PowerPoint presentation for 7he
Arizona Republic Editorial Board. November 26, 2001.

Arizona Minority Education Policy Analysis Center, A Policy Center of the Arizona Commission for Post Secondary
Education. (October, 1997). Corporations and schools: An integrated partnership. Phoenix, AZ: William Post.

The Arizona Republic. (2001, October 28). Perfect school message is clear: Make education our priority. The Arizona
Republic. Phoenix, AZ: Gannet, p.V4.

Ascher, Carol. (1987). The ninth grade — A precarious time for the potential dropout. [Online database]. New York,
NY: ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education. ERIC Digest No. 34. ERIC ID: ED284922. http://ed.gov/databases/
ERIC Digests/ed 284922 html. [November 19, 2001].

Balfanz, Robert and Nettie Legters. (2001, January). How many central city high schools have a severe dropout
problem, where are they located, and who attends them: Initial estimates using the common core of data. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University’s Graduate School of Education and Achieve, Inc. http://www.laws.harvard.edu/civilrights/
publications/dropouts/dropout/balfanz.html

Brichler, Susan. (2001, Fall). Arizona minority dropout solutions. Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Minority Education Policy
Analysis Center, A Policy Center of the Arizona Commission for Post Secondary Education.

52



Cardenas, J.A., Maria del Refugio Robledo, Josie D. Supik, Albert Cortez, Roy Johnson, Angela Ladogana, David G
Ramirez, and Dorothy Waggoner. (1986). Texas school dropout survey project. A summary of findings. San Antonio,
TX: Intercultural Development Research Association.

Center for Demographic Policy, Arizona Minority Education Policy Analysis Center, A Policy Center for the Arizona
Commission for Post Secondary Education. (1996, December). Arizona education — birth to graduation school: An
exploration into Arizona educational demographics. Washington DC: Harold L. Hodgkinson.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1998). Unequal opportunity: Race and education. Brookings Review.

Dropout Prevention Hearing, January 4, 2000; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Committee on Education and the Workforce;
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation; Records of the United States House of Representatives.

ERIC Digest. (2000). School practices to promote the achievement of Hispanic students. [Online database]. New
York, NY: ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education. ERIC/CUE Digest number 153. http://ed.gov/databases/
ERIC Digests/ed 439186.html. [November 19, 2001].

Fashola, Olatokunbo and Slavin, Robert. (1997, February). Effective dropout prevention and college attendance
programs for Latino students. [Online]. Washington, DC: Hispanic Dropout Project. http://www.ncbe.gwu/miscpubs/
[November 19, 2001].

Flannery, Pat and Pat Kossen. (2001, November 16). Arizona leads in dropouts. The Arizona Republic. Phoenix, AZ:
Gannet, p. Al.

Gonzalez, Arturo, Adela de la Torre, and John Garcia. (1998, October). Minority student achievement and workforce
success in Arizona. A research study. Tuscon, AZ: University of Arizona, Mexican American Studies and Research
Center.

Governor’s Task Force on Higher Education. (2000, December). Arizona at-risk: An urgent call for action. The report of
the Governor's task force on higher education. Phoenix, AZ: State of Arizona.

Governor’s Task Force on Higher Education. (2000, December). Supplement to Arizona at-risk: An urgent call for action.
Possible approaches to implementing the recommendations of the Governor's task force on higher education.
Phoenix, AZ: State of Arizona.

Greene, Jay P. (2002, January 16). Graduation statistics, caveat emptor. Education Week. Bethesda, MD: Education
Week, pp. 36-37.

Greene, Jay P. (2001, November). High school graduation rates in the United States. New York, NY: Center for the
Study of Civic Innovation at the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research.

Hispanic Mother-Daughter Program. Web site text. http://www.asu.edu/studentlife/msc/hmdp.html. [January 22, 2002].

Horne, Herbert. (1997). Workforce Illiteracy in Alabama: A Report of the Survey Group. ERIC Digest, ERIC No: ED
404 559. Montgomery, AL: ERIC Digest.

House Bill 2363. An Act Revising Section 15-741, Arizona Revised Statutes. State of Arizona. House of Representatives.
Forty-Fourth Congress. Second Regular Session. 2000. [Online]. http://www.azleg.state.az.us/legtext/44leg/2r/laws/
0398.htm. [January 9, 2002].

Howley, Craig and Gary Huong. (1991). School completion 2000: Dropout rates and their completion for meeting

the national goal. [Online database]. Charleston, WV: ERIC Clearinghouse on Rural Education and Small Schools.
ERIC Digest. http://www.ed.gov/databases/ERIC Digests/ed335177.html. [November 5, 2001].

53



Intercultural Development Research Association. (2001, October). Estimated loss of earnings and tax losses to Texas
due to school attrition. School years 1985-86 to 2000-01. San Antonio, TX: Intercultural Development Research Associa-
tion.

Jobs for America’s Graduates, Inc. (1998). 1997-98 school year annual report. Alexandria, VA: Job’s for America’s
Graduates, Inc.

Johnson, Roy L. (2001, October). Missing: Texas youth — Cost of school dropouts escalates. /IDRA Newsletter. San
Antonio, TX: Intercultural Development Research Association, pp. 9-14.

Johnson, Roy L. (2000, October). TEA’s school leaver codes: The rest of the story. IDRA Newsletter. San Antonio, TX:
Intercultural Development Research Association, pp.1-2, 15-18.

Johnson, Roy L. (1999, October). Attrition rates in Texas public high schools still high. IDRA Newsletter. San Antonio,
TX: Intercultural Development Research Association, pp.1-2, 8, 11, 13, 15.

The Latino Coalition. (2000, November). They are our kids: Findings from the Latino dropout study. Hillsborough
County, FL: Children’s Board of Hillsborough County.

Levin, H.M. and J.G. Bachman. (1972). The effects of dropping out. U.S. Congress Senate Select Committee on Equal
Educational Opportunity. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Lockwood, Anne Turnbaugh. (1996, Summer). Caring community, and personalization: Strategies to combat the
Hispanic dropout problem. [Online]. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Hispanic Dropout Project, No. 1.
http://www.ncbe.gwu.edu.miscpubs/hdp/advances/596no1.htm. [January 22, 2002].

Mehan, Hugh. (1997, January). Contextual factors surrounding Hispanic dropouts. [Online]. La Jolla, CA: Hispanic
Dropout Project. http://www.ncbe.gwa.edu/miscpubs/hdp/index.htm. [November 20, 2001].

National Alliance of Businesses. (2001, Spring). Corporate training delivery: Dollars and sense and unconventional
wisdom. Workforce Economics. ERIC Digest, ERIC-No: ED454417. Washington, DC: National Alliance of Businesses.

National Center for Education Statistics. (2002, January). Dropout rates in the United States: 2000 high school
completion rates. [Online]. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/
droppub_2001//.asp?nav=2. [January 2002].

National Center for Education Statistics. (2002, January). Digest of Educational Statistics. [Online]. http://nces.ed.gov/
pubs2001/digest. [January 22, 2002].

National Center for Education Statistics. (2001, October). Digest of Education Statistics. [Online]. http//nces.ed.gov/
pubs2001/digest [January 2002].

National Center for Education Statistics. (2000). Digest of Educational Statistics. [Online]. http://nces.gov/pubs2001/
digest [January 17, 2002].

National Center for Education Statistics. (1997). Dropout Rates in the United States, 1996. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Education.

National Center for Education Statistics. (1983). Public High School Graduates 1980-81. NCES bulletin. Washington,
DC: Office for Educational Research and Improvement.

Post Secondary Education Opportunity. Education and training pay. [Online]. www.postsecondary.org. [January 17,
2002].

54



Rothstein, Richard. (2001, October 31). Linking poor performance to working after school. New York Times. [Online].
http://www.nytimes.com/.../3less-web.html?ex:=10055G5977 &ei=1&en=dal 85b6Feb.267¢. [November 5, 2001].

Secada, W., R. Chavez-Chavez, E. Garcia, C. Munoz, J. Oakes, 1. Santiago-Santiago, and R. Slavin. (1998, February).
No more excuses: The final report of the Hispanic dropout project. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Seventy-Eighth Arizona Town Hall. (2001, May 13-16). Summary highlights and recommendations from the Arizona
townhall: Moving all of Arizona into the 21st century economy. Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona.

Stern, David. (1989). Benefits and costs of dropout prevention in a high school program combining academic and
vocational education: Third year results from a replication of the California peninsular academies. ERIC Digest,
ERIC No: EJ 407967. California: ERIC Digest.

Supik, Josie Danini and Roy L. Johnson. (1999). Missing Texas youth — Dropouts and attrition rates in Texas public
schools. San Antonio, TX: Intercultural Development Research Association.

Thompson, Charles L. and Elizabeth K. Cunningham. (2000). Retention and social promotion: research and implica-
tions for policy. [Online database]. New York, NY: ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education. ERIC Digest No. 161.
http://www.ed.gov/databases/ERIC Digests/ed 44924 1.html. [January 2002].

U.S. Bureau of the Census. (2002). Table 14. Educational attainment of people 18 years and over, by age, sex, race, and
Hispanic origin, for the 25 largest states: March 2000 to December, 2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Com-
merce.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. (1983). 1980 Census of the population vol. 1. Characteristics of the population chapter D.
Detailed population characteristics. Part 1. United States summary. Section A: United States tables 253-310. (PC80-1-
D1-A). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. (1970-98). Annual earnings of young adults. Table 23-1. Median annual earnings (in constant
1999 dollars) of all wages and salary workers ages 25-34, by sex and educational attainment. 1970-1998. March current
population surveys. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census.

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Education Research and Improvement. (2000, January). A recommended
approach to providing high school dropout and completion rates at the state level. Washington, DC: National

Center for Education Statistics.

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2000). The condition of education 2000
NCES2000062. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

U.S. General Accounting Office. (2002, February). School dropouts. Education could play a stranger role in identi-
fying and disseminating promising prevention strategies. Washington, DC: U.S. General Accounting Office.

Vaznaugh, Adriana. (1995, March). Dropout intervention and language minority youth. [Online database]. Washing-
ton, DC: ERIC Clearinghouse on Languages and Linguistics, ERIC Digest, ED379951. http://www.ed.gov/data bases/
ERIC Digest/ed379951.html. [November 19, 2001].

Viadero, D. (2001, February). The dropout dilemma. Education Week. Bethesda, MD: Education Week.

Waits, Mary Jo and Mark Muro. (2001, October 14). Five shoes waiting to drop: Social, economic difficulties hang over
Arizona’s future. The Arizona Republic. Phoenix, AZ: Gannet, Section V.

55



Wells, Amy Stuart. (1989). Middle school education — The critical link in dropout prevention. [Online database].
New York, NY: ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education. ERIC Digest No. 56. http://www.ed.gov/databases/
ERIC Digests/ed311148.html. [November 5, 2001].

Williams, Thomas L. (1999). The directory of programs for students at risk. Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education.
Woods, Gregory. (1995, March). Reducing the dropout rate. School Improvement Research Series. Close up, No. 17.

[Online]. Portland, OR: Northwest Regional Education Laboratory. http://www.nwrel.org/scpd/slrs19/col7.html. [De-
cember 6, 2001].

56



Research on Dropping Out of Arizona’s Schools: The Scope, the Costs, and Successful
Strategies to Address the Crisis was conducted by

Intercultural Development Research Association
Albert Cortez, Ph.D.
Josie Cortez, M.A.
Maria Robledo Montecel, Ph.D.

IDRA is an independent, non-profit organization, directed by Maria Robledo Montecel,
Ph.D., dedicated to creating schools that work for all children. As a vanguard leadership
development and research team for three decades, IDRA has worked with people to
create self-renewing schools that value and empower all children, families and
communities. IDRA conducts research and development activities, creates, implements
and administers innovative education programs and provides teacher, administrator, and
parent training and technical assistance.

5835 Callaghan Road, Suite 350

San Antonio, Texas 78228-1190

210/684-8180 Fax 210/684-5389
idra@idra.org www.idra.org



AMEPAC
Arizona Minority Education Policy Analysis Center

A policy analysis center of the
Arizona Commission for Postsecondary Education

2020 N. Central Ave., Suite 550, Phoenix, AZ 85004-4503

Phone: (602) 258-2435, Ext. 101

Fax: (602) 258-2483

E-mail: toni@azhighered.org

URL: www.acpe.asu.edu/AMEPAC.htm



	Cover
	Table of Contents
	Summary by AMEPAC - Stemming the Tide of Dropouts: An Action Agenda for Arizona
	Research Study Executive Summary



