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ABSTRACT 

Student, Pinnock V., The Impact of School Leadership Funding and Students Socio-
Economic Status on School Progress in Dual Language Schools.  Doctor of Education 
(Executive Leadership), May 2020, Huston Baptist University, 7502 Fondren Rd, Texas. 
 

In today's education climate, school success focuses on ensuring student 

achievement. “To reach this goal, educators need tools to help them identify students at 

risk academically and adjust instructional strategies to better meet these students' needs” 

(Safer & Fleischman, 2005, pp.81-83).  Progress monitoring is a vital tool for school 

leadership as it provides an insight into student performance. Santi & Vaughn (2007) 

suggest that schools will obtain a satisfactory progress report when leaders factor in data 

analysis, research-based practices, instruction assessment, progress monitoring, and 

planned instruction. 

School Progress is calculated on an annual basis in which contributing factors 

such as student achievement and closing gaps are considered when ranking a particular 

school from A-F. Dual Language schools have been around for many years; there are 

several differences in their progress and financial spending. The researcher explores the 

impacts of school leadership funding and students' socio-economic status on School 

Progress in Dual Language schools. This study was quantitative research in which a 

causal-comparative design will be used to identify the relationship between school 

funding and students' Socioeconomic Status (SES) on School Progress. A two-way 

factorial ANOVA and regression were used to analyze the data collected using the TEA 

(Texas Education Agency) website. The study participants were 350 Dual Language 

schools selected using the stratified random sampling method.  
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

The term leadership contains several definitions, as every individual holds a 

different meaning. One standard definition typically used is that leadership motivates 

individuals to act by achieving a common goal (Ganta and Manukonda, 2014). 

Leadership can also be viewed as managing one's energy before that of others. 

Leadership is not about protecting the past but rather about establishing the future. This 

critical process seeks to convince individuals of contact to think, behave, or develop 

various traits following organizational values (Grint, 2007). While leadership can be in 

the form of encouraging words of guidance to any individual or as a motivational tool, 

leaders need to remember that leadership is not a skill that is acquired overnight 

(Blanchard & Hodges, 2005).  

An effective leader includes an individual who operates ethically toward 

employees and customers to reach maximum production while achieving the 

organizational goal and objectives (Wasim and Imran, 2010). A leader considers the 

strategy envisioned and the relationship among followers and focuses on the 

organizational context in which one influences others or motivates them to carry out a 

specific function that will benefit both parties (Blanchard & Hodges, 2007). To have 

effective leadership, an organization must empower individuals to become strong leaders 

to influence others to achieve their everyday objectives and goal (Northouse, 2013). As a 

function of management, guidance helps individuals achieve organizational goals and 

helps to maximize efficiency. The importance of leadership are: 
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 Motivation- Finding creating ways and means of encouraging individuals to get a 

task done promptly is critical. One can achieve this through various incentives, 

such as a pay raise or a letter of appreciation. 

 Providing guidance- A leader's aim is not only to supervise but also to advise 

subordinates about the ways and means of getting tasks done efficiently. 

 Building morale- Morale denotes the employees' willing cooperation towards 

their work and getting them confidence and winning their trust. A leader can be a 

morale booster by achieving complete harmony to perform to the best of their 

abilities as they work to achieve goals. 

 Building working environments- Having a stable environment helps any 

organization maintain steady growth. Having a personal relationship with 

employees helps to promote a one-on-one link that gives employees the ability to 

communicate. Building working environments allows individuals to share 

experiences and values. 

 Initiates action- Having a plan is key to starting litigation. One can see who will 

perform different tasks and the period in which each must be completed.  Without 

this being in place, an organization will not be successful. These are also known 

as leadership roles in business society (Blanchard & Hodges, 2007). 

Influential leaders are personnel who desire something or have a passion for 

something. There must be a dream, a vision, a mission, and a want (Blanchard & Hodges, 

2007). 
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There can be no effect if one is unaware of themselves, as this is fundamental. There are 

no set traits that stipulate how individuals can become influential leaders. Every 

individual has different values, attributes, and diverse cultural backgrounds that govern 

how they lead (Larson, n.d.). In contrast, Baldwin, Boomer, Williams, Rubin &Roberts 

(2013) discovered that some traits were common among great leaders. Some of these 

include: 

1. Intelligence- The individual should know the subject and should be able to 

perform from an experience level. 

2. Dominance- One should have the ability to maintain a firm ground and stands for 

what is right. Individuals should be able to supervise in such a way that motivates 

others to get work done effectively. 

3. Sociability- Having the ability to interact with persons professionally to get work 

done effectively. 

4. Self- Monitoring- Being able to evaluate oneself, determine when one is wrong, 

and be able to correct mistakes. 

5. High energy or drive- Maintaining the right energy level for different tasks, 

merely willing to do whatever it takes to succeed. 

6. Self-confidence- Having a positive mindset about whatever tasks are conducted. 

7. Tolerance for ambiguity- staying in uncertainty, or staying with the question, 

despite the discomfort of not knowing the answer. 

8. Honest- Being able not to cheat and or commit fraud. 

9. Forward-looking- This always speaks to having a forward plan for success, being 

futuristic.  
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10. Inspiring- Motivate others to get work done effectively. 

11. Competent- Being qualified or capable of performing various tasks. 

Establishing these traits to be an effective leader is crucial as each component allows the 

individual to be versed in different areas. In accordance with the characteristics listed 

above, the Dual Language program requires leaders to be fully equipped to support and 

sustain students' home language with the ultimate goal of developing biliteracy, 

bilingualism, and multicultural understanding (Menken, 2017).  

The term Dual Language refers to a program where students can learn valuable 

content areas in two different languages, such as, Spanish and English, in which the focus 

of this study will operate (Dual Language Education Definition, 2013). In addition to this, 

the Dual Language program teaches students how to speak, read, write, about culture, 

listen, and think in two different languages. Most often, Dual Language programs are 

referred to as a two-way program, in which half of the students are native English 

speakers while the other half are native speakers of another language (Malarz, n.d.). Half 

of the daily instruction is delivered in English, and the other half in a foreign language in 

this class setting. Dual Language is beneficial to students as they both learn a new 

language and develop their communication skills. On the other hand, a regular English 

class has all its instruction delivered in one primary language, which the primary class 

language is English.  

 Having a Dual Language program poses vital benefits to a child’s learning 

abilities (Malarz, 2019). This program is often referred to as a two-way stream (Center 

for Applied Linguistics, 2020). The teacher must combine the native English speakers 

and the native Spanish speakers and conduct a lesson in a particular manner that is 
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beneficial to both students (Bilingual Education: Effective Programming for Language-

Minority Students, 2019). The program is one in which students can obtain academic 

growth in both languages as it usually runs from kindergarten onwards (Resources for 

Dual Language Schools, Parents, and Teachers, 2019). There are different Dual 

Language programs that leaders can choose to implement. These include: 

1. A two-way immersion program- both native students of English and Spanish are  

enrolled in this program to acquire a new language. 

2. In a language immersion program (One-way immersion) or foreign language 

immersion- students are primarily native English speakers.  

3. Bilingual programs- Students have both native speakers as parents (Spanish and 

English) in this program. “Bilingual education programs use two languages as 

media of instruction for a child or a group of children in parts of the school 

curriculum (Cohen 1975, p. 18). 

4. Heritage language programs- students are placed in this program based on their 

accessorial traits (grandparents) (Dual Language Education of New Mexico, 

2019). 

The types of programs listed above lay the foundation for a school district to 

establish a Dual Language program. A Dual Language program consists of four models:  

the 90/10 models, one that usually starts in kindergarten in which the curriculum is made 

up of 90% English and 10% of the second language, and 80/20 model, a 70/30 model, 

and the 50/50 model where each model follows the language progression. Berens and 

Petitto (2013), and Hamayan, Genesee & Cloud (2013), advocate that a 50/50 model 

supplemented with well-designed phonics support is better for all learners. Their research 
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identifies advantages in reading and comprehension of the 50/50 model over the 90/10 

model. They suggest phonic support compensating for the 50/50 model’s phonological 

awareness weakness compared to the 90/10 model. In addition to this, demographics also 

play a vital role in this decision as immigrant children are the fastest growing and most 

diverse segment of the child population in the United States (Capps, Fix, Ost, Anderson 

& Passel, 2015). Based on the U.S Census Bureau (2018), 44,728,502 people live in the 

United States who are foreign-born and speak a different language other than English. In 

this, 46.8% speak English at a minimum level. 

A Dual Language program is designed to bridge the gap and allow learners to 

excel in a typical classroom. While this topic is widely debated (Heyden, 2014), leaders 

must understand that there is still room for improvement. According to Goldenberg 

(2008), a child’s social-economic status or ethnicity plays a vital role in their learning 

abilities. Individuals' SES (socioeconomic status) affects the opportunities and privileges 

given to various individuals. Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & Maczuga (2009) stated that 

children from low SES communities or households are more likely to perform below 

average due to slowly developing academic skills. Leaders need to recognize that schools 

in a low SES community will most times produce students’ academic results lower than 

the prevailing standards (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008). 
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Background of the Study 

The desire to conduct this study arose from understanding the extent to which 

school funding and socioeconomic factors influence School Progress in Texas Dual 

Language schools. A School Progress report assesses district and campus outcomes based 

on the number of students who advanced at least one year academically (or are on track). 

School Progress is measured by STAAR results, and the achievement of all students 

compared to districts or campuses with similar economically disadvantaged percentages 

(Texas Education Agency, 2018).  A School Progress report is issued by the state of 

Texas every year for public schools. The Schools Progress report considers student 

achievement, the school's ability to close gaps, and their student growth rate. 

Additionally, the school district receives an overall rating based on each domain. 

As Texas's Hispanic population increases (U.S Census Bureau, 2019), the leaders must 

place the necessary systems to facilitate this population's needs. According to Garcia & 

Jensen (2007), the Hispanic population is one of the United States' largest groups. 

Hispanics constitute 18.1 percent of the nation’s total population, 58.9 million (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2019). 

As the younger generation (Hispanic population) takes up about 16% of the total 

population, it is quite essential to recognize that they are considered to be English 

language learners (ELL), which means that they are not able to communicate or work 

effectively with that of an English setting (Torres, Guerra, Cal, & Li, n.d.). Besides, they 

are usually from Latin or Spanish-speaking countries (Central American countries, Cuba, 

Mexico, or South American countries) or those from non-English speaking homes. 

Hence, the need for a more diverse curriculum that will benefit learners (Milner, 2010). 
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Garner & Kim (2007) suggested that this group of individuals frequently lag behind their 

American peers in reading and mathematics, usually throughout their kindergarten-12 

grade years. The question of great importance was, does school funding or students' SES 

play a role in School Progress?  

In a study conducted by Lindholm-Leary and Block (2010), the emphasis was 

placed on assessing Hispanic students based on their mathematics and English skills. It 

was suggested that these students perform as well as regular English-speaking students. 

While comparing students based on different socioeconomic statuses (SES), Lindholm-

Leary and Block (2010) found out that not all students from low SES communities 

perform low academically as few achieve and other students in Mathematics and English. 

In addition to this, Bialystok (2016) stated: 

In a similar study that included children in kindergarten through second grade, 

Lindholm-Leary (2014) assessed 283 low SES Hispanic children in either English 

or bilingual programs. Children entering the English kindergarten programs had 

higher language scores than those entering the bilingual programs. However, 

these differences disappeared within one or two years. They then reversed, with 

children in the bilingual program outperforming the English-only instruction 

group in English and Spanish test scores by the end of second grade. Not 

surprisingly, children in the English program showed a significant loss of Spanish 

proficiency, making them, in fact, less bilingual (p.6). 

 



9 
 

 

Having a Dual Language program is critical, and leaders must recognize the level 

of emphasis required by Texas law. According to the adaptation for special population 

(2018), 

It is the policy of the state that every student in the state who has a primary 

language other than English and who is identified as an English learner shall be 

provided a full opportunity to participate in bilingual education or English as a 

second language (ESL) program, as required in the Texas Education Code (TEC), 

Chapter 29, Subchapter B. To ensure equal educational opportunity, as needed for 

the TEC, §1.002(a), each school district shall: 

(1)  identify English learners based on criteria established by the state; 

(2)  provide bilingual education and ESL programs as integral parts of the general 

program as described in the TEC, §4.002; 

(3)  seek appropriately certified teaching personnel to ensure that English learners 

are afforded full opportunity to master the essential knowledge and skills required 

by the state; and 

(4)  assess achievement for crucial knowledge and skills under the TEC, Chapter 

29, to ensure English learners' accountability and the schools that serve them. 

(b)  The goal of bilingual education programs shall be to enable English learners 

to become competent in listening, speaking, reading, and writing in the English 

language through the development of literacy and academic skills in the primary 

language and English. Such programs shall emphasize the mastery of English 

language skills, as well as mathematics, science, and social studies, as integral 
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parts of the academic goals for all students to enable English learners to 

participate equitably in school” (§89.1201). 

 
The above policy provides evidence that a Dual Language program is just as beneficial 

and essential as any other school-related program. Leaders need to remember that to 

receive funding from the state for Dual Language, and their application must follow the 

Code Guide for Bilingual and ESL Programs Association (Texas Education Agency, 

2019). 

Statement of The Problem. 

  This research aspired to explore if spending more or less money on leadership 

within Dual Language schools would positively or negatively impact school performance 

and if the Socioeconomic Status (SES) was a contributing factor. Leaders need to 

recognize the importance of the value of a Dual Language program and the benefits it 

provides students with the best education. “Leadership that is grounded in deep 

understandings of bilingual education was pivotal in the program’s effectiveness and 

sustainability for over a decade. Essential factors of successful programs include 

knowledgeable leadership, linguistic parity, effective bilingual teachers, and active parent 

collaboration” (Menken, 2017). Per Texas law (§89.1205), Required Bilingual Education 

and English as a Second Language Programs, 

Each school district with an enrollment of 20 or more English learners in any 

language classification in the same grade level district-wide shall offer a bilingual 

education program as described in subsection (b) of this section for the English 

learners in prekindergarten through the elementary grades who speak that 
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language. Elementary grades shall include at least prekindergarten through Grade 

5; sixth grade shall be included when clustered with primary grades. 

This provides adequate evidence that a Dual Language program is vital because of data 

outcomes; the preferential bilingual program should choose from all programs. 

According to Carrera-Carillo & Smith (2006), Howard, Lindholm-Leary, Rogers, Olague, 

Medina, Kennedy, Sugarman& Christian (2018), there are seven strands but five essential 

steps to creating a unique Dual Language program. These include: 

 Planning and Organization: Policymakers must plan and organize strategies for 

implementation; identify resources, both local and national; identify personnel; 

establish recruitment and public relations strategies. They must begin by 

understanding second language acquisition and reaching out to the community. 

 Community Involvement- Stakeholders: To fully implement a Two-Way 

Immersion program, the school must convince parents, administrators, and 

teachers. They must engage and encourage children who will be educated through 

a language they do not know. ELLs have no choice, but English-speaking children 

do, and without them, it would not be two-way. 

 Physical Organization: The school environment and classroom environments must 

be structurally planned and organized to provide the most conducive environment 

for Dual Language instruction. 

 Teaching Through Best Practices and Hands-on Activities: Teachers must receive 

professional development that will enable them to provide instruction that builds 

language skills and content concepts simultaneously. Extensive instructional 
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planning will be necessary that offers hands-on, thematic education using 

research-based practices. 

 Assessment and Accountability: Plans for authentic assessments that hold 

teachers and students, schools, and parents accountable must be undertaken 

(Haulman, April, Lopez & Regina 2011, p.vii). 

The five essential steps listed above are needed as each step contains several 

guiding principles. These fundamental principles provided detailed elements with the 

elaboration that aligns with the mission and vision of a Dual Language program. 

“This principle contains key points that relate to such dimensions as the creation of a 

data management system to track student performance over time, the integration of 

assessment and accountability into curriculum and program planning, the need for 

ongoing professional development regarding assessment and accountability, and other 

relevant features” (Howard et al., 2018, p.2). 

Purpose of The Study  

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the significance of the following 

School Leadership funding codes: Instruction (11), Instructional Leadership (21), School 

Leadership (23), Curriculum/Staff Development (13), and Student Socioeconomic Status 

(SES) and its impact on School Progress in Dual Language schools. For this study, the 

researcher compared different school financial reports to determine if funding plays a 

vital role in School Progress in terms of student performance. In addition, the study was 

also geared toward comparing students' socioeconomic status as it tried to find out if this 

is a significant factor (accountability ratings, data from the Texas Academic Performance 

Reports (TAPR), and financial information) contributing to School Progress. 
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Significance of The Study 

This study examined the relationship between school leadership funding and 

students' SES on School Progress in Dual Language schools. The research was significant 

because it focused on making various predictions based on data obtained from different 

school financial reports to determine if student SES and the different ways leadership 

funds were allocated will positively or negatively impact School Progress. According to 

Espinoza & Cardichon (2017), principals are essential for students to show achievement 

and growth. They are equipped to implement different strategies that will enable teachers 

to close students' gaps. These individuals, if adequately trained, are equipped to maintain 

or grow the School Progress rate. While school leaders are essential for schools' 

transformational progress, Espinoza et al. (2017) suggested that “investing in principals 

and school leaders is one of the most overlooked courses of action for raising student 

achievement. Principals are essential to improving student achievement and narrowing 

persistent achievement gaps between students in underserved communities and their 

economically advantaged peers (p.1)”. As one study noted, “there are virtually no 

documented instances of troubled schools being turned around without intervention by a 

powerful leader” Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K. L., & Anderson, S. E. (as cited in 

Espinoza & Cardichon, 2017). In addition to this, Hesbol (2019) suggested that the 

leaders (principal) must first look at the organization as one that needs change; they must 

also believe that with various factors such as values, culture, beliefs, and personnel, the 

organization will be successful in its daily operations. 
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Theoretical Framework 

 As the state of Texas's Hispanic population continues to grow, school 

administrators need to recognize the changes in their role. An administrator's role is 

essential to a child's life and the organization (The Role of the Administrator, 2019). This 

study informed principals and school leaders on improving their day-to-day operations by 

providing them with essential steps for establishing a Dual Language program and its 

benefits. The principal sets the organization's standard as they model how each individual 

is expected to operate. One key leadership role of the principal is finding an essential tool 

that will help establish an organization in a particular manner that is beneficial to students 

and teachers. Murphy (1999) suggested that to get significant results, such as, increased 

student growth, leaders must be willing to invest in building leadership to attain success. 

This achievement focuses not only on building leadership but also on the operations of 

students' progress. This study focused on effective principal leadership in Spanish Dual 

Language schools' daily activities, and its foundation can be seen in the theory of 

transformational leadership. This theory focused its attention on the values and morals of 

leaders as they take took on the role of leadership. 

 Transformational leadership is how individuals can change within the social 

system (Burkus,2019). This fundamental principle of leadership focuses on creating 

positive and valuable change as its end goal is to develop followers into leaders. 

Transformational leadership was first introduced in 1978 by James MacGregor Burns. 

They suggested that for any organization to succeed, there has to be some form of 

transformational leadership as the emphasis is placed on one's character and behavior.  In 

addition to this, the term Dual Language “refers to academic programs that are taught in 
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two languages” (Dual Language Education Definition, 2013). The leadership of Dual 

Language schools is challenging as it requires leaders to look at leadership through a 

double lens. They consider it a second component of the structure and organization of the 

school (Carrera-Carillo & Smith, 2016).  

 In taking the necessary steps to become leaders, principals must analyze their 

personal beliefs on empowerment and leadership. While recognizing the importance of 

leadership, leaders must be willing to look past administration and focus on the principle 

of teamwork (Childs-Bowen, Moller & Scrivner, 2000). The effects of leadership on the 

Dual Language system can be challenging; the principal must take on the role of 

developing positive leadership amongst teachers, which will, in turn, generate a perfect 

result in student scores.  To effectively implement and operate a Dual Language school, 

there are several principles that Childs-Bowen, Moller & Scrivner (2000) suggest. These 

are: 

1. Establishing opportunities for teachers to grow and develop as leaders 

2. Use of the second language in all aspects of the daily operations 

3. Creating communities for learning professionally 

4. Praise creative and expert teachers 

5. Model the way 

6. Allow teachers to lead. 

“Principals are the leadership heads responsible for transforming school culture to meet 

the increased demands of local, state, and federal stakeholders. While transformational 

leadership is centered on leaders establishing new norms, changing employee attitudes, 

creating a new vision of reality, and making fundamental changes to the organization's 
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culture” (Winfield, 2017, p. 4). It is critical to maintaining an ethical approach as leaders 

focus on the end goal. 

Definitions of Terms 

Dual Language Program  

The term Dual Language was viewed as a program in which students are taught in 

two languages, for example, Spanish and English language. This program relies on 

partner language for half of the instruction throughout a child's elementary years.  

Two-way Immersion (TWI) 

 For this study, two-way immersion was viewed as a system in which native 

English and Spanish speaking students are enrolled in the same classroom to acquire a 

new language. The 50/50 model establishes the amount of language used in the 

classroom; 50 percent English, 50 precent Spanish. Furthermore, the TWI program aims 

to encourage biculturalism and bilingualism among students. In addition to this, there is 

also an 80/20 model, a 70/30 model, and a 90/10 model. Given the models listed, what 

this means is a higher percentage of content and instructions are given in the student's 

first language, and the lesser percentage is given in their second language. 

Leadership 

For this study, leadership was defined by Blanchard & Hodges (2007) as the skill 

of motivating individuals to act by achieving a common goal. Leadership is not about 

protecting the past but rather about establishing the future. 
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Socioeconomic Status (SES) 

For this study, SES was defined as a “status is the social standing or class of an 

individual or group. It is often measured as a combination of education, income, and 

occupation” (Socioeconomic Status, 2020). In examining individuals' SES, one usually 

looks at the inequalities of individuals' access to resources and power, privileges, and 

control.  

School Progress  

 For this study, School Progress was defined by Texas Education Agency (2020) 

as “one that measures district and campus outcomes in two areas: the students that grew 

at least one year academically (or are on track) as measured by STAAR results and the 

achievement of all students relative to districts or campuses with similar economically 

disadvantaged percentages.” This system uses a scale in which A represents 90-10%, B 

80-89%, C 70-79%, D 60-69%, and F below 59% of students' growth. 

Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

 For this Study, TEA was defined as a state agency whose primary role is to 

oversee primary and secondary schools' operations.  

English as a Second Language (ESL) 

For this study, ESL was used to describe an elective class element in which 

students are looking to acquire English as a second language. This program is structured 

in various ways to ensure that students become fluent in the English language. 

English Language Learners (ELLs)  

For this study, ELLs was used to describe a group of students who are from non-

English speaking homes. 
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Limited English Proficient (LEP)- 

LEP has fallen into disfavor in recent years; however, LEP has a precise meaning 

in court decisions and federal and state laws and has no matched terminology in these 

documents (Crawford, 2004, p. xiv). 

Research Questions 

Henson (2016) noted that research questions are important to a study as they help 

guide the developmental process of the study's design and determine the study's 

effectiveness and the size of the population. The following research question were 

addressed to determine whether school leadership funding and socioeconomics contribute 

to School Progress in Dual Language schools. The following questions acted as a guide 

for this particular study: 

1. Is there a relationship between school funding and School Progress in Dual 

Language schools?  

2. Is there a relationship between students and school SES on student achievement? 

3. How does the distribution of funding contribute to academic performance?  

4. Does the distribution of funding predict School Progress? 

5. Is there a relationship between students’ SES on School Progress? 
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Limitations 

The researcher had no control over the limitations of a study. Limitations are factors 

that may affect the interpretation of the findings or the generalizability of the results. For 

example, the methodology, data, or analysis method may all have limitations (Lunenburg 

& Irby, 2007). Some of the limitations that might have occurred while conducting this 

study were: 

 Inability to control the environment. 

 Choice of research design, statistical model constraints 

 The school district sample was selected from a single state (Texas); hence, the 

results may not be generalized to all states. 

 Financial data obtained from TEA may vary across schools as each school has a 

different interpretation of expenditures. 

Delimitations 

 The boundaries of the research study were determined by the researcher's decision 

on what to include and exclude. Delimitations narrowed the research to make it 

more manageable and relevant to what the researcher attempts to prove 

(Lunenburg & Irby, 2007).  

 This research was limited to looking at School Progress in Dual Language schools 

within Texas. Its main intention was to determine if a school will increase or 

decrease its progress grade based on the amount of money invested in specific 

school funding codes. Although one might argue that student achievement plays a 

vital role in School Progress, the research did not focus on student achievement 
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but on the school's SES and the different ways in which leadership fundings were 

allocated. These two factors mentioned in the latter were used to make several 

assumptions. 

Assumptions 

Assumptions are postulates, permissible, and concepts that are adopted as operational 

for research purposes. The nature, analysis, and interpretation of the data are all examples 

of assumptions (Lunenburg & Irby, 2007). The following assumptions were made in this 

research: 

1. The researcher assumed that the data reported by the different school districts of 

the Texas Board of Education was accurate and was reported according to the 

TEA system. 

2. Data obtained from the Texas Education Agency was an accurate representation 

of that which was provided by individual school districts. 

3. The instrument to be used will elicit honest responses. 

Organization of the study 

This research was organized into five chapters. The first chapter contains the 

study's background, problem statement, the purpose of the study, the significance of the 

study, definitions of terms, theoretical framework, research questions, limitations, 

delimitations, and assumptions. The second chapter entails the literature review that 

contains school leadership, School Progress, school funding, accountability, the impact of 

poverty on student achievement, and Dual Language education. Chapter III outlines the 

methodology used for the study. This chapter includes the research questions, hypotheses, 

research methods, and design, population sample, methods or instruments used, data 
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collection, operational variables, limitations, and delimitations. Chapter IV provides the 

findings of the study based on the different analysis tests that are done. Finally, chapter V 

summarizes the study and discuss the results (Lunenburg & Irby, 2007).  

 

Summary  

In chapter one, the researcher outlined the background of the study, statement of 

the problem, the purpose of the study, the significance of the study, definition of terms, 

theoretical framework, research questions, limitations of the study, delimitations of the 

study, and assumptions. The chapter concludes with an organization of the study. The 

goal of the study's organization was to provide a road map for readers to follow as they 

read and comprehend the dissertation.  
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CHAPTER II 

Review of Literature 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the impact of school 

leadership funding and student economic status on School Progress in Dual Language 

schools. In today’s educational society, where there is a constant change in leadership 

within schools, individuals need to recognize the importance of leadership and the need 

for leadership. In accord with Owen & valesky (2015), who stated: “that school, in 

particular, administrators, must be sensitive to developing changes that are made in the 

external environment that called for the immediate response by the organization” (p.250). 

In this review of the literature, the researcher presented reasons for conducting the 

research based on how school leadership, funding, and SES could affect the school’s 

progress. The following literature review outlined the study's relevant research, 

particularly school leadership, Dual Language schools, school funding and its impact, and 

schools' socioeconomic status.  

School leadership 

Leadership is the ability and skill to influence, motivate, nurture, and mold 

individuals into becoming influential leaders. An effective leader holds people 

accountable for their actions and operates in an ethical manner that is beneficial to its 

success. The theory that matches this statement is that of a transformational approach. 

The approach was first proposed by James MacGregor Burns in 1978, who suggested that 

leaders and followers need to work together to achieve higher morale and motivation. He 

also related the difference between management and leadership, focusing on different 

characteristics. As Burns (1978) stated, the transforming approach brings about a 
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significant change in individuals' lives and the organizations they impact. 

Transformational leadership also helps mold an individual's values and morals and fosters 

employees' aspirations.  With this in mind, the leader is expected to transform and 

motivate the people they lead by influencing and showing a level of care. In addition, 

leaders must inspire their followers to create new ideas that will positively and 

beneficially contribute to the working environment. 

Yukl (1994) noted that even though it seems like it is the best theory that one can 

apply to their leadership career, it takes years to perfect and can be quite challenging at 

times. For example: 

1. Developing a vision that is attractive and challenging for individuals 

2. Creating different strategies that will enable one to achieve the vision 

3. Expressing confidence and optimism for a specific vision 

Those mentioned above can be challenged. Hence, an effective leader must hold people 

accountable for their actions as this is a critical way of being successful. For example, 

leaders can hold employees responsible by establishing expectations, modeling 

expectations, setting goals, sticking to them, and giving constructive feedback. 

 School leadership is essential for administrators to generate a substantial School 

Progress report. Based on this, leaders will be able to measure their institution's progress. 

According to Dr. Elizabeth Brooke, Chief Education Officer (2017), “in a time when 

schools are being held accountable to the highest level of standards, strong leadership is 

critical for the school’s success.” Keeping strong leadership in mind, educational leaders 

must equip themselves with the knowledge and skill required to lead an organization 

effectively. In establishing this, some factors contributing to an organization's success are 
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organizational knowledge, data, scheduling, positive beliefs, and high expectations. 

These factors can be applied to schools' daily operations as it creates an environment that 

supports and opens where the leaders demonstrate a shared vision among staff (Brooke, 

2017). 

Organizational Knowledge 

Organizational knowledge can be seen as individuals' collective abilities and 

expertise within a particular organization working together to achieve a common goal. 

Within any organization, leaders must be aware of the different policies that govern the 

institution, the student's and teachers' needs, and the various aspects of the different 

programs. Nonaka's (1994) dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation 

suggests that organizational knowledge is created through a continuous dialogue between 

tacit and explicit knowledge. These traits can be seen below in Figure 1. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Ikujiro Nonaka's model of knowledge provides a building approach 
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 The model above references what Nonaka (1994) considers essential for 

organization knowledge. The model provides a reference to how individuals can combine 

and convert experience. The figure also shows the various ways in which an organization 

can create and share knowledge. The model also shows two main types of knowledge that 

Nonaka considers to be of great importance if an organization is to be successful. He 

believed that if leaders can communicate effectively and are knowledgeable, they should 

lead. The two major types of knowledge are trait knowledge and explicit knowledge. 

Trait knowledge, otherwise referred to as the know-how, looks at knowledge as intuitive 

or based on experience. Trait knowledge is also considered one of the most valuable 

forms of knowledge as leaders generally use it to make breakthroughs. Explicit 

knowledge, on the other hand, focuses on coding information. It is relatively easy to 

identify, store, and retrieve (Wellman 2009). Additionally, it is a leader’s job to ensure 

that people have access to knowledge stored correctly, reviewed often, and updated 

regularly. This knowledge can be found in memos, notes, and documents (Botha, Kourie 

& Snyman, 2008). 

 Understanding is essential as Nonaka believes that leaders must combine the two 

types of knowledge with being successful daily and leading accordingly. Four factors go 

hand in hand with these types of knowledge, namely: 

1. Socialization- this speaks to the individual's tacit. Additional knowledge is passed 

on from one individual to another through proper guidance and observations. 

2. Externalization – (Tacit to explicit) This involves the ability to code information 

into documents and manuals. Additionally, externalization looks at the ability of 

individuals to express their feelings. 
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3. Combination- (explicit to explicit) This looks at one’s ability to produce new 

knowledge from the document. It is also believed to be one of the most natural 

things in the knowledge process.  

4. Individuals use internalization- (Explicit to tacit). This explicit source to learn 

new concepts will eventually internalize and be modified to create new 

knowledge. 

Use of Data 

The use of data is essential for leaders to develop their organizational knowledge. 

Administrators and educational policymakers need to take an active role in ensuring that 

teachers are well equipped to perform daily jobs. Data meetings are of great importance 

as this governs the institution or the educational sector, relying heavily on data to make 

various predictions and implement the various necessary programs. Per Brooke (2017, 

p.3), “data meetings help schools effectively inform instruction, accurately identify and 

monitor students needing intervention, and provide school leaders the opportunity to 

modify children’s instructional programs in real-time.” One essential factor of being data-

driven is surrounding oneself with like-minded individuals and focusing on improving 

the organization. 

Scheduling 

Scheduling is another essential factor that promotes leadership within an 

organization. High-performing schools create various schedules for the different 

individuals within the organization as a priority as this factor is continuously changing to 

meet individuals' needs. For example, leaders must create a schedule for elementary 

students that will be allocated enough time for differentiation, small groups, and general 
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instruction. This factor is valuable to any organization as it is an inaugural asset for 

school improvement. Robert Lynn Canady and Michael D. Rettig (1995) suggested that a 

well-implemented schedule is vital for success. Additionally, this promotes: improvement 

in the educational climate, the use of time virtually, problem-solving in relationship to 

instruction, provides an adequate amount of resources (materials and humans), and 

implements well-established programs that enable student success, which will, in turn, 

improve one’s School Progress. 

Positive Behavior and High Expectation. 

A critical factor in School Progress is positive behavior and high expectation. Setting 

high standards is one way that leaders can ensure a positive reaction within the 

organization. In this, it is the leader's task to create a belief within the organization that 

individuals will strive to achieve. Usually, high-performing schools believe that their 

school is on top and will always excel regardless of limited resources, various arising 

challenges, and the organization's socio-economic status and the student population. 

Research scholars recommended that this is a significant school reform element that deals 

with educational policy changes. When leaders set high expectations for the teacher, the 

teacher will, in turn, set high expectations for students while providing them with 

engaging and challenging activities to boost their self-esteem and their confidence 

(Brophy, 2010). As a result, students will take on challenging activities that promote a 

sense of responsibility and motivation.  

 As the school climate continues to be highlighted by the public, the principal 

needs to recognize the importance of leadership. One should establish strong leadership 

with visionaries and curriculum leads, administrators, and other authorities. Based on 
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educators' various research (as cited in Wallace foundation 2011), five fundamental 

principles of principal leadership impact school leadership. Namely: 

 Shaping the vision of academic success 

 Creating a climate that is, considered to be, hospitable  

 Cultivating leadership in others 

 Improving instruction 

 Holding workers accountable and managing data to foster school development 

For example, “if the school climate is characterized by student disengagement or teachers 

do not know what instructional methods work best for their students, test data are 

clumsily analyzed. When all five tasks are well carried out; however, leadership is at 

work” (Wallace Foundation, 2011, p. 5). 

Exploring Leadership Within Schools. 

Many leaders act upon transformational leadership within the educational sector. 

As both seasonal and novice learners continue to struggle with organizational leadership, 

organizations are forced to seek ethically driven leaders and those who are not for self-

gain (Van Dierendonck, 2011). This leadership theory is widely used as it offers a wide 

range of knowledge due to its rich contributions to leadership. The term refers to the 

individual's ability to persuade individuals to accept change, improve, and be led by a 

particular person. This theory's origin started with Downton (1973), who worked on the 

rebel leadership, which was then used as a guide for Burn in 1978. He conceptualized the 

transformational theory, in which he added his morals and ethics to evaluate individual 

leadership. Being a leader within the educational sector, leaders need to stay vigilant to 

changes. In supporting the leadership community per transformational leadership, leaders 
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need to influence other leaders and other individuals who contact the organization 

(followers). While transformational leadership continues to produce substantial results 

within the private and the public sector, there is still a need for leadership examination. 

The quality of leadership and organizational effectiveness is still being investigated (as 

cited in Burns, Kotrba & Denison, 2013 Transformational leadership theory Burns, 

1978). This theory provides individuals with the essential knowledge about creating new 

ideas, motivating and inspiring individuals, and the necessary skills to navigate different 

organizational changes. There are four attributes to transformational leadership. These 

are: 

1. Individualized Consideration- This looks at the ability of leaders to attend to the 

need of the employees. For a teacher who is having problems on the job, it is the 

principal's job to ensure that they listen to the employee's concerns and needs and 

provides the necessary support needed to cope despite the background of the 

situation.  

2. Inspirational Motivation- Inspirational motivation is the ability of an individual to 

exude and communicate effectively to employees. They will take the time to 

honestly focus on the other person and the task at hand. Motivation is the driving 

of any organization. If leaders can perfect this skill ethically, they are considered 

good leaders. For example, the best way to lead is to lead by example.  

3. Idealized Influence- Leaders are considered role models as they engage and set 

high standards for their followers and anyone who interacts with the organization. 

Additionally, a leader is believed to have high standards and morals and carries 
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out daily operations daily in an ethical and self-driven manner as they work 

toward a common goal.  

4. Intellectual Stimulation- As an effective leader, one must challenge oneself and 

the individuals around them. A commonly used question by leaders is, why do we 

do this, and how can we make it better or do it differently to benefit individuals? 

Theories of Leadership   

  Trait theory- The trait theory (1904-1947) is one early theorist that looked at 

individuals as born leaders whose endowed qualities are superior. This theory ignores the 

perception that an individual’s leadership was of genetics acquired over the years. 

Additionally, their subordinates are perceived as evidence base and self-enhancement in 

everything they do. Self-enhancement areas within this trait include attributes, self-drive, 

intuition, self-assurance, self-confidence, extraversion, and charisma (Germain, 2012). 

Behavior theory- Within this leadership, a leader expresses concern for 

individuals in which tasks will be productive. Behavior theory could be seen from the 

1500s to the early 1980s.  This type of leadership involves two categories of behavior: (a) 

task-oriented behavior and (b) relations-oriented behavior.  

Situation theory was created by Hersey and Blanchard (1950s -1960s) and has 

been reviewed several times within the 21st century. In this form of leadership, leaders 

react based on the situation they face. This situation depicts who emerges as a leader 

(Northouse, 2013).   

Transactional theory- This form of leadership looks at order and structure. In Bass 

(1990), transactional leadership support leadership based on two main components. 

Namely, management by exception and contingent rewards. In defense, management 
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carefully looks at the leader’s ability to carefully monitor subordinates based on negative 

feedback and negative reinforcement. On the other hand, contingent rewards look at the 

relationship between individuals and leaders in which they are rewarded based on various 

outcomes (Antonakis & House, 2014). Transactional leadership has always been 

compared with transformational leadership, in which leaders try to pinpoint which 

leadership style is most reliable in order for one to be successful. We often see leaders 

combining the two to give a unique way to draw on the appropriate method based on the 

arising situations.   

Leadership in Public Education (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001) 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965's previous reauthorization 

of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). NCLB was passed by Congress in 

2001 with strong bipartisan support and signed into law by President George W. Bush in 

January 2002. The principles of NCLB date back to Brown v. Board of Education, when 

the U.S. Supreme Court outlawed racial segregation in public schools and determined 

that the "separate but equal doctrine" was unconstitutional (US Department of Education 

(USDE), 2004).  

The NCLB was quite familiar to elementary and secondary schools. This act 

required the school to test students in mathematics and reading from grades 3-8 and high 

school. With the focus on performance standards, testing, accountability, and 

consequences based on performance, the NCLB of 2001 looked at closing the gaps for 

students' achievements.  The American education society, which includes educators, 

scholars, parents, and politicians, spent countless hours each year to ensure that students 

were provided with an exceptional environment conducive to learning to ensure that 
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students achieved the proper education. This required a series of accountability, which 

the NCLB provided, as it required schools to be graded every year. The NCLB 

significantly amended the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the Bilingual 

Education Act (BEA), even removing the term bilingual and renaming the BEA the 

English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement 

Act. The Bilingual Education Act of 1968 is regarded as the first authorized federal 

recognition of the needs of students who have limited English speaking ability (LESA) 

(Manzanares, 1998). Manzanares (1998) Also noted that since1968, the Act has been 

reauthorized four times with amendments to reflect the changing needs of these students 

and the society at large. The population served has also been expanded from limited 

English speaking to limited English proficient (LEP) students. It is critical for those 

working with LEP students to understand the growth of bilingual education in the United 

States to be better informed when confronted with current issues in LEP student 

education (Manzanares, 1998). The BEA was the first federal law passed specifically to 

address the needs of English-learning K-12 students, and it was enacted during the Civil 

Rights Movement. According to research, the BEA was regarded as one of the most 

significant developments during the equal rights movement, as well as a practical means 

of assisting the growing number of Asian and Latin American immigrants following the 

repeal of the national-origin system in 1965 (No Child Left Behind and Bilingual 

Education, 2016). Additionally, since its inception, the BEA has been amended five 

times. Until 2001, when the NCLB Act was enacted, the key provisions of the BEA were 

as follows:  
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 The goal of preparing English-learning students for regular classroom 

instruction while preserving their native languages and cultures is 

emphasized. 

 Pledging federal support for state bilingual education programs 

 Grants are given to states or school districts that implement promising, 

innovative policies to help English-learning students achieve fluency. 

 Allowing funding to be used to enroll English-speaking students in 

immersion and other bilingual education programs 

 Developing congregation programs for teachers to learn the most effective 

methods of aiding bilingual or English-learning students (No Child Left 

Behind and Bilingual Education, 2016) 

The NCLB prioritized English-language instruction and the goal of rapid adaptation into 

regular classrooms. The NCLB permitted for a maximum three-year transition period for 

English-learning students to be situated in classes with native English speakers in most 

cases. Schools with a high proportion of immigrant students may be at a disadvantage 

due to the NCLB's emphasis on standardized testing to determine performance and 

because English-learning students must take the same standardized tests as other students 

(No Child Left Behind and Bilingual Education, 2016). 

       The NCLB provided flexibility to school districts in the various ways federal 

funding could be spent to improve students' achievements. Additionally, the NCLB 

allowed flexibility of transferring funds of up to 50 percent of that which is received 

under the four major State grant programs (educational technology, teacher quality state 

grant, innovative programs, and safe and drug-free schools). For any program or Title one 
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funding (U.S. Department of Education, 2002), the act was divided into various sections 

called titles. This is the federal government's role in holding schools accountable for all 

students' academic progress. Namely: 

1. Title 1- This looks at students' achievements. It also includes support for 

students who are from impoverished backgrounds. 

2. Title 2- This includes the training and recruitment of teachers and 

principals who are of high quality. 

3. Title 3- The focus of language instruction is done within this title. Its 

primary focus is placed on immigrant students and English proficiency.  

4. Title 4- Title 4 looks at schools that are 21st-century schools. 

Additionally, provision of funding is also provided to ensure students' 

safety for out-of-school activities. 

5. Title 5- This promotes Parental information and choice. 

6. Title 6- Accountability and flexibility 

7. Title 7- Indian, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska Native Education   

8. Title 8 – Impact Aid   

9. Title 9 – General Provisions 

10.  Title 10 – Repeals, Resignations, and Amendments to other statutes (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2020).  

According to the USDE, the NCLB was simply the federal government's way of 

supporting the English language. It strived to combine bilingual and immigrant education 

grants into a state formula program. This program facilitated strategic planning by the 

school district and the state to implement programs beneficial to students. This program 
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was later replaced in 2015 by Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). This new Act kept 

the Titles but focused on how states can hold their school districts and campuses 

accountable for student success. 

School Progress  

School Progress can be defined as a measure that compares school campuses and 

districts based on their outcomes into major categories. These categories include the 

students' growth during one year with the STAAR examination and the student's 

achievements related to the economically disadvantaged percentages (Texas Education 

Agency, 2019). This report is held at a high standard for schools to the public; it depicts 

the type of school they are. In addition, a School Progress report is also used by 

administrators to determine the level of passes they receive from the state examination 

and the growth level of students. This particular report consists of two domains, namely: 

1a. Academic Growth- This specific aspect of the progress monitoring system 

allows schools and districts to be recognized or gain points for their student’s 

performance on the STAAR examination with the subject’s areas of Mathematics and 

English language as the student level criteria. Academic Growth is categorized by Did 

Not Meet, Approaches, Meets, and Masters. A vital example of this can be seen below 

(Texas Education Agency, 2019). 
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Table I 

School Scoring based on the Texas Education System 

The Texas accountability system, which served as the model for the federal 

education plan NCLB in 2002, measures and holds schools and districts accountable for 

student performance on assessment tests and dropout rates. Each year, campuses and 

districts are graded on the percentage of all students and the four student groups (White, 

Hispanic, African American, and Economically Disadvantaged) who pass the state's 

assessment tests in grades three through eleven. The rating also considers the overall 

student dropout rate and the dropout rate of each student group (Texas Education 

Agency, n.d.). The diagram above references the Texas Education Agency's allocation of 

points to a particular school within the Texas region. This specific figure is one that 

administrators use every year to make various decisions related to the student. In 

addition, it gives information on the previous year's overall achievements within the same 

content areas as the current year. 
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1b. Academic Growth- A student's academic growth is calculated as a percentage 

whereby the total points are divided by maximum points, rounded to the nearest whole 

number. 

2. Relative performance is the second aspect that schools are graded on. In this, 

the evaluation varies per school. For example, elementary and middle schools are graded 

based on their student’s overall performance. In addition, high schools and kinder- 12-

grade districts and campuses are graded based on their College, Career, and Military 

Readiness (CCMR) STAAR component. In contrast, Alternative Education 

Accountability (AEA) campuses are not evaluated.  The various grades that schools and 

districts receive are on a scale of A-F where A= 90-100, B= 80-90, C= 70-79, D=60-69, 

and F= below or equal to 59 percent (Texas Education Agency, 2019). 

School Progress reports are issued every year. Any person of interest can view 

these public reports. The reports also look at the school demographics and school 

attendance and provide a map that compares schools. By recognizing the high growth and 

achieving schools, this report provides a framework for schools and districts to make 

their goal-setting process and identify additional target areas that need intensive support 

to better the decision-making process. Harper-Young (2018) suggested that the My 

Voice, My School Parent Survey (MVMS) is an essential factor within the progress 

management system. This survey is created in a particular way, in which questions are of 

rigor that measure a school's performance depicting its weaknesses and strengths. The 

survey provides an excellent opportunity for parents'/guardians' essential perspectives to 

be heard. The MVMS contains five crucial areas of study, namely: 

1. Collaborative teacher 
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2. Effective leaders 

3. Involved families 

4. Ambitious institution 

5. Supportive environment  

These factors mentioned are shared with individuals in leadership; for example, 

administrators will, in turn, use this to improve their school’s improvement and 

outcomes. While accountability continues to be of great importance (Reeves, 2003), the 

federal government and school districts have implemented progress monitoring systems 

to determine if a student's educational needs are met. School Progress is vital as it also 

determines the number of funding schools receives from the government. 

How Progress Monitoring Impacts School Progress  

Progress monitoring is a scientifically based evaluation used by educators and 

other personnel to evaluate students’ achievement and the institution’s effectiveness to 

bridge students’ gaps. Progress monitoring allows teachers and campus leaders to see the 

various levels of student growth and improvement areas. Albert Bandura postulated, 

“People’s level of motivation, affective states and actions are based more on what they 

believe than on what is objectively the case” (Bandura, 1977, p. 2). Albert Bandura also 

mentioned that self-efficacy is vital to leaders. It is a personal judgment of “how well one 

can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations” (Pajares, 1996, 

p. 546). 

Progress monitoring could be a hone that can help teachers utilize student 

information to persistently evaluate the viability of their instruction by determining if 

students are benefitting fittingly from the center directions program and deciding if 
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instructors are making educated decisions about instruction. In addition, progress 

monitoring can be utilized to set up and degree students’ educational objectives, give a 

tool for understanding how understudies are advancing toward set up objectives, identify 

students at risk for educational behavior issues, and provide accountability to partners 

(Shapiro, 2007). Several researchers noted that teachers must implement a progress 

monitoring system that monitors and measures students’ growth or progress. Additional 

research shows that if progress monitoring is implemented with fidelity, students will 

show more growth than those students who did not partake in this system (Deno, 2003; 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 2002; Fuchs, Deno, & Mirkin, 1984; Good & Jefferson, 1998; Stecker, 

Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005; Yssekdyke & Bolt, 2007; Ysseldyke, Spicuzza, Kosciolek, & 

Boys, 2003). This monitoring system also contributes significantly to the school’s overall 

progress. 

Today, different progress monitoring systems are used in schools to measure 

students’ growth. One such program is The Northwest Evaluation Association 

(NWEA) developed MAP assessments to garner RIT scores that provide accurately 

measurements of how students perform in reading and mathematics on the STAAR 

examination. The NWEA MAP assessment provides teachers and campus leaders with 

two sets of data as the assessment is usually carried out during the winter and spring 

semesters.  At the end of each assessment, a breakdown of students' performance is 

reported to show the students' areas of growth and areas for improvement by standards or 

TEKS. According to NWEA (2020), the program was created to provide teachers and 

campus leaders feedback on progress toward district expectations for reading and math. 

Fuchs and Fuchs (2013) suggested that when teachers use a systematic monitoring system 
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to track students’ scores, they can see the various gaps present and create different 

instruction forms to help students bridge these gaps. 

School Funding 

As the debate on funding continues, leaders within the education sector must 

recognize the importance of finance and acknowledge its importance to students' success. 

Funding is defined as a combination of state, federal, and local money given to 

educational institutions to conduct daily operations.  The United States public school 

system is free, and all students have the right to attend. Revenues must be raised for 

schools, such as, elementary, junior highs, and high schools, and these revenues come 

from the local government, federal government, and state government (Boser, Benner & 

Baffour, 2018). The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) acts (2020) as the 

central hub for analyzing and collecting educational data from the USDE. 

It also provides information on finance, enrollment, federal funding, and 

graduation rates (National Center for Education Statistics, 2020). Based on the 2020 

budget request by the president of the United States, $64.0 billion was requested for the 

USDE, which was a $7.1 billion reduction or a 10% reduction from the previous year as 

the proposal calls for the elimination of 29 programs, including after-school and summer 

programs for students from low-income families, among other things. In the fiscal year 

2020, Presidential budgets provided several proposals to increase school expansion. $500 

million proposed to go to the charter school program, an approximately $60 million 

increase from the previous school year, $107 million for magnet schools, and $ 50 

million for student-centered funding or incentive grants (U.S. Department of Education, 

2020). For English Language Acquisition, $787.4 million was allocated. This was a $50 
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million increase from $737.4 million in 2019. This program provides formula grants to 

states based on their share of the country's English learners (ELs) and recent immigrant 

students. States must develop statewide entry and exit procedures for EL status in 

meaningful consultation with geographically diverse districts. States must also ensure 

that districts assess the English proficiency of the EL students they serve on an annual 

basis. Schools use this funding to implement effective language instruction educational 

programs to assist ELs in achieving English language proficiency (U.S. Department of 

education, 2021). Additionally, the budget outlined an allocation of $38.6 million for 

State personnel development. Within this, the program provides competitive grants to 

states to assist them in reforming and improving their systems for employee preparation 

and professional development in early intervention, education, and transition services to 

be effective for children with disabilities (U.S. Department of education, 2021). 

Public school districts in Texas locally receive money from two primary sources: 

their local property taxes and the state, while private and charter schools receive funding 

solely from the state (Swaby, 2020). The majority of local funding for Texas public 

schools comes from an M&O property tax levied on local taxable values. Each school 

district establishes its M&O tax rate per $100 of taxable property valuation (Texas 

Comptroller of Public Accounts, n.d.). The property tax rate of a district is made up of a 

maintenance and operations (M&O) tax rate and, if applicable, an interest and sinking 

(I&S) tax rate. The M&O tax rate is used to fund maintenance and operations. The 

statewide average school district property tax rate has risen from $1.25 to $1.35, with 

M&O rates rising by 4 cents and I&S rates rising by 6 cents (Texas education agency, 

2020). As Texas’ economy booms, local property taxes fund a more significant share of 
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public education as the district relies on this to support its necessary budgets. The 

Permanent School Fund (PSF) is established in Article VII, Section 2 of the Texas 

Constitution as an endowment fund comprised of assets such as state lands, equity 

holdings, and mineral rights to provide a consistent source of revenue for Texas public 

education (Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, 2019). 

Additionally, the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts (2019) noted that The 

Gilmer-Aikin Laws, passed by the 51st Texas Legislature in 1949, was the state's first 

legislative effort to develop a strategic public-school finance system. These laws 

established the Minimum Foundation Program, which is now known as the Foundation 

School Program (FSP). This formula-based allocation system currently supports the 

operating costs of over 1,200 Texas school districts through a combination of state ASF 

distributions and local property tax revenue. The District Power Equalizing system (DPE) 

is one “that supports taxpayer equity, rather than pupil equity, by providing equal yield in 

the form of funding for similar tax rates (effort) across the state. They consist of a 

guaranteed tax base system, guaranteed yield approach, and percentage equalizing 

formula” (Verstegen, 2020, p. 3). The local districts in Texas set what are called budgets 

and tax rates. These levels cover the essential expenditures, and the state covers the 

differences between what is raised and the allocated amount by the State (Verstegen & 

Jordan, 2009). The Foundation School Program is another system of funding used by the 

Texas education system. The Foundation School Program is the primary source of state 

funding for Texas school districts (FSP). This program guarantees that all school districts, 

regardless of property wealth, have "substantially equal access to comparable revenue per 

student at comparable tax effort" (Texas Education Agency, n.d.). This system is done 
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online in which TEA collects information about the salary of staff and transportation 

through the PEIMS (Public Education Information Management System) that is entered 

by each district. The FSP provides funding to support the daily operational cost of public 

schools and assist with the locally authorized debt-issued repayment for constructing 

public school facilities.  The FSP entitlement for each district and charter school is 

calculated using formulas established by the Texas Legislature in the Texas Education 

Code and the General Appropriations Act. State aid is provided to districts with taxing 

authority for the portion of entitlement that is not covered by local property tax revenue. 

Entitlement is only provided as state aid for school districts that do not have taxing 

authority and charter schools (Legislative Budget Board, 2016). The funding for ongoing 

M&O costs is allocated through two mechanisms. The first allocation is Tier1 which is 

the largest proportion and is supplemented by holding innocuous aid to reduce property 

tax. Student counts and target revenue are the primary drivers of each district or charter 

school's Tier 1 entitlement. The “target revenue is calculated per student based on the 

state and local revenue per student of each district or charter” (Legislative Budget Board, 

2016).  Tier 1's formula portion is calculated by multiplying a statutory allotment amount 

by the number of students enrolled in general and specific education programs and the 

associated statutory weights. The second aspect of the M&O funding is tier 2. Tier 2 

allotment is provided based on a guaranteed yield per penny of property taxes levied 

through the excess to meet the local share of Tier 1 entitlement (state and local funds). 

For decades, there have been several debates on the importance of money related 

to the institution's outcomes (Baker, 2017). While schools might have poor financial 

management, the idea that it makes a significant difference is currently contradicting. 
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Under the state accountability requirement, the Texas Education Agency evaluates public 

schools and districts. In 1993, the Texas Legislature passed legislation mandating the 

establishment of a Texas public school accountability system to rate school districts and 

evaluate campuses. The School Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas (FIRST) 

states that “the state's school financial accountability rating system ensures that Texas 

public schools and charter schools are held accountable for the quality of their financial 

management practices and that those practices are improved” (Texas Education Agency, 

n.d.). 

 A vast amount of research shows the significance of funding within schools 

(Baker, 2017, Martin et al., 2018, Jackson, Johnson & Persico, 2015). Some factors that 

are commonly seen in these reports are: 

A. Funding improves the adequacy and equity of per-pupil spending 

B.  The association of higher spending holds a valuable outcome for students 

C. Generates a productive environment- As scholarly resources suggest that 

with the right amount of funding, the school will have smaller class sizes, 

more efficient programs for students, supportive instructions, and more 

teacher compassion which school will be better able to recruit and higher 

trained teachers. 

Pre House Bill 3  

 According to the Children's First IDRA Transforming Education (2018), all 

public schools are responsible for educating every student who registers or enrolls in the 

organization. Children who arrive at school speaking a language other than English are 

naturally included. English learners account for 19% of the 5.4 million students enrolled 
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in Texas. Despite a long history of research, educator expertise, and school leadership, 

EL students in Texas face significant challenges. Statewide, school districts are hampered 

by significant underfunding for EL education. The Texas Education Code requires school 

districts to establish bilingual education programs if at least 20 students in the same grade 

are ELs. ELs in a district's elementary schools must receive bilingual education. Other 

grade levels must receive instruction in either English as a second language (ESL) or 

another transitional language. 

The bilingual allotment was set at 0.1 in 1984, which was not consistent with cost 

estimates of what it would take to educate English learners in Texas at the time properly. 

At the time, the research-based recommendation was 0.4 weight. 0.1 weight has still been 

used to calculate basic allotment. Since then, studies have revealed that it is necessary to 

significantly increase the bilingual weight to educate English speakers (Children First 

IDRA Transforming Education, 2018). 

 According to TEA (2018), the Dual Language or the English Language 

population consisted of 89% Hispanics, 3% White, 1% African American, 6% Asian, and 

1% of other races, as seen in the figure below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



46 
 

 

Figure 2. Showing the Demographic Breakdown of English Language Learners 

 

Figure 2. Adapted from the “Bilingual Education Allotment (TEC §42.153) weight, 
student demographics, and other information, 2018 
 
Within the fiscal year of 2018, the total Bilingual Education allotment was estimated at 

over $505 million, of which 52% was a minimum direct spending requirement. Bilingual 

Education is funded on an average daily attendance (ADA) basis using the formula, 

Bilingual Allotment = Adjusted Allotment × 0.10 × Bilingual ADA (Texas education 

Agency, 2018). 

The newly proposed bill (House Bill 3) does not advocate increasing the bilingual 

weight. Instead, it advises the establishment of a new Dual Language allotment with a 

weight of 0.05. As a result, school districts that are required by law to develop bilingual 

education programs and have also implemented Dual Language programs will receive a 
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total weight of 0.15 per student. School districts are required to create bilingual education 

programs. According to the commission report, covers about 51.3 percent of EL students 

will continue to receive the same insufficient 0.1 weight that they have for the past 30 

years, as outlined in the figure below (Children First IDRA Transforming Education, 

2018). 

Figure3. Percentage Breakdown of English Learners Excluded from Proposed Dual 

Language Weight 

Figure 3. The percentage of Dual Language students who are proposed to be left out 

under new funding guidelines. Adapted from Children First IDRA Transforming 

Education, 2019 

A Model of how Money Matters 

Per TEA (2019), the 86th Texas Legislature passed House Bill 3 (HB 3) in 2019, 

resulting in a significant change to the weighted funding formula used to calculate BEA. 

House Bill 3 provides local education agencies (LEAs) funding for students enrolled in 

one of the State's six English learners/limited English proficient (EL/LEP) program 
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models. Under this new bill, the state has added 0.05 weight to funding allocation for 

EL/LEP students currently enrolled in a Dual Language Immersion (DLI) program 

bringing it to a new 0.15. The Texas Commission on Public School Finance 

recommended this increase in funding for DLI programs after reviewing data revealed 

that DLI programs are more effective than other special language programs.  Before the 

HB3 bill was proposed, the formula for language programs was 0.1 x basic allotment for 

LEP= $514. According to TEA, after HB3, the new changes are: 

 Funding for any LEP students in any language program (0.1 x BA for LEP 

= $616)  

 For LEP students served in DLI program, additional funding (0.15 x BA 

for LEP in Dual Language = $924) 

 For non-LEP students served in a two-way DLI program, additional 

funding (0.05 x BA for non-LEP = $308)” ( Texas Education Agency, 

2019). 

Yearly, most school funding is derived from the local and state government for 

public schools due to low federal funding, usually around 8%. The cautious distribution 

of funds reflects the American traditional desire to have local-level control of schools 

rather than at the national level. According to the Department of Education, school 

governance is the responsibility of individual states who are equipped to recognize and 

provide resources to meet the needs of their students (U.S. Department of Education, 

n.d.) With this amount of money, the school district has determined the staff size, class 

size, and wages that they can pay an employee. Additionally, various trade-offs must be 

made related to staff and wages. Trades off refers to the process of evaluating different 
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scenarios to achieve a practical outcome (Jourde, 2020).  Bruce D. Baker's concept map 

gives a visual understanding of school finance. The model shows the relationship 

between educational resources and students’ academic achievement. Baker (2018) noted 

that the wealth of states, fiscal capacity, and income affect the ability to fund public 

schools.  

Figure 4. Conceptual Map of the Relationship of School Resources to Children’s 

Measurable School Achievement Outcomes. 

 

 

Figure 4. A simple model of school resources' relationship to student’s achievement 
concerning the public-school education system (wealth and income, states fiscal 
capacity). Copyright 2017 Creative Commons 
 

A state school finance system should provide schools with equal opportunities to 

implement higher-level resource systems. According to Baker (2018), several states 

struggle to achieve flat funding between high- and low-level settings as more funds are 

spent on more affluent students than those at a disadvantage. For a state school finance 

system to provide equal educational opportunity, resources must be sufficiently higher to 

ensure equity and equality rather than in a low setting. This system is known as a 

progressive one. The connections within this concept map reference the amount of money 
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a district raises dictates how many individuals they can hire. This also considers the 

amount of money employees receive (wages) and the various employees (trained, 

experience). 

Budgeting 

The idea of budgeting in school is supported by all school districts, as this helps 

leaders distribute funds across departments adequately. (Rennie Center for Education 

Research & Policy, 2012) Budgeting is the process of information being used to prioritize 

the organization's needs. Within the school district, a budget is constructed by looking at 

the number of teachers, the number of students, the necessary programs used to teach 

students, materials needed, and the organization's goals (Rennie Center for Education 

Research & Policy, 2012). Having a budget is crucial for these districts as it determines 

how their money is spent and shows the different impact areas. Additionally, the way 

money is spent by leaders has a significant effect on School Progress.  While using 

financial data and student performance data, schools can ensure that they have enough 

money to support the students' needs.  

Per Lunenburg (2010), budgeting can also be looked at as calculating the 

operating cost of an organization and its educational programs and implementing federal, 

local, and state provisions to determine the amount of revenue and the various sources. 

There are four major elements to budgeting. These are: 

1. Planning – Planning is an adequate phase within budgeting. This includes creating 

different ways means that the money will be spent. This also provides an idea to 

the leader about whether there will be enough money to get the job done. This 

process is also called forecasting. 



51 
 

 

2. Receiving funds- After receiving money from the government, whether federal, 

state, or local funds, school leaders must ensure that these funds are spent 

according to the government's budgeting. 

3. Spending funds- While school budgets might differ from state to state, some of 

the general categories that funds are spent on are transportation, facilities, 

curriculum, development, food services, library services, health and safety, 

leadership, and others.  

4. Evaluating results- After spending the funds, a thorough evaluation must be done 

to see if the decisions were valid. This evaluation will be used the following year 

to decide if there is a need to invest more money or invest less money (Brimley, 

Verstegen & Garfield, 2012; Royals, 2017). 

There are various types of budgets that schools carry out daily, including a Zero base 

budget in which programs and services must be justified at least once per year in the 

developmental process of a budget; percentage add-on, which involves the setting of a 

target percentage for each expense item; program and planning where expenditures are 

calculated by multiplying a standard cost of input times the number of activities in a 

given period; site based provides greater control and reporting of school-level data, it is 

widely regarded as the most practical for budgeting within the school district 

environment; student based, a system in which dollars are allocated to students based on 

objective, measurable, and weighted criteria, and line-item budget where the individual 

financial statements are categorized into groups. It compares financial data from previous 

accounting or budgeting periods to estimated figures for the current or future period 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2009). The line-item budget is most commonly 
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used across districts and schools as it is simple and easy to control (Allison, Honegger, 

and Johnson, 2009). While this is one of the most popular budgets amongst schools and 

districts, there are several pros and cons to using this model. Some of the advantages 

involve: easy to use, based on organizational objects and units, and allows regulatory 

accumulation of data (expenditure) by historical analysis or by trends. On the other hand, 

some of the cons include a lack of an adequate amount of information needed for 

decision making, no explicit justification of expenditures, and promoting 

micromanagement by administrators (Rennie Center for Education Research and Policy, 

2020). 

Texas School Budget 

As Texas state continues to grow, schools need more money to meet the students' 

demands. Lafortune, Rothstein & Schanzenbach (2016) noted that between 1990 and 

2011, several states (Texas, New Mexico, California, Arizona, Colorado, Wyoming, 

Nebraska, and others) reformed their school financial policies to generate additional 

funding for schools that were highly considered a poverty school district. This act was 

done with the intention of bridging students' achievement gap, which will, in turn, 

increase the school's progress.  School reform can be defined as transforming schools in 

the United States from rigorous instruction to more diverse learning (Zhao, 2009). While 

generating funds so that there is an equal amount for students, the reform aims to ensure 

an equal amount for schools (Martin, Boser, Benner & Baffour, 2018). Per Martin et al. 

(2018), reform must look at equal access to educational resources and the different 

funding levels. Based on the Texas Operating Budget, there has been a fluctuation in 

federal funding over the years. In 2018, $3,273,982,092 was allocated, $3,451,972,256 in 
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2019 and $3,304,610,574 in 2020 (Texas Education Agency, 2020). This fluctuation is 

based on various factors, which include the per-pupil spending rate and the local increase 

or decrease in property taxes. Hence federal funds differ per state.  

 Texas continues to allocate extra money for school districts with students who are 

considered expensive in the sense that they require additional resources to provide a 

suitable learning environment (low-income students and disabilities). Per the Texas 

Education Code (§42.152[c]), “for each student who is educationally disadvantaged or 

who is a student who does not have a disability and resides in a residential placement 

facility in a district in which the student's parent or legal guardian does not reside, a 

district is entitled to an annual allotment equal to the adjusted basic allotment multiplied 

by 0.2, and by 2.41 for each full-time equivalent student who is in a remedial and support 

program because the student is pregnant”. An increase in federal funding will allow 

schools to have the necessary amount of money needed to fund the various programs 

required for students' success (Martin et al., 2018).  The United States of America has 

increased its spending rate per pupil more than inflation. This results from advocating for 

smaller class sizes and an increase in teachers’ salaries and non-instructional staff 

members (Franciosi, 2004). According to U.S. Public Education Spending Statistics 

(2021), the United States is spending $ 612.7 billion or $12,612 per student annually. The 

federal, state, and local government allocates $ 720.9 billion or $ 14,840 per pupil for 

instruction in K-12 public education. Additionally, the state of Texas spends $9,606 per 

pupil of the total $49.1 billion that is allocated annually. The federal government 

contributes $6.3 billion to Texas schools, or $1,235 per pupil. 
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Being the diverse state that Texas is, it also allocates funds for Dual Language 

programs. House Bill 3, Texas's state legislation, has allocated several weight changes to 

the funding formula used to calculate bilingual programs' funding. This bill also 

references a 52% to 55% within the spending eligibility expansion of Dual Language 

Programs. The Texas Commission on Public School Finance recommended this increase 

in funding for DLI programs after a review of data revealed that DLI programs are more 

effective than other special language programs. Based on the recommendations under 

HB3, with this increase, TEA will implement adequate programs and provide additional 

resources for these programs (Texas Education Agency, 2019). Mike Morath, the Texas 

Commissioner, made this further increase in Public School Finance as observation was 

made in which DLI programs were more effective than other language programs (Texas 

education agency, 2019). Per Houck & Debray (2015), educational leaders must be able 

to combat achievement outcomes, recognize the achievement gaps within schools, and 

analyze the effects of funding reform and their capabilities to close these gaps.  

Understanding Funding Codes 

Texas has one of the largest public education systems in the country, with 1,231 

school districts and charter schools encompassing 8,771 campuses. They employ 

approximately 705,000 people, more than half of whom are teachers, to educate 5.4 

million students enrolled. Texas has the most school districts of any state and is second 

only to California in terms of student enrollment. The system's projected funding for the 

2017-18 school year is $61 billion, which includes $23.6 billion in state funds (39%), 

$32.2 billion in local property taxes (53%), and $5.2 billion in federal funds (8%). The 

Foundation School Program (FSP), of which the state's portion was $21.5 billion in the 
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2017-18 school year, is the primary source of funding for the state's basic school finance 

program. The Foundation School Program's (FSP) statutory goals are to ensure that each 

school district in the state has adequate and equalized resources to provide: 

1.  a basic instructional program that meets state standards as measured by the 

state's accountability system 

2.  equalized access to enrichment funds for those districts that choose to 

supplement their basic funding, and 

3.  facilities suitable for the student's educational needs (TTARA Research 

Foundation, 2017).  

Section 44.007 of the Texas Education Code requires that “A standard school fiscal 

accounting system must be adopted and installed by the board of trustees of each school 

district. The accounting system must conform with generally accepted accounting 

principles.” The code system must meet a least the minimum requirements stipulated by 

the State Board of Education and be subjected to the review and comment by the state 

auditor (Texas Education Agency, 2019). Additionally, the accounting system used by 

school districts must adhere to the recommendations made by the Generally Accepted 

Accounting Principles (GAAP). A three-digit code that is required for all financial 

transactions to identify the fund group and the specific fund is known as a funding code. 

The first digit represents the fund group, while the second and third digits represent the 

fund. The fund code is also used to identify long-term account groups for recording long-

term debt and capital asset transactions (Texas Education Agency, 2019). One major 

purpose of the funding code is to establish the standard school district fiscal accounting 

system that is required by law (Texas Education Agency, 2019). For this research, the 
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funding categories that were observed are Instruction fund (11), Instructional leaders 

(21), Curriculum/Staff Development (13), and School Leadership (23).  

Instructional Leadership (11) 

This code is for costs associated with activities that directly involve instruction 

(the interaction between teachers and students). Students may receive instruction in a 

school classroom or in another location, such as a home or hospital, as well as in other 

learning situations. It can be delivered in person or via an approved medium such as 

television, radio, telephone, telecommunications, multimedia, correspondence, computer, 

internet, or online. Costs for direct classroom instruction, other instruction, and activities 

that enhance or direct the delivery of instruction to students are included in this code. 

Under this funding code, there are several expenditures such as: 

1. Salaries for classroom teachers, teacher aids, graders, substitutes, adult basic 

education teachers, members attending staff development or in-service 

training, and others 

2. Instructions 

3. Distant learning 

4. Adult basic learning 

5. Field trips 

6. Special education instruction 

7. Health instructions 

8. Instructional material and supplies (Texas Education Agency, 2019) 

Those mentioned above are some of the items that a school district can use instruction 

funding for.  
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Instructional leadership Fund (21) 

This code denotes the direct costs of managing, directing, supervising, and leading 

employees who provide instruction or instruction-related services. For example, 

instructional supervisors, assistant or deputy superintendent(s) for instruction, the 

purchasing of vehicles for instructional leadership purposes and coordinators or directors 

of special populations or educational programs (chapter 1, Special Education, Career and 

Technical Education, etc.) and related support staff (Texas Education Agency, 2019). 

Curriculum/Staff Development (13) 

The curriculum/Staff Development funding code denotes direct costs for services 

that assist instructional staff members in planning, developing, and evaluating the process 

of providing learning experiences for students. These services include in-service training 

and other staff development for instructional staff members or members of instruction-

related staff in the school district (function codes 11, 12, and 13). This code also applies 

to costs associated with researching, developing, and modifying instructional materials. 

For example, personnel who conduct research and develop innovative, new, or modified 

instruction, outside consultants' fees for conducting in-service training or staff 

development for instructional and instructional-related personnel, subject-matter or 

grade-level department heads, as well as related support staff, and upkeep and repairs to 

curriculum development or in-service training equipment (Texas Education Agency, 

2019). Each Local Education Agency (LEA) is required by state law to provide staff 

development to teachers on the instruction of students with disabilities based on scientific 

research. If a teacher who works outside of special education does not have the 
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knowledge and skills needed to implement an individualized education program designed 

for a student with disabilities, training must be provided (Texas Education Agency, n.d.). 

School Leadership (23) 

 According to research, school leadership is second only to teaching in terms of 

impact on student learning among school-related factors. Furthermore, principals have a 

strong influence on the conditions for high-quality teaching and are the most important 

factor in determining whether teachers stay in high-needs schools. As a result, high-

quality principals are critical to the effectiveness of our nation's public schools, 

particularly those serving children with the fewest advantages in life (The Wallace 

Foundation, 2016). The School Leadership code denotes the costs of running a school 

campus. Managing a campus entails the following activities performed by the principal, 

assistant principals, and other assistants: 

• supervising all campus operations  

• evaluating campus personnel 

• delegate responsibilities to staff members who keep student records on campus. 

Examples of expenditure under School Leadership funding code 23 are salaries for 

principals, assistant principals, and other related personnel, campus personnel who 

manage the principal's activity or student activity funds, expenditures for teacher 

appraisal, campus improvement plan, equipment related to school leadership and others 

(Texas Education Agency, 2019). 

Texas School Funding Litigation 

Article VII, Section 1 of the Texas Constitution states, “A general diffusion of 

knowledge being essential to the preservation of the liberties and rights of the people, it 
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shall be the duty of the Legislature of the State to establish and make suitable provision 

for the support and maintenance of an efficient system of public free schools.” Article 

VIII, Section 1-e of the Texas Constitution states, “No State ad valorem taxes shall be 

levied upon any property within this State” (Texas Constitution, 1876). Based on these 

two provisions, the school finance system has been challenged numerous times, and those 

challenges have shaped the school finance system that we have today. The Supreme 

Court ruled in favor of the state on all counts, noting that, while the school finance 

system is flawed and imperfect, it currently meets all of the Texas Constitution's 

requirements. The Court also stated that developing a school finance system is the 

responsibility of the Legislature, not the Court and that the Court should review the 

school finance system with deference to the Legislature. The justices went on to say that 

unless the Legislature makes arbitrary and unreasonable decisions, they will defer to the 

Legislature on future school finance challenges. Some of the litigation that Texas school 

finance has faced are listed in Table II below.  
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Table II School Finance Litigation  

Litigation TX Supreme Court Ruling Legislative Action 

 
6/10/68. Demetrio 
Rodríguez v. 
San Antonio ISD. 
Claimed that the 
state’s school 
finance 
system 
discriminated 
against students in 
poor districts. 

March 21, 1973 
 
U.S. Supreme Court rules that 
education is not a fundamental 
right and that a state system of 
school finance must be judged on 
the state’s constitution and not on 
the U.S. Constitution. Urged 
Texas legislators to create a more 
equitable system but did not 
mandate it. 

(1975-1977) Increased teacher 
salary schedule and increased 
the number of instructional 
days to 175. 

 
HB 72 (6/30/84) – Created a 
guaranteed yield system, 
implemented a teacher career 
ladder, established a 22-1 
student/teacher ratio, 
implemented the “NO Pass, No 
Play” rule. 

 
5/23/84. Edgewood 
ISD v. Kirby. Filed 
by MALDEF. 
Charged that the 
state’s school 
finance system was 
inequitable. 

Oct. 2, 1989 
Edgewood I 

 
Unconstitutional. The Supreme 
Court stated that an efficient system 
must provide “substantially equal 
access to similar levels of revenue 
per pupil at similar 
levels of tax effort.” 

 
SB 1 (6/7/90) – Provided for an 
increase in the basic allotment 
and guaranteed yield to achieve 
the  95th percentile of wealth by 
1995. Excluded the wealthiest 
districts from the equalized 
system. 

 
Sept. 1990. 
Edgewood ISD v. 
Kirby. Districts go 
back to court to 
challenge the 
revised system. 

Jan. 22, 1991 
Edgewood II 

 
Unconstitutional. Wealthiest school 
districts cannot be excluded from the 
system. The court stated that tax 
base consolidation could be 
considered as an option to include 
them. 
Feb. 5, 1991 
Edgewood IIa 

 
Advisory Opinion. The Supreme 
Court stated that 
once the Legislature provides an 
“efficient” system of school 
finance, it may authorize 
unequalized local 
enrichment if property owners 
approve an additional local property 
tax. 

 
 
SB 351 (4/15/91) – Created 188 
County 
Education Districts to 
consolidate tax bases of 
property wealthy districts with 
other districts in the county and, 
if necessary, in neighboring 
counties. 
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6/17/91. Carrollton 
Farmers Branch ISD 
v. Edgewood ISD. 
Charged that the 
CED tax was an 
unconstitutional 
state property tax 
and violated Love v. 
Dallas 
because tax revenue 
was 
transferred from 
one school district 
to another. 
 

 
 
Jan. 30, 1992 
Edgewood III 

 
Unconstitutional. The CED tax 
constitutes a state property tax 
because the rate is set in statute 
and is controlled by the state. 

5/1/93 Legislature passes a 
constitutional amendment to 
authorize the re-creation of the 
CEDs, levy of a tax by the 
CEDs, and recapture of up to 
2.75% of total revenue. Voters 
reject the amendment. 

 
SB 7 (5/31/93) – The Local 
Option Plan mandates that 
property wealthy districts 
choose one of 5 options to limit 
access to property value in 
excess of the equalized wealth 
level. 

6/1/93. Edgewood 
ISD v. Meno. Many 
poor and wealthy 
districts challenged 
the system under SB 
7, charging that it 
was not an 
equitable system 
and that the 
recapture of local 
taxes was 
unconstitutional. 

Jan. 30, 1995 
Edgewood IV 
Constitutional. The system 
established by SB 7 is financially 
efficient and meets the Legislature’s 
constitutional obligation to provide 
suitably for a general diffusion of 
knowledge statewide. Linked a 
“general diffusion of knowledge to 
the state’s accountability system. 

 

 
4/9/2001. West 
Orange Cove ISD v. 
Neeley. Four 
wealthy 
districts file suit 
claiming the 
$1.50 statutory M&O 
rate cap 
constitutes an 
unconstitutional 
state property tax. 

Nov. 22, 2005 
West Orange Cove 

 
Unconstitutional. The Court 
agrees that the $1.50 M&O rate 
cap constitutes an 
unconstitutional state property tax 
because school districts do not 
have meaningful discretion in 
setting their local M&O tax rates. 

 
HB 1 (5/31/06) – Compressed 
school district M&O tax rates 
by one-third and provided a 
minimum of $0.17 taxing 
authority that school districts 
can access at their discretion. 

 
May 2006. Court Case was 
dissolved by agreement in 
response to HB 1 being 
passed. 

 

Note. Adopted from TTARA Research Foundation, 2018 
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Education and Socioeconomic Status 

 Many factors affect School Progress, one of which involves socioeconomic status. 

SES consists of financial stability or income and security, educational achievements, 

privileges and opportunities, and social status. SES can be defined as “the reputation or 

the social class of people. It is often measured as a combination of education, income, 

and occupation (American Psychological Association, 2020). Throughout the years, low-

income students have performed lower than those from the middle or upper classes. 

Research has suggested or identified that the lack of funding results in lower 

performance. Children from low-income families are less likely to be exposed to 

experiences that promote the development of fundamental reading skills, such as, 

phonological awareness, vocabulary, and oral language (Buckingham, Wheldall, & 

Beaman-Wheldall, 2013). The home literacy environment, the number of books owned, 

and parent distress all influence children's initial reading competency (Aikens & 

Barbarin, 2008; Bergen, Zuijen, Bishop, & Jong, 2016). Students from poor households 

or low SES backgrounds have less access to learning materials and experiences, 

computers, skill-building lessons, and stimulating toys to foster a positive literacy 

environment (Bradley, Corwyn, McAdoo & García Coll 2001; Orr, 2003). American 

Psychological Association (2012) research highlights the leadership programs that 

stimulate higher achievements, but very few look at the different cultures and their ability 

to advance, the poverty rate among them, and various schools that are deemed highly 

perverted schools. According to Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & Maczuga (2009) & 

OECD (2012), students from a low SES background usually perform at a lower rate in 

which their academic and communication skills develop slower than others. School 
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leadership is essential for transforming low-performing disadvantaged schools, but school 

leaders are frequently not well selected, prepared, or supported to carry out their 

responsibilities in these schools (OECD,2012). Additionally, specific policies are needed 

to address this problem. Low SES schools should develop positive relationships between 

teachers and students and maximize the use of data for the identification of struggling 

students or schools. 

Poverty is the number one cause of a low SES, whether it be that of the child or the 

school (American Psychological Association, 2020). Also, the effects of this on students, 

most times, result in poor memory, language, low cognitive development, and poor 

academic standing (American Psychological Association, 2020). While looking at the 

school’s SES, many researchers have found that this is usually associated with low SES 

communities. These communities cannot adequately support the school and negatively 

affect the students’ academic performance, which affects the school's progress in relation 

to achievements, student growth, and gaps (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008). School conditions 

have a greater impact on SES differences in learning rates than family characteristics. 

The classroom environment has a significant impact on outcomes. For example, students 

in grades kindergarten - third who are assigned randomly to a higher quality classroom 

are usually more productive and susceptible to attending college (Chetty, Friedman, 

Hilger, Saez, Schanzebach &Yagan, 2011). Muijs, Harris, Chapman, Stoll, & Russ 

(2009) suggested several factors for improving the quality of a low SES school. These 

factors include placing emphasis on improving teaching and learning as well as 

establishing an information-rich environment, consistent professional development, 

establishing a supportive community, allocating more funding for resources, allowing 
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more parent involvement, and establishing early intervention (Response to Intervention) 

programs that may help to flatten the dropout rates and lessen the effects on the education 

system. 

Demographics of Nonnative Speakers  

In a study conducted by Crawford (2004), the changing racial and ethnic 

landscape of the American population has contributed to the recent increase in 

immigrants. Over the last three decades, the United States has seen an unprecedented 

diversity of immigrants who differ in race, ethnicity, language, age of arrival, social and 

economic backgrounds, and reasons for immigrating (Hopes, 2014). According to Hyon 

and Kominski (2010), the growing role of language diversity among these most recent 

immigrants and its role in the formation of “today's National fabric” is particularly 

significant (p. 11). Only about 7.9 percent of the entire Texas population (about two 

million people) speaks English, not well or not, and most of these people (85.9 percent) 

are foreign-born. However, it is essential to keep in mind that 52.8 percent of foreign-

born Texans speak English very well or well (Ray Perryman, 2016). Bilingualism has a 

plethora of advantages, according to research. Bilingual children have higher test scores, 

better problem-solving skills, sharper mental perceptions, and greater empathy, according 

to Rebecca Callahan, a researcher at the University of Texas at Austin. 

Furthermore, recent research using more detailed language-use data sets has 

revealed that bilingual young adults are more likely to graduate from high school and 

attend college. Bilingual young adults are also more likely to be hired and retain their 

jobs during layoffs (Ray Perryman, 2016). Additionally, Ray Perryman noted that if we 

can adequately foster these skills in our youth, the state stands to benefit significantly 
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from bilingualism. By strengthening English skills in schools, we must also look for ways 

to support children's native/foreign language development, whether through bilingual 

education programs or increased resources and encouragement for parents to foster 

language acquisition at home. 

Accountability 

As the federal government and state officials continue to increase the pressure for 

accountability within the United States, schools are now being pressured to create various 

plans that will improve student achievement gaps despite their ethnicity, socioeconomic 

status, and gender (Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2003). Through interventions in 

academics, socialization, and emotional development during the early childhood years. 

Additional factors contributing to the gaps are language development, early childhood 

education and care, school reform and criminal justice reform, and parental support in the 

workplace (lynch & Oakford, 2014). The development of accountability systems that 

emphasize achievement, equity, and transparency did not occur overnight, nor did it 

begin in 2002 with the passage of the NCLB Act (Spurrier, Schiess, & Rotherham, 2019). 

According to Hanushek and Raymond (2005), It evolved iteratively over several decades 

as a result of generations of policymakers and reformers working to improve our 

understanding and improve the quality and equity of our public school system. Over 

several decades have developed formal and informal means of incentives to promote 

equity and high achievement for all students but have frequently fallen short of achieving 

this goal (Spurrier, Schiess, & Rotherham, 2019). According to Hanushek and Raymond 

(2005), the foundation of the federal government's current educational policies has 

expanded the school accountability based on measuring student performance. Students 
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from different SES backgrounds possess different literacy gaps within the educational 

sector as each community differs in culture or ethnicity (American Psychological 

Association, 2020). Children from low-SES families often begin kindergarten with 

significantly less linguistic knowledge (Purcell-Gates, McIntyre, & Freppon, 1995).  As a 

result, students from low families enter high school with literacy skills that are five years 

behind those of students from higher-income families (Reardon, Valentino, & Shores, 

2013). Students who are from a lower SES family are provided with fewer opportunities 

that boost their ability to fundamentally develop reading acquisition, which involves the 

oral language and vocabulary (Buckingham, Wheldall, & Beaman-Wheldall, 2013). Per 

Fritzberg (2004), “The American public expects and deserves the state and federal 

governments to hold our public schools accountable for the quality of education they 

provide for our children'' (p.18). School policies are centered around the idea of testing to 

provide evidential support that the system is working and student improvement. 

However, SES remains a significant contributing factor to low student achievement and 

low School Progress grades (Kahney,2014).  

According to Laura Jimenez and Scott Sargrad (2017), “In 2015, Every Student 

Succeeds Act or ESSA, replaced 2001 NCLB, as the nation’s major K-12 education law, 

continuing that law’s focus on increasing the quality of public education (p.1). To 

accomplish the goals outlined by the act, the states are required to improve public 

schools' performance, measure them and report on their performance. At the same time, 

the NCLB Act relied heavily on the pass or fail system to measure the School Progress 

for graduation rates and specific test scores (reading and math). ESSA, on the other hand, 

differs from the NCLB in various ways. This new and improved ESSA distributes 
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responsibilities to the different parties (school districts, state officials, and schools) for a 

child’s educational success. By encouraging multiple measures of school and student 

success, ESSA represents an important step toward a more holistic approach to 

accountability. This shift opens up new opportunities for local innovation by allowing 

states to develop new approaches to accountability and improvement (Darling-Hammond, 

Bae, Cook-Hearvey, Lam, Podolsky & Stosich, 2016). Additionally, the Act requires 

substantial information on indicators and provides a comprehensive approach to 

accountability as it allows for school improvement flexibility and requires leaders to use 

evidential strategies rather than tutoring (Jimenez et al., 2017).   

Performance reporting, according to TEA, “provides information based on 

compiling data to develop report meaningful accountability ratings to help Texas public 

schools meet the educational needs of all students” (Texas Education Agency, 2020). 

Being a part of the state accountability, the performance reporting division is responsible 

for publishing reports on the school’s progress. Every year, the Texas Academic 

Performance Reports (TAPR) compile a wide range of information on student 

performance in each Texas school and district. The performance is broken down by 

student group, including ethnicity and socioeconomic status. The reports also contain a 

wealth of information on school and district personnel, programs, and student 

demographics. As the educational system continues to strive, many students are not 

equipped with the necessary skills beyond high school.  Today's educational sector shows 

that as graduation rates continue to rise, students of color are attending colleges, and 

students of low SES continue to strive, the state must persist in overcoming the different 

gaps within the educational sector (Jimenez. L. et al.,2017). 
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The Impact of Poverty on Student Achievement 

Poverty can be the downfall of our society. It contributed to students' failure in 

areas that are considered low SES (American Psychological Association, 2020). 

According to Hanover's research (2015), students from low-income families are more 

likely to be exposed to stress factors than their peers. Poverty accounts for most of the 

issues students face daily, including behavior, academic, and social issues throughout 

their school years. The negativity that is proposed by poverty on students’ achievements 

and School Progress has been researched by a vast amount of researchers (Barr & Parrett, 

2007; Payne, 2005; Nuru-Jeter, Sarsour, Jutte & Boyce, 2010; Rothstein, 2004;) as this 

topic is one of great importance within the educational sector while providing 

information on the background of poverty and its implications. Per Hanover (2015), 

poverty affects students' achievements, their cogenetic development, graduation rates, 

their social and emotional health, as well as their behavior daily. The negative 

relationship between poverty and school achievement is much looked at by many 

organizations. According to Andy Hegedus (2018), the higher the poverty level is the 

lower (student) achievement. He also suggested that, due to the strong relationship 

between poverty and school regarding student achievements, using results to evaluate 

schools is not fair as it counts against schools that have a more significant percentage of 

students from poverty areas or homes. This particular situation is one of the most 

significant biases of the school's progress (Hegedus, 2018). 

There are many contributing factors to the reduction of School Progress. Some of 

these include low student achievements, lack of resources, low funding, and poverty, 

which contribute to most of the issues. Most schools that are considered impoverished, 
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which makes up about sixty percent, contain average student growth, which is slightly 

more significant than poverty schools (Hegedus, 2018). 

Response to Intervention (RtI) 

The Response to Intervention system is commonly used throughout elementary and 

high schools. The RtI system is a multi-tiered problem-solving approach to instructional 

delivery that incorporates research-validated interventions to support students learning 

and academic growth through ongoing progress monitoring, early intervention, and 

universal screening (Batsche, Elliot, Graden, Grimes, Glover & DiPerna, 2007; Hall, 

2008; Hoover & Love, 2011; Reschly, Hosp, & Schmied, 2003; Tilly, 2008; Yell, 2012). 

Gorski (2020) noted that the RtI system is designed as a tool for making decisions for 

both general education and special education while creating a well-integrated system of 

intervention and instruction guided by student outcome data. Gorski also noted that 

several essential components must be implemented with fidelity and in a rigorous manner 

for this system to work. The components included: 

 Ongoing student assessments 

 High-quality or scientifically based classroom instructions 

 Tiered instructions  

 Parental involvement 

Although the RtI process varies from state to state, the components are usually 

similar in regard to the program's general outcome. For example, the nationally RtI 

interventions are delivered in increasing intensity across three or four tiers (Batsche et al., 

2006; Hoover & Love, 2011). The lowest level of intensity is Tier 1. At this level, 

students are exposed to High-Quality Classroom Instruction, Screening, and Group 
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Interventions. Students receive scientifically based instruction to ensure that their 

difficulties are not due to inadequate learning. This step, or tier process, typically lasts for 

a total of 8 weeks. Interventions are implemented within the student’s core curriculum. 

The Tier two (2) system is also referred to as target interventions for students who have 

not made progress in the regular classroom during the setting under the tier one 

instruction. 

In comparison, interventions at Tier three (3) or Intensive Interventions and 

Comprehensive Evaluation represent the highest level of support that students will 

receive within the school system. At this level, students receive one-on-one instruction 

that is intensive and specific to the student’s area of improvement or skill deficits. 

Students within the Tier 3 instruction system may be eligible for special education under 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA 2004) 

(Batsche et al., 2006; Buffum, Mattos, & Weber, 2010; Byrd, 2011; VanDer Heyden, 

2011). Students' instruction needs to be carefully monitored and measured to ensure that 

student academic rate improves, which will eventually improve the School Progress 

report on a yearly basis.  
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Figure 5. The Role of Assessment in RtI 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. A simple model of the RtI monitoring and tiered system in relationship to 

student achievement. Copyright © 2010 Pearson Education, Inc. or its affiliate(s) 

Dual Language Education 

Academic achievement, bilingualism and biliteracy, and sociocultural competence 

are the three core goals of Two-Way Dual Language (TWDL) bilingual education 

programs. TWDL programs are a type of bilingual education in which children who are 

dominant speakers of English and children who are dominant speakers of a minority 

language, such as Spanish, are placed in the same classroom to learn each other's 

languages (Palmer, Cervantes-Soon, Dorner & Heiman, 2019). Palmer et al. noted that 

“Educational projects such as TWDL also intentionally integrate students to improve 

equity. As the State of Texas's Hispanic population continues to rise, leaders within the 

education society need to create new and improved Dual Language Programs that will 

cater to each student's needs” (Gándara, 2010 and U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts: 
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Texas, 2020). Not only do these programs cater to second language learners, but it also 

caters to Els who are seeking language acquisition within the taught second language (for 

example, Spanish) while teaching students to listen, speak, read, and writing techniques. 

Howard (2018) noted that the Center of Applied Linguistics had outlined various 

guidelines or principles that individuals must follow to succeed within a Dual Language 

program.  This framework created by the center decides whether or not the program is a 

valid Dual Language program. Seven standards must be considered when deciding. These 

standards are accountability and assessment, self-quality and professional development, 

curriculum, community and family involvement, and various resources of support.  

Kim, Curby & Winsler (2014) and Thomas & Collier, 2002, suggested that 

students who are enrolled in a Dual Language program have parents who are usually 

willing and are regularly involved with their education. While these parents may be from 

low-income families, they are more motivated to be included in the child’s education. 

This helps to provide a balance in their academic life to reduce the number of difficulties 

they face. For a Dual Language program to be successful, it must be established with 

consistency in which “the principal is a key player in making the model happen as 

planned” (Collier & Thomas, 2004, p. 13). This is essential as it motivates any individual 

who comes into contact with the organization (parents, students, teachers, and 

administrators) to be aware of the organization's goals and work together to achieve 

them. Per Texas Education Code Chapter 29 (Texas Education Code Chapter 29.066, 

2012), elementary schools are subjected by Texas law to provide bilingual programs for 

students whose primary language is not English and is spoken by 20 or more students 

within a single grade.  
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  Texas Dual Language System 

There are four approved bilingual systems within the state of Texas. These are: 

traditional late-exit, a bilingual program that serves students who have been identified as 

having limited proficiency in both English and Spanish and transitions them to English-

only instruction; One-Way Dual Language Immersion in which only Spanish speaking 

students take part in learning two languages; Two-Way Dual Language Immersion is a 

program in which students are taught two languages with the goal being to become 

bicultural, biliterate, and bilingual; and a traditional bilingual early exit program that 

focuses on Spanish speaking students only with the goal of learning English as quickly as 

possible in order to exits the bilingual program. Each program establishes a set of 

guidelines that the school district may decide to develop a Dual Language program. 

There are four models of implementation for the Two-Way Dual Language Immersion 

programs: the 90/10 model, one that usually starts in Kinder in which the curriculum is 

made up of 90% English and 10% of the second language, an 80/20 model, a 70/30 

model, and the 50/50 model where each model follows the language progression. Berens 

and Petitto (2013) and Thomas & Collier (2003) advocate that a 50/50 model 

supplemented with well-designed phonics support is better for all learners. Their research 

identifies advantages in reading and comprehension of the 50/50 model over the 90/10 

model. They suggest phonic support to compensate for the 50/50 model’s weakness in 

phonological awareness compared to the 90/10 model. In addition to this, demographics 

also play a vital role in this decision. Based on the U.S Census Bureau (2018), 

44,728,502 people live in the United States who are foreign-born and speak a different 

language other than English. In this, a total of 46.8% speak English at a minimum level. 
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According to Maxwell (2012), Texas contains 700-800 Dual Language programs, which, 

in comparison, tops all the other fifty states. Lopez (2013) suggested an increase in 

enrollment of a Two-Way Dual Language immersion program as the need has increased 

continuously over the years. Based on this, the lottery system has been implemented to 

generate the different names of those who participate in the program yearly. 

There are several benefits to having a Dual Language program. Thomas and 

Collier (2003) suggested that a Two-Way Dual Language program enables both native 

English speakers and second language learners to be educated in the same classroom. 

Also, the program provides: 

1. Bilingual instruction for a minimum of 6 years 

2. Establishes the learning curriculum (language arts) in both languages 

3. Promotes interdependence among students and teacher and students and their 

peers 

4. Encourages parent involvement with schools 

5. Supports student learning- in the second language, students learn from their peers 

6. Establishes cognitive development and promotes problem-solving 

7. Create cultural awareness and student diversity 

8. Establishes effective communication among students  

This approach allows non-ELs to grasp new concepts in a new language and second 

language learners to acquire the curriculum in English. What this, in turn, does is that it 

provides a conducive environment for learning as both students from different 

backgrounds can relate to the situation. García & Náñez (2011) suggested that in the 

United States, Spanish-speaking bilingualism is frequently associated with SES 



75 
 

 

disadvantages. Spanish-speaking students within the United States who participate in 

Dual Language programs acquire English during their elementary years while 

demonstrating high academic achievement at the end.  

Who are English Learners?  

 The term English Learners (ELs) refers to students who are from non-English 

speaking backgrounds or homes. As reported by the Department of Education, “More 

than 75 percent of ELs in 2014–15 was Hispanic or Latino but made up just 25 percent of 

all students. Asians also comprised a larger percentage of ELs than all students; about 5 

percent of all students were Asian, but Asians accounted for 11 percent of ELs. White 

students made up the third-largest share of ELs at 6 percent” (United States Department 

of Education, n.d.). ELs is classified under the umbrella of Limited English Proficient 

(LEP) at the federal level, which can be found in the NCLB Act of 2001.  These 

terminologies are used repeatedly in public school and some charter school that adds the 

Dual Language component.  Within the Texas education system, there are 774,808 (90%) 

students who speak Spanish, 14,393 (17%) speak Vietnamese, 8,258 (1%) speak Arabic, 

5,433 (0.6%) Chinese, and 48,804 students who speak another language.  

 Collier, Thomas, & Tinajero (2006) noted that Texas law mandates that public 

schools implement language programs once more than 20 ELs are in the same grade 

level. In research from Alanis (2000), 49% of Texas schools offer traditional bilingual’s 

education programs (TBE), and 38% offer English as a Second language programs 

(ESL). Bilingual programs are steadily changing over time; however, parents, teachers, 

and school administrators are learning of the long-term benefits of Dual Language 

programs.  
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 History of Texas Bilingual Education 

 The history of Texas bilingual education dates back to June 3, 1973, when the 

bilingual education and training act (S.B.121) was enacted by the sixty-third legislature 

signed by Governor Dolph Briscoe. This historic event marks a new turning point for 

Mexican American students (Rodríguez, n.d.). The law's bilingual education 

requirements were new and uncommon. The requirement that all Texas elementary public 

schools enroll twenty or more children with minimal English proficiency in a given grade 

level provide bilingual instruction was the key. The law gave educators the ability to 

teach in other languages apart from English and abolished the English-only teaching 

required by a law that dated back to 1918. Rodriguez (n.d) noted that the United States 

Commission on Civil Rights claimed in the early 1970s that Mexican Americans were 

discriminated against. If they were “caught speaking Spanish faced fines (a penny for 

every Spanish word), had to stand on a black square or were made to write I must not 

speak Spanish.” The consequences of separate and unequal schooling, the no-Spanish 

law, and other culturally exclusionary actions on the education of Mexican Americans 

were reported by the United States Commission on Civil Rights between 1971 and 1974. 

Traditional monolingual schools, according to the commission, fostered low academic 

results, demeaning pressures, and alienation among Mexican American students. Sévero 

Gómez, a TEA official, reported on the consequences of poor education at a conference 

in 1967. He claimed that approximately 89 percent of children with Spanish surnames 

who spoke Spanish as their first language dropped out of school. He went on to say that 

in one of the five largest Texas cities, 15% of the children had Spanish surnames but 

provided 90% of the dropouts (Rodriguez, n.d). The following figure, entitled Bilingual 
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Education in Texas (Kucuk, n.d.), provides a brief summary of the changes that have 

been made to the Texas bilingual system over the years. The depicted historical events 

include the beginning of bilingual education programs with the Civil Rights Act in the 

late 1960s and their continuation over time. The timeline concludes with the most recent 

national NCLB ruling in 2002. This section of historical perspectives does not cover all 

of the events depicted in the figure below. 

Figure 6. Bilingual Timeline in Texas 
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Figure 6. Showing a timeline of Texas Bilingual education history (Kucuk, n.d.), 

Adoption of a Dual Language Program Poses Difficulties 

 Obtaining a language has many complexities that necessitate extensive teacher 

training and education (Lachance, 2018). Locket, Veizi, and Song (2017) suggested that 

challenges, such as, the lack of language proficiency, the lack of human and financial 

capital, and a shortage of trained, certified Dual Language teachers are key factors 

influencing the adaptation of a Dual Language program. When young children are 

learning a new language, being placed in a program that only speaks one language can 

cause difficulties. Learning a new language is not only about vocabulary and grammar 

but a combination of various aspects of the language that, if a child is not properly 

trained, could lead to the development of the affective filter (Bell &Bogan, 2013). 

Though Dual Language continues to produce results, Lachance (2017) noted that 

qualified teachers with essential preparation are still needed and are still in short supply. 

While trying to address the need, some states have opted to reduce the number of Dual 

Language programs, while others are seeking resources (teachers) from other countries 

(Steill, Willis, Culliney, Robinson, Coldwell & Hobson, 2018). 

Per Steill et al. (2018), there are some benefits to having Dual Language teachers 

from different countries. The researcher suggested that their understanding of the 

language and context in which the language is being used allows for more students’ 

comprehension and language acquisition and application. Thomas & Collier (2012) 
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suggest that this shortage that is being faced by the Dual Language sector is a result of 

the inadequacy of teacher preparation programs. These preparation programs have 

limited target areas in dual languages (Molle, Sato, Boals, & Hedgspeth, 2015). Although 

there are certifications or courses available to help with instruction in such situations, the 

pedagogy remains unstructured and varied depending on the target language. As a result, 

teachers in these contexts use a variety of approaches and pedagogies to deliver education 

(Haley & Ferro, 2011). 

Summary 

This chapter addressed the impact of school leadership funding and student 

economic status on School Progress in Dual Language schools. In today’s educational 

society, where there is a constant change in leadership within schools, individuals need to 

recognize the importance of leadership and the need for leadership. While outlining the 

various topics, the chapter provides evidential material about how schools within Texas 

are affected by School Progress, funding, and the school socioeconomic status. School 

Progress is altered based on the school's SES and the amount of funding allocated 

towards a particular school. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate if there is a relationship between 

school leadership funding and socioeconomic status on School Progress in Dual 

Language schools. As researchers continue to investigate the various impact (positive or 

negative) of Dual Language on students' academic success and family relationships, it is 

still essential to recognize that these factors lead to a bigger picture, which is that of 

School Progress (Block, 2012). In agreement with the Texas Education Agency (TEA), 

School Progress measures how effectively students performed on their state examination 

(STAAR) for the current year compared to their performance last year. This also 

considers how well a school can fill gaps in students and potential growth (Texas 

Education Agency, 2019). Per Marian, Shook, and Schroeder (2013), ESL students are 

more reactive when instructions are given in their native language as opposed to other 

languages. Hence, Dual Language programs are quite essential as they bridge the gap 

between language barriers. They also stated that as schools continue to ponder upon the 

effect that this program has on students enrolled in it and an important decision.  

With the importance being placed on understanding, leaders need to recognize 

that it is essential for them to be aware of the possible outcomes of adopting a Dual 

Language program to serve better students whose first language is not English (Whitacre, 

2015).  This also considers the amount of funding that has been invested and the socio-

economic background of the institution. While Marian et al. (2013) suggest that it is a 

known factor that students who are engaged in a Dual Language program are highly 

successful, Block (2012) refer suggesting that if students whose first language is not 
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English do not participate in a Dual Language program, their test scores will continue to 

fall on Standardize test such as the STAAR examination.  

This quantitative study aimed to determine whether or not funding and SES 

impact the School Progress grade of Dual Language schools. This chapter describes how 

the researcher gathered data for the study and how the data was interpreted. Additionally, 

it also made mention of the various test that were used to analyze data or explore the 

results.  

For the purpose of this quantitative study, the following questions were answered: 

Q1. Is there a direct relationship between school funding and School Progress in    

Dual Language schools?  

Q2. Is there a direct relationship between students and school socioeconomic 

status on student achievement? 

Q3. How the distribution of funding contributes to academic performance?  

Q4. Does the distribution of funding predict School Progress? 

Q5. Is there a direct relationship between students’ SES on School Progress? 

Hypotheses 

 H10. No statistically significant relationship exists between the amount of money 

that is invested in a Dual Language school and the School Progress report. 

 H1a. A statically significant relationship exists between the amount of money that 

is invested in a Dual Language school and the School Progress report. 

 H20.  No statically significant relationship between students and school SES on 

student achievement. 
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 H2a. A statically significant relationship between students and school SES on 

student achievement. 

 H30. No statically significant relationship between the distribution of funding 

contributes to academic performance. 

 H3a. A statically significant relationship between the distribution of funding 

contributes to academic performance. 

 H40. No statically significant relationship between the distribution of funding 

predicts School Progress. 

 H4a. A statically significant relationship between the distribution of funding 

predicts School Progress. 

 H50. No statically significant relationship between students’ SES on School 

Progress. 

 H5a. A statically significant relationship between students’ SES on School 

Progress. 

Research Methods and Design 

 This primary quantitative analysis used a casual- comparative design to interpret 

the data. Casual-comparative design is used to determine the relationship between an 

independent variable and a dependent variable once an event or action has already taken 

place. Additionally, the ultimate researcher's goal is to establish whether or not the 

independent variables affect the outcome or dependent variable based on comparing two 

groups (Salkind, 2010).  This causal-comparative study allows the researcher to 

determine if school funding and socio-economic status cause a school to generate a high 

(A) or a low (F) School Progress report that is prepared yearly by the Texas Education 
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Agency (TEA).  The researcher planned to examine the possibilities of a causal 

relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable.  

Population 

 There is only one particular population that was of interest in this study of Dual 

Language elementary schools. For this study, the researcher collected a database on 

students' School Progress, financial reports, and socio-economic status.  The results 

highlighted the correlation of variables as it related to the School Progress report. The 

Hispanic population of selected schools was between 50.9% - 78%. All other students in 

the study were Asian, African American, white, or from other races. This study intended 

to observe several Dual Language schools within Texas with different School Progress 

grades to identify the contributing factors. 

Sample 

The cluster sampling technique was used for this quantitative study. Cluster 

sampling allowed the researcher to divide a population into smaller groups which were 

referred to as clusters. The sample was comprised of 250 schools within the state of 

Texas. The target population for this study was schools that are Dual Language, had a 

school rating of A-F, and were of a low, middle, and upper Socioeconomic status in order 

to make a comparison. 

  

 

 

 

 



84 
 

 

Method/Instruments 

 The researcher collected the financial reports of schools that were selected from 

TXschools.com for various districts across Texas. This was accessible from the Texas 

Education Agency (TEA), in which all data was public and showed a breakdown of how 

schools spent money. Additionally, the researcher collected the socio-economic status 

reports from the TAPR report of schools to utilize students' poverty levels and compared 

accountability and financial data.  According to the TEA website, the STAAR (State of 

Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness) assessment uses a design that provides 

information based on the number of improvements students have made in various testing 

subjects. This measure is based on the current year's score in comparison to the previous 

year's score for reading, language arts, and mathematics for grades 3-5. Therefore, the 

performance data was used to provide a comparison of growth among students yearly. 

Operational Definition of Variables 

 Several independent variables are part of the background characteristics of the 

school. Those include School Progress, school funding, student achievement, and school 

and students' socio-economic status. For this purpose, a Dual Language school teaches 

students a curriculum in both English and Spanish. The dependent variables were 

financials, student achievement, and socioeconomic status. For the first research question, 

school funding was the independent variable. Among the various school selected, the 50-

50 Dual Language model was used to carry out instruction daily. To execute this 

research, the researcher collected data from the TEA website that provided a breakdown 

of how the school spends its money, the overall School Progress, and its socioeconomic 

status.  
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 School funding. This variable was measured by observing the funding level and 

analyzing the combined state and local revenue provided through each state’s school 

finance formula, adjusted to account for regional variations in labor market costs. The 

state’s funding level grade is “determined by ranking its position relative to other states; 

the grade does not measure whether a state meets any particular threshold of funding 

level based on the actual cost of education resources necessary to achieve state or 

national academic standards” (Farrie, Kim & Sciaara, 2019, p.4). Within the state of 

Texas, the Texas education agency funding division is responsible for managing the 

Foundation school program (FSP). Under the Texas school financial law, the FSP 

determines the amount of money that is given to school districts for local and state 

funding (Texas education agency,2021). 

 Student achievement (TAPR). This variable was collected from the TEA 

website and was measured in the form of scores received from students based on the 

STAAR examination taken yearly. These results varied according to subjects. For this 

study, the researcher focused on student achievement in mathematics and reading 

language arts for grades 4-5th. 

 SES- This variable looked at students' economic level (lower class, lower middle 

class, middle class, and the upper class). Additionally, the variable also looked at students 

who qualified for free and reduced meals.  

Data Collection, Process, and Analysis.  

The data collection process gathered information from the TEA website, which 

has public access. The researcher collected the financial reports of selected schools, a 

breakdown of School Progress, student achievement, and students' SES in various ethnic 
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groups.  The research questions and null hypothesis was tested using fractional analysis 

and regression. The mentioned hypothesis was included in this section as statistical 

analysis can test the null hypothesis (Ali & Bhaskar,2016). The regression method was 

used as the researcher studies the projecting properties that the independent variable has 

one of the dependent variables. This also determined which known variable had an 

impact on the studied topic. A factorial analysis was used to examine the independent 

variables' interactions with the dependent variables and the impacts of the independent 

variables (statistic solution, 2020). The researcher used the Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS) software to run the data analysis.  

 Factorial Analyses 

 In this study, the factorial analysis reduced large individual items into smaller 

dimensions or numbers. There are several independent variables (IV) that were analyzed 

during the study. The factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used as it allowed the 

researcher to analyze more than the independent variable at any given time. ANOVA can 

be used when a research study contains two or more factors. This study is referred to as a 

factorial design. While referring to the independent variable as a factor, the design is 

popular within social science. There are several advantages to running an ANOVA. In 

particular, one suggests that “ANOVA requires fewer measurements to discover 

significant effect” (Burke, n.d, pp.11). Additionally, this provides information on how 

variables combine or interact based on their dependent variable effect. 

 Regression 

A casual comparative design seeks to find the relationship between an 

independent variable and a dependent variable. It is also classified as a non-experimental 
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design. Linear regression can be used for predictive analysis. Linear analysis can be used 

for non-experimental designs. According to Smith (2016), “In a causal comparative 

design the IV and DV are typically referred to as predictor and criterion quantitative 

variables. Data collected on the predictor (IV) and criterion variables (DV) for each 

participant in the study enabled regression analysis to compute an equation that related 

predicted (Y) scores to predictor (X) scores, which answered some of the research 

questions.” 

Limitations 

The researcher understood that there might be several contributing factors that 

differed results among participating schools.  This research study may not be used as a 

generalization for all Dual Language schools as the Dual Language models vary across 

the school. Importantly this study was only particular to one specific area, Dual 

Language. Additionally, in a causal-comparative study, the independent variable cannot 

be manipulated, in which the researcher has no control over the impacting variables.  

Delimitation: 

This study was delimited to Dual Language schools in Texas and those with a 

School Progress report indicated on the TEA accountability website. The results were 

generalized to Dual Language schools with an emphasis on English and Spanish. 

Summary  

 This chapter focused on establishing a methodology while providing the 

definitions of variables. The researcher analyzed the data relating to School Progress. 

Several reports were collected as a means of data from the TEA website.  The ANOVA 

and a Factorial Analysis were used to compare the independent variable to determine if 
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there was a relationship. This study aimed to determine the relationship between school 

funding and student SES on School Progress in Dual Language schools.  
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Chapter IV 

 This archival study addressed the impact of school leadership funding and 

student SES on School Progress in Dual Language schools within Texas. The test data 

analyzed were from the academic years 2017-2021 for STAAR test scores for Math and 

Reading grades 4 and 5, Instruction Funding (11), Instructional Leadership Funding (21), 

School Leadership Funding (23), and Curriculum Development Funding (13). This study 

aides Dual Language leaders in making financial decisions when spending school funds. 

The chapter was organized around five research questions that guided the study. This 

research aimed to examine quantitative district and state standardized test data and 

qualitative financial data from various schools and socioeconomic statuses. Additionally, 

the analysis of data provides a deeper understanding of School Progress in Dual 

Language schools. 

Demographic Data 

Demography is a branch of sociology in which researchers investigate the 

quantifiable statistics of a specific population (Lani, 2021). Statistics are used to identify 

and characterize subsets of populations at a given point in time. Age, gender, ethnicity, 

level of education, disabilities, employment, and SES are all common demographics, as 

are topic-specific characteristics (American Psychological Association, 2009). 

Demographic trends are historical changes in a population's demographics over time. For 

this study, 250 schools were selected across the state of Texas. Schools were selected 

from Houston Independent School District, Austin Independent School District, San 

Antonio Independent School District, College Station Independent School District, Dallas 

Independent School District, Tomball Independent School District, International 
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Leadership of Texas, Round Rock Independent School District, Clear Creek Independent 

School District, Fort Bend Independent School District, and Lamar Consolidated 

Independent School District. This chapter presents the result of the data analysis of the 

five stated research questions. 

Research Question 1 

Is there a relationship between school funding and School Progress in Dual Language 

schools?  

H1a. A statically significant relationship existed between the amount of money that was 

invested in a Dual Language school and the School Progress report. 

While computing the correlation test between school funding and School Progress to 

answer research question 1, there was an inverse correlation or a negative correlation 

where there was an r-value of -.207 and a p value or <0.001 as shown in table1for 

instruction funding (found in the appendix). When the correlation coefficient was less 

than zero, we had a negative (inverse) correlation. This indicated that both variables were 

moving in opposite directions. Additionally, any value between 0 and -1 indicated that 

the two securities moved in opposite directions. The relationship is said to be perfectly 

negatively correlated when r is -1. In interpreting this, it is critical for school leaders to 

allocate school funding in appropriate categories based on research data rather than 

randomly placing funding in the budget or investing more money in instructional design 

or instruction funding; it is more important to focus on investing less money in specific 

categories. Additionally, the Instruction Funding (11) does correlate with School 

Progress. 2020-21 projected Instruction Funding was one of the strong indicators that as 

more money was invested, there was a stronger inverse correlation (-.207). School 
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Leadership Funding (23) has an r-value of 0.48, which shows a positive correlation, and a 

p-value of < 0.455. It was not a significant contributor to School Progress. Therefore, one 

would reject the null hypothesis. Additionally, Curriculum/Staff Development (13) had 

an r-value of .112 and a p-value of >0.77, indicating that this was not a strong contributor 

to School Progress. However, what could be seen from this correlation was that as more 

money was invested, the performance went down, and as funding increased, 

performances decreased.  

Research Question 2 

Is there a relationship between students and school SES on student achievement? 

H2a. A statically significant relationship between students and school SES on student 

achievement. 

A Pearson correlation was computed to assess the relationship between students and 

socioeconomics on student achievement (STAAR Scores). From this test, it could be seen 

that there was a p (significance) value of .000, which indicated that there was a positive 

correlation between the two variables.  Additionally, it could be seen that SES had a 

stronger impact on 4th graders than it did on 5th graders, as more disadvantaged students 

tend to have lower academic performance, as shown in table 2 (appendix).  

Research Question 3 

How does the distribution of funding contribute to academic performance?  

H3a. A statically significant relationship between the distribution of funding contributes 

to academic performance. 

For this Statistical test, student achievement was used as the dependent variable, as 

shown in table3. A 2-tailed correlation test was done to determine the relationship 
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between the independent and dependent variables, as shown in table 3. A two-tailed test 

examined both sides of a given data range, as defined by the probability distribution. The 

probability distribution represented the likelihood of a specified outcome based on 

predetermined standards. This necessitated the establishment of a limit defining the 

range's highest (or upper), and lowest (or lower) accepted variable values. Any data point 

above the upper limit or below the lower limit was considered outside of the acceptance 

range and fell into the rejection range. From the data obtained in table 3, it could be seen 

that there was a direct correlation with a statistical p value of .000. This can be 

interpreted that as funding or spending increased; the STAAR scores increased. 

Additionally, it could be seen that for Instruction Funding (11) for the 2021 projected 

amount, there was a p value of .000 for both fourth and fifth graders in both math and 

reading language arts.  On the other hand, Curriculum/Staff Development (13) showed a 

negative or inverse correlation.  

Research Question 4 

4. Does the distribution of funding predict School Progress? 

H4a. A statically significant relationship distribution of funding predicts School Progress.   

In answering question 4, a liner region was computed to identify the predicting factors. 

Linear regression analysis predicts the value of one variable based on the value of 

another. For this test, School Progress was the dependent variable. Instruction Funding, 

Instructional Leadership Funding, School Leadership Funding, Curriculum/Staff 

Development, and SES were the independent variables. The linear regression showed that 

funding does predict School Progress to some degree, as there was an R-value of 0.40. 

Additionally, the independent variable identified with the strongest significance as a 
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predictor was Instruction Funding (11) across all years (2017-2021 school years).  

Additionally, the SES factor was also a significant predictor of a School's Progress grade. 

Research Question 5 

Is there a relationship between students’ SES on School Progress? 

H5a. A statically significant relationship between students’ SES on School Progress. 

To answer question 5, a correlation test, as shown in table 5 (appendix), was done. While 

observing the data, there was a direct relationship between students’ SES and School 

Progress with a p value of .000. This was interpreted that the higher the SES as 

disadvantaged, the lower the School Progress grade of the sample (N=250).  

Procedural Fidelity  

Implementing a research plan as intended is referred to as procedural fidelity 

(PF). Measuring PF should be done not to meet minimum publication requirements but to 

provide useful information to implementers, researchers, and research consumers. 

Measurement of PF necessitates careful thought and planning. It should include the 

following steps: naming essential steps to be completed in each condition, defining each 

step, selecting a measurement system, determining which analysis is beneficial, training 

observers, conducting observations, analyzing fidelity, identifying discrepancies, and 

reporting adequate data to consumers. Careful measurement and reporting of PF data will 

better understand which interventions are effective, for whom, and under what conditions 

(Ledford & Gast, 2014). All quantitative data were carefully revied and analyzed. Several 

tests, including correlation, regression, and ANOVA, answered the 5th research question. 

This study conducted an extensive review of the data while ensuring that results were 

reported as observed.  
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Summary 

This chapter presented the results of the statical test that were done. Based on 

these results, funding was not a direct predictor but was an essential aspect of School 

Progress. Funding, specifically Instruction Funding (11), was a strong predictor of 

student progress.  Leadership Funding (23) was not a direct predictor of School Progress. 

However, Leadership Funding was an essential factor in the daily operation of a school as 

this funding code looks at the direct management of school campuses. Curriculum/Staff 

Development Funding (13) was also essential for a school but was not a direct predictor 

of School Progress. Additionally, SES was also a direct predictor of School Progress, as 

the higher the SES percentage, the lower the School Progress grade and vice versa. This 

chapter discussed the research questions answered, the type and design of the current 

study, demographic, data collection, and analyses for each research question.  
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Chapter V 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND 

CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

Two hundred fifty schools were examined in chapter 4. The study examined the 

impact of School Funding allocations in the following budget codes (11,13,21,23) with 

specific emphasis on School Leadership Funding (23), and students’ SES on School 

Progress in Dual Language schools. This study looked at the different types of funding, 

such as, School Leadership Funding, Instruction Funding, Instructional Leadership 

Funding, and Curriculum/Staff Development Funding, and their impact on School 

Progress in a Dual Language school. Additionally, the study considered student SES as 

an additional factor contributing to the School Progress grade. The findings were 

presented in chapter four and are discussed in chapter 5 to give a clear direction for the 

outcomes. This chapter offers conclusions about the financial findings of school 

leadership funding and its implications and SES on School Progress. 

Discussion 

According to research on school leadership, school leaders have a major impact 

on student accomplishment by influencing classroom instruction, organizational 

conditions, community support, and setting the teaching and learning environment in 

school, according to research on school leadership (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty,2004). 

Education is a human capital asset (Burgess, 2016); thus, all children have the right to an 

adequate and proper education (Ostrander, 2015). To successfully implement and sustain 

Dual Language schools, school leaders must be able to negotiate and resist top-down 
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policies and external pressures that promote English-only instruction. Under House Bill 

3, funding is allocated for Dual Language schools based on a weight to allotment 

formula. With the use of adequate research, leaders of Dual Language schools should be 

able to invest the correct amount of money in the necessary funding categories in order to 

ensure success in School Progress. To carry out the daily operations of a school, funding 

is essential. Having an idea of the importance of funding will allow leaders to invest the 

correct amount of money in the different areas of school operation. These extreme 

disparities in spending have an effect, and a large body of research suggests that money 

does matter in education. When school districts spend their money wisely, they achieve 

better results, such as higher test scores, higher graduation rates, and other indicators of 

student achievement. 

More money also helps to ensure that students have access to schools with better 

facilities and a more comprehensive range of curriculum options. This has clear 

implications for the public school system because students who do not receive their fair 

share of funds do not have an equal opportunity to compete with their more advantaged 

peers. Inequities extend beyond monetary value. Core services, which make a significant 

difference in instructional quality and student performance, are routinely unavailable to 

students in low-income schools compared to higher-income schools. From chapter four 

results, we saw a negative or an indirect correlation between the funding and the school's 

progress. This implied that money is essential, but the right amount must be invested in 

the correct category to improve School Progress. Additionally, it could be said that there 

is a particular threshold that governs funding and how it is distributed or spent within a 

school district. Instruction Funding (11), as data suggested, is a direct predictor of student 
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achievement with is a major factor in School Progress. Instruction Funding is used for the 

direct intervention between teachers and students and the expenses for direct classroom 

instruction and other activities that enhances learning situations. As a leader of a Dual 

Language school, research suggests that to have a successful student achievement, 

leaders must invest in instruction funding. With limited funding available for Dual 

Languages, school leaders must plan accordingly when budgeting. Moving around money 

is a vital aspect of having enough money to invest in priority categories such as school 

leadership and instruction funding. However, this study shows that it is not just about 

investing a lot of money but the correct amount, as there is a particular threshold that 

governs funding for these funding categories. 

 While the results show that the label “economic disadvantage” is a direct 

predictor of School Progress, schools that generally have a student with a higher SES 

percentage usually have a lower School Progress grade than those with a lower SES 

percentage. The central factor that leaders must consider is that funding must be placed 

so that it helps to increase the results for the economically disadvantaged students, which 

should increase student progress and eventually improve School Progress. School 

Funding debates must look beyond the raw numbers to determine whether students have 

equitable access to the resources they need to succeed, such as early childhood education, 

quality teachers, and exposure to challenging curricula. School leaders must focus their 

attention on identifying what percentage of funds should be allocated for school districts 

and/or campuses to be successful. School finance should include additional funds for 

low-income pupils in order to eliminate across-state disparities. Low-income pupils 

require additional cash to tackle poverty difficulties. According to Martin, Boser, Benner, 
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and Baffour (2018), pupils from low-income families demand twice as much money as 

students from wealthier families.  These funds should be used to recruit qualified 

teachers, develop curricula, and fund programs, such as, early childhood education. It is 

more expensive to educate low-income pupils and provide them with a comprehensive 

education. Low-income pupils require large additional expenditures to address poverty 

difficulties. Increases in school investment result in better educational and economic 

outcomes for all students, according to research, although these effects are particularly 

obvious for children from low-income homes. Additional financing should aid in the 

recruitment of highly trained teachers, the improvement of curriculum, and the funding of 

additional programs, such as, early childhood education. Weighted student funding, 

which differentiates school budgeting depending on the demographics of each school's 

student population, can support excellent programs that have the greatest impact on the 

student population. Yes, funding has a direct relationship with student progress; however, 

this funding should be placed so that it helps to offset other contributing factors that 

might hinder the desirable School Progress. In the data shown in Table 2 in the 

Appendix, one can see that as instruction funding and leadership funding increased, there 

was also an increase in students’ performance. Therefore, if leaders are considering an 

increase in students’ performance, they should look at both instructional findings and 

leadership funding to determine whether they have sufficiently funded both of those 

areas. If, upon analysis, the leader determines that these areas are underfunded, they 

would need to examine other areas of funding in their budget, possibly transferring from 

different funds, to maximize growth in student performance.  In looking at the 2020-2021 

projected percentage for instructional funding, leadership funding, and curriculum 
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development, it is evident that more money was added to offset the effects of COVID-19. 

However, the short-term investment did not increase School Progress. Instruction 

Funding was an influential factor that showed significance in math and reading for the 

fourth and fifth graders. The research results indicated that investing in human capital, 

particularly teachers, is more beneficial than investing in curriculum development. 

Investing in education is critical to achieving the global agenda for sustainable 

development, as well as recovering from the COVID-19 crisis and developing citizens 

capable of addressing future global challenges (Vargas-Tamez, n.d.). Having a well-

designed curriculum is important, but an essential part of implementing the curriculum is 

having a well-trained educator who possesses the knowledge and skills required to 

successfully implement the curriculum. This researcher aims not to discourage leaders 

from investing in a well-equipped curriculum; however, it shows that leaders must invest 

in highly qualified educators and classroom resources that promote student learning.  

 Looking at an overall percentage of the budget, it is evident that the combination 

of Instruction Funding, Leadership Funding, and Curriculum/Staff Development Funding 

corresponds to positive School Progress. However, as you take from one budget code and 

transfer it to a funding budget code, one can observe that the increase in a funding budget 

code starts to show a change depending on which budget code has a significant 

investment and the response to the increased funding. Therefore, if we are looking to 

overcome the gap in education due to an economic disadvantage, the research shows that 

money should be placed in Instruction Funding. To maximize student achievement, 

leaders should consider the allocation amount that is placed on Instruction Funding. 

 



100 
 

 

Implications 

The study was conducted to determine the impact of School Leadership Funding 

and student SES on School Progress in Dual Language schools. While Dual Language 

schools are funded similarly to that of its counterpart (regular public schools), there are 

different approaches that Dual Language school leaders must take to ensure that the 

needs of the Dual Language students are met. Following is a discussion of the 

implications of the research questions and the hypothesis outcome. 

The correlation between school funding and School Progress was examined in 

question one. Is there a statistical significance between School Leadership Funding and 

School Progress in a Dual Language school? The null hypothesis that there was no 

statistical significance between school funding and School Progress in Dual Language 

schools for the years 2017-2021 was rejected. The alternative hypothesis that there was a 

statistical significance between School Leadership Funding and School Progress in Dual 

Language schools was supported (Appendix table1). The correlation showed a positive 

correlation while the percentage of funding was low and an indirect correlation when the 

percentage was increased across the school years.  

The correlation of the relationship between students and SES on student 

achievement was examined in research question two. Is there a relationship between 

students and SES on student achievement in Dual Language schools?  The null 

hypothesis that there is no statistical relationship between students and SES on student 

achievement was rejected. The alternative hypothesis that there is statical significance 

between student and socioeconomic on student achievement was accepted and supported 

(appendix table2). The correlation was consistent across the school years of 2017-2021.  
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The significance of how the distribution of funding contributes to academic 

performance was evaluated in research question 3. The null hypothesis that there was no 

statistical significance was rejected, and the alternative hypothesis that there was 

statistical significance was supported and accepted. The two-tailed test showed that as the 

funding increased across the school years, students' achievements went, especially when 

funding was invested in Instruction Funding.  

The prediction of School Progress was evaluated in research question four. Does 

the distribution of funding predict School Progress in Dual Language schools? The null 

hypothesis was no statistical significance between the distribution of funding predicting 

School Progress in Dual Language schools. Therefore, it could be concluded that 

Instruction Funding expenditures were all significant predictors of School Progress over 

the years. Instructional Leadership was not a direct predictor in the 2017-2018 school 

year. School Leadership and Curriculum/Staff Development Funding were not significant 

predictors. Although School Leadership and Curriculum/Staff Development Funding 

were not direct predictors, the null hypothesis was rejected. 

The direct relationship between SES on School Progress was evaluated in 

question 5. Is there a direct relationship between SES on School Progress? The null 

hypothesis that there was no statistical significance between SES on School Progress was 

rejected, and the alternative that there is a statistically significant relationship was 

accepted and supported. Therefore, it could be concluded that SES was a direct predictor 

of School Progress. The higher the school SES percentage, the lower the progress grade, 

and the lower the SES percentage, the higher the progress grade.  
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Recommendation for practice  

Every school district in Texas is guaranteed a certain amount of funding for each 

student. State lawmakers set the base amount per student, and it is currently $5,140. 

Many educators argue that the state should raise that base number regularly, at least in 

line with inflation, to ensure that all schools receive adequate funding. However, the 

amount has remained unchanged for the past four years. Hoffman, Wiggall, Dereshiwsky 

& Emanuel (2013) suggested that funding schools should be a top priority for the entire 

country. Even though each school district has unique needs and educational goals, it is 

critical that all school districts be adequately, equally, and equitably funded. Adequate 

funding is a prerequisite for school districts to secure the resources needed to achieve 

goals and meet state mandates. 

While funding is essential for a school to carry out its daily operation, the Texas 

educational policymakers should prioritize the various percentage that should be invested 

in each funding category to ensure effective usage. They must determine whether 

decisions affecting the educational process improve or reduce the School Progress grade 

in Dual Language schools in Texas. Goff (2018) suggested that school administrators and 

policymakers must be more innovative, resulting in educational innovation in one state 

and across the country. Involving the entire audience, such as the community, parents, 

policymakers, and students, are part of the audience. Globalizing education is another 

way to be innovative. Globalizing education will enable educators to network and share 

resources with other schools across the United States and beyond. Educators will be able 

to obtain new ideas for successful educational processes that can improve school funding 

through network sharing.  The focus of this study was to investigate the impact of School 
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Leadership Funding and students’ SES on School Progress in Dual Language schools. 

While conducting this study, to identify different funding patterns for school districts, 

multiple years of data were needed. Those patterns could serve as key guideposts for 

school districts as they plan their fund growth initiatives. 

Recommendations For Further Research 

This study was conducted to make an additional contribution to the current and 

existing literature on school funding for 4th and 5th grades in Dual Language schools. 

There may be demands for school policy changes regarding school funding in Dual 

Language schools. Further research may help researchers gather additional information to 

better understand the relationship between school funding and School Progress. Data was 

collected to test five research questions relating to this goal. The Data was examined in 

which various conclusions were made. 

The first recommendation for future research would be to conduct a mixed study 

to gain leaders' opinions on how much to invest in each financial spending category and 

the various contributing factors. Secondly, to investigate the threshold percentage amount 

determining the point at which leaders will not receive any additional gains. Thresholds 

enable quality measures to assess the quality of business process models. Furthermore, by 

applying the criteria, we will determine whether the quality of a given statistic is good or 

bad. Finally, with the threshold values determined, leaders may analyze and understand 

quality metrics' values based on the threshold values corresponding to each funding 

category. 

Additionally, leaders should classify the threshold values by domain for each 

measure, validating the premise that the threshold values differ depending on the funding 
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category. Additionally, a threshold would provide leaders with the amount of money to 

invest in different funding categories to get maximum returns. Thresholds also help 

leaders spend money wisely when less money is available to the district. Finally, an 

additional recommendation would be to compare Dual Language schools' financial 

investments in comparison to schools outside of Texas.  

Conclusion  

The finding of this study expanded the work of previous researchers in the area of 

school funding in Dual Language schools. This research investigation revealed that 

school leadership funding impacts School Progress in Dual Language schools, whether 

negative or positive. As the American people continue to disagree on how much the 

federal government should contribute to the cost of public education (Brimley, Verstegen 

& Garfield, 2012), the cost of unfunded mandates has forced schools in the United States 

to tread carefully. A school's operating budget is always a critical component and a top 

priority for the Superintendent and Business Administrator, but it is delegated to the 

building principal (Goff, 2018). 

Successful schools meet all of their student's needs, both inside and outside of the 

classroom, to help them become productive, empowered learners. They create and 

implement programs that provide all students with a rich educational experience while 

supporting their academic and social/emotional growth, allowing them to develop the 

skills needed to flourish in an ever-changing environment. These schools tailor 

instruction to individual students, taking advantage of technological advancements. They 

also allow students to explore vocations and develop their abilities and interests, 

particularly through community connections. Lynch, 2015; Serdyukov, 2017 suggested 
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that successful schools run smoothly and encourage high levels of academic 

accomplishment. The district operational budget is always a crucial component and a top 

priority for the Superintendent and school board, although it is delegated to the building 

principal. School budgets are a hot topic during election season since property taxes fund 

a growing portion of school budgets in Texas. Most municipal funding for Texas public 

schools comes from an M&O property tax paid on local taxable values. Each school 

district establishes its own M&O tax rate per $100 of taxable property valuation. One of 

the most important aspects of the 2006 school funding reforms was the reduction of local 

property tax rates across the state. It accomplished this by imposing a compressed tax rate 

(CTR) on each district. The CTR of a district is equal to its 2005 M&O tax rate 

multiplied by a state-set 66.7 percent, which effectively reduces the 2005 rate by one-

third (Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, n.d.). 

School Funding is an essential factor of School Progress. Understanding the 

different funding categories and the specific amount of funding to be invested and its 

threshold can benefit organizational success. As public-school leader, the implications 

from my study help school leaders to understand that in order for students to achieve at a 

higher level, the money must be allocated in the correct funding category (Instruction 

Funding).  
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Appendices  

Table 1: Showing the Correlation between School Leadership Funding 

and School Progress 

Correlation  School Letter Grade 

 
Significance (p 
value) 

r value 

Instruction Funding 2017-18 0.801 0.16 

Instructional Leadership 0.777 0.18 

Instruction Funding 2019-20 0.321 -0.63 

Instruction Funding 
Projected 2020-21 

0.001 -0.207 

Instructional Leadership 
2017-18 

0.15 -0.154 

Instructional Leadership 
2018-19 

0.954 -0.004 

Instructional Leadership 
2019-20 

0.004 -0.181 

Instructional Leadership 
Projected 2020-21 

0.162 -0.089 

School Leadership 2017-
2018 

0.143 0.093 

School Leadership 2018-19 0.587 0.035 

School Leadership 2019-20 0.455 0.048 

School Leadership projected 
2020-21 

0.638 0.03 

Curriculum/Staff 
Development 2017-18 

0.44 -0.49 

Curriculum/Staff 
Development 2018-19 

0.07 .115 

Curriculum/Staff 
Development 2019-20 

0.033 .135 

Curriculum/Staff 
Development Projected 
2020-21 

0.077 .112 
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Table2: Showing Correlation of Funding with Student achievement 
 

Correlations 

Correlation of Students Progress (STAAR Score) and School Leadership Funding 

 

Funding Categories  
4Th Grade 5Th Grade 

Math RLA Math RLA 

Correlation  
P 

Value 
r 

value 
P 

value 
r 

value 
P 

value 
r 

value 
P 

value 
r 

value 

Instruction funding 
2017-18 

.103 -.108 .161 -0.93 .383 -.059 .170 -0.93 

Instructional 
Leadership 

.103 -.108 .162 -.093 .384 -.059 .172 -.092 

Instructional Funding 
2019-20 

.130 .100 .319 .066 .152 .097 .005 .188 

Instruction Funding 
Projected 2020-21 

.000 .303 .000 .321 .024 .152 .000 .273 

Instructional 
Leadership 2017-18 

.601 .035 .904 -.008 .006 .331 .007 .182 

Instructional 
Leadership 2018-19 

.131 -.100 .074 -.118 .599 -.036 .438 -.052 

Instructional 
Leadership 2019-20 

.074 .118 .420 .053 .029 .147 .001 .221 

Instructional 
Leadership projected 
2020-21 

.911 0.77 .807 -.016 .591 .036 .267 .075 

School Leadership 
2018-19 

.766 -.020 .610 -.034 0.93 .114 .655 -.030 

School leadership 
2019-20 

.010 -.170 .004 -.191 .382 0.59 .135 -.101 

Curriculum/Staff 
Development 2017-18 

.393 .057 .923 .006 .309 .069 .504 .046 

Curriculum/Staff 
Development 2019-20 

.008 -.174 .178 -.089 .074 -.121 .012 -.174 

Curriculum/staff 
development Projected 
2020-21 

.772 0.19 .498 .045 .595 -.036 .657 -.004 
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Table 3: Regression of Funding and School Progress  

Model Summary (School letter grade) 
 

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
.40 .16 .10 1.12 

 

 

ANOVA (School letter grade) 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 52.69 16 3.29 2.63 .001 
Residual 284.39 227 1.25   
Total 337.08 243    

 

 

Coefficients (School letter grade) 

 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

 
t 

 
Sig. 

B Std. Error B
e
t
a 

(Constant) 10.84 1.92 .00 5.64 .000 
Instructionfunding201718 -.05 .02 -18.18 -3.04 .003 
Instructional Leadership .05 .02 18.19 3.04 .003 
Instructionfunding201920 -.01 .01 -.10 -1.47 .144 
Instructionfunding202021projected -.10 .02 -.29 -4.24 .000 
InstructionalLeadership201718 -.07 .14 -.05 -.55 .584 
instructionalLeadership201819 .00 .02 .02 .24 .808 
InstructionalLeadership201920 -.20 .13 -.15 -1.58 .115 
InstructionalLeadership202021Proj
ected 

-.01 .02 -.04 -.55 .581 

SchoolLeadership201718 .06 .05 .08 1.06 .288 
SchoolLeadership201819 -.04 .05 -.06 -.67 .505 
SchoolLeadership201920 .03 .06 .04 .45 .656 
SchoolLeadership202021Projected .01 .01 .03 .52 .606 
CurriculumStaffdevelopment20172
018 

.00 .01 -.01 -.22 .823 
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 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

 
t 

 
Sig. 

B Std. 
Error 

B
et
a 

CurriculumStaffdevelopment201
819 

-.01 .03 -.01 -.19 .85
2 

CurriculumStaffdevelopment201
920 

.01 .06 .01 .08 .93
4 

CurriculumStaffdevelopment202
021Projected 

.06 .06 .08 1.09 .27
6 

Table 4: Regression of Funding and SES. 

 
Model Summary (School letter grade) 

 

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
 

.46 .21 .15 1.08 

 

ANOVA (School letter grade) 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 71.74 17 4.22 3.59 .000 
Residual 265.34 226 1.17   
Total 337.08 243    

 

Coefficients (School letter grade) 

 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

 
t 

 
Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) 8.36 1.96 .00 4.26 .000 
Instructionfunding201718 -.04 .01 -17.78 -3.07 .002 
Instructional Leadership .05 .01 17.78 3.07 .002 
Instructionfunding201920 -.01 .01 -.09 -1.35 .179 
Instructionfunding202021projected -.08 .02 -.23 -3.51 .001 
InstructionalLeadership201718 -.08 .13 -.05 -.58 .562 
instructionalLeadership201819 .00 .02 .01 .12 .904 
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 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

 
t 

 
Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
InstructionalLeadership201
920 

-.20 .12 -.15 -
1.64 

.103 

InstructionalLeadership202
021Projected 

-.01 .02 -.04 -.65 .513 

SchoolLeadership201718 .07 .05 .09 1.27 .207 
SchoolLeadership201819 -.03 .05 -.04 -.52 .604 
SchoolLeadership201920 -.01 .06 -.02 -.20 .842 
SchoolLeadership202021Pr
ojected 

.01 .01 .03 .45 .656 

CurriculumStaffdevelopme
nt20172018 

-.01 .01 -.03 -.46 .647 

CurriculumStaffdevelopme
nt201819 

.00 .03 .00 .04 .965 

CurriculumStaffdevelopme
nt201920 

.01 .06 .02 .22 .827 

CurriculumStaffdevelopme
nt202021Projected 

.07 .06 .10 1.30 .195 

Economic disadvantage .01 .00 .26 4.03 .000 
 
Table5: Showing a Regression for Instructional Funding and Economic Disadvantage 

Model Summary (School letter grade) 
 

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

.37 .14 .12 1.10 

 

ANOVA (School letter grade) 

 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 47.12 5 9.42 7.84 .000 

Residual 291.06 242 1.20   

Total 338.18 247    
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Coefficients (School letter grade) 

 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

 
t 

 
Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

(Constant) 7.01 1.74 .00 4.02 .000 

Instructionfunding201718 -.06 .01 -22.00 -3.96 .000 

Instructional Leadership .06 .01 22.01 3.96 .000 

Instructionfunding201920 -.01 .01 -.05 -.77 .440 

Instructionfunding202021proj
ec 

-.07 .02 -.20 -3.10 .002 

Economic disadvantage .01 .00 .21 3.44 .001 

 

Table 6. Showing a Correlation between Students Achievement (STAAR Scores) and 

SES 

Correlations 

 

  
STAAR_RLA_Aver
age4 

 
STAAR_Math_
Average4 

 
STAAR_RLA_Avera

ge5 

STAAR_RLA_
Average4 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

1.000 .876 .835 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

 .000 .000 

 N 230 230 220 
STAAR_Math
_Average4 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

.876 1.000 .809 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.000  .000 

 N 230 230 220 
STAAR_RLA_
Average5 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

.835 .809 1.000 
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 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.000 .000  

 N 220 220 221 
STAAR_Math
_Average5 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

.434 .450 .519 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 

 N 220 220 218 
Economic 
disadvantage 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

-.589 -.422 -.468 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 

 N 230 230 221 
 
 
 
 

    

  Economic  
STAAR_Math_Aver
age5 

disadvantage 

STAAR_RLA_
Average4 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

.434 -.589 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.000 .000 

 N 220 230 
STAAR_Math
_Average4 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

.450 -.422 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.000 .000 

 N 220 230 
STAAR_RLA_
Average5 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

.519 -.468 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.000 .000 

 N 218 221 
STAAR_Math
_Average5 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

1.000 -.164 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

 .015 

 N 221 221 
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Economic 
disadvantage 

Pears
on 
Correl
ation 

-.164 1.000 

 Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

.015  

 N 221 250 
 



139 
 

 

Table 7. Showing the correlation of SES and School Progress  

Correlations 

 

 Economic 
disadvantage 

School letter grade 

Economic 
disadvantage 

Pearson Correlation 1.000 .249 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
 N 250 250 

School letter grade Pearson Correlation .249 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
 N 250 250 

 

 

 

 

 


