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Latinos are the largest and fastest growing mipgpioup in the U.S., particularly among
children—those who have the most at stake in tlheaitbn system (U.S. Census Bureau 2000;
Llagas 2003)* As illustrated by Table 1, the rapid growth ie thumber of Latinos has resulted
in a rise in Latino enrollment at elementary ancbeelary schools. At the same time, the
challenges faced by Latino students in educatiae baen well-documented. The national drop-
out rate for Latino students is substantially higiwan for others, and Latino students score
substantially lower than Anglo students on standarttests (National Center for Education
Statistics 2002). Moreover, Latino students areentikely than other students to face challenges
related to immigration (Darder, Torres, and Guéert997; Gibson 2002); most students who are

classified as “limited English proficient” are Ladi (Riley and Pompa 1998).

Not surprisingly, the question of Latino studertiiazement has drawn a great deal of
scholarly attention in the last two decades. Asaatical matter, it is clearly crucial to explore
ways to improve the educational performance ofricasitudents. As Meier and Stewart (1991)
note, political representation on school boardd,sahool board policy in general, is one
explanatory variable that can be in the short teranipulated by those with an interest in
improving educational outcomes. While much ofghbolarly interest in the educational
outcomes of Latino students draws on policy andipalolministration research, scholarship also
draws upon theories of political representatiohisExtant research focuses on the link between
descriptive representation (or the degree to whiokpresentative body mirrors the population in
terms of important political characteristics, sashrace, gender and ethnicity) and substantive
representation, or the degree to which an eleatdg provides policy outcomes that match the
interests of the represented community. Generstliyolars explore whether greater
representation of Latinos on school boards infleemeariety of outcomes, including the ethnic

composition of school administrators and teachessyell as student educational outcomes.

In this paper, we bring together these differemraes of research by taking a much
more comprehensive approach than earlier worksettehined educational outcomes for Latino
students. Specifically, we focus on the indirdt#et school board representation has on
educational outcomes for Latino students, operatinpugh the direct effects of political

representation on administrators, teachers, amairess. This study contributes to our

! Most scholarly work that references people of Sgaarigin use the terms “Hispanic” and “Latino”
interchangeably. For purposes of uniformity we theeterm “Latino” in this paper.



knowledge regarding the mechanisms that may bepuktéd by policy-makers as well as the

Latino community in improving Latino educationalrfmemance.

The first section of the paper outlines the literaton Latino representation and Latino
student performance. The concept of representiidiscussed and past findings regarding the
link between Latino representation and Latino etlanal outcomes are highlighted. The second
section builds an argument for presenting a padifiyio model as a way to interpret concepts of
representation and to understand the effects &f palitical and bureaucratic factors on Latino
education. In section three we present the datspacify the models to be analyzed. Results of
the structural equation model are examined in sedtur. In the last section we discuss
conclusions of our analysis and offer some suggestior future research on Latino education

using this type of modeling.

PreviousLiterature

Latino representation has been widely studied, ftayncouncils (Shockley 1974) to
national and state legislatures (Kerr and Mille®Z2;9Bratton 2006) to school boards (Meier and
Stewart 1991). These analyses confirm that Latpoasentatives do affect policy change
beneficial to the Latino community, which is to ghgt they actively and substantively represent
their constituency. Substantive representatioimietl to descriptive representation or the
demographic characteristics of the representdtiveother words, past research demonstrates
that Latino representatives, by being Latino, dpsigely represent their community. This
translates into substantive representation whengjiresentative exercises some choice on behalf
of the represented (Meier 1993).

Descriptive representation occurs when a repretfemtshares similar demographic
characteristics and traits as his or her constayenhis type of representation is tied to the idea
that groups elect individuals to represent therhdha similar to themselves. Many scholars
argue that descriptive representation is neces$sarginority groups to gain significant access to
the democratic process (Canon 1999, Mansbridge, ¥#&ie 2000, Swers 2002, Tate 2003).
These authors also suggest that members of ayartioinority group are best qualified to

represent that demographic. The most salient deapbgr characteristic among groups and

2 Descriptive representation is often referred tépassive representation” and substantive repratientis
also labeled as “active representation” in then@tgducation literature (Meier and Stewart 1991ievle
and O'Toole 2006).



representatives is race. Racial links are symlmflghared political attitudes and values (Meier
and Stewart 1991). Literature on Latino educatias ¢tonsistently argued for the necessity of
descriptive representation (at least at the lodabal board level) in order for the education
policy needs of Latinos to be advocated (FragagMeind England 1986; Meier and Stewart
1991; Leal et al. 2004).

Whereas descriptive representation is a demograplaiacteristic, substantive
representation is a process (Meier 1993). Substrgpresentation involves active choices by
the representative to advance the interests arthgr constituency. Substantive representation
has been significant in the study of minority poéitsince it is the predominant way minority
groups have received representation. Meier (1983jends that substantive representation is
achieved when (1) the demographic characteristigjisly salient, such as race; (2)
representatives have the discretion to act; andd®y decisions are directly relevant to the
descriptive characteristic, such as education pdfiat directly affects Latinos. The mechanism
by which Latino representatives act on behalf dfrigs begins with descriptive representation—
the demographic characteristic of race—but theréigm individual representatives have and the

policy area in which they may exert influence affgbeir substantive representation as well.

Past studies have shown that political represemtati-school board members—are able
to affect the number of Latino school administratand teachers hired, but their impact on
Latino students is often debated. On the other Haumeaucratic representatives—administrators
and teachers—have been directly linked to Latindesit performance. Much of this may be due
to the proximity of teachers to students and tlserdtion teachers may exercise in areas that
directly influence student performance. Howeveeyvus analyses have not clearly
demonstrated the direction and magnitude of relatigps between Latino political and
bureaucratic representation and the links amonmaaepresentatives and Latino student

educational achievement.

Fraga, Meier, and England (1986) were one of tis¢ o analyze the association between
Latino political and bureaucratic representatiod student performance in urban school districts.
The authors found that Latino school board members significantly and positively associated
with higher numbers of Latino teachers; howeveiriaschool board representation was not
linked to Latino student performance. Nonethelkeatino teachers were correlated with lower

dropout and higher graduation rates of Latino sttelerhey concluded that “more Latino school



board members can increase the number of Latimhées, and more Latino teachers can
contribute to higher educational achievement fdircastudents” (Fraga, Meier, and England
1986: 871).

In a similar study, Polinard, Wrinkle, and Longofi®90) analyzed Texas school
districts. The authors support Fraga, Meier, angl&d’'s (1986) conclusions, finding that Latino
school board representation is positively correlatéh the proportion of Latino teachers and
Latino administrators. Specifically, their path Bia model establishes a direct association
between Latino school board members and Latindexaas well as Latino school board
members and Latino school administrators. Additignthey found a direct relationship between
Latino school administrators and Latino teachéyso, they noted a positive correlation between

Latino teachers and Latino student assignmentgitgial programs.

Comparable to Polinard, Wrinkle, and Longoria’99Q) analysis, Meier and Stewart
(1991) demonstrated with a national dataset thiha@aepresentation on the school board is
correlated with better educational outcomes. laré&es of regression analyses, they found that
Latino school board members were related to greatebers of Latino school administrators,
which in turn was associated with higher numbensatino teachers. Latino teachers were
correlated with fewer Latino students placed in taliyrretarded and bilingual classes as well as
higher numbers of Latino students placed in gitledses and higher numbers of Latino high

school graduates.

Further dissecting the relationships between badidministrators, teachers, and students,
Meier (1993) examined 1R2lorida school districts. Meier observed that Latieachers were
associated with more positive outcomes for Lattuolents in the areas of academic grouping,
discipline, and performance. The same relationdlidmot hold between Latino administrators
and Latino student performance, with the exceptioarop-outs. In short, Latino administrators
did not affect Latino students directly. Howeveatiho administrators above a critical mass—
Meier calculates it to be around 25 percent—weosvshin analyses to directly impact Latino

student outcomes.

Applying the research techniques and hypothesstidfes completed in the 1980’s and
1990’s, Leal, Martinez-Ebers, and Meier (2004)adghe relationships between Latino school

board members, administrators, and teachers idifheentury context of an expanded Latino



population. Supporting previous analyses, the aatdemonstrated that more Latino school
board members were positively associated with rhatimo school administrators, and that more
Latino school administrators were related to maagro teachers. In school districts where
Latinos compose a minority of the population, Latgthool board representation is positively
associated with Latino teachers, even when acaoyifidr administrators. Similarly, Meier,
Juenke, Wrinkle, and Polinard (2005) found in algtof Texas school districts that the
relationship between school board members andeeschindirect and mediated by school

administrators.

Even though the bulk of studies assumed that theat@n flows from Latino school
boards members—political representatives—to admnatien to teachers—bureaucratic
representatives—Meier and O'Toole (2006) assehatthe causal arrow runs in both directions.
The authors stated “the number of Latinos on thealcboard was affected by the number of
Latinos in administration and on the teaching facw@nd the number of Latinos on the board
affected the number of Latino administrators antincaeteachers. Relationships in both directions
were strong and approximately the same size” (Maier O'Toole 2006: 186). Additionally, the
empirical analysis showed that Latino school baaptesentation is positively linked to Latino
student performance. However, based on causalthiber authors maintained that the
relationship between Latino school board membedsLatino students was “almost certainly”
indirect (Meier and O'Toole 206: 185).

In sum, the body of literature focusing on Latgatool board composition establishes
that Latino political representation on school liisadloes shape school district policies to
favorably impact the Latino community. Moreover impact of Latino school board members
on the performance of Latino students is assumdickict. Latino school boards are associated
with more Latino administrators, which are relatednore Latino teachers, whom are correlated
with more positive Latino student outcomes. Thsuasption of causality is a crucial component
of the theoretical connection between Latino paditrepresentation, Latino bureaucratic
representation, and Latino students. However abssimption has been tested only through a
series of regression analyses in most studies.aarideier and O'Toole (2006) point out, these
relationships are complex and may be reciprocajoBe Polinard, Wrinkle, and Longoria
(1990), no previous analyses have clearly demadeskthe direct and indirect relationships
between political representation, bureaucraticasgmtation, and student performance. A model

is needed to clearly delineate the effects of Ipafitical and bureaucratic representation on



Latino educational outcomes and build consenswrdary the causal relationships among these

variables.

Model Development: Mapping the Causal Linksthat Affect Latino Education

As discussed above, research on the determinfbédino education policy focuses
primarily on political and bureaucratic representatThere is a general assumption in the
literature of a “top-down” process, whereby poétitactors affect bureaucratic elements, which
in turn influence policy outcomes and educatiormafgrmance (Meier, Juenke, Wrinkle, and
Polinard 2005). Researchers often make implic/isss about the relationship among
variables within this process. However, empiricalgses usually segregate political and
bureaucratic variables (see Polinard et al. 1990Mwier and O’'Toole 2006 as exceptions), or
imply the indirect effect of one variable upon dret(i.e. school board influence on student
achievement). These implicit assertions often owgtlr little analysis or discussion about how
variables in the entire process may interact with another. Even though regression estimates
can show the significant (or insignificant) effeofscertain independent variables upon dependent

variables, less is surmised about the causal oaekttips of these measures.

In Figure 1 we present a conceptual model to exaithie causal connections between
political, bureaucratic, and performance varialihes are hypothesized to affect Latino
educational attainment. We argue that, consistéhtthve concepts of representation, the “top”
point in the path analytic model is Latino politicepresentation, as measured by school board
composition. We expect that school districts withigher percentage of Latino students will have
more Latinos on school boards, as maintained bgritive representation theory. In turn, we
expect that school boards with more Latino schoarth members will also positively affect the
number of Latino administrators and Latino teachees district; descriptive representation will

lead to substantive representation.

Further, in line with the theory of representatiuegeaucracy, which according to Meier
and O'Toole, is a theory “that considers such qaestas when minority bureaucrats are likely to
act in ways that benefit minority citizens” (200&0), we argue that Latino administrators
should also have a positive effect on the numbé&iatho teachers in a district; and that Latino
teachers, themselves acting as “street level baratsl (Lipsky 1980), will improve the

educational attainment of Latinos (Meier, Wrinkded Polinard 1999).



We also assert that the number of Latino studengsdistrict influences variables all the
way down the model. We have previously mentionedhypothesized effect of Latino students
on school board composition. In addition, we expleat an increase in the number of Latino
students will have a positive influence on the nantf Latino school board administrators and
Latino teachers. Similarly, an increase in Latihalents should also increase the amount of

expenditures per student, and positively influelatno educational achievement.

A rise in the number of Latino students should asase an increase in the overall
number of low income students, since poverty isasgomssue in the Latino community (Stokes
2003). In turn, we expect that an increase in tmaber of low income students will negatively

impact overall student achievement.

The effect of Latino students on teacher experieéntigeoretically unclear. One
argument is that an increase in Latino studentdewtl to more experienced teachers, since it is
experienced teachers who are better equippediingthe wide Latino achievement gap. On
the other hand, many experienced teachers arelungatid teach in high minority school districts

because of a lack of resources.

[Figure 1 about here]

Data and Methods

Our path model is analyzed for 1,040 public schtistricts in Texas for the year 2001.
The data used in this study come from a larger skttaollected by Dr. Ken Meier of Texas
A&M University, “The Texas Minority Education Studiroject for Equity, Representation, and
Governance” (2005). The data set was compiled usiogmation obtained primarily from the
Texas Education Agency and supplemented with ajinadi survey, as well as other supporting
data source$Texas is chosen as the sample for this reseanzube it is a very heterogeneous
state with similarly diverse school districts (Megand O’'Toole 2006). Texas also has a large
Latino population dispersed throughout the stateciwmakes it a good test case for exploring

the determinants of Latino student performance.

% The only variable included in this data set noediy obtained from the Texas Education Agendpés
“percent Latinos on school boards” (school boalhieity) measure. This variable was created using
government Census data of school boards, informétton the Texas Association of School Boards and
annual compilations of the National AssociatiorLafino Elected Officials (NALEO). The data was also
supplemented by phone surveys. For more detailoanthis variable was constructed, see Meier and
O'Toole 2006 (appendix).



The data for this study include a variety of po#tj bureaucratic, and achievement
measures that are commonly recognized in theftiitexas potential influences on Latino student
performance. The actual number of cases in our htradges from 1040 to 959 (percent of
Latino students that pass the TAAS), indicatinglatively low number of missing data.

Descriptive statistics for the variables used ia gtudy can be found in the appendix.

Our first variable of interest is political repres&tion measured as the number of Latinos
that serve on school boards. School boards, andisebasic units of representation, are involved
in all areas of education. Leal et al. state tbhbel boards, “shoulder much of the responsibility
for the quality of public education in America” (0 1225). A descriptive representation view
of school board composition posits that the nunabératinos on school boards significantly
impacts Latino student achievement. Descriptiveaggntation translates to substantive
representation when Latino members of the boaidedgichoose policies that benefit the Latino
community, or appoint administrators whom they fgillimplement Latino-friendly policies.

This measure is the percentage of Latinos on sdbmaids as a total of all school board members

in a district.

The theory of representative bureaucracy suggeatsiinority administrators and
teachers, who are at the “front lines” of impleniegeducation policy, have a substantial effect
on the academic performance of minority studenes@-and Leal 1997; Meier, Wrinkle, and
Polinard 1999). We include two variables of bureatic representation in our model that capture
the number of Latino administrators and the nundbésmatino teachers that are employed in each
school district. These variables are measuredo@sc@ntage of total administrators, and as a

percentage of total teachers, respectively.

Literature on Latino education also finds that, just the presence of minority teachers is
needed to affect minority student attainment, bat teacher experience is also an important
factor. Meier et al. say of teachers that they ‘@ogucial element in a student’s educational
environment.” And that “as a profession based f@hoing learning, there should be some
advantage to teachers with adequate experieh¢®999: 1029). Our model contains a variable
that captures the average years of teacher experi&¢his measure should positively correlate

with Latino student performance.



Intuitively it makes sense that more money spergdurcation will lead to better
educational outcomes. However, there is a debateifiterature about the tangible and direct
benefits of monetary expenditures upon educatiattainment. Studies conducted by Hanushek
(1981, 1998) find a negative correlation betwegreaxlitures and achievement; while other
research has shown positive, but minimal impaehfexpenditures (Figlio 1998). And yet other
work has shown that monetary resources appearke mdifference over time (Wenglinsky
1997). Research on the effects of expendituresiaority and Latino student attainment has
also produced mixed results. Most of the reseantts fmediating factors affecting a direct
significant link between expenditures and achievenigleier et al. 1999; Leal and Hess 2000;
Meier and O'Toole 2006). Our conceptual model hizpsizes a positive link between monetary
resources, and both overall student achievementatinb student achievement. Although there
are different types of education expenditures vauiable, “per pupil spending”, consists only of
per student expenditures for instructional purpdses Meier and O’'Toole (2006) argue, this

may better tap into the direct impact of expendsunpon Latino student performance.

Educational attainment of Latino students andesttglin general is measured in our
model as the percentage of students that passih8 [Texas Assessment of Academic Skills).
This test is given to children every year from ga@ to 8, and is a requirement for high school
graduation (Slobogin 2001). Although there are otheasures of achievement, passage rates for
the TAAS provide a good way to gauge educationalrahent throughout the careers of
students.

Lastly, we include a poverty variable in our modéeier et al. write that “poverty is a
serious constraint on student performance” (192928). As previously mentioned, poverty
disproportionately affects the Latino populatione®27 percent of Latino children live in low-
income homes, and Latino poverty has been linkgobtw educational attainment (Brindis,
Driscoll, Biggs, and Valderrama 2002). Poverty sasured as the percentage of students who
are eligible for free or reduced lunches at schad the variable is named “low income

students”.

* Expenditures can also be measured as teachey aaththe amount of financial aid received by s¢hoo
districts from both federal and state government.

® In other studies on Latino education, studenteahient measures have included percent of stuthexits
obtain a certain score on college entrance exachsh@nnumber of students enrolled in advanced
placement (AP) classes.



We employ structural equation modeling (SEM) &t the linkages among our variables.
This technique consists of a series of regresgjoat@ns which are fitted simultaneously using

maximum likelihood (ML) as the model estimator.

Findings

The statistical model from our path analysislisstrated in Figure 2. In Table 2, we also
provide a summary of the regression results. Aoldtily, Table 3 decomposes the path
coefficients of our model into direct, indirect,catotal effects. Overall, our model supports past
work in this area. A clear “top-down” process i€@ecing as evidenced by the direct and indirect
effects running from Latino political representatto bureaucratic representation to student

performance.

One significant issue in structural equation modgls how well the model “fits” the
data. The assumptions from “absolute fix” indexeg (X goodness of fit test) are usually
violated in SEM. Therefore, researchers rely ojuact” or “incremental fit” indices to test
goodness of fit. Two common fit statistics use&fructural Equation Models are the Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI) and the Root Mean Square ErroApproximation (RMSEA) With the
criterion for these indices being above .95 for @bt below .06 for RMSEA (Hu and Bentler
1999), it appears that our model fits fairly wellthe data (TLI = .991, RMSEA index = .061).

[Figure 2 about here]
[Table 2 about here]
[Table 3 about here]
In addition to the fit of the model, our data aedults generally support our hypotheses.
First, the number of Latino students has a largeghon the number of Latino school board
members, administrators, and teachers, as hypo#iteghs our statistical model indicates, the

number of Latino students in a school district pesly and significantly affects the number of

Latino representatives on school boards (path ioteft = .787), the number of Latino

® Maximum Likelihood is the standard method of estiimg free parameters in structural equation
modeling (Hoyle and Panter 1995), and is appropio&er other regression estimators when there is
missing variables, as is the case with our study.

" For more information on fit criteria, see Hu anenBer (1999).
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administrators (path coefficient = .255), and thenber of Latino teachers (path coefficient =
.134). We also observe the statistically signifidanpact of Latino students on the percentage of
low income students (path coefficient = .674),Herthighlighting the poverty problem in the
Latino community. Contrary to our expectations, bwer, the percentage of Latino students does
not significantly impact Latino student achievemenbverall student achievement. Also, there is
not a statistically significant relationship betwdeatino students and the amount of instructional
expenditures per student. This may indicate tHabaladistricts are not allocating necessary
monetary support to keep up with the increasingnbatchool age population. The pathway
between Latino students and teacher experiencalsasnsignificant, reinforcing the

hypothesized ambiguity of this relationship.

Second, the model supports the causal chain betp@dical representation,
bureaucratic representation, and students. The euaitiLatino school board members—political
representation—has a statistically significant&ffen both the number of Latino administrators
and Latino teachers—bureaucratic representatioa diect path coefficients are 0.634 and
0.217, respectively. Whereas, Latino school boagthbers indirectly influence Latino teachers
to a larger degree (path coefficient = 0.414). Havethis indirect association is smaller than the
direct correlation between Latino administratord sachers (path coefficient = .652). Similarly,
teachers, acting in the role of “street level bupgats” have a significant and direct impact on
Latino educational performance (path coefficient28). This effect is larger than the indirect
effect between Latino school board members anchbaiudent achievement (path coefficient =
.081), highlighting the influential role teachetayin the educational achievement of Latino
students. Clearly, the casual connection betweénd.achool board members, administrators,

teachers, and students is substantiated by oungjad

Third, our results demonstrate the importanceigifict resources on educational
performance. Instructional expenditures per studigmificantly impacts both total student
achievement and Latino student achievement, alththeg effect of the former is much stronger
than the latter (significant only at .10 level)sA| as expected, the relationship between low
income students and overall student achievemerggative and significant (path coefficient =
-.552). Considering this finding in conjunction withe correlation between overall student
achievement and Latino student achievement (pafiicent = 0.768), it is clear that the
resources of the district are crucial to the edanat performance of all students. Unfortunately,

as we pointed out above, minorities are often comated in low income districts; therefore, it is
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evident that districts exist with a high proportimihminority students, but without the resources
to educate them. This lends further support tontbk established impact of poverty on

educational attainment of minorities.

Fourth, the findings highlight the importance ofttan resources—teachers. Teachers
with more experience significantly impact overalldent achievement, but not Latino
achievement. This result is similar to Meier et(4899: 1030) who find teacher experience to

have a positive effect on Anglo students and alisints, but a negative effect on Latinos.

Our results comport quite well with causal assuam#ioutlined at the beginning of the
study and alluded to throughout the Latino educditerature. Until now most studies have
assumed an indirect relationship between politiepiesentation and student outcomes. Our path
coefficients support the implicit “top down” modékt has connected Latino representative
“inputs” with education “outputs.” The findings demstrate descriptive representation—the
racial link between Latino school board represérgatand the Latino community—is translated
to substantive representation. The election ofrlcasichool board members is statistically related
to the number of Latino administrators, which isasated with the number of Latino teachers.
In turn, the number of Latino teachers does impatino student performance. We may assume
in line with Meier’'s (1993) contention that subgte@ representation is achieved in this policy
area because: (1) the demographic characteristacef(being Latino) is highly salient; (2)
representatives have the discretion to act; spedifiwe see a direct and significant relationship
among representatives and outcomes in which theg tiiacretion, such as school board
members and hiring of administrators; and (3) paliecisions are directly relevant to the
descriptive characteristic; in this case Latinarespntatives are choosing hiring or educational
policies that directly affect Latino student penfance. In sum, our results bolster the “top-
down” argument of Latino representation and stugenformance and offer evidence of the

translation of descriptive representation to sutista representation.

Conclusion

Past research on Latino representation and Latincational performance neglected to
empirically sort out the direct and indirect effeof representation and student achievement. The
central assumption in these studies outlines aatabain running from Latino political
representation—school boards—to Latino bureaucraficesentation—administrators and

teachers—to Latino student performance. We havpastgd this central argument with a path

12



analytic model and shown the direct and indirefetat$ of Latino political and bureaucratic
representation on Latino student performance. Eurtbre, our results establish that descriptive

representation does become substantive represeniiatine area of education policy for Latinos.

Not only does our model contribute to the bodlitefature on Latino representation and
education, it underscores the importance of schoatd elections and school district hiring
practices. Latino political representation dire@thd substantially affects the numbers of Latino
administrators and teachers. Therefore, policiggdmote the representation of Latinos are
needed. Specifically, as past research has shoamd, elections should be more widespread in
minority Latino districts (Leal, Martinez-Ebers, Me2004; Meier, Juenke, Wrinkle, and
Polinard, 2005). Furthermore, the hiring practioeschool districts should promote minority
administration candidates, particularly in minofigominent districts. Likewise, Latino teacher
hiring is important in districts with high percegés of minorities. Sponsorship of Latino
administrators and teachers in districts with dikedatino student populations may improve

educational outcomes, as suggested by our findings.

Although our study enhances our understandinpegtfect of Latino representation on
Latino student performance, it suffers from sevinaitations. First, this analysis may be
considered a “snap-shot” of the data. The additiomultiple years in a cross-sectional analysis
of Texas districts would greatly enhance the gdizatlity and validity of these results. Second,
the model may need refinement in its specificati®ast studies have asserted an interactive effect
between Latino school board members and teach@rfiliencing Latino student performance
(Polinard, Wrinkle, and Longoria 1990). This shobtlexplored in more detail to determine the
influence of the interaction on Latino educatiomalcomes in our model. Third, additional
dependent variables should be tested. Analyseatoid_representation have employed measures
of class assignments (gifted, bilingual, mentaditarded), drop out rates/graduation rates, and
disciplinary actions in determining the effectgofitical and bureaucratic representation on
Latino student performance. These variables shoelicicluded in our study to determine the

robustness of our model.

Even though educational attainment is an axiopuinsociety, it is clear that
understanding the paths involved in translatingtical and bureaucratic actions into student
performance remains a complicated and often amhigeadeavor. This study provides an

illustrative path analytic model for disentanglithgse relationships. Our results reveal a more

13



comprehensive explanation of how both direct anétéct measures affect Latino education
policy. Future research should explore how thicess can be altered to provide more tangible
and successful outcomes for the largest and mostédnally challenged minority group in the

country.
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Tablel
Per centage Distribution of Public Elementary and Secondary School Students by
Racial / Ethnic Group (by % Minority of School: Fall 2000)

Race / Ethnicity >10% 10-24% 25-49% 50-74% 75-89%> 90%
White 28 19 19 13 8 14
Non-Latino

Black 43 26 20 8 2 1
Non-Latino

Latino 2 7 15 20 19 38
Asian 7 15 23 22 18 15
American Indian/ | 9 19 27 17 8 20
Alaska Native

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100 due to rounding
Source: Llagas (2003).
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Figurel

Conceptual Model of Latino Education
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Figure?2
Statistical Model of L atino Education
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Table2

Structural Equation Model: Matrix of Regression Results (Parameter Estimates)

Latino Latino Latino Low Teacher Instructional | Student Latino
Variables SB Administrators| Teacherg Income | Experience Expenditure§ Achievement| Student
Members Students Achievement|
Latino 0.687* | 0.211** 0.096** | 0.491** | 0.001 0.497 0.011 0.011
Students (0.017) | (0.022) (0.012) | (0.017) | (0.003) (1.194) (0.011) (0.015)
Latino SB 0.604** 0.178**
Members (0.025) (0.016)
Latino 0.562**
Administrators (0.016)
Latino 0.073**
Teachers (0.020)
Low Income -0.229**
Students (0.015)
Teacher 0.505** 0.078
Experience (0.090) (0.103)
Instructional 0.001** 0.001*
Expenditures (0.000) (0.001)
Student 1.043**
Achievement (0.031)

*p<.10, **p< .01
Standard Errors in Parenthesis
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Table3

Path Coefficients: Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects (standard coefficients shown)

Dir ect Indirect Total
L atino Students -| Latino SB Members .787 0 .787
Latino Students -| Low Income Students .674 0 .674
Latino Students =>| Teacher Experience .007 0 .007
Latino Students = | Instructional $$ .013 0 .013
L atino Students | Latino Administrators .255 499 754
L atino Students -| Student Achievement .036 -.370 -.334
L atino Students -| Latino Student .027 -.154 128
Achievement
L atino Students | Latino Teachers 134 .663 797
Latino SB Members | =| Latino Administrators .634 0 .634
Latino SB Members | =| Latino Teachers 217 414 .631
Latino SB Members | 2| Latino Student 0 .081 .081
Achievement
Latino -| Latino Teachers .652 0 .652
Administrators
Latino - | Latino Student 0 .083 .083
Administrators Achievement
Latino Teachers - | Latino Student 128 0 128
Achievement
Low Income -| Overall Student -.552 0 -.552
Students Achievement
Low Income - | Latino Student 0 -.424 -424
Students Achievement
Teacher Experience | 2| Overall Student 145 0 145
Achievement
Teacher Experience | =| Latino Student .016 J11 128
Achievement
Instructional $ - | Overall Student .084 0 .084
Achievement
Instructional $ -| Latino Student .039 .064 103
Achievement
Overall Student -| Latino Student .768 0 .768
Achievement Achievement
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Appendix: Variablesand Summary Statistics

Variable N Mean SD Min Max
% Latino Students 1040 28.767 26.696 O 100
% Latino SB Members 1037 10.386 23.2 0 100
% Latino Administrators 1036 9.208 (02479) 0 100
% Latino Teachers 1040 8.995 19.114 O 98
Avg. Teacher Experience 1040 12.231 123 .80 20.70
Instructional Expenditures

per student 1039 3881.744 1027.415 1587 15537
% Latinos that Pass TAAS 959 78.619 .78D 33.30 100
% All Students that Pass

TAAS 1040 84.178 8.072 45.20 100
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