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ABSTRACT 
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ISD 

Supervising Professors: Debra Cantu, Jill Kolasinski 

 

 

 San Antonio’s Edgewood ISD has played a premier role in school finance reform in the 20th 

century. The Edgewood community spearheaded San Antonio ISD v. Rodriguez and Edgewood v. Kirby to 

the US Supreme Court and Texas Supreme Court, respectively, which culminated in Chapter 41 wealth 

equalization measures. The goal of the reform movement was to achieve equity in available resources 

for schools, no matter how wealthy or poor the surrounding area may be. This inquiry is designed as a 

follow-up study on Edgewood ISD and San Antonio area districts to assess the state of equity with 

respect to financial resources, teaching staff, and academic achievement. The data suggest that the 

reforms have been successful in providing adequate funds to districts independent of a district’s level of 

property wealth. However, equitable financial resources have not manifested into equal academic 

opportunities for Edgewood and San Antonio districts. Districts with greater property wealth staff 

teachers with more experience and higher educational attainment, and students in property wealthy 

areas score higher on standardized tests and college entrance exams than students in property poor 

areas. School finance reforms have not materially affected the opportunity gap.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 People argue that money can’t buy happiness, but money does buy tropical vacations, Friday 

night takeout, and Netflix subscriptions. Some also say money can’t buy a better public education, but 

money does buy additional teachers, libraries, and laboratories. Though absolute consensus has not 

been reached regarding the connection between school finance and student outcomes, the fight for 

equity in public school funding began decades ago and continues today in many ways. If one wanted to 

review the history of school finance reform, it would be prudent to start in San Antonio, 1968. 

 Demetrio Rodriguez and the Concerned Parents Association of San Antonio’s Edgewood 

Independent School District brought a case all the way to the Supreme Court, challenging the 

Constitutionality of Texas public education funding policy (Farr and Trachtenberg, 1999). At the time, 

the high reliance on local property taxes without a redistribution policy put wealthy districts with high 

property values at a significant fundraising advantage, leaving poorer districts struggling to make ends 

meet. 25 years later, the movement begun by San Antonio ISD vs Rodriguez came to fruition, and the 

state mandated an overhaul of finance policy including the Chapter 41 recapturing program as a wealth 

equalization measure. From the perspective of equity in finance, Edgewood triumphed. Today, the 

school district leads the San Antonio area in per pupil expenditures. 

 However, Edgewood’s budget does not tell a complete story. Rodriguez sought more equal 

funding, but the true intent was better academic outcomes and opportunities for the students of 

Edgewood. This inquiry was designed to examine the following question: how has school finance reform 

impacted Edgewood and other San Antonio area school districts’ funding, teaching staff, and academic 

performance? Alongside research on the connection between school funding measures and academic 

performance, Edgewood and its peers’ financial and accountability data over time can be analyzed to 

identify how school finance reform has affected the districts’ students and academic opportunities.   
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Background 

History of Edgewood Independent School District 

 Located in West San Antonio, Edgewood ISD has its roots in a school house opened in 1910, so 

far from the city’s core it was considered “the edge of the woods” (Ochoa, 1986). The district grew 

considerably from the early days where students would ride a “bus” pulled by mules to school. In 1950, 

over 5,000 students attended Edgewood schools and Edgewood was voted to become an independent 

school district. The school district more than doubled in attendance over the next ten years, leading into 

the 1960s where Edgewood made a splash onto the national scene. Per 1986’s “History of Edgewood” 

report prepared by the David Ochoa of the Edgewood Community Relations Office, Demetrio Rodriguez 

sued SAISD and the state of Texas in hopes of getting his students in a “financially better” school system 

compared to Edgewood. 

 Following the Rodriguez case, Edgewood continued to grow in population and garnered 

recognition by the city for its deserving of assistance related to social and physical city planning. In 1984, 

Edgewood received a bond for $8.5 million to renovate and restore the District’s schools. The influx of 

money, largest in Edgewood history, led to innovation in the 1980’s such as institution of technology 

internship programs, installation of the only PLATO computer system in Texas, and continued activism 

for greater equality in education funding.  

 For Texas’ Sesquicentennial Year in 1986, Edgewood ISD interviewed many of the district’s 

former students and leaders. The interviews compose a fascinating, nuanced view of some of 

Edgewood’s most trying times. As earlier mentioned, Edgewood voted to become an independent 

school district in 1950. Edgewood Superintendent from 1948 to 1956, Dr. Elie Arnaud, explained that the 

vote was preceded by a campaign to join San Antonio ISD. In 1949, Edgewood ISD was the poorest 

district in the entire state. Arnaud explained that at the 1949 meeting with SAISD, “’the chairman of 
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SAISD school board got up after hearing our case and said, ‘We have a moral obligation to annex the 

Edgewood district, but…’” and that was all he said (Ochoa, 1986). Edgewood, newly independent, did its 

best to revise the tax rates and property appraisals, but the district was starting from nearly zero value 

under the current property assessment scheme. Dr. Arnaud presided over lean times in the 1950’s. He 

recalled that “the first graders were almost all barefoot in those days” and Edgewood’s infrastructure 

was sorely lacking (Ochoa, 1986). In the Edgewood area, the city was years behind in providing adequate 

water services, leaving students at the elementary school reliant on an unfortunately unreliable well, 

and the district lacked buses to take students to school. Dr. Arnaud displayed a remarkably positive 

attitude towards the district’s challenges, saying that the lack of school buses made sure students got 

their exercise and praising educators who stayed with Edgewood despite the opportunity to make 

“several hundred dollars more if they crossed the city line” (Ochoa, 1986).  

 Bennie Steinhauser, Superintendent from 1956 to 1969, presided over an intense period of 

growth challenged by tight budgets. Each year through the 60s, EISD added between 1500 to 2000 

students. The rapid growth led to overcrowding, despite adding over 20 schools during Steinhauser’s 

term. In 1968, students orchestrated a walkout to protest crowded conditions and inadequate facilities. 

In the 1986 interview, Steinhauser said, “’When I see how much money is available now for school 

programs, I can’t help but wonder how we survived in those days’” (Ochoa, 1986).    

 Dr. Jose Cardenas held the superintendent role from 1969 to 1973, presiding over the school 

district as Edgewood’s Rodriguez case traveled up to the Supreme Court. Cardenas said that upon 

becoming superintendent, he “vowed that he wasn’t going to try to live with the problems of the 

District, but rather try to resolve the problems” (Ochoa, 1986). Cardenas was familiar with the 

challenges facing the District since holding a principal role at Stafford Elementary in 1958 where he 

would come into work by 6 A.M. to assist the janitors in lighting the classroom heaters, trying to make 

ends meet in the thinly staffed school. Cardenas made significant strides to advance Edgewood’s 
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teaching quality. At his start date, 50% of Edgewood teachers did not meet the requirements for a 

teaching certificate and annual teacher turnover reached 33% (Ochoa, 1986). Over the next four years, 

Cardenas sought federal funds for teacher certification and retention which enabled nearly every 

Edgewood teacher to get a teaching certification and lowered teacher turnover to 9%.  

 James Vasquez entered the superintendent position in 1978. Vasquez faced special hardship in 

the role, saying that he was hired to “drain the swamp” (Ochoa, 1986). The previous Edgewood 

administration was under investigation for fraud and in 1981, it was discovered that over $300,000 had 

been siphoned away from the already financially strapped district. In his tenue, Vasquez pioneered 

initiatives that promoted broader community outreach, recognizing the importance of home life in a 

child’s education. In the 1980s, Edgewood promoted adult education classes for parents of students, 

and began more programs to lower Edgewood’s drop-out rate. 

SAISD v Rodriguez  

 Legal support of the “separate, but equal” doctrine applied to public education died with the 

landmark Brown v. Board of Education decision, but 1954 was not the last year in which separate and 

decidedly unequal school systems prevailed. Before Brown, long after, and in many cases still today, 

school districts are separated by neighborhoods which are largely separated by class. School finance 

policies using property tax dollars as a foundation simply protected the legacy of “separate but equal” as 

disproportionate funding flowed to areas of town with the highest taxable income and property. The 

first challenge to the second coming of “separate but equal” arose in 1968 from San Antonio, Texas. 

 Demetrio Rodriguez, on behalf of the Edgewood Concerned Parent Association and his own 

children attending Edgewood ISD, sued San Antonio Independent School district, several other San 

Antonio school districts, and the Texas State Board of Education, among others (Saleh, 2011). Rodriguez 

sought to prove that the Texas school funding system violated the equal protection clause under the 
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Fourteenth Amendment. If Rodriguez could prove that education is a fundamental right and wealth is a 

suspect class, the high standard of strict scrutiny would be applied and Texas would need to directly 

justify the disparity between funding for districts with little property wealth and highly property wealthy 

districts (Sutton, 2008).    

 Rodriguez brought statistics and stories to court to illustrate how disadvantaged Edgewood ISD 

was in comparison to wealthier San Antonio school districts. Edgewood generated the lowest revenue 

per student in the San Antonio area, $356; Alamo Heights generated $594 per student, receiving the 

same amount as Edgewood from the state, $72 per pupil less in federal funds, and $333 in local 

property tax revenue (Sutton, 2011). Alamo Heights brought in over ten times the revenue from local 

property tax than Edgewood at a significantly lower tax rate. The difference in funding carried over to 

differences in staff and facilities. 80% of Edgewood teachers held college degrees compared to 100% of 

Alamo Heights teachers, and Edgewood hired staff with emergency teaching permits at four times the 

rate of Alamo Heights.  Rodriguez described Edgewood High School as “an old, two-story building that 

had been condemned” and noted the lack of air conditioning- brutal in scorching San Antonio (Saleh, 

2008).  

 The case was settled by the Supreme Court in 1973, 5-4 in favor of SAISD and the State. The 

majority (including four recent Nixon appointees) ruled that strict scrutiny did not apply, and therefore 

the disparity between school districts could be chalked up to an unfortunate but inevitable consequence 

of locally controlled education. In the majority opinion, Justice Powell wrote that education was not a 

fundamental right primarily based on its exclusion from the Constitution, and wealth could not be 

considered a suspect classification given the circumstances because the state of Texas expressly does 

not deny anyone a free education based on wealth (Sutton, 2011). In minority opinions, justices argued 

that education’s close connection to a fundamental right, free speech, justified strict scrutiny, and that 

property-poor school districts were at an insurmountable disadvantage under current fundraising policy 
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which categorically limited the opportunities available to their students and failed even rational-basis 

review (the standard of judgment without strict scrutiny).  

 SAISD v. Rodriguez did not have immediate impact for the students of Edgewood ISD and others 

in property-poor school districts due to a disappointing outcome in the Supreme Court. However, the 

Rodriguez case set the stage and tested the waters for following cases to challenge school finance laws. 

The majority opinion explicitly stated that their decision did not restrict the actions states could take to 

reform their education systems or constitutions toward greater equity, simply that the Rodriguez 

decision would not compel states to do so. Many took this clarification as an invitation to try again, and 

cases sprung up around the country arguing against inequitable school finance laws. Follow-up cases 

appealed to state constitutions’ equal protection clauses with an increased rate of success, but many 

claimants were hard-pressed to present actionable solutions as to how the state may remedy the 

structural inequality that did not violate norms of local control such as fundraising ceilings on wealthy 

school districts. Policy change stalled until 1989, when claimants clearly identified a source of 

unconstitutional inequity with a feasible remedy: the State-guaranteed level of funding was too low to 

deliver “thorough and efficient” public schools to everyone, as promised by state constitutions. When 

states were found to be in violation of their constitutions’ public education clauses such as the 

“thorough and efficient” requirement, reform was necessitated.  

 In Texas’ case, Edgewood I (and follow-ups Edgewood II, III, and IV), brought the rulings needed 

to change school finance policy. The Texas Supreme Court ruled that Texas education policy could not 

possibly be “efficient” when resources for public schools were distributed by tax-paying clout rather 

than equitably by need (The Texas State Historical Association, 2002). When the dust from the years of 

appeals and litigation cleared in 1993, Texas began to instate a wealth equalization program, recapture, 

or informally, the Robin Hood plan. The recapture plan aimed to reward districts for the relative 

property tax burden they assumed rather than the gross property tax paid, which would always favor 
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wealthier districts. Recapture spread over the next two decades to apply to over 250 districts, compared 

to 33 districts on the original plan (Texas School Coalition, 2017). As a direct result of the recapturing 

reform, Edgewood ISD has incurred per pupil expenditures comparable to or exceeding Alamo Heights’ 

expenditures since 2003, a seemingly impossible statistic from the perspective of Rodriguez in 1968.  

 Edgewood ISD’s central position in the history of education finance reform makes the district an 

attractive candidate for a follow-up study. There is extensive research on how school finance has 

affected student outcomes, much of which will be discussed in this inquiry, but there is a lack of 

application of said research on Edgewood’s circumstances following major finance reform. Given 

Edgewood’s place ushering in greater finance equity, a study focusing on the school district’s budgeting 

choices and student outcomes is an appropriate continuation of the literature.  

Purpose of Study 

This study is inspired by Edgewood ISD’s legacy in Texas school finance reform and is intended 

to be a follow-up on the state of the district and its peers today. Edgewood labored in the legal system 

so that a district’s lack of property wealth wouldn’t be the determinant of funding available to their 

schools and further, the amount of academic opportunity available to their students. The analysis in this 

study is intended to identify the relationship between San Antonio-area school districts’ property wealth 

and financial, instructor, and accountability metrics. The study will review data from shortly after 

Chapter 41 wealth equalization reforms were enacted and the present day in order to illustrate how the 

educational landscape in San Antonio changed over time with regards to issues of equity.  

Definition of Terms and Major Concepts 

Funding Formula  
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Understanding how Texas allocates funds to schools is a tedious but necessary process. An 

analysis of Edgewood’s change in funding over time is only possible after comprehending the school 

funding pipeline. The Texas Education Agency offers a yearly overview of school finance policy that 

clarifies the logistics of funding distribution. Leo Lopez prepared the 2017 overview which provides the 

information for the following section regarding the funding formula. 

A Texas school district receives federal, state, and local funds. Across Texas, approximately 90% 

of schools’ funds come from local and state sources. The Foundation School Program (FSP) uses funding 

formulas, set in Chapter 41, 42 and 46, which are adjusted by student and district characteristics to 

calculate the amount of local and state funding each school district should receive. The total FSP 

entitlement is comprised of three portions: Tier I Entitlement, Tier II Entitlement, and Facilities Funding.  

The majority of the local and state funds a district receives are from Tier I. The calculation of Tier 

I funding begins with the Basic Allotment. School districts are given a base compensation of $5,140 (in 

fiscal year 2017) per student in average daily attendance. The Basic Allotment is increased depending on 

characteristics of the student population and the districts. Districts will have their Basic Allotment 

increased by the Cost of Education Index, and if the district qualifies as small or mid-sized. The Cost of 

Education Index acts as a multiplier on the Basic Allotment, increasing the per student revenue by 

regional variations in the price of goods and labor. For example, the Cost of Education Index would be 

increased according to teachers’ starting salaries in contiguous counties, population density, percentage 

of low-income students, and community type (rural, urban, etc.) (Legislative Budget Board, 2017). 

Generally, CEI covers adjustments in teacher salaries necessary to retain talent in rural areas or high cost 

of living neighborhoods. Smaller and mid-sized school districts also will receive an additional per student 

stipend to balance the efficiencies larger districts may enjoy, such as an economies of scale effect.  
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Student factors also affect Tier I’s Basic Allotment. Per every student that meets certain criteria, 

the school district receives an extra multiplier on their Allotment. Additional funding is granted for 

students receiving Special Education, Career and Technology training, Gifted and Talented programs, 

Compensatory education, pregnancy services, and bilingual education. A district also receives a $275 

stipend for each high school student in average daily attendance.      

All districts are eligible for Tier I funding as long as the property tax rate is at least $1 per $100 of 

local property value (Lopez, 2017). The Tier I allotment comes from both state and local sources, and the 

proportion of funds from each source depends on a district’s property tax income. The local share of 

Tier I is the funds raised from taxing 1% of local property value. In property poor districts, this will not 

raise enough money to cover 100% of the Tier I allotment, so state funds will cover the remainder. In 

property wealthy districts, local funds will cover the majority of the Tier I allotment or even more; state 

funds will pay the remaining balance if any, and districts are allowed to keep the excess if local funds 

raised at the 1% rate are greater than the calculated allotment.  

Tier II funding is a much smaller component of the revenues districts receive, but the method of 

calculating funding is more complex. Tier II funding is granted based on the tax burden a district carries, 

rather than student/district characteristics or gross tax revenue raised. Tier II comprises of two levels 

that differ by tax rate and recapturing status. Level I applies to property tax revenues raised between 

$1.00 and $1.06 of $100 worth of property value; the six cents are referred to as the Golden Pennies 

which are not subject to recapture. Level II applies to property tax dollars generated from $1.06 to $1.17 

per $100 of property value, and those funds are subject to recapture. In short, if the property tax rate is 

1.17% or $1.17 due for every $100 of property value, the first $1 generated would go to Tier I, the next 

$.06 would go towards Tier II Level 1 and the remaining $.11 would go to Tier II Level 2 (Lopez, 2017).  
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Tier II Level 1 grants extra funding to districts based on “six pennies” of tax effort. Districts are 

allowed to keep all the extra revenue that is brought in from the extra six pennies of property tax on 

$100 of value, but the same tax burden does not generate equal revenues for property poor and 

wealthy districts. In an example from the TEA, one extra penny of tax burden can generate an extra $95 

per student in WADA (weighted average daily attendance) in a district with lots of property wealth, but 

a penny of tax burden in a property poor district may only generate $27. A wealth equalization program 

has been enacted due to this disparity, so districts with lower tax revenue generation ability are still 

rewarded. By Tier II Level 1 rules, districts are guaranteed $77.53 of additional revenue per student for 

every penny of tax effort after $1, up to $1.06. $77.53 has been selected as the equalization level, 

because it uses Austin ISD’s wealth level as a benchmark. Districts generating less than $77.53 per penny 

will receive the remainder from the state, and districts bringing in more than $77.53 per penny are 

allowed to keep the excess. 

Tier II Level 2 adds the recapture policy to Level 1’s guidelines. Level 2 applies to $1.06-$1.17 of 

tax revenue, and the 11 cents are referred to as “copper pennies” (Lopez, 2017). Copper pennies add 

$31.95 in per student revenue to districts’ budgets per every extra cent of tax burden. If a district 

generates more than $31.95 per student in local funds, the excess is recaptured – sent to the state for 

redistribution. If a district generates less than $31.95, state funds will make up the difference.  

The final category of the FSP funding formula is Facilities Funding. Tier I and Tier II programs are 

funded by Maintenance and Operations taxes, while major facility construction and improvements are 

funded by Interest and Sinking taxes. Both M&O and I&S taxes are based on property value. Interest and 

Sinking taxes are meant to service the bonds sold by school districts to fund major capital assets, in this 

case school buildings; I&S taxes do not go directly to construction costs. Revenues raised by I&S taxes, 

which can be up to $.50 of $100 property value, make up over 90% of Facilities funds, but there are also 
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government programs in place (Instructional Facilities Allotment and Existing Debt Allotment) that assist 

schools in servicing debt for new facilities (Lopez, 2017).  

Federal funds and non-property tax local funds can add to a school district’s revenues to a 

varying degree. As education in the US is primarily a state and locally-held issue, federal funding is a 

minority share of total education revenues nationwide; 92% percent of primary and secondary 

education funds are from non-Federal sources (US Department of Education, 2018). Federal funds 

primarily support special programs rather than mainstream instruction, so a district’s specific needs will 

dictate how much federal funding they receive. Federal funds may support rural education, homeless 

students, Native American students, magnet schools, state assessments, and even more. The primary 

focus on most of federal K-12 education funding is disadvantaged students, so federal funding varies 

greatly based on need. For example, Eanes ISD located in the wealthy Austin suburb, Westlake, only 

receives $50,000 from federal sources compared to over $165 million in revenue before recapture 

(Foundation School Program, 2018). Comparatively, Edgewood ISD receives over $13 million from 

federal programs (approximately 11% of their revenues), with over $9 million of the federal funds go to 

food services programs such as free and reduced lunch.  

Some school districts also have notable local revenues that are raised outside of property taxes. 

There are miscellaneous funds coming in, such as tuition for summer school and athletic department 

revenues, but there are more significant line items for private fundraising in select school districts. Eanes 

ISD, mentioned above, has the Eanes Education Foundation from which they raised $2.5 million for the 

2017-2018 school year. The EEF was founded in 2004 as a way for Eanes ISD to keep money within the 

district, as 65% of Eanes property tax dollars are funneled to recapture and spent outside Eanes ISD 

(Eanes Education Foundation, 2018). As recapture has brought in millions to disadvantaged school 

districts such as Edgewood and San Antonio ISD, millions of dollars have left property-wealthy districts 

and foundations such as the EEF have been outlets for wealthier districts to offset the perceived loss.  
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 As promised, the review of Texas school finance policy was laborious, but it will contextualize 

the analysis moving forward of how funds reach school districts, change over time, and impact 

operations and outcomes.  

Assumptions and Limitations 

Such a study is only as good as its data. The Texas Education Agency is a reliable source for 

scores of data, but their record keeping is finite. Unfortunately, much of the financial and accountability 

data from before Chapter 41 recapturing begun in 1993 is unavailable due to lapsed data retention 

requirements. A full longitudinal study from before and after the financial reform is limited by the lack 

of a full data set, but there is reliable and complete data available beginning in the 1996-1997 school 

year to the 2016-2017 school year. Limitations aside, the data is still highly useful for a follow-up study 

of this nature. Anecdotes of shoeless first graders and shoestring budgets can serve as an illustration of 

the pre-financial reform era, and the following data analysis will provide a more scientific view of where 

Edgewood and its neighboring districts are today.  

Chapter 2: Literature Review  

Edgewood ISD’s campaign for more equitable funding has been in the long-run, a smashing 

success. The impact of SAISD v. Rodriguez was far from immediate but significant. The Supreme Court 

case was the catalyst for school finance change around the country. Similar cases inspired by Rodriguez 

changed the language of the claims slightly and began to win, and the tide of school finance equity 

turned permanently. However, there are mixed feelings on whether or not success should be defined by 

the dollars per student. Researchers in education have spent many hours and papers dedicated to the 

relationship between schools’ spending and performance. A complete consensus has not been reached, 

but there is good reason to believe that amount of funding does have a material impact on school 
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performance and at the very least, how funds are allocated does affect performance.  

How Funding Affects Performance 

In a comprehensive study of literature on school finance and performance, Biddle and Berliner 

separate poor studies from strong, reliable studies based on their research methodology. Based upon 

strong, validated studies, Biddle and Berliner conclude that school funding is connected to an increase in 

student achievement. The recognize that “level of student advantage within the home or community 

matters a great deal to outcomes in education,” but there is a sizable, though smaller, effect of funding-

related factors on student performance (Biddle and Berliner, 2004). Unsurprisingly, there are 

motivations behind which studies are advanced within the literature. Many conservative groups and 

policy makers were quick to embrace findings that school-related factors did not significantly affect 

student achievement, because it better justified lower taxes or lack of wealth-distribution programs. On 

the other side, educators and liberal policy makers supported studies that found a stronger relationship 

between funding and achievement, as it would support the expansion of resources provided to schools 

and potential increase of teacher pay. It is important to keep in mind any conflicts of interest that could 

drive studies to report findings in a distorted manner.  

Within the high-quality studies Biddle and Berliner identified, several studies (El linger et al.,  

1995; Payne and Biddle, 1999; Wenglinsky, 1997) supported that funding-related factors such as per-

student revenues had roughly half the effect of demographical factors such as student socio-economic 

status.  The studies span middle and high schools across the country. With these findings in mind, it is 

important to keep in mind the potential limitations of funding-related measures, but also the potential. 

Funding-related factors can be generally controlled, which is not the case for demographical factors. To 

give up on funding-related initiatives as a way of increasing student achievement broadly accepts the 

unfortunate status quo of poorer academic outcomes for lower SES students.  
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In a study of particular interest to the Edgewood case, Linda Loubert studied the impact of 

funding increases on test scores in Dallas-area districts (2008). Loubert took a snapshot of school 

districts’ spending per student and TAAS (Texas Assessment of Academic Skills) pass rate in 1990 to 

compare to spending and pass rates in 1997. The chosen period is significant because the ‘Robin Hood’ 

law, Senate Bill 7 which instituted recapture for more equitable funding, passed in 1993, so 1990 

numbers served as a ‘before’ and 1997 as ‘after.’ From an analysis of statistics from 14 districts in the 

Dallas area affected by Senate Bill 7, several interesting conclusions may be drawn. Loubert concluded 

that the increase in funding did contribute to an increase in academic achievement in the Dallas area. 

Overall, a 1% increase in funding was associated with a 0.5% increase in TAAS scores.  

One can take a deeper look into Loubert’s data to identify more possible trends. Closer analysis 

reveals complicated results. Schools that experienced the largest positive change in performance tended 

to be the schools spending less per student in 1990, which would be the property-poorer districts that 

would have been most affected by recapture. Four out of five schools showing the smallest positive 

change in TAAS scores (less than 15% improvement) were in the top five districts spending the most per 

student in 1990. These results are promising, showing that the changes brought by Senate Bill 7 

disproportionately improved the academic achievement of the districts with the least funds and the 

worst test scores. However, the data can be read differently when put in greater perspective. The 

districts were ranked from 1 to 14 on two measures in 1990 and 1997. A district would receive the 1 

rank in funding if they spent the most per student and the 14 rank if they spent the least; likewise, a 

district would receive a 1 rank in scores if they got the highest scores in the Dallas area and a 14 if that 

district got the lowest. In 1990, there is a strong, clear relationship between funding and scores. Districts 

that spent the most per student tended to get the highest scores, and vice versa. Keep in mind that in 

1990, the districts that spent the most per student were the wealthiest. In 1997, that trend disappears; 
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there is no strong relationship between funding and scores, just as in 1997, there is no relationship 

between funding and a district’s property wealth.  

What conclusion should be drawn from the data? Districts with the largest increase in funding 

also saw the largest increase in TAAS scores, but there does not appear to be a correlation between 

funding and scores in 1997. This finding appears to be in line with other studies that have found a 

modest impact of funding on achievement, but a larger relationship between socioeconomic status and 

achievement. Wealthy districts did not automatically lose their relatively high test scores after a change 

in funding policy. In 1997, socioeconomic status is removed from funding, so a correlation is no longer 

seen. There are other considerations to keep in mind. Districts spending the most in 1990 also had the 

highest scores, so there may have been less room for improvement for the top scorers. On the other 

side, districts receiving dramatically more funds per student in 1997 compared to 1990 only had a few 

years of increased funds (since 1993) to utilize the money for improved performance. A follow-up study 

on the same districts may show that funding and scores became positively correlated again as time went 

on and there was adequate time to see a return on investment. 

Data points from Loubert, 2008. 

The Loubert data does not present evidence that funding is the most important input controlling 

achievement, but there are components of the data to suggest a positive relationship, such as the high 
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increase in achievement connected to a high increase in funds. The findings are consistent with multi-

study assessments that find an effect of both student factors and funding factors, though the former is 

stronger than the latter. 

Identification of Critical Funding Factors 

Anita Summers and Barbara Wolfe (1977) produced some of the earliest comprehensive 

research on how different educational inputs, or independent variables, affect the output of academic 

achievement, measured by comparing a school’s average student performance to expected 

performance for their grade level. Summers and Wolfe created an equation that would theoretically 

measure achievement as “a function of a student's hard-to-disentangle genetic endowment and 

socioeconomic status GSES), teacher quality (TQ), non-teacher school quality (SQ), and peer group 

characteristics PG).” Summers and Wolfe identified specific markers within these broad categories and 

measured their correlation with achievement. Of course, some factors are outside policymakers’ 

immediate control, such as socioeconomic status, but their findings can be used to cobble together a list 

of funding priorities that are more likely to have a positive impact on achievement.  

 The strongest indicator of a teacher having a positive impact on student achievement was the 

quality of university from which the teacher earned their Bachelor’s degree (Summers and Wolfe, 1977). 

Supported by research from Winkler using data from California schools, graduates of highly-ranked 

universities made better teachers than graduates of lower-ranked schools. Notably, the positive effect 

on student achievement was the strongest for the segment of low-income students. National Teacher 

Exam Scores had no correlation on success, and years of teaching experience had a mixed effect. Years 

of teaching experience led to better outcomes for higher-income students, but interestingly, more 

experienced teachers led to worsened performance for lower-income student groups, perhaps a 

testament to the value of “greener” teachers’ enthusiasm. Another input that had a measurable effect 
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on achievement was class size. Class sizes above 28 had a strongly negative impact on the academic 

performance of low achievers who would fare better with more individualized attention and instruction. 

Conversely, larger class sizes seemed to benefit high achievers. Perhaps a larger class size facilitates a 

greater degree of independent inquiry that suits high achieving students’ learning styles better.) Peer 

group effects that were found to positively impact achievement included desegregation of students by 

race and achievement; for example, black students performed best in schools where black students 

made up 40-60% of the population, and low-achieving students across the board are benefitted by being 

in class with high-achieving students.  

 Some factors associated with funding did not have a material effect on achievement. Quality of 

facilities, education and experience of principals, and teachers’ attainment of higher education beyond a 

Bachelor’s degree were not correlated with higher student success in Summers and Wolfe’s analysis, 

even though schools pay a premium for all of the above measures. In a discussion of their results, 

Summers and Wolfe conclude that some of the preceding studies’ inconclusive results on the efficacy of 

any inputs may be attributed to the competing effects certain measures have on different student 

populations. What helps low-income students may not be helpful for high-income students; the same 

goes for low vs. high achieving students and different racial demographics. These surprising findings 

must be kept in mind to customize any policy recommendations intended for a specific school district, 

Edgewood ISD in this case.    

 The Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine 1996 study has multiple takeaways relevant to the Edgewood 

inquiry. First, Greenwald et al use E.A. Hanushek’s data set for their analysis and find opposite 

conclusions on the effect of funding on student performance, which will be discussed further under the 

Biddle and Berliner piece. Second, the paper draws the overall conclusion that funding can improve 

student performance, backed by their statistical analysis. Third, Greenwald et al identify specific 

measures that are statistically significantly related to performance. 
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 Greenwald et al found that on average, an increase in per pupil expenditures of $500 (which was 

10% of average spending per pupil at the time of publication) would increase student achievement by 

one-sixth of a standard deviation, when the $500 was spent on specific achievement-related factors.  

Notably, a gross increase in per pupil expenditures not associated Greenwald’s achievement factors 

(primarily teacher-related) had a marginal effect on achievement, approximately 1/100th of the effect of 

the specific achievement-linked variables. While one-sixth of standard deviation may seem modest, 

Loubert’s data features per pupil expenditures rising over 100% for some school districts after 

recapturing was instated, which would result in more than a full standard deviation increase in 

achievement on average according to the Greenwald et al research. When looking at the Greenwald 

research methodology, it is possible that the one-sixth increase in standard deviation per $500 is 

understated due to potential confounding variables. The one-sixth standard deviation increase is 

reported to occur after $500 per pupil is spent on teacher salary ($12,500/teacher) due to the positive 

effect of teacher salary on student achievement. However, the money spent on teacher salary could 

have the additional benefits of recruiting more experienced or educated teachers, two factors which 

Greenwald et al have assigned individual statistical increases in student achievement. If the $500 per 

pupil spent on teacher salaries also effectively acted as $500 that attracted more experienced and 

educated teachers, the increase in student achievement may be more than three times Greenwald et 

al’s original estimate. 

 The major factors that Greenwald et al identified as relevant pieces of the funding equation are 

teacher ability, teacher experience, teacher education, school size, teacher/student ratio, and teacher 

salary, ordered from largest to smallest magnitude of effect on achievement. Greenwald’s data adds to 

the depth of research on the positive effect of quality teachers on student achievement. The ‘teacher 

ability’ factor is of particular interest, as it had the largest positive effect and it seems like an elusive 

quality to measure. The ‘teacher ability’ factor came from one study, Ronald F. Ferguson article in the 
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Harvard Journal on Legislation, “Paying for Public Education: New Evidence on How and Why Money 

Matters.” Ferguson’s measure of teacher ability is teachers’ scores on a Texas statewide recertification 

exam in 1986. Similar data is rare- Texas and Arkansas are the only states to have mandated all teachers 

to take the recertification test rather than grandfather existing teachers into automatic certification. The 

Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers TECAT) data allows for a look into the 

relationship between teachers’ literacy skills and their students’ achievement. Ferguson found that 

teachers’ TECAT scores were responsible for one-fourth to one-fifth of total variation in student test 

scores, making it a significant variable. Unfortunately, there is not a more current equivalent of this data 

set available, but it does validate measures of teachers’ aptitude in determining high teacher quality.  

 Greenwald et al found that school size is a relevant factor for achievement, which is less 

commonly seen within the literature. There could be a strong connection between size of school and 

class sizes which would clarify the cause of the relationship to achievement. There are a few studies that 

look for a connection between school size and student achievement. In 2006, Kuziemko studied a set of 

schools over time that experienced an enrollment shock, a sudden increase in students the school 

needed to house. Kuziemko found a statistically significant negative effect on student achievement as 

enrollment increased with respect to math scores and a negative effect on language scores without 

statistical significance. In the discussion section of the paper, Kuziemko recognizes that she was unable 

to fully control for class size because the data on number of teachers over time was unavailable. Outside 

of the statistical evidence, there are proponents for both larger and smaller schools based upon 

academic and psychological benefits. Supporters of larger schools believe that larger schools offer more 

diversity in classes, greater offerings of honors courses, potential for more advanced resources like 

larger libraries or computer labs, and better social environment with more “groups” for all students to 

find their place. Small school advocates point to other factors that could make a smaller school a better 

place to learn, such as a sense of community or more personalized academic counseling resources. 
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Overall, it is largely uncontested that large schools are more cost efficient due to spreading the cost of 

the building and maintenance, administration, and non-teaching staff such as nurses or librarians over a 

larger number of students. Due to the lack of clarity and demonstrated causation in the research, the 

potentially negative effect of large schools will be withheld from analysis in favor of greater focus on 

class size effects.  

Responding to Studies Finding No Relationship Between Funding and Performance 

In the 2004 paper “What Research Says About Unequal Funding for Schools in America,” Bruce J. 

Biddle and David C. Berliner look at the body of research on education funding, identify which research 

is solid and which is faulty, and draw the appropriate conclusions from well-done research. The Biddle 

and Berliner paper dedicates many pages to refutations of well-known studies that conclude amount of 

spending per student has little to no impact on achievement.  

Biddle and Berliner offer responses to the famous Coleman Report and E.A. Hanushek’s research 

that concludes school funding does not affect student achievement. 1966’s Coleman Report concluded 

that after ‘home and peer factors’ were accounted for, school quality or funding had no additional 

contribution to students’ achievement. This finding was disheartening to advocates for disadvantaged 

students- were there no effective interventions available to schools to produce better outcomes in low 

socioeconomic status areas? After a more sophisticated review, the Coleman Report’s findings seem to 

be highly flawed. Chosen indicators poorly measured significant variables, non-standard statistical 

analysis was employed, and crucial variables associated with school quality were omitted- “the study 

included no measures for classroom size, teacher qualifications, classroom procedures, academic press, 

or sense of community” (Biddle and Berliner). The Coleman Report was groundbreaking, as the first to 

document the American achievement gap along racial lines with data. However, as one of the first major 

studies on American education on a massive scale, there was no standard methodology with which to 
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comply, leading to results that do not stand up to strict scrutiny. Additionally, there are unsurmountable 

concerns with applying conclusions from 1966 to today’s educational landscape, particularly in light of 

1966’s near proximity to the 1952 Brown v Board of Education decision and the extensive desegregation 

and school reform that followed.   

As referenced earlier, Biddle and Berliner identify Greenwald et al’s work as a powerful 

refutation of E.A. Hanushek’s research that denies a considerable link between school funding and 

student achievement. Specifically, the Hanushek paper concluded that there is “strong and consistent 

evidence that expenditures are not systematically related to student achievement.” Biddle and Berliner 

broadly criticize the bulk of studies Hanushek assembled to make his claim, saying that most poor 

methodology that yields untrustworthy findings such as small samples sizes, cherry-picked variables, 

non-validated scales and poor regression models. The refutation of Hanushek’s conclusions criticizes his 

method of synthesis, vote counting, which is “known to be a rather insensitive procedure for 

summarizing results” and “now rarely used in areas of empirical research where sophisticated syntheses 

of research are expected” (Greenwald et al, 1996). After correcting for improper analysis, Greenwald et 

al find that “the data he assessed on the relations between school resource inputs and student 

outcomes, including achievement, were substantially more consistent and positive than [Hanushek] 

believed.” 

Biddle and Berliner address the objection that national achievement hasn’t improved despite a 

dramatic increase in overall spending- per pupil spending has roughly doubled in real dollars since 1965. 

Karen Miles and Richard Rothstein studied school spending patterns over the period between 1967 and 

1991 and found that the increases in spending per student were typically matched by an increase in 

spending requirements on districts for special programs. From Biddle and Berliner, 2004:  
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Miles and Rothstein found, about one-third of net new dollars during this period went to support 

special-education students; eight percent went to dropout prevention programs, alternative 

instruction, and counseling aimed at keeping youths in school; another eight percent went to 

expand school-lunch programs; another twenty-eight percent went to fund increased salaries for 

a teacher population whose average age was increasing; and so forth. In contrast, during these 

years very few additional dollars were provided for needs associated with basic instruction.  

Measuring the impact of these spending increases on the performance of mainstream students is 

misplaced. There was not a material increase in funds allotted to improving SAT scores over this period, 

for example, so the efficacy of the funding increase should not be measured by SAT score increases. 

Perhaps there should have been a material increase in funding for programs advancing mainstream 

achievement over the period, but that is irrelevant in judging the efficacy of funds spent for a different 

purpose.  

Research on Facilities 

Many of the studies within the literature that aim to identify achievement-linked factors have 

not found a significant relationship between quality of facilities and student performance. However, 

there are studies that have been conducted with a focus on facilities’ impact on student achievement 

and school climate that conclude there is a relationship. School facility quality is a pertinent 

conversation to have as America’s schools age. The National Center for Education Statistics’ 2014 report, 

“Condition of America’s Public School Facilities,” found that on average, the main instructional building 

of an American public school is 44 years old.  

“The Walls Speak: The Interplay of Quality Facilities, School Climate, and Student Achievement” 

by Cynthia Uline and Megan Tschannen-Moran offers a comprehensive review of the growing literature 

on school facilities. In 1982, McGuffey pioneered research in the area with “Facilities,” synthesizing 
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studies that linked student achievement with higher quality facilities, specific comfort related factors, 

and amenities like libraries or laboratories. Berner’s 1993 study of Washington, DC public schools 

demonstrated a 5% increase in achievement scores when schools moved from poor to fair facility 

quality, and a 10% increase in achievement after schools moved from poor to excellent facilities. After 

controlling for student SES by percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunch, the same study 

revealed that improvements in simple maintenance such as mopping and graffiti removal also resulted 

in achievement gains. 

 The direct cause of the improvements in achievement may seem elusive, as it is hard to identify 

exactly why more frequent mopping would result in better test scores. When viewing the cited studies 

as a whole, three possible causes of achievement gains emerge: higher student comfort, lower teacher 

turnover, and better campus climate. The individual facility factors that were most closely associated to 

student performance had a direct bearing on student comfort. Air temperature control and quality 

ranked highest in impact on students, explaining 1.6-4.8% of the variance in learning outcomes in a 1999 

study by Lanham. Lighting was the next most important to students, as bright natural daylight is 

associated with positive mood effects. Both air temperature and lighting have a direct positive impact 

on students’ focus and energy levels, which would explain gains in achievement. 

 As teachers share the same space as the students, the surrounding facility and environment also 

affects teachers’ attitudes and behaviors. The same factors that matter to students such as air quality 

and lighting are highly relevant to teacher satisfaction; when these factors had a perceived negative 

impact on health, teachers were more likely to leave. Buckley et al’s 2004 study asked Washington, DC 

teachers if they planned to remain another year at their current school. They found that while higher 

teacher age unsurprisingly had the highest correlation to leaving, poor facility quality statistically 

influenced the stay/leave decision more than unsatisfactory pay.  
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 The study conducted by Uline and Tschannen-Moran in “The Walls Speak” is primarily 

concerned with the interplay between facilities and the social environment of schools. Rather than focus 

on concrete factors like temperature control or a large library, Uline and Tschannen-Moran measured 

teachers’ perceptions of their environment and how it affected the social climate as measured by 

“academic press, community engagement, teacher professionalism, and collegial leadership of the 

principal.” The study was controlled for SES of students, and the researchers found that perceptions of 

facility quality were not in fact correlated with percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunch. 

The data analysis revealed that inadequate facilities resulted in a less orderly learning environment, 

reduced focus on academics, and less enthusiastic teachers. Principal’s leadership was not correlated 

with facility quality. The findings support that the physical environment can change the intangible 

culture of a school and affect student and teacher performance and self-image.  

After a review of the literature regarding school facility quality and student performance, there 

appears to be a dearth of information on how monetarily efficient facility improvements may be. More 

generalized studies on the relationship between funding and performance have offered a dollar-for-

dollar breakdown, such as $1 spent on teacher recruitment results in some percentage improvement in 

test scores. Such information is elusive as it relates to facilities expenditures. The ambiguous and long-

term timeline of facilities improvements complicates this analysis, as useful life calculations are rough 

estimates and benefits of a new building will decrease over time, likely in a non-linear fashion, as the 

building depreciates. Additionally, every dollar spent on improvement of facilities is not equal. Investing 

in large classroom windows may have a small benefit to students’ mood and attentiveness over the 

lifetime of the building, while a high-tech computer lab may have a more significant effect on student 

learning and morale but only over approximately five years before the technology becomes obsolete. 

While unsatisfying compared to an over-arching rule, the most accurate method of assessing the impact 
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of a change in facilities on a school’s performance and climate is careful analysis of the costs and 

benefits on a case-by-case basis.  

Research on Teacher Attrition 

Better understanding teacher attrition is important to the discussion on funding and student 

performance. It is important to understand the causes, the monetary costs, and the impact on students’ 

performance of teacher turnover. After looking to the literature for clarity on the issue, one can 

optimize policy to ensure that the costs of teacher turnover are minimized by cost-effectively improving 

teacher satisfaction.  

 There are multiple causes that may contribute to a teacher leaving. Retirement is an inevitable 

reason for teacher turnover, but a relatively small factor. Attrition rates in an average school have 

ranged over the years from 13.1% (1990-91) to 16.7 (2003-04), but less than 15% of the teachers who 

leave their school do so because of retirement (Kelly, 2013). Additionally, attrition rates are not 

consistent across school demographics. Schools serving low-income and minority populations tend to 

have higher rates of teacher turnover, and more qualified teachers tend to leave disadvantaged urban 

schools for suburban schools.  

 When viewing attrition through the lens of funding policy, one can divide the causes of attrition 

in funding related and non-related categories. Many of the most highly cited reasons for leaving are not 

directly pay related. There is little incentive for teachers to join the profession based on salary alone, so 

job satisfaction tends to be measured in other terms. Teachers may leave their current school for a 

more supportive environment if they feel that the behavioral climate is not conducive for effective 

learning (Kelly, 2013). Disruptions to the learning environment that can spur a teacher to leave also 

include challenges with administration, such as a lack of support or decision-making autonomy. These 

issues can be resolved without changes to funding policy, but the same causes of teacher frustration 
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(low focus on academics, disorderly learning environment) happen to be the effects correlated with 

poor quality facilities, indicating that some of the largest stressors on teachers could be alleviated with 

funding related measures such as facilities improvements. 

 While a lesser factor than satisfaction with the actual teaching role, pay also affects teachers’ 

decisions to stay or leave a given school. Salary has an impact on job satisfaction across a broad range of 

occupations, and dissatisfaction with salary has been an oft-cited reason for teachers leaving a certain 

school and especially for teachers leaving the profession entirely. Kelly notes that salary “has symbolic 

importance as well, conveying something to professionals about the value society places on their work” 

so a low salary can be particularly discouraging compounded with stressful or overworked days. Teacher 

compensation policy can have an outsized influence on retention issues with the introduction of 

enhanced accountability measures and achievement-based pay. Poorly designed teacher compensation 

programs may further decrease the incentive for teachers to work in low SES areas. If teacher bonuses 

or sanctions are tied to student performance without regard for the historical academic difficulties of 

disadvantaged schools, teachers may leave schools with low-income or minority populations at an 

accelerated rate.  

 How are schools affected by high teacher turnover? Direct costs are troubling, and indirect costs 

can run even higher. The estimated annual cost of recruiting and training new teachers is between $2.2 

and $4.9 billion (Brill and McCartney, 2008). When teachers leave a school, all of the professional 

development invested in them also leaves the school, and the process must start from scratch. 

Logistically, teacher retention is a large issue, but the most pertinent problem with high attrition is the 

effect on the community. 

 High teacher turnover disrupts long-term planning and relationships within the staff. Trust in 

administration is eroded when well-liked staff is compelled to leave and remaining teachers bear a 
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higher burden of supporting new “green” staff. High teacher turnover also decreases the quality of 

instruction in the classroom because more able teachers tend to leave and less experienced teachers fill 

their place. Teachers of higher ability, as measured by SAT scores, are more likely to leave the profession 

entirely to seek alternate careers (Brill and McCartney, 2008). In their wake, administrators rush to fill 

the open positions and may hire underqualified or “out-of-field” teachers rather than have a staffing 

shortage. Teacher attrition tends to be the highest within the first few years of teaching, which is also 

the time when a year makes a large difference in a teacher’s ability and comfort level.  

 With the above consequences in mind, it is highly important for schools to consider how they 

may reduce teacher attrition in order to minimize costs and improve the learning environment. Issues 

related to attrition are even more relevant for schools that serve low SES students, as their rates of 

teacher attrition may be twice as high as low-minority population, wealthier schools. In an article 

entitled “Stopping the Revolving Door: Increasing Teacher Retention,” Brill and McCartney discuss three 

categories of strategies to reduce attrition: pay increases, leadership and community support, and 

mentorship and induction programs. Generally, pay increases were considered to be the least effective 

of the three categories. Pay increases less than 10% did not meaningfully increase retention, putting a 

high cost on salary increases as a method of retaining teachers. Teachers were more likely to stay at 

their current school and record higher job satisfaction when schools fostered collaboration and 

principals valued teachers’ contributions.  

In multiple studies, induction and mentorship programs have shown promise as the single most 

effective step towards improving retention. As attrition peaks in teachers’ first few years, the process of 

welcoming and training teachers is highly relevant. The best induction programs set aside several weeks 

before full teaching responsibilities begin, contain formal mentorship aspects, and assesses teachers for 

the purpose of improvement not evaluation. Such programs do have associated training costs, but 

induction programs have made a measurable impact on teacher retention; “positive early experience (in 
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particular encouragement, positive feedback, and a sense of success) was found to increase or even 

instill a sense of vocation and bolster positive intention” (Smethem, 2007).   

Chapter 3: Data Analysis 

Methodology 

There is a rich amount of data available related to Bexar County school districts’ financial status and 

academic performance. By combing through the data, we can draw a better picture of how school 

finance reform has affected the state of equality today.  

 Excluding charter schools, there are 19 public school districts in Bexar county. For the sake of 

analysis, military base school districts have been excluded due to their disparate funding scheme (Fort 

Sam Houston, Lackland, and Randolph Field) and four school districts were removed from the analysis 

for being outside the major San Antonio metro area (Boerne, Comal, Medina Valley, and Schertz-Cibolo-

Universal City). For the financial analysis, I selected the 2016-2017 school year income statements from 

12 San Antonio-area school districts. The selected income statements were taken from the district’s 

audited financial statements found on the TEA Department of Financial Compliance website. The income 

statements break out revenue by the respective source, then lists out expenses by category (instruction, 

school leadership, food services, etc.). For the accountability analysis, I used select measures from the 

Academic Excellence Indicator System for the 1996-97 data and the Texas Academic Performance 

Reports (TAPR) for the 2016-2017 data.  

Demographics 

 Before diving into the financial and accountability analysis, we can look at the key demographics 

of the 12 selected schools in order to get a more accurate picture of the socio-economic landscape. The 

major demographic factors examined are number of students, percent of economically disadvantaged 
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students, percent of white and non-white students, and level of property wealth in a district. Below is 

the aforementioned data for the 2016-2017 school year.  

 

Data from 2016-2017 TEA Summary of Finances and TAPR.  

There are a few key takeaways from the demographic information that will be relevant to 

further analysis. First, let’s look at Alamo Heights, a relative outsider in the data set. Alamo Heights 

derives the highest percentage of their district’s revenues through property tax. The district is the only 

one within the San Antonio-area school districts data set that is subject to recapturing. (One other Bexar 

County district, Boerne ISD, was also subject to recapturing.) 36% of the revenues raised by Alamo 

Heights leaves the district due to Chapter 41 wealth equalization. Alamo Heights is the only district in 

the sample with a white student majority and the only district where economically disadvantaged 

students are far in the minority. The graph, using 2017 data, demonstrates that the distribution of 

property wealth and students’ wealth has not changed significantly from 1968, when Rodriguez used 

Alamo Heights as a contrasting example to Edgewood’s poverty.  

 The relative size of school districts should be mentioned. Some San Antonio school districts, 

particularly the smaller ones, are quite homogenous. Others are highly diverse. Look towards North East 

ISD and Northside ISD with respective enrollment of 67,779 and 105,110 students. The student body 

across the tens of thousands of students may vary by campus. North East ISD, containing the second-
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highest property wealth and second-lowest percentage of economically disadvantaged students, has 

seven main high schools. At the wealthiest NEISD high school, Reagan, 12% of students are economically 

disadvantaged; at the least wealthy NEISD high school, Roosevelt, 66% of students are economically 

disadvantaged. Northside, the largest school district in San Antonio and one of the largest school 

districts in Texas, contains ten major high schools. 21% of students at the wealthiest high school, 

O’Connor, are economically disadvantaged while 77% of students at the least wealthy high school, 

Holmes, are economically disadvantaged. The stratification of wealth even within one district is 

important to keep in mind when discussing North East and Northside, because findings may be more or 

less relevant on a campus by campus basis. 

 Two major demographic trends seem obvious when looking at the data set. First, the rate of 

economically disadvantaged students across San Antonio is quite high. As of the 2016-2017 school year, 

59% of Texas students were considered economically disadvantaged, generally defined by qualifying for 

free and reduced lunch programs. Nationwide, the percentage of students qualifying for free and 

reduced lunch is similar to the Texas average: nearly 60 percent (Domina, 2017). Only 3 of the 12 

studied schools have rates of economically disadvantaged students below the national average. Second, 

most San Antonio school districts serve more minority students than the state and national average. 

Hispanic culture is extremely central to San Antonio, reflected in the population and city’s history. It is 

important to keep these numbers in mind, as San Antonio will not be an appropriate socio-economic 

proxy for many cities across the US.  

 Finally, the relationship between a district’s property wealth and number of economically 

disadvantaged students should be noted. In the time period around the Rodriguez case, the amount of 

property wealth directly determined a large proportion of a school district’s funding. In the chart below, 

notice how closely the number of economically disadvantaged students tracks the amount of property 

value in a district. The regression confirms the logical conclusion that wealthier students live in areas 
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with higher property values. It is clearly shown that before wealth equalization measures like in the time 

of the Rodriguez case, poorer students would be receiving fewer funds for their schools. The trendline 

between the two variables fits the data closely, statistically shown by a high R-squared value close to 1. 

 

Data from 2016-2017 TEA Summary of Finances and TAPR.  

San Antonio Area School Districts 1996-1997 

 Before looking at where Edgewood and other San Antonio area school districts are today, 

historical data can contextualize any changes in the financial and academic standing of the area. 

Because Chapter 41 recapturing began in the 1993-1994 school year, data from the early 1990’s is of 

greatest interest. Unfortunately, available data from the early 1990’s and before is hard to come by due 

to limited data retention requirements. For the following analysis, we will discuss data points from the 

1996-1997 school year as they mark the earliest publicly available complete accountability reports for 

the districts of interest.  

 By 1996, many property poor Texas school districts were already reaping the benefits of 

additional revenues from recapturing. Edgewood’s growth in revenues began to cool off by 1996, but it 

y = -0.9374x + 1.0514
R² = 0.8605

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%%
 E

co
n

o
m

ic
al

ly
 D

is
ad

va
n

ta
ge

d

Property Poor 0% ------> Property Wealthy 100%

Relationship between Property Wealth + Econ 
Disadv Students



36 
 

began before recapturing officially began. Looking at Edgewood’s budgets from 1988-1989 (the earliest 

years available in Edgewood’s records), Edgewood averaged 8-12% growth over the next five years, 

which began to slow down after 1993-1994, surprising because recapturing officially began then. 

However, Edgewood had first gotten a positive ruling to increase equity in Texas school revenues in the 

year 1987. The case got stuck in appeals and was reaffirmed and rejected for several years until 

settlement by the Supreme Court in 1992. The increased attention to Edgewood ISD and developing 

school finance reform legislation may have drawn increased funds to the district before the decisive 

ruling and beginning of the wealth equalization plans.  

 With all that said, the 1996-1997 data points are not necessarily without use because school 

finance reform had already begun. Chapter 41 recapturing was in its infancy in 1993-1994 and has 

spread to magnitudes more districts since its first year. Additionally, the effect of increased funding 

takes more than a couple years to fully come to fruition. The academic legacy of increased available 

funds may not have been visible by 1996, so some change over time could still be noted when 

comparing this data set to the modern statistics. 

Financial Analysis 

 In order to determine if districts’ expenditures were determined in part by property wealth in 

the 1996-97 school year, a regression can be run comparing 12 San Antonio area school districts. The 

percentage of students who are economically disadvantaged was available per district in 1996, and the 

current level of property wealth was used as relative magnitude of property wealth may be assumed to 

be relatively static over the 20-year time period barring major population changes. Below, one can see 

that property wealth and percentage of economically disadvantaged students are not meaningful 

variables to predict how much money a school district spends per student. 
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Data from 1996-97 AEIS reports  

Both regressions have low R-squared values, indicating that the trendline is a poor fit for the 

data, and the coefficients on the variables have large P-values, indicating that one cannot be at least 

90% confident that the variables are positively or negatively correlated with the data. This finding has a 

few impacts on the rest of this inquiry’s analysis. The data shows the efficacy of Chapter 41 recapturing 

and the major school finance reforms that occurred in the early 90’s. After just a few years, level of 

property wealth had already been separated from how much money districts were able to spend per 
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pupil. Because these changes were already enacted by the mid 1990’s, one can be assured that by the 

time of the present day data points, enough time with equitable funding had elapsed in order for the 

funding to fully take hold and make maximum impact. This should negate any arguments that present 

day accountability information does not fully represent the effect of changes in funding policy due to 

inadequate time under the new funding regime.  

 On the other hand, the fact that the 1996-1997 data already reflects changes in public school 

finance equity will limit the conclusions one can make later on. Ideally, a full data set would be available 

before the onset of Chapter 41 and wealth equalization reforms to compare to post-reform status quo. 

With this in mind, one must be hesitant to attribute any change over the time period to change in 

funding policy, but a look at how districts’ staffing and accountability metrics will still be useful in 

investigating change in the area over time. 

Instructor Analysis 

 From the literature review, we understand that teacher quality may be the largest non-

demographic factor on how well students perform. With this in mind, it is important to understand how 

indicators of teaching quality relate to a district’s level of property wealth to see if the equity gap is 

being reduced. The AEIS reports had several important teaching related metrics that can help illuminate 

how the teaching staff changed in relation to a district’s property wealth. 

 There are mixed reports in the literature on how important salary is to quality teacher attraction 

and retention. It’s fair to say most teachers aren’t in the profession to chase large paychecks, but pay is 

frankly an important aspect of every job. The relationship between the average teacher’s salary by 

district and property wealth is surprising, given that the connection between expenditures per student 

and property wealth has been broken by 1996. The data from the 1996-1997 school year clearly shows 

that wealthier school districts are paying teachers more. The R-squared value indicates that change in 
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property wealth level explains 64% of the variation in teachers’ salaries, which is considerable, and the 

positive coefficient on the explanatory variable of property wealth is significant to the 99% confidence 

level.  

 

Data from 1996-97 AEIS reports  

A teacher’s amount of experience and education may also generally indicate a teacher’s skill or 

competence. A high number of ‘green’ teachers with few years of experience may be a red flag as 

teachers generally improve dramatically within their first years of teaching as they learn more about the 

classroom setting and develop their style. A review of the 1996-1997 data reveals that property wealthy 

school districts tend to have fewer inexperienced teachers and more teachers holding a Master’s 

degree. The relationship for both metrics is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. 
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Data from 1996-97 AEIS reports 

Accountability Analysis 

 The major aspects of accountability that will be analyzed below are TAAS pass rates, average 

SAT scores, and the drop out rate. Together, the metrics target three major relevant aspects of quality of 

education: how well students understand grade level material, how well students are prepared for 

college, and how many students graduate with a high school diploma. In order to assess how these 

accountability metrics relate to educational equity, we can see how levels of property wealth and 
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proportion of economically disadvantaged students in a district compare to the district’s level of 

achievement. If greater equality in the level of expenditures has affected student performance, it should 

be evident through the regressions below.   

 First, we can look at the TAAS data. TAAS, the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills, is one of the 

early iterations of Texas’ high stakes standardized tests. TAAS is the predecessor of TAKS and STAAR, the 

standardized test used currently and provides the scores for the present day data analysis.   

 

 Data from 1996-97 AEIS reports 
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 As one can see, the correlation between TAAS passage and socioeconomic status factors such as 

property wealth and students’ wealth is extremely strong. TAAS passage tracks economically 

disadvantaged students closer than property wealth. The P-value indicating the significance of the 

negative relationship between percent of economically disadvantaged students and TAAS passage is 

.000004, which translates into 99.999% confidence that we have identified a true negative relationship. 

For the 1996-1997 school year, it is clear that equity in standardized tests scores has not been reached, 

or even approached, even though the budgets indicate financial equity. Further, the high R-squared 

value indicates that property wealth explains 89% of the variation in TAAS pass rates. For reformers 

looking to improve academic performance in disadvantaged students, this is discouraging, because the 

data points suggest that other factors affecting students’ performance such as a new school building or 

a tight-knit school community have nearly 1/10th the statistical impact as predetermined demographic 

factors.  

 Other accountability measures report similar conclusions on the massive clout of property 

wealth and students’ economic status on academic performance. SAT scores are highly affected by 

these socioeconomic factors. In the 1996-97 school year, wealthier students and districts are taking the 

SAT or ACT at higher rates and scoring better. Both the regressions for percentage of students taking the 

SAT/ACT and average SAT scores are statistically significant at the 95% confidence level, indicating that 

one can be at least 95% confident that the positive relationship with property wealth did not result by 

chance. 
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Data from 1996-97 AEIS reports  

Finally, we can look at districts’ drop out rate. There does appear to be a trend where districts 

with greater property wealth have fewer students dropping out, but there is also much variation even 

between schools with similar demographics. The negative correlation indicating that as property wealth 

increases, dropouts decrease is not statistically significant at the 95% confidence interval. When looking 

for other sources to more definitively understand the trend in drop out rates, expenditures per student 
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is highly inconclusive as an explanatory variable. A district’s property wealth seems to have bearing on 

the drop out rate, but there must be other factors, school funding notwithstanding, that contribute to 

the wide variation between schools of the same demographic profile.    

 

  

Data from 1996-97 AEIS reports 

San Antonio Area School Districts Today  

Financial Analysis 
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 There are several questions about the financial state of San Antonio school districts today that 

we seek to answer. Primarily, we want to learn if school finance reform has reworked the funding 

formula so that poorer students are not systemically receiving less school funding. The financial analysis 

can uncover what is driving today’s funding formula and dictating the differences in funds received per 

district.  

 One relevant consideration that emerged during the analysis is whether revenues or 

expenditures are more important in assessing financial status. The amount of revenues per student a 

district receives is a direct result of the state funding formula. The revenues that a district brings in 

communicates information on how equitably resources are being distributed at an institutional, 

statewide level. The expenditures per student is dictated by each district’s school board approved 

budget. These expenditures will communicate more about the allocation choices and priorities each 

district is making, but the magnitude of the expenditures is of course constrained by the state-granted 

revenues. Also, expenditures may be considered more important because revenues do not reach 

individual schools until they are spent, so expenditures will have the impact on students. For this reason, 

the following analysis will focus on expenditures per student. However, as one may expect, expenditures 

tend to be a few percentage points within revenues, so the distinction has a marginal impact on the 

analysis. However, one trend appeared when viewing each district’s budget utilization, defined as 

expenditures over revenues. It appeared that the districts that seemed to exceed their budgets or run a 

deficit by spending more than the district earned tended to be the property poor school districts, and 

property wealthy school districts tended to spend less than they earned in revenue. A regression is 

shown below. The p-value on the negative coefficient is 10%, which means that there is a 10% chance of 

getting a positive relationship between property wealth and budget utilization if the data were random. 

This is not fully conclusive evidence as typically one looks for a p-value of below 5%, but there is still 

reason to believe there may be a connection between larger expenditures than revenues and property 
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poor school districts. If the relationship holds upon further testing, one may conclude that property poor 

school districts are not receiving adequate revenues from the state to run the district if they must spend 

more than what is available in a given year. 

  

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances  

To begin, let’s look at a core question of school finance equity. When viewing San Antonio area 

school districts, does level of property wealth determine available funding for students? In a victory for 

school finance justice, it does not. For both expenditures and revenues (with one caveat), property 

wealth is not a statistically significant determinant of a district’s funding per student. In both the 

expenditures and revenues case, there is a slight negative relationship between property wealth and 

funds. According to the regressions, if a district received 0% of funding from property taxes (extremely 

property poor) the district would receive $11,781 and spend $12,002 per student; if the district is 

extremely property wealthy and receives 100% of funding from property taxes, the district would 

receive $10,603 and spend $10,911 per student. It is imperative to note that these numbers are very 

rough, as no school district in the data set falls below 10% or above 90% funding from property taxes, 

and the R-squared values are low, at .0833 for expenditures and .1115 for revenues. With such low R-
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squared values, the appropriate conclusion is that property wealth is not an appropriate or meaningful 

variable to determine how much funding schools receive.  

 Shown below are the graphs which demonstrate the above analysis. The caveat mentioned 

above is that one district, Alamo Heights, is removed from the revenues per student data set. Alamo 

Heights is the only school district in the data set that is subject to recapturing. As recapturing funding is 

removed from the Alamo Heights budget under expenditures, their revenues per student looks 

extremely high. The district earns 97 million in revenue yearly and 33 million of which is recaptured. 

Removing Alamo Heights from the revenues data more accurately represents the trends without the 

influence of an outlier. Alamo Heights is included in the expenditures per student data set and their 

expenditures are shown net recapturing expense, because that expense does not go towards Alamo 

Heights students. 
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Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances 

 When analyzing the data by percentage of economically disadvantaged students rather than 

property wealth, a similar conclusion can be reached, unsurprisingly after seeing the close relationship 

between a district’s property wealth and economic status of its students. There is an upwards trend 

displayed where expenditures per student rise along with the percentage of economically disadvantaged 

students. The 95% confidence level for the coefficient on how much expenditures per student rise for a 

0 to 100% increase in the proportion of economically disadvantaged students is between $410 and 

$6306. The fact that the 95% confidence interval is all above zero means that the positive trend towards 

more expenditures for economically disadvantaged students is statistically significant.  
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Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances 

These results are highly important and optimistic for those interested in Texas school finance 

justice. Property wealth used to be the number one determinant of the discrepancy between districts’ 

level of funding which exacerbated the state of inequality between rich and poor students. These 

findings also provide a different conclusion, at least for the San Antonio area, from R. Anthony Rolle’s 

study that concluded that in Texas, the largest determinant of funding is still property tax value. Across 

Texas, “the sole consistent strongest predictor of combined state and local revenue per pupil is assessed 

valuation” as of 2014 analysis. The lack of consistency across studies may reflect the significant regional 

differences in education policy or simply the ‘messiness’ of analyzing education research.   

There are many interesting ways to analyze the financial data of the San Antonio area school 

districts. There are a few other trends worth pointing out. First, the number of students per school 

district may have a minor effect on expenditures per student. I used the hypothesis that largest school 

districts would spend less per student, because they would experience economies of scale and be able 

to spread fixed costs over a larger base of students. Mega school districts like North East and Northside 

may experience some administrative, facilities, and transportation efficiencies by serving population 

dense areas. When analyzed, a trend supporting the theory appears but not in a statistically significant 

fashion. A larger data set could confirm or deny the trend. A logarithmic trend line was used to fit the 

data best and return the highest R-squared value. The logarithmic trend seems fitting as the difference 

between a 10,000 and 20,000 student school district would be larger than the difference between a 

90,000 and 100,000 student school district under a scheme of diminishing returns. 
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Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances 

The level of spending on instruction per student is also a relevant variable to test. Biddle and 

Berliner pointed out that the increase in education funding may not have borne academic fruit because 

the funds went to earmarked projects and regulatory requirements rather than investments in 

instruction. It would be concerning if property poor districts and economically disadvantaged students 

had fewer funds available for instruction. Seen below is a regression showing there is not a significant 

relationship between property wealth and instruction expenditures per student.  

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances 
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Instructor Analysis 

 Staff information is a subset of the TAPR. From the literature review, it was evident that teacher-

related factors had the largest impact on student performance, so it is imperative to look at how teacher 

qualifications may vary by district. Funding can affect teacher-related factors, such as recruitment, 

training, and retention, so teacher qualifications fall neatly within the targeted analysis of funding’s 

effect on performance.  

 Class size and teacher to student ratio are shown to affect the climate of a classroom and 

students’ performance and focus (Summers and Wolfe, 1977). Below are statistics on class size for first 

grade, sixth grade, and average teacher to student ratio pulled from the TAPR for 2016-2017 school year 

by district. Out of the following data, teacher student ratio delivered an interesting trend. A polynomial 

regression fit the data best, resulting in a curved trend line. School districts on the low end and high end 

of property wealth had the lowest teacher to student ratios and moderately property wealthy school 

districts had the highest teacher student ratio. The polynomial regression line fit the data moderately 

well with an R-squared value of .4855. 
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Data from 2016-17 TAPR 

Two interesting observation from the class size data set stood out. First, Alamo Heights, the 

school district with the some of the highest class sizes for Grades 1 to Grade 6 (grades with available 

class size data), also has the lowest teacher student ratio. There are a few possible explanations for the 

phenomenon. Alamo Heights high school classes may be smaller than the other school districts. Alamo 

Heights also may be able to staff more specialty teachers, such as elective teachers with smaller courses 

or teacher aides for special needs students. The high class size and low teacher student ratio is 

surprising and may be indicative of certain special status. Second, Judson had a few outlier data points 

for class size. Judson averaged 30 students per 4th grade class and 38 students per 5th grade class, then 

returning to the mean for 6th grade class size. The overcrowding of 4th and 5th grade classrooms appears 

to be at crisis levels.  

Teacher’s pay is another important variable to analyze. There is mixed data on how important 

salary is to attraction and retention of teachers. Some studies do show that salary is a factor in a 

teacher’s decision to stay or leave at a certain school, but other studies report that salary is a very minor 

consideration compared to a school’s culture and leadership. All in all, most teachers do not join the 
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profession for competitive pay. When analyzing San Antonio school districts’ statistics for salaries for 

entry level and experienced teachers, no significant trends emerged that connect a district’s level of 

property wealth to teacher’s pay.  

Class size and salaries, two teaching-related factors, had mixed and generally inconclusive 

results when viewed through the lens of relative property wealth and inequality. However, the data also 

revealed a set of highly statistically significant variables from the staff data with concerning implications 

for school equality issues. 

Both through formal studies and teacher lore, the first few years of teaching are difficult, and 

teachers significantly improve year to years in their early career. According to the Encyclopedia of 

Education Economics and Finance, “the average teacher becomes more effective at increasing student 

achievement in each of her first several years… the greatest returns to experience are in the first 3 to 5 

years of a teacher’s career” (Corcoran and Whitesell, 2014). A high concentration of first, second, and 

third year teachers in a school is a red flag for teaching quality. To be fair, everyone must start 

somewhere, but many kinks are worked out in the first few years and students must bear the brunt of 

this trial and error. When calculating a regression comparing level of property wealth to proportion of 

first through fifth year teachers, I found a strong negative correlation. With an R-squared value of .63 

signaling a moderately high fit for the data and a P-value of .002 making the conclusion statistically 

significant at over a 99% confidence level, the amount of ‘green’ teachers in a school decreases as the 

district gets increasingly property wealthy.  
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Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

To be fair, there could be a somewhat positive explanation for the trend. Young teachers may be 

especially enthusiastic and feel called to work in underserved areas. One study found that younger 

teachers working with lower socio-economic status (SES) students may be more effective than older 

teachers as measured by standardized test performance, and the opposite is true for teachers working 

with higher SES students (Summers and Wolfe, 1977). There may be grounds for a motivation or high 

energy explanation for better results with young teachers and economically disadvantaged students, but 

the rest of the mainstream literature speaks relatively uniformly on the benefits of experienced teachers 

for students. Given that connection between property wealth and experienced teachers is one of the 

strongest amongst the entire data set, there is significant cause for concern and warrant for further 

investigation on why the flight of experienced teachers is occurring for these under-privileged districts. 

Following the finding on teacher experience, there was another statistically significant 

conclusion regarding property wealth and teacher turnover. With a moderate R-squared value of .38 

and a P-value of .03 demonstrating statistical significance at the 95% confidence level, property wealthy 

San Antonio school districts tend to have lower teacher turnover than property poor districts. As 
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covered in the literature review, teacher turnover can have detrimental effects on a school’s culture and 

morale. Continually cycling in new teachers requires that new teachers are constantly adapting to new 

curriculum, school policies, and teaching teams, and important relationships between teachers, students 

and the broader community weaken.  

 

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

In the discussion of teacher retention, salary appeared to be a relatively low factor according to 

the literature. The data analysis supports a similar conclusion. If teacher turnover was significantly 

connected to teachers’ salaries, there should be a negative correlation between amount spent on 

instruction per student and teacher turnover. By regressing the variables, no clear relationship between 

teacher pay and retention appears whatsoever. In addition to formal research studies addressed in the 

literature review, the finding that a teacher’s decision to stay or leave is weakly connected to pay is 

supported by Edgewood’s own experiences. Edgewood experienced the largest drop off in teacher 

turnover in the 1970’s under the leadership of new superintendent Jose Cardenas. The dramatic 

reduction in teacher turnover (to 9% which would be the lowest in today’s sample) was not associated 
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with any increase in the budget but rather strong leadership and increased training and support for 

teachers. 

 

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

Possessing advanced degrees is another criterion of teacher quality. School districts, particularly 

Edgewood and its peers, certainly have come a long way from the district Edgewood Superintendent Dr. 

Jose Cardenas inherited in the 1970s where half of the teachers did not even possess the requirements 

to attain a teaching certificate. In all of the studied school districts, 98-99%+ of teachers have a 

Bachelor’s degree and proper certification, but there is stratification when viewing teachers with 

advanced degrees such as a Master’s or PhD. No regression was run on percentage of PhDs in a district, 

as the percentage was sub-one for all districts save Alamo Heights with 1.6% of teachers holding PhDs. 

In Master’s degrees, however, another clear trend emerged. As one may suppose based on the previous 

few findings, school districts boasted a higher proportion of teachers with a Master’s degree as the level 

of property wealth in the district increased. The regression had a P-value of .01 percent, so the positive 

correlation between property wealth and advanced degrees holds up to a 99% confidence level. 
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Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

Accountability Analysis 

 The analysis of the accountability data appeals to the core inquiry of the thesis. By using 

regressions, we can look for a connection between property wealth, expenditures per student and 

student performance. As maligned or controversial as standardized test scores can be within the 

education community, they offer excellent data for those interested in tracking relative academic 

performance. The State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) are administered to 

students from third grade to eleventh grade, covering a range of subjects. Math and reading tests are 

given each year, and others such as science and social studies are given in specific grade levels.  

 The TAPR reports track students by approaching grade level standard requirements, meeting 

grade level, and mastering grade level. Most districts have relatively similar achievement levels for 

reading and math. One-third of the studied districts recorded more students meeting grade level 

standards in math while two-thirds of the districts had more students meeting grade level standards in 

reading. The difference between most of the districts’ proportion of students meeting grade level in 
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math and reading was pretty minimal, in most cases between one and four percent, with a notable 

exception of East Central, reporting only 24% of students meeting grade level for math while 34% of 

students met grade level for reading. To avoid redundancy or data overload, I have decided to present 

the regressions for the reading STAAR only, as the conclusions would not be materially different from 

analysis of the STAAR math results. Two regressions are shown below.

 

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR  
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Overwhelmingly, a district’s property wealth matters more to students’ reading achievement 

than expenditures per student. As an explanatory variable for meeting grade level for STAAR reading, 

property wealth explains 81% of the variation in districts’ performance in reading. The positive 

relationship between property wealth and reading performance is statistically significant- extremely so. 

With a P-value of .00005, one can be 99.99% confident that property wealth is a determinant on 

students’ reading scores. Expenditures per student is not a statistically significant factor on reading 

performance. With an R-squared value of .06 and a P-value of .41, there is no evidence that 

expenditures per student has any connection to how well students are performing on reading tests.  

 However, the inconclusive efficacy of expenditures on reading performance could be due to a 

conflation of two variables. Because a slightly negative relationship between property wealth and 

expenditures per student has been found, we should test expenditures per student’s effect on reading 

scores while controlling for property wealth to see if there may be an independent effect visible. The 

equation resulting from the aforementioned multiple regression analysis is below. 

 

 As one can see, the variation in expenditures per student across districts has a miniscule effect 

on students meeting grade level for reading. The 95% confidence interval for the coefficient measuring 

expenditures’ effect is between -.004 and .004, with an average value of approximately zero.  

 Looking at data from the students who mastered their grade level reading material, the same 

trend appears, arguably more pronounced. Edgewood, the district with the lowest proportion of 

students mastering grade level reading standards (7%), has one-fourth the percentage of students 

mastering grade level reading standards compared to the highest scoring district (Alamo Heights, with 

28% of students achieving mastery). This difference is more extreme than the difference for meeting 

grade level standards; Edgewood, again the lowest achieving district in reading scores, has slightly less 

% 𝑜𝑓 𝑆𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐺𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒 𝐿𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑅𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔

= 20.47 +  . 000084 ∗ (
𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑠

𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡
) + 45.92 ∗ (𝐿𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑜𝑓 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑦 𝑊𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ) 
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than half the percentage of students meeting grade level standards compared to the highest district, 

also Alamo Heights.  

 

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

STAAR is not the only important test for Texas students. College admissions tests, such as the 

SAT and ACT, are massive determinants of a student’s post-graduation opportunities. The SAT and ACT 

both have been under fire in recent years for gender, race, and class biases in how the material is 

presented. Such criticisms are aimed at the content of the tests (a ‘historical’ piece in the reading 

section about how a woman’s place is in the home, overly verbose math problems disadvantaging ESL 

students) and the results of the tests (large recorded performance gaps between white and minority 

students, or wealthy and poor students) (Dudley, 2016). 

 Before diving into the test scores, it’s worth noting the variability in test taking by district. There 

is no clear relationship between the percentage of students taking a college admissions test and a 

district’s property wealth; some of the least property wealthy districts have the lowest and highest 

SAT/ACT participation rates in the sample. Additionally, there is a wide variance in percentage of 

students taking the SAT or ACT even between districts with similar demographics. For example, 
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Harlandale and Edgewood have almost exactly the same numbers of minority and economically 

disadvantaged students, but 49% of Edgewood students took the SAT or ACT while 94% of Harlandale 

students took the test. Harlandale arranges for students to take the SAT during the school week, while 

Edgewood lists several Saturdays as SAT testing dates. The stark difference between the two district’s 

testing rates is easily explained by a policy discrepancy, but it is still interesting that two similar districts 

would maintain such divergent policy in relation to a critical matter such as college admissions tests. 

Test taking statistics may affect interpretation of scores, particularly in the case of Edgewood and East 

Central where less than half of the student body took the ACT or SAT.  

  

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

Sadly, San Antonio area school districts are not the exception to the national trend of race and 

class disparity in SAT scores. The effect of property wealth on average SAT score produced R-squared 

values as high and P-values as low as the regression of property wealth on STAAR scores.  

Like the national trend, race also has a significant bearing on average SAT scores. With the 

highest R-squared value seen in the data set thus far, the amount of white versus minority students 
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explains 87% of the variation in a district’s average SAT score. To be frank, in a city with as much racial 

diversity and prominent minority leaders as San Antonio, this is a discouraging result. 

 

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

There is an interesting storyline available around economically disadvantaged students’ test 

scores. Based on previous results, one may expect that property wealthy districts will report better 

results for students across the board. This is not true in every data set. Interestingly, attending a 

property wealthy school district may increase an economically disadvantaged student’s SAT score but 

not necessarily their STAAR score. See the graphs below and the following analysis.  
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Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

Both graphs do show a positive trend between property wealth and the two testing metrics, but 

a closer look reveals a surprising finding. Generally, an economically disadvantaged student will get a 

higher SAT score if he or she attends a property wealthy school district. Additionally, some of the 

variation from the average as predicted by the regression may be attributed to SAT/ACT participation. 

Edgewood scored on average 50 points higher on the SAT compared to its two peers at a 12% property 
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wealth level, Harlandale and Somerset, but Edgewood had almost half the SAT/ACT participation rate of 

Harlandale and Somerset, and it may be expected that Edgewood’s academically stronger students were 

the ones sitting for a college entrance exam. Likewise, Southwest and Southside (at the ~30% property 

wealth level) have lower than expected scores based on the regression, but the two districts have the 

highest SAT/ACT participation out of the entire data set. After removing participation effects, the 

relationship between property wealth and economically disadvantaged student’s test scores seems 

quite strong.  

 However, high SAT scores surprisingly do not translate into higher STAAR scores earlier on. The 

R-squared value for the regression of property wealth on percentage of economically disadvantaged 

students meeting STAAR reading grade level standards is .24, meaning that property wealth explains 

about 66% less of the variability of STAAR scores compared to SAT scores. Perhaps most interestingly, at 

Alamo Heights, where an economically disadvantaged student is expected to get the highest SAT score, 

their STAAR reading scores may be lower than six other school districts, all with lower levels of property 

wealth. This statistic is surprising and seemingly inconsistent with the rest of the results, as one would 

expect STAAR reading scores to be appropriate indicators of SAT scores. It could be the case that 

property wealthier school districts have more bandwidth to focus on the SAT or ACT, so all students do 

better on the college entrance exam, while something about the district’s culture is less supportive of 

economically disadvantaged students on STAAR tests. This phenomenon may be worthy of a future 

further inquiry, as it seems to be an anomaly within the findings of this paper and others in the 

literature. 

 Finally, graduation rates mark a hugely important aspect of accountability. A high school 

diploma is a prerequisite for most any job in today’s economy, and it is necessary for a well-functioning 

school to be graduating their students. Ideally, level of property wealth would not be a major 
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determinant on how many students drop out of high school. As we know, property wealth is so closely 

integrated with socioeconomic status, there is likely a connection, which is seen below. 

 

Data from 2016-17 Summary of Finances and TAPR 

 However, the connection between property wealth and students dropping out of high school is 

not as strong as other relationships studied. The R-squared value indicates that the trend line fits the 

data rather poorly, and the negative coefficient that indicates that drop out rate declines as property 

wealth increases is not statistically significant at the 90% confidence level. There appears to be high 

levels of variation between districts of similar property wealth as shown by the sub-one percent drop 

out rate of Southwest ISD and the rate of 3.8 percent, the highest drop out rate in the sample, of San 

Antonio ISD with slightly more property wealth. Regressing the effect of level of expenditures per 

student on the drop out rate produced no real finding, with an insignificant coefficient and tiny R-

squared value, so level of funding does not seem to have a material effect on the drop-out rate for the 

districts in the sample. Like many other issues in education, the extreme variation in high school drop 

outs seems to be a function of many items, and individual school districts such as Southwest deserve a 

lot of credit for a drop out rate that defies demographic expectations. 
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Chapter 4: Discussion and Conclusion 

 A full review of the data yielded many conclusive findings, surprises, discouragements. An 

overall assessment: Edgewood’s legacy is evident but not complete. 

 The financial review of the data then and now reveals that shortly after Edgewood vs. Kirby and 

Chapter 41 wealth equalization, a district’s property wealth was no longer the major determinant of San 

Antonio area districts’ available financing. The importance of this change should not be understated. 

Edgewood’s twenty plus years of fighting for school finance justice centered around securing equal 

access to funding regardless of an area’s ability to generate tax revenues. By this measure, Edgewood’s 

legal travails were a smashing success. However, it is evident that Edgewood parents and students 

wanted more than an improved top line. Edgewood was fighting for improved academic opportunity 

which is measured in so many non-financial metrics. 

 As the vehicle for every student’s education, teachers make an enormous difference in 

academic performance, so it is imperative to look at districts’ teaching staff to get a read on education 

quality. Here, the illusion of equity begins to break down. The data does reveal a major change over 

time from the 1996-97 data set and 2016-17; teachers’ salaries were statistically significantly positively 

correlated with a district’s amount of property wealth in 1996-97, which is not the case in 2016-17. It 

appears that teachers’ salaries began to equal out along with expenditures per pupil as school finance 

reform matured into the new millennium. However, other major indicators of teacher quality pointed to 

large inequities that were not resolved with time. Generally, San Antonio districts with less property 

wealth have less experienced and educated teachers than wealthier districts, a relationship that held in 

both time periods.  

 Finally, we compared academic performance statistics to districts’ property wealth and level of 

expenditures to see if demographics or financial status had bearing on students’ achievement. As 
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property wealth increased, standardized test scores and college entrance exam scores increased. The 

relationship was obvious and of equal magnitude in both 1996-97 and 2016-17 with statistical 

confidence levels over 99.99%. Even after controlling for property wealth, the amount of money a 

school district spent per student had no material impact on how well students were performing on the 

high stakes exams. To be frank, the results were extremely disappointing even if relatively expected. The 

miniscule impact of increased funds on student performance did not seem like the proper homage to 

Edgewood’s fight for education finance justice.  

 There were some promising data points where one could see a change towards greater equity 

over the two time periods. The aforementioned equalization of teachers’ salaries between 1996 and 

2016 is a step in the right direction towards recruiting and retaining the best quality teachers for all 

school districts. In the earlier data set, more students in wealthier school districts were taking the SAT 

and ACT than students in poorer school districts by a statistically significant margin. Today, school 

districts have made a major effort to offer college entrance exams to all students to the extent that 

property wealth no longer determines the proportion of students in a district who sit for the SAT or ACT. 

Finally, no statistically significant correlation was found in both time periods that linked property wealth 

to amount of students dropping out of school. There was a relationship implied by the trendline fitted to 

the data, but not strong enough to reach thresholds of statistical significance, and the variation between 

drop out rates within school districts with similar demographics is actually encouraging, indicating that 

there are policy measures available to individual districts to counteract high drop out rates in 

disadvantaged student demographics.  

 Edgewood took long, beleaguered strides to advance equality in public education finance in 

Texas and nationwide. Its efforts are remembered by history and TEA income statements, but the 

promised land of equality in students’ academic outcomes is still evasive. A lot of ground has been 



68 
 

covered from 1968’s first lawsuit to this 2018 follow-up, but one can only hope that after another fifty 

years, there will be substantial progress in equality of academic performance to report as well.  
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