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The Best School Districts in Texas for
African American Students 1996-99

The large gains for all students on the TAAS exam over the
past five years slowed dramatically in 1999. African Anerican
students continued to close the gap with Angl o students--64
percent passed in 1999 vs. 87.9 percent—but the gap stil
remai ns substantial. Statew de averages, however, mask sone
i mpressive gains by individual school districts. The Texas
Educati onal Excellence Project believes the first step in
i mproving black tests scores is to identify school districts that
do a better job of educating black students. Prograns and
policies in these districts can then be used by other districts
to i nprove perfornmance.

The Li nden-Kil dare I ndependent School District provides one
such exanple. TAAS pass rates for black students in Linden-
Ki | dare have inproved from54.3 percent in 1996 to 95.2 percent
in 1999. This dramatic inprovenent has resulted froma variety
of early intervention techniques at | ower grade |evels to nake
sure students acquire necessary skills. Small class sizes al ong
with the use of Title | teachers to address reading and simlar
problens formpart of the Linden-Kildare integrated program
Wiile their program does not target black students per se, by
focusi ng on the educational needs of all students, they get
excel l ent results.

Linden-Kildare is a relatively small school, and their
approach m ght not be directly transferable to | arge urban school
districts. Many urban schools, however, also get dramatic
i nprovenents. Waco | SD adopted a programthat elimnated soci al
pronotions, instituted individual diagnostics, year round
tutorials, and nmandatory summer school for students who fail the
TAAS. The Waco pass rate for black students has increased from
33.6 in 1996 to 67.2 in 1999.

The Texas Educati onal Excell ence Project uses a techni que of
anal ysis known as nmultiple regression to identify school
districts that do a better job of educating black students. This
anal ytical tool makes it possible to devel op generalizations
about the overall performance of Texas school districts in how
wel | they educate bl ack students, while al so providing
i nformati on that can be used to nmake conpari sons across
I ndi vi dual school districts. Qur nodel is based on what is
general ly know as an education “production function” where
student performance (defined as black pass rates on the TAAS) is
a function of inputs into the educational process, such as
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operating expendi tures, student-teacher ratios, and various
educational policies. Estimtion of this production function
results in predictions about how well districts are expected to
do, given the level of inputs available to them Based on the
results of the production function nodel, we conpare how well
districts actually performto how well the statistical node
predi cts they should performbased on their inputs. The
difference, if any, between the actual results and the

predi ctions indicates how well districts are doing in educating
bl ack students.

An Educati on Production Function

School districts are organi zations; they receive inputs
(resources and students) fromtheir environnment and produce
out puts (educated students anong others). A vast literature has
designated a variety of education production functions whereby
the out puts of school systens can be evaluated relative to their
i nputs (Burtless 1996; Smith 1995; Hanushek 1986; 1989; 1996).

Qur dependent variable is the school district’s pass rate
for black students on the TAAS exam Texas requires all school
districts to adm nister exans to students in several grades on an
annual basis. W nmake no claimthat results on TAAS exans account
for all of the overall |earning experience of black students.
Student performance is a nulti-dimensional concept that can be
nmeasured in variety of different ways. However, pass rates on
TAAS exans do neasure whether students are picking up basic
academc skills fromgrade to grade. Qur dependent vari abl e,
therefore, focuses primarily on how well districts performin
teachi ng bl ack students basic skills, and shoul d not be construed
as an overall neasure of black student |earning.

The i ndependent variables fall into four general types--
environnmental constraints, financial resources, teacher
qualifications, and district policies. Environnental constraints
are factors that restrict agency performance; in the case of
education the key constraint is howdifficult/easy it is to
educate students. In the context of educational policy, poverty
is a serious constraint on student performance. The neasures of
constraint are the percent of poor students (defined as those
eligible for free school |unches) and the percentage of black
famlies that live in poverty. W also neasure the educationa
| evel of blacks in the school district using the percentage of
bl acks in the school district over age 25 with at |east a high-
school diplona. The education variable should be positively
related to student performance and the other two neasures shoul d
be negatively related to black pass rates.
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Fi nanci al resources are the basic raw materials of any
organi zation’s attenpt to neet its goals. Three neasures of
financi al resources are included--per student instructional
funds, average teacher’s salary, and percent of funds received
via state aid. These represent total resources devoted to
education, the attractiveness of teaching positions in a
conpetitive nmarketplace, and state efforts to overcone the
unequal distribution of |ocal financial resources. The
rel ati onshi p between expenditures and educati onal outcones is one
of the nost contested questions in all of educational policy.
Hanushek (1986; 1989; 1996) contends that there is no consistent
rel ati onshi p between noney and student outcones. Although this
finding has been chall enged by ot hers (Hedges and G eenwal d
1996), it remains the conventional wisdom In recent
| ongi tudi nal studies, however, Mirray (1995), Evans, Miurray and
Schwab (1997), and Murray, Evans and Schwab (1995) found that
districts that increased expenditures had i nproved performance
afterward. Bohte (1999) found that expenditures were correl ated
wi th higher test scores even when controlling for the previous
year’s test scores. W consider expenditures a critical variable
for inclusion in the nodel. Al relationships should be positive.

The two teacher qualification neasures (or |ack thereof) are
the percent of teachers who hold a tenporary certification in a
subj ect specialty (as opposed to a permanent certification) and
t he average nunber of years of teacher experience. The
rel ati onship for non-certification should be negative, while the
expectation is that nore experienced teachers will |ead to higher
student outcones.

Finally, the education production function contains three
policy neasures--the percentage of students taking gifted
cl asses, class size, and student attendance (percent attending on
an average day). Performance should be positively related to
gifted classes and attendance and negatively related to class
si ze.

Texas has a | arge nunber of school districts; many are very
small or deal with a honbgeneous student body. |In an effort to
use a set of organizations relatively simlar in the task that
they perform we have restricted our analysis to school districts
with a | east 1000 students and at |east 10 percent bl ack
students. These restrictions resulted in a total of 170
districts in the study.

The data analysis is a pooled tine series with data fromthe
years 1995 through 1998. In any pooled tinme series one needs to
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control for serial correlation resulting fromany trend in the
vari abl es over tine. A series of dummy variables are introduced
to achieve this.

The basic production function is shown in table 1. Several
vari abl es are powerful predictors of black student pass rate.
These i nclude expenditure, background, and policy variabl es.
Teacher salaries are strongly and positively related to the bl ack
student pass rate, as is the percentage of black adults age 25
and older with at | east a high school education. Attendance al so
I's strongly and positively related to the bl ack student pass
rate. The greater the percentage of |owincone students in the
district, the ower the black student pass rate. No other
vari abl e achi eved statistical significance.

The results of this nodel allow us to conpare school
districts as to how well they do above (or bel ow) expectations.
As an illustration, the nodel predicted that the Houston
| ndependent School District would have an average bl ack pass rate
of 53.48% from 1996-99. Houston’s actual pass rate of 59.83
represents a 6.35 percentage point inprovenent over this
standard. Based on this nethod, the top ranked school district
for black students in Texas was Pittsburg wth a rating of +22. 0%
foll owed closely by Linden-Kildare with a +21.41 score and Ferris
with a +20.60 score.

The top 35 districts are shown in table 2. The first col um
is the nunerical score on which the districts are ranked. The
second colum is the average pass rate for black students from
1996 to 1999 and the third colum is the ranking score for 1999
only. These thirty-five districts represent a variety of
different types of school districts |ocated throughout the state.

Tabl e 3 reports the 25 best districts for black students in
1999. A conparison of this table wth Table 2 gives sone
i ndication of relative novenent anong the ranki ngs of school
districts. Linden-Kildare' s performance in 1999 is striking in
magni tude. Recent gains are likely the result of the benefits of
pol i cies adopted earlier so these are the districts that are
likely to continue to be rated highly in future studies.

Al t hough our top 35 includes districts of all sizes, l|large
districts often cannot change as rapidly as small districts
sinply because so many students are involved. Table 4 presents
the top ten large districts (those wth 15,000 or nore students).

Al di ne, Goose Greek, Galena Park and Garland top this list of
| arge districts.



The table in the Appendi x gives an al phabetical |isting of
all of the school districts examned in this study, along with
their scores. Any person interested in a specific school
district can exam ne the Appendix to |locate that district and
identify the score and rank.

Concl usi on

This study has identified those school districts in Texas
that perforned better than expected on the pass rate for black
students. These districts should serve as role nodels for other
districts in Texas. The districts have a w de variety of
prograns for early diagnosis, coordination of curriculum and
parental involvenent. |f effective prograns and perfornmances
fromthese districts are identified, then they can be transferred
to other districts with an overall benefit to black students.

Al though this study only exam nes exenplary districts, that
shoul d not detract fromthe relatively |ow pass rate for bl ack
students in Texas. A great deal of additional inprovenent is
needed in these districts as well as other districts to close the
test gap between bl ack and Angl o students. Substantial progress
has been nade in the |last few years; a great distance remains to
be covered. |Inproving educational opportunities for all Texas
children requires a long-termconm tnent to education. Problens
devel ope over a period of decades; solutions require both tine
and hard work.



Table 1. The Educati on Producti on Functi on

Dependent Variable = % of black students passing the TAAS 1996-99

| ndependent Vari abl e Coefficient St andard Error
Low I ncome Students -. 0639 . 0325
G fted O asses . 1535 . 1041
Att endance 3. 2679 . 4979
Teacher Sal aries (000) 0. 7800 . 3093
Class Size -. 1927 . 3814
NonCertified Teachers . 0438 . 1251
Teacher Experience . 0190 . 2924
St at e Fundi ng Percent . 0206 . 0205
I nstructional Funding Per Student . 0012 . 0017
Bl ack Education (25+) . 2058 . 0656
Bl ack Poverty -. 0504 . 0431
R- Squar e .52

Ontted are coefficients for individual year dunmy vari abl es.



Table 2. Top Ranked Districts for Educating
Bl ack Students 1996-99

Rank District Scor e TAAS 99 Score

1 Pittsburg 22.01 76. 30 22. 11

2 Linden-Kil dare 21. 41 79. 82 29. 62

3 Ferris 20. 60 74. 90 19. 35

4 Hooks 17. 38 72.22 22.56

5 Atl anta 16. 15 74. 98 22. 36

6 Sweeny 15. 60 75.50 18. 01

7 Del Valle 15. 54 66. 07 15. 83

8 Connal |y 13. 94 73.23 10. 54

9 Texas City 12. 34 66. 85 9. 44
10 MG egor 12. 33 73. 85 7.85
11 Kount ze 10. 73 63. 33 5. 56
12 Tatum 10. 64 66. 82 13. 97
13 Angl et on 10. 62 72.20 17. 93
14 Liberty-Eyl au 10. 31 66. 75 13. 02
15 Sul pher Springs 9.62 68. 82 4. 80
16 Stafford MSD 9.50 74. 28 7.63
17 Al di ne 9.14 66. 78 6. 32
18 La Grange 8. 89 63. 75 2.37
19 Goose Creek 8.58 62. 63 6. 89
20 W/ ner - Hut chi ns 8. 36 57.75 -3.17
21 Terrell 8.27 66. 22 9. 80
22 New Bost on 8. 00 69. 30 5. 09
23 El Canpo 7.61 63. 55 17. 21
24 Newt on 7.46 58. 95 12. 99
25 Col unbi a- Brazori a 7.28 64. 05 11. 82
26 Gl ena Park 7.19 66. 15 8. 66
27 Ver non 7.17 61. 67 11. 29
28 Dai ngerfiel d-Lone St 7.10 64.72 2.34
29 Sabi ne 7.08 66. 28 6.52
30 Garl and 6. 96 67. 88 6.29
31 Bay City 6. 94 59. 63 3.25
32 Gand Prairie 6. 45 67. 97 1.88
33 Houst on 6. 35 59. 83 -2.16
34 Lamar Consol i dat ed 6. 33 61. 60 10. 12
35 Deni son 5.87 63. 80 11. 96



Table 3. The Best Districts in 1999

Rank District 1999 Score
1 Li nden-Kil dare 29.62
2 Hooks 22.56
3 Atlanta 22. 36
4 Pittsburg 22.11
5 Ferris 19. 35
6 Sweeny 18. 01
7 Angl et on 17. 93
8 EI Canpo 17. 21
9 Del Vvalle 15. 83

10 Tatum 13. 97
11 Ri ce Consol i dated 13. 29
12 Liberty-Eyl au 13. 02
13 Newt on 12. 99
14 Hillsboro 12. 16
15 Deni son 11. 96
16 Col unbi a- Brazori a 11.82
17 Ver non 11. 29
18 Connal |y 10. 54
19 Lanmar Consol i dat ed 10. 12
20 Rockdal e 10. 03
21 Terrell 9. 80
22 Tayl or 9.76
23 Texas City 9. 44
24 \Waco 9. 26
25 @Gl ena Park 8. 66



Tabl e 4. The Best Large School Districts
Enrol | ment 15, 000+

Score TAAS 99 Score
1 Al dine 9.14 66. 78 6.32
2 (Goose Creek 8.58 62. 63 6. 89
3 @&l ena Park 7.19 66. 15 8. 66
4 @Grl and 6. 96 67. 88 6.29
5 Gand Prairie 6. 45 67.97 1.88
6 Houston 6. 35 59. 83 -2.16
7 Wchita Falls 5.28 63. 28 -0.90
8 Ammrillo 4.18 57.13 4.52
9 Beaunont 3.90 57. 88 2.16
10 Abil ene 3.81 62. 30 4. 27
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Appendi x. Scores for Al Districts

Rank District Scor e TAAS 1999 Score
48 Abi |l ene 3.81 62. 30 4. 27
17 Al di ne 9.14 66. 78 6. 32

100 Al i ef -2.77 61. 10 - 3. 46
45 Amarillo 4,18 57.13 4,52
40 Anahuac 5.33 60. 28 6. 48
13 Angl eton 10. 62 72.20 17. 93

137 Arlington -7.56 56. 45 -7.08

152 At hens -11. 25 43.78 -9.58

5 Atl anta 16. 15 74. 98 22. 36

139 Austin -7.98 44. 83 -12. 31
66 Bastrop 1.33 53.92 5.10
31 Bay City 6. 94 59. 63 3.25
47 Beaunont 3.90 57. 88 2.16

148 Bel lville -10. 15 45, 38 -7.90

151 Brenham -11. 23 44. 00 -11. 06

114 Bryan -4.40 49. 92 0. 07
62 Cal dwel | 1.88 58. 03 -6.58

112 Caneron -4.24 50. 40 2.64

155 Cart hage -12. 26 45, 38 -9.10

127 Cedar Hi |l -5.70 60. 80 -14. 34
58 Center 2.53 54,22 0.13
52 Channel vi ew 3.41 64. 45 3.01

158 Chapel Hill -15.04 39.03 -12. 05

138 Cl arksville -7.87 48. 78 -10. 96

149 C evel and -10. 56 37. 47 -11.08

153 Col d Spri ng- Cakhur st -11. 32 35.78 -10. 99

146 Coll ege Station -10. 00 52.20 -12. 03
25 Col unbi a- Brazori a 7.28 64. 05 11. 82

105 Col unbus -3.34 55.70 -7.23
69 Conmmer ce 1.19 57. 38 8.13

8 Connal |y 13. 94 73.23 10. 54
57 Copperas Cove 2.99 63. 85 5.29
63 Corri gan- Canden 1.87 54.72 -0.85

122 Corsi cana -5.55 47. 05 -5.58

145 Crockett -9.82 40. 60 - 15. 63
82 Crosby -0. 14 61. 10 -3.64
37 Crow ey 5.69 72.60 3.53
97 Cureo -2.27 52. 60 -6.03
28 Dai ngerfiel d-Lone St 7.10 64.72 2.34

109 Dal | as -3.88 51. 03 -6.47

7 Del Vvalle 15. 54 66. 07 15. 83
35 Deni son 5.87 63. 80 11. 96
89 Dent on -0. 86 57. 20 -5.84
94 DeSot o -1.62 64. 88 -0.14
61 D bol | 2.08 55. 13 8.55

131 Di cki nson -6. 67 44, 35 -9.81
96 Duncanville -1.93 60. 58 -0.54
79 East Central 0.14 62. 13 1.86
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