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NO CHILD  
LEFT BEHIND:
HOW THE POLICY WORKS TO  
FURTHER ENTRENCH EDUCATIONAL 
INEQUALITY IN TEXAS

THE NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND (NCLB) ACT seeks to improve 
the quality of education for students of all backgrounds and 
rekindle hope for our “neediest” children.1 The passionate 

political rhetoric and promise of $200 billion in funding that accom-
panied the passage of NCLB in 2001 seemed like an ideal solution for 
the long-entrenched problem of inequality in America’s education 
system.2 Indeed, many academics have examined and applauded the 
strides made by NCLB in dealing with the perplexing issue. Their 
claims are often well documented, and to a certain extent, it would 
be ludicrous to argue that NCLB does nothing to reduce inequal-
ity in education. I contend, however, that on balance NCLB does 
much more to reinforce educational inequality by obfuscating the 
detrimental outcomes of the policy behind a well-designed mirage 
of political rhetoric. 

Much debate surrounds the No Child Left Behind Act as a 
policy. Critics argue that poor implementation and insufficient 
funding of NCLB actually work to exacerbate inequality, but this 
critique alone lacks the incriminating strength of an attack on the 
design and approach of NCLB. If NCLB was genuinely intended 
and appropriately designed to reduce educational inequality and 
failed to do so because of technical missteps in the implementation 
or inadequate funding, then every argument could be rebutted 
by simply improving the process or fully funding the program. 
Instead, I assert that NCLB is fundamentally misguided and so 
poorly designed in its current form that it could never achieve the 
principle implicit in its name. This paper is aimed at discrediting 
the ill-conceived ideology and flawed methodology of NCLB in 
the hopes that new policy approaches, which could play a serious 
role in reducing educational inequality in the United States, will 
emerge in the near future. 



LBJ JOURNAL OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

48 NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND SPRING/SUMMER 2005

meaningless.12 Kingsbury and coauthors found 
that the variance among students of the same grade 
level between 12 selected states was vast in every 
subject.13 In third grade, reading proficiency ranged 
from the 67th percentile to the 13th percentile.14 
Texas was one of the states that set the cut score at 
the 13th percentile.15 In eighth grade reading, the cut 
scores ranged from the 74th to the 12th percentile.16 
The implications of such a wide variance cannot 
be overstated. Telling a school, parent, teacher, or 
student that a certain score is proficient has become 
almost meaningless, yet the consequences can be 
enormous for the future of everyone involved. The 
vast disparity in passing rates across the country is 
a natural result of the disparity of cut scores. 

Second, the wide range of passing rates makes 
state-to-state comparisons impossible. What does 

it mean for a school to be 
judged as passing by a large 
margin in one state, when 
that same school would 
be deemed a clear failure 
in another? It is true that 
states are at different levels 
of education quality and 
should have some flexibil-
ity to define success in their 
own systems. However, the 
pressure to set cut scores is 
clearly more influenced by 
the high stakes outcomes 

of the tests than by the true variance of educational 
opportunity. For example, in Arkansas no schools 
have failed to meet the proficiency standard, while 
over 1500 have failed in Michigan.17 The lack of 
consistency exposes an administrative design flaw 
in NCLB.

Third, the United States Department of Educa-
tion has tried to enforce reasonable standards, but 
it has no authority under the current law to force 
changes on state education departments. In some 
states, education departments have even joined 
with the U.S. Department of Education in asking 
other state legislatures to change the proficiency 
standards to more accurately reflect the true quality 
of education.18 However, states have to weigh the 
possibility of decreased funding if they raise cut 
scores. In the end, a lack of administrative oversight 
ensures that states will continue to use inconsistent 
and inadequate measures of proficiency. 

Fourth, the system of rewards and punishments 
has been reversed. States that set high standards 
are much more likely to find the majority of their 
schools under sanction.19 Meanwhile, schools that 

NCLB does much…to 
reinforce educational 
inequality by obfuscating the 
detrimental outcomes of the 
policy behind a well-designed 
mirage of political rhetoric.

THE RIGHT NAME FOR THE WRONG POLICY

H. L. Mencken, an early 20th century newspaper 
editor and writer, said, “For every complex problem 
there is an answer that is clear, simple, and wrong.”3 
Neither the clear ideology nor the simple method-
ology of NCLB is capable of solving the complex 
quagmire of educational inequality. 

The design of NCLB is flawed at its core. Most 
critically, it requires the federal government to 
intervene heavily in education policy, which has 
historically been the responsibility of states. It does 
so by using fiscal influence to press for major struc-
tural changes while simultaneously devolving the 
power and application of the programs back to the 
states and local governments.4 

NCLB aims to achieve “stronger accountability 
for results” throughout the 
various levels of federal, 
state, and local authorities 
by imposing a strict system 
of fiscal rewards and pun-
ishments based on student 
performance and by plac-
ing high stakes on success.5 
However, NCLB permits 
local entities enormous lati-
tude to define “success” for 
their programs. It is analo-
gous to allowing gamblers 
to change the rules of a high-dollar blackjack game 
to suit the hand they have been dealt. The structure 
of the policy presents a contradiction of interests 
that leads to visible problems throughout the entire 
education system. 

NCLB requires that states reach a 100 percent 
proficiency target in 12 years.6 This means that all 
students and all subgroups of students must make 
progress each year toward that goal.7 Each state can 
decide where to set the initial percentage of how 
many students must pass in order for a school to 
be judged acceptable.8 Schools that set low passing 
rates initially will have to make more progress in 
later years.9 This flexibility creates some inconsis-
tency, but it is not the major problem. The larger 
issue is that each state is given broad discretion to 
define what constitutes “proficient” on tests for each 
grade.10 Furthermore, each year states can choose to 
alter the number of questions that students must an-
swer correctly in order to be judged proficient.11 

As they tackle these requirements, states, in-
cluding Texas, have faced numerous problems. 
First, the variance of standards between states is so 
broad that the concept of proficiency has become 
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America’s educational system.31 Schools that tend 
to have high drop-out rates and a small percentage 
of students going on to college are deemed failing.32 
These failing schools have historically struggled 
for equal resources and appropriate recognition in 
a system in which schools with large populations 
of poor minorities and limited English proficiency 
learners are already chronically underfunded. 
Efforts to equalize funding have been pursued 
through state court systems, but because of passive 
resistance from state agencies, legislatures, and 
wealthy schools districts, they have experienced 
limited success.33 

Under the current system, even a well-designed 
test standardized across states will reinforce in-
equality by using a status standard instead of a 
growth standard.34 The reason is because schools 
with high numbers of low-performing students 
will find it much more difficult to meet NCLB stan-
dards than schools that bring in high-performing 
students.35 Kim and Sunderman found that reliance 
on the NCLB status test reflects more accurately 
differences in student backgrounds than school 
quality.36 Alternative tests gauged progress over 
time and found similarities in achievement between 
groups of schools that both met and failed to meet 
AYP standards.37 NCLB further perpetuates the 
equality problem by mandating that funds be linked 
directly to success that is defined more by student 
demographics than by quality pedagogy. 

The implications of these issues indicate a trou-
blesome outlook for educational equality. Schools 
that are succeeding in the toughest of educational 
environments are being labeled failures by NCLB 
because of low relative test scores.38 The high-stakes 
consequences of NCLB tests and their effects on 
funding for these schools will be devastating.39 
Successful approaches will be labeled as failures; 
funding will be diverted; the perception of stu-
dents, teachers, parents, and the public will further 
diverge from reality; and consequently, inequality 
will deepen.40 

Advocates for educational equality and state 
leaders such as Governor Bill Richardson of New 
Mexico have actively lobbied the Education Depart-
ment to allow the use of a growth model to meet 
NCLB requirements.41 However, this type of change 
seems unlikely considering the radical transforma-
tion it would require to move to a growth model 
system. 

Texas recently took on the problem of testing and 
accountability. In the spring of 2004, the Texas Joint 
Select Committee on Education Finance was asked 
to look into the possibility of applying a growth 

set low standards are celebrated and their politi-
cians can proclaim that they are meeting the needs 
of their students.20 Naturally, states that initially set 
high standards are going to feel pressure to realign 
their standards to join what has become a race to 
the bottom. While the Department of Education 
is lobbying state legislatures to raise standards, 
many states are actually lowering their standards to 
compete with the “successful” states.21 The poorly 
designed policy leads to incentives that move in 
direct opposition to the stated values of “stronger 
accountability.”22 

The situation in Texas illustrates how powerful 
this perverse incentive can be.23 The Texas State 
Board of Education significantly lowered the pro-
ficiency standard for the third grade reading tests 
so that students only have to answer 20 out of 36 
questions, or 55 percent, correctly.24 Like many 
other states Texas did so to avoid the possibility 
of NCLB sanctions.25 States at the lower ends of 
the proficiency spectrum have more motivation 
to lower their standards than they do to lobby for 
national standards. The problem is nothing short 
of an administrative quagmire, yet the Education 
Department lacks the authority to correct it. 

Furthermore, there is limited correlation between 
what it means for a school to be passing and whether 
that school is truly succeeding, another design flaw 
woven into the NCLB program that is unlikely to 
change anytime soon. Even when the test scores are 
properly aligned across states, they only test attain-
ment of a particular standard; they do not measure 
success based on improvement.26 NCLB requires 
schools to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), 
which implies some type of growth measure, but 
in actuality it only gauges whether an increasing 
number of students actually cross the proficient line 
each year.27 This can lead to a complete misdiagno-
sis of how strong a school is performing.28 Schools 
with a high number of low-performing students 
who fall far below the proficient mark may be able 
to bring those students a long distance, but they 
are still considered failing if they do not cross that 
threshold.29 Conversely, schools with high-perform-
ing students who are falling behind, but who do not 
cross into the failing range, are labeled successful.30 
The design lacks any true growth measure and thus 
has major potential for inequality. 

Fifth, NCLB adds to educational inequality by 
giving new strength to the old problem of linking 
funds to success determined by demographics. 
Historically, statistics of students who graduate, 
who go to college, who fail, and who drop out have 
been the central method of evaluating quality in 
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three important standards. First, they must be well 
documented in academic literature. Second, the 
mistakes should have some negative impact on 
educational equality. Third, the impacts should be 
seen in Texas. These standards sharpen the focus 
to more accurately document the impacts of NCLB 
policy on education inequality in Texas. 

The previous section laid the groundwork for 
how poor policy design can hasten and even ex-
pand inequality. Its broad focus was necessary 
in order to demonstrate how the design of NCLB 
deepens the already ingrained problem. This sec-
tion and the following one look at how a misguided 
implementation of NCLB has already made those 
outcomes a painful reality for many, and together 
the sections paint a bleak picture of how an unre-
formed system could lead to a cycle of escalating 
inequality in Texas.

As mentioned earlier, Texas deliberately sets 
low test proficiency standards in order to avoid 
NCLB sanctions, a problem that, in Texas and many 
other states, is the likely result of poor application 
of NCLB in three ways. First, NCLB requires that 
schools must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
overall and for several subgroups.44 These groups 
include minority, economically disadvantaged, 
disabled, and limited English proficient students.45 
In theory, this approach has the potential to actu-
ally narrow the achievement gap, but the broader 
design problems have largely overshadowed any 
potential gains in equality.46 In practice, the misap-
plication of these standards has actually magnified 
the misalignment of proficiency ratings and qual-
ity education.47 Kim and Sunderman found that 
“subgroup accountability rules put disadvantaged 
schools segregated by race and poverty and mul-
tiracial schools at a higher risk of failing AYP than 
white and middle-class schools.”48 One reason is 
because a single student can be counted in sev-
eral subgroups.49 Schools with a higher number of 
minorities will have more subgroups and thereby 
more opportunities to fail than schools with few or 
no minorities.50 Schools that otherwise have out-
standing scores are designated as failing if even one 
subgroup fails to meet the cut score or if the school 
does not get 95 percent participation from that 
group.51 Many school officials in Texas have claimed 
that their unsatisfactory designation was due to this 
exact problem.52 Further, many schools fail because 
students in the limited English proficiency (LEP) 
subgroup perform poorly.53 Students who master 
English quickly leave these groups and increase the 
likelihood that the remaining subgroup will fail.54 
The Texas accountability system contributes to the 

model to the current testing system in Texas. It 
looked at the academic and professional literature 
on the subject, researched growth models in the 
few other states that have them, and conducted 
interviews with growth model experts. It became 
clear very quickly that a growth model would yield 
unreliable results if applied to current standardized 
tests in Texas. The tests, which had been rewritten 
the previous year to align with NCLB standards, 
would have had to be rewritten again because 
growth-model tests must measure a broader range 
of skills than status-based tests. Students would 
need to be tested on two to three years of material 
instead of on the current one year. Unfortunately, 
growth-based exams take longer to produce data 
since they look at progress from one test to the next. 
Further, the NCLB model in place is fundamentally 
different, and states would be forced to completely 
scrap their current system or run growth tests in 
conjunction with the status-based exams.42 Ulti-
mately, as the California Department of Education 
concludes, a growth model is so incompatible with 
NCLB standards that adoption would be unlikely.43 
With limited prospects for reform, it seems likely 
that states will be locked into the current NCLB 
model well into the future. 

Ultimately, the NCLB accountability system is 
flawed by its very nature and design, and these 
flaws will lead to a further entrenchment of inequal-
ity in the education system of the United States and 
Texas. However, the implementation of a policy is 
equally important as policy design. The arguments 
outlined from this point will focus on missteps in 
policy execution and misguided distribution of 
resources. On the one hand, the negative conse-
quences are more injurious because they deepen 
the wounds inflicted by the design of the system; 
on the other hand, these implementation and fund-
ing blunders could be more easily righted than the 
design flaws. 

IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of No Child Left Behind has 
received much more critical press than the overall 
design issues. The attacks come from politicians 
on the left and right, state policymakers who have 
to design accountability systems to meet federal 
law, and numerous academics, administrators, 
parents, teachers, and students frustrated by its 
far-reaching rules and restrictions. Instead of giv-
ing a laundry list of complaints, this section focuses 
more narrowly on analyzing the missteps that meet 
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of a few students who are members of subgroups 
could cause the whole school to fail. 

Further, the system places enormous pressure 
on administrators to focus on receiving a proficient 
rating, even if it does not help serve the larger edu-
cational needs of their students. For example, the 
dropout problem in Texas has grown considerably, 
and many believe that administrators have shifted 
their focus from keeping kids in school to passing 
tests.67 In fact, under poorly designed NCLB stan-
dards, schools have a perverse incentive to allow 
underachieving students to drop out in order to 
show inflated graduation rates.68 

It should be clear at this point that despite the 
best efforts of many schools 
to meet the flawed account-
ability system, some will 
be designated as failing 
despite having a system 
that is good at advancing 
the education of students.69 
It is difficult to predict all 
of the problems that could 
result, since schools are just 
now beginning to feel the 
sting of the failing label. It 
is clear, however, that most 

of the consequences will only exacerbate the chal-
lenges faced by disadvantaged students. 

Outlined below are probable consequences of 
NCLB that can already be observed in some parts 
of Texas. Growing inequality is not an irreversible 
trend, but the extent to which Texas students endure 
the escalating consequences will be determined by 
whether or not, and how quickly, the state deals 
with the problems outlined above. 

First, failing designations may lead to more 
blame being placed on the victims.70 Poor com-
munities that have been isolated for years due to a 
perception of hopelessly failing schools and inad-
equate social service systems will have one more 
mark of failure painted on them.71 Schools will feel 
increased pressure to narrow their curriculum and 
teach to the test.72 The effect could contribute to a 
current trend of abandoning educational techniques 
that teach students the importance of being civic-
minded members of a democratic society.73 Further, 
teachers who focus on drilling tests develop less 
creativity in the classroom.74 And students who 
learn under a test-focused system are less likely to 
develop critical thinking skills or increase cultural 
competency.75 The changes in curriculum also fo-
cus attention away from alternative learning styles 
and traditional course subjects like art, music, or 

increasing inequality as these misaligned designa-
tions unfairly disparage schools based solely on 
their demographic responsibility to serve more 
students in challenging circumstances. 

The second major implementation issue is that 
the Texas system is miscalibrated across grades.55 
First, Texas requires students to take reading tests 
in both the third and seventh grades.56 Theoretically, 
students who are proficient on the third grade test 
and progress normally to the seventh grade should 
also score in the proficient range.57 However, in 
Texas, the reading scores for the seventh grade 
are overestimated by 12 percent when compared 
to scores in the third grade.58 The misalignment 
of scores between grades 
therefore makes it pos-
sible for a student who 
was designated as passing 
at one point in the sys-
tem to be later designated 
as failing, though at no 
fault of the school, parent, 
teacher, or student.59 Even 
a small variance can make 
the difference for many 
students and could easily 
push schools into the fail-
ing category.60

The third implementation issue is that the system 
is miscalibrated between subject matters.61 In other 
words, students’ ability is tested more rigorously in 
some subjects than in others, leading to much higher 
rates of failure in some subjects than in others. Once 
again, the Texas accountability system is guilty of 
writing its tests with this type of misalignment.62 
The seventh grade math exam’s cut score makes it 
significantly harder than the seventh grade read-
ing test.63 

Other technical problems with NCLB account-
ability are worth mentioning. The safe harbor 
mechanism is designed to give schools with 
low-performing students a shot at overcoming a 
“failing” designation if they can show that they 
were successful in reducing the number of failing 
students by 10 percent.64 However, operationally 
it has a crucial flaw: the mechanism is much more 
useful if cut scores are set low, which gives states 
another reason to lower their standards.65 

It is important to remember that in the larger 
framework, NCLB is tilted heavily against students 
who suffer from education inequalities.66 Schools 
close to the edge of failing are much more likely to 
be pushed back across that line by testing errors. 
The effect of any of these problems on the scores 

The system of rewards 
and punishments has been 
reversed. States that set high 
standards are much more 
likely to find the majority of 
their schools under sanction.
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in the federal contribution would not reduce edu-
cational inequality in the United States. However, 
there are many ways to look at the amount of real 
money that NCLB has added to the system. First, 
because it has so many testing mandates, many have 
argued that it is largely underfunded; it requires 
schools to meet higher standards without giving 
them the tools to do so.84 Texas alone would require 
an additional $1.7 to $6.2 billion to fully fund the 
requirements of NCLB.85 Obviously, some of this 
responsibility should belong to states and local 
school districts; however, NCLB has begun at a time 
when every state is suffering budget crises, which 
greatly limits their abilities to compensate for the 
lack of federal funding.86 

Under these circumstances, the issue of funding 
has become highly politicized. The debate over how 
much is spent on schools rages at every level of gov-
ernment. Some point out that increased funding to 
education through NCLB would be more precisely 
accounted for by counting offsetting cuts made in 
other areas of education spending. For example, the 
increase in federal spending was largely offset by 
budget cuts to programs like dropout prevention, 
childhood literacy, and after-school activities.87 

My approach in this research is to ask whether 
NCLB funding is actually increasing spending on 
poor schools in Texas. Traditionally, federal funds 
go largely to poor schools. Federal education policy 
has long been focused on filling in the gap for stu-
dents with the greatest needs, and the largest con-
centration of these students attend poorer schools. 
I suspected that NCLB might work to reduce the 
funds allotted to the poorest students by diverting 
funds to wealthier schools through changes in the 
accountability system. 

I looked at a four-year history of funding to 
schools in Texas, and I selected eight school dis-
tricts to examine: Austin, San Angelo, Edgewood, 
Deer Park, Dallas, La Joya, Alamo Heights, and 
Plano. I chose these school districts because they 
represented a variety of property wealth. I chose 
property wealth because in Texas property taxes 
make up the largest source of funds for public 
education. Plano, Alamo Heights, Deer Park, and 
Austin are considered wealthy districts because 
they each contribute to the state’s recapture fund-
ing system. Dallas and San Angelo are considered 
midwealth districts because they do not contribute 
to the redistribution system, but they also receive 
very little from it. Lastly, Edgewood and La Joya 
are considered low-wealth districts. They receive 
the majority of their funding from the state because 
their local property values do not generate enough 

speech.76 These changes may be especially difficult 
for disadvantaged students, who are more likely 
to drop out when they are not taught in their best 
learning environment or who lose interest when 
their favorite class is not offered.77 The best teach-
ers may leave or avoid applying at school districts 
labeled as failing.78 Quality teachers, who already 
tend to choose well-funded, predominately white 
schools, will have one more reason to avoid the 
schools that need them the most. 

Poorly calibrated standards also lead to misallo-
cation of funds.79 Programs that worked previously 
may be judged as failures and replaced with less 
effective programs. Schools that are doing more 
with less but are improperly designated as failing 
may lose funds, followed by the departure of their 
strongest students and a diminishing of public 
support.80 State administrators and the public may 
misconstrue what works in certain subjects and at 
certain grades because of misalignments between 
grades and subjects.81 They may even reward failure 
and punish success because of these misalignments. 
All of these problems will likely grow and fuel 
the cruel realities of inequality. If demographics 
continue to define success under NCLB more than 
education quality, then it is inevitable that the gap 
of inequality will only widen.

FUNDING

Next, I will touch briefly on the levels of 
funding and focus more closely on where those 
funds are going. I compiled data on seven school 
districts, ranging from wealthy to poor, in Texas 
over four years. These data will show that while 
NCLB has increased funding overall, it has slowly 
shifted monies to wealthier schools. This point is 
crucial. Many academics argue vigorously for the 
accountability mechanism employed by NCLB, 
because, they say, despite its flaws, it does at 
least put significantly more money into our poor-
est schools. I contend that, unfortunately, much 
of that extra funding has already been diverted 
away from the neediest public schools and that 
the trend will continue. 

The first question is how much additional money 
has flowed to education spending because of NCLB. 
The figure of $200 billion offered by the Bush ad-
ministration naturally includes money that has been 
spent previously and money for projects well into 
the future.82 More realistically, NCLB is projected to 
add an additional $8 billion to schools each year.83 
It is hard to argue that such a substantial increase 
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taxes to support the local school system, and they 
are under average state spending levels. 

I also looked at spending for the state of Texas 
as a whole. I collected four years of data starting in 
the 1999-2000 school year and ending in 2002-2003. 
I compared incomes for each district from four 
potential sources: local taxes, other local revenue, 
state contributions, and federal contributions. I 
then compared the funding sources of each district 
to one another in four ways: by actual dollars, by 
dollars per student, by dollars per average daily 
attendance, and by dollars per weighted average 
daily attendance. All of these data were collected 
from the Texas Education Agency Web site.88 

My analysis led to four conclusions. First, there is 
no question that almost all schools receive addition-
al funds because of the implementation of NCLB. As 
shown in Figure 1, all districts received additional 

Figure 2 
Budget Growth per Student from Federal Dollars 1999-2003

funding per student. While it should be noted that 
La Joya, a low-wealth district, grew its funds at 
a much slower pace than the rest of the districts, 
another low-wealth district, Edgewood, actually 
surpassed almost every other district in the survey.  
Second, low-wealth districts are falling behind the 
rest of the districts with regard to the amount of 
federal funding they receive. This is apparent in 
Figure 2. The two poorest districts had the small-
est increases in federal funding over the four-year 
span. Meanwhile, wealthier districts managed to 
significantly increase their federal funding after 
NCLB was implemented. 

Third, low-wealth districts still get more funds 
per pupil than midwealth and high-wealth districts, 
but their rate of growth in federal funds is slower 
than the state average and that of the high-wealth 
districts. This finding could have long-term implica-

Figure 1 
Total Budget Growth per Student 1999-2003
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four years were less reliable than the funding trends 
of local property taxes that largely support Plano. 
If funding trends from all three sources continue 
at their current course, funding inequality will 
increase each year.

This analysis confirms, to some extent, my hy-
pothesis. The additional resources from NCLB are 
helping all schools, but additional funds seem to 
flow more heavily toward wealthier districts and 
away from poorer districts. Clearly, America’s 
most disadvantaged students are not the primary 
recipients of the additional funds from NCLB, and 
NCLB funds frequently show up as cuts in other 
education programs. The funds that do go to schools 
are being spread more evenly among all schools, 
a phenomenon that is effectively leaving poorer 
schools further behind their wealthy counterparts. 
Simply, NCLB funding has done almost nothing to 
reduce the educational inequality gap in America 
and may actually serve to increase the gap if current 
trends continue.

CONCLUSION

The No Child Left Behind Act has had a deleteri-
ous impact on educational inequality in the state of 
Texas. The design of NCLB is critically flawed and 
has led to a definition of success that is meaning-
less. The flaws in the standardized testing system 
punish schools that succeed and reward schools 
that fail, which further entrenches inequality in the 
United States schooling system. The implementa-
tion of NCLB is riddled with mistakes and perverse 
incentives, and unfortunately the most vulnerable 
students pay the price for these mistakes when the 
gap of inequality between them and their peers 
widens ever further. 

Sadly, it appears that much of the increased 
funds from NCLB may be diverting funding from 
poorer districts to wealthier districts. In summary, 
NCLB works to widen an ever-increasing gap of 
inequality in this country. It actually distances our 
most vulnerable and worthy population from the 
dream that its rhetoric falsely promises.
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Figure 3 
Federal Dollars per Student 2000-2003

tions if these trends continue. It is also interesting to 
note that in Figure 3 there is only one point at which 
any school suffered from a cut in federal funds per 
student under NCLB. It occurred for Edgewood in 
the first fiscal year that federal funds were distrib-
uted under NCLB.

Finally, La Joya, a low-wealth district, received 
the majority of its funds from the state, while 
Plano, a high-wealth district, received the majority 
of its funds from local taxes. Even though La Joya 
received significantly more federal funding than 
Plano, federal monies did not make up a significant 
part of its budget. Further, Plano in 2004 brought in 
more from local taxes than La Joya received from all 
sources. Lastly, La Joya was heavily dependent on 
both the State of Texas and the federal government 
to fund its schools, yet its funding trends over the 

Figure 4 
Plano and La Joya Spending per WADA
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