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The Federal Role Over the Years 

The United States Constitution is silent on the subject of education. For decades after our 
nation was founded, little federal attention was paid to the subject. By the middle of the 
nineteenth century, a number of states had established broad-based public education systems, 
setting the stage for a discernible gap to emerge between literacy rates of the highest versus 
lowest states. Concern for the need to monitor patterns of literacy development led to the 
creation of the federal Bureau of Education in 1867. This agency ultimately evolved into a 
division of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. In 1979, the education 
function was elevated to the status of a full-fledged department headed by a Cabinet member. 
In January 2001, Rod Paige, former superintendent of the Houston Public Schools, was 
appointed by President Bush to succeed Richard Riley as the U.S. Secretary of Education. 

Probably the single greatest watershed event stimulating federal interest in education policy 
was the launching of the Russian satellite Sputnik in 1957. This event made palpable the - - - 

notion that our country's security interests in the modem age might be dependent on the 
degree to which the American education system adequately prepared citizens to meet the 
challenge of developing increasingly complex technologies. In response to this concern, 
federal funding was allocated to aid localities in training teachers to provide high quality math 
and science instruction. To this day, the allocations for this program are referred to as 
"Eisenhower funds." 

The Supreme Court's 1954 ruling against segregation in public schools had already laid the 
groundwork for development of a link between civil rights issues and federal education 
policy. As he unleashed his "war on poverty" in 1965, President Lyndon Johnson presided 
over the inception of a program called "Title I: Better Schooling for Educationally Deprived 
Children." The stated purpose of the program was to 

provide financial assistance. ..to local educational agencies of 
children from low-income families; and to expand and improve their 
educational programs by various means.. .which contribute 
particularly to meeting the special educational needs of educationally 
deprived children. 

This program presently accounts for about a third of the Department of Education's budget. 

Civil rights activists were quick to widen their nets, shining the spotlight not just on the 
educational plight of poor children, but on that of the millions of children with physical or 
mental disabilities as well. Most of these children had historically been educated in private 
schools, at tremendous cost to their parents, or not educated at all. The passage of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1975 established the right of such 
children to a "free, appropriate education." 



The ghost of Sputnik reared its ugly head again in 1983, when the newly established 
Department of Education issued its first watershed publication, "A Nation at Risk." The 
report warned that America's long range interests could be compromised by an inability to 
educate its children to match the academic achievement of their peers in other highly 
industrialized nations. In the aftermath of this report, Congress in 1988 passed the Hawkins- 
Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement Act. This legislation heightened 
federal emphasis on issues of educational program quality and on the pursuit of strategies of 
demonstrated effectiveness in improving student achievement. 

Where Things Stand Now 

In recent years, policymakers have expressed increased concerns that federal education policy 
is not sufficiently focused. Paul Hill, in the Brookings Institution's, "The Federal Role in 
Education," argues that the extensive reliance on categorical programs and specific personnel 
authorization has disrupted the coherence of schools and deprived principals of the authority 
to put together programs which focus on overall teaching and learning objectives. The House 
of Representatives' Committee on Education and the Workforce published a report in 1998 
titled, "Education at a Crossroads: What Works and What's Wasted in Education Today." 
The report attempted to identify every federal education program, but the authors 
acknowledged that they gave up the effort after pinpointing 788 of them. 



There are 39 different federal agencies which operate education programs (not all of which 
have K-12 students), including all aspects of the federal government. The identified list is 
shown below: 

Table 2 

Note: This table includes all authorized programs regardless of funding, as well as off-budget spending (such as 
student lending programs). 
See also: U.S. Department of Education, Digest ofEducation Statistics, 1997, Tables 358-9. 



The Department of Education spends over 60% of the total, but other departments each 
exceeding $1 billion a year in education funding include Defense, Health and Human 
Services, Labor, Veterans' Affairs, Agriculture, and the National Science Foundation. The 
Congressional report estimated that 50 million hours a year of paperwork, the equivalent of 
25,000 full-time employees, are required in order for recipients to obtain these funds. 
Although the federal Department of Education has only 4,637 employees, the General 
Accounting Office estimates that 13,400 state employees are financed by federal money. The 
Congressional subcommittee found that it takes 5 to 6 times as many state employees to 
process $1 billion of federal education funds as are necessary to deal with the same amount in 
state funds. The subcommittee also found that 15 cents of every federal education dollar gets 
siphoned off by the national and state governments, with 85 cents actually received by the 
local school districts. There are 487 steps involved in awarding a discretionary federal 
education grant, and it takes six months to carry them out. A streamlining process initiated by 
then Vice President Gore is expected to reduce these figures to 216 steps and 20 weeks, 
respectively. 

Since almost every federal department is involved with education, considerable overlap in 
functions exists. The chart below highlights the plethora of agencies involved with just three 
educational areas: teachers, at-risk and delinquent youth, and young children: 

Figure 9: Three Target Groups Served by Multiple Programs and ~ ~ e n c i e s ~ ~  

As a result of these types of concerns, some political leaders have placed great emphasis on 
the need to bundle federal programs in order to get a higher proportion of funds into the hands 
of local officials, as well as to provide greater flexibility to principals to use the money in the 
way they believe will best meet the needs of their students. This philosophy is not shared 
universally, however. There are a number of political leaders who believe that it is essential 
to target federal funds to address specific critical problem areas. Otherwise, they say, 



localities may apply the funds inappropriately. This dispute is one of the most central features 
in national education policy debates today. 

An area of almost universal agreement among federal policymakers, both in the previous 
administration and this one, is that federal funding for education needs to increase. 

Fiscal Year 2001 Budget 

Fiscal Year 2001 for the Fairfax County Public Schools runs from July 1,2000, to 
June 30,2001. The same fiscal year for the federal government starts on October 1,2000, and 
ends September 30,2001. Unlike the Fairfax School Board, which consistently adopts an 
itemized budget before a fiscal year starts, Congress often takes longer. This year, the 
appropriations for education for the year starting October 1,2000, were approved on 
December 15. The laborious process of determining specific allotments for states and 
localities typically consumes another 9 months or so. This means that money the federal 
government refers to as "Fiscal Year 2001" funding is not available for spending by local 
officials until their Fiscal Year 2002 is underway. 

What happened to federal education funding in the December appropriation? A record 
increase of $6.5 billion was approved, raising the Department of Education's budget for 
discretionary spending to $42.1 billion. The money set aside for IDEA, or special education 
programs, increased by 29%, fiom $4.9 to $6.3 billion. After-school programs were also 
popular this year, as funding for them nearly doubled. 

This kind of growth in federal education spending represents a step closer to the status that 
education enjoyed in the 1970s. The following series of pie charts, prepared by the Tax 
Foundation based on data published by the Office of Management and Budget, reveals how 
education's share of the "budget pie" has fluctuated at ten year intervals since 1962: 
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The 2002 data reflects the preliminary proposal put forth by President Bush. The charts show 
that education constituted only 1.2% of the budget in 1962. It then soared to 5% by 1972, was 
reduced to 3% by 1992, and is now back up to 4%. 

The breakdown of approved Fiscal Year 2001 education appropriations is summarized on the 
chart, "Budget for Federal Department of Education." The 18% increase this year was the 
highest ever. Clearly, however, some programs were more in favor than others. A bipartisan 
consensus on the need to upgrade teacher quality led to the 57% hike in professional 
development funding. The desire to "leave no child behind" prompted the near doubling of 
the budget for after-school leaming centers. Special education funding was increased by 23% 
out of a desire to move closer to honoring the federal government's original commitment to 
pay for 40% of the costs of teaching special education students. There was a significant new 
funding category, School Renovation, funded to the tune of $1.2 billion. 

The most notable example of a Drogram falling out of favor can be found in the cancellation 
A - - 

of the School-to-Work Opportunities program. This was a pet project of President Clinton's, 
designated to stimulate better career prospects for children not on the college preparatory path. 
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21st Centuiy Learning Centers 

Small Learning Communities 

Educational Technology 

Goals 2000 

Parental Assistance 

School-to-Work Opportunities 

Education for the Disadvantaged(Tit1e 1) 

Impact Aid 

Eisenhower Professional Development 

Innovative Education Program Strategies 

Class Size Reduction 

School Renovation 

Safe and Drug-Free Schools 

Other School Improvement Programs 

Reading Excellence 

Indian Education 

Bilingual Education 

Other Irnrhigrant Programs 

Special Education 

Rehabilitation Services 

Vocational and Adult Education 

Education Research, Statistics, and Improvement 

Administration 

Postsecondary Education and Student Financial Assistance 

Totals 

FY 2001 % 
($ millions) Change 



Overall, federal funding for K-12 education increased nearlv 50%. adiusted for inflation. - . " 

during President Clinton's eight year tenure. The Urban ~nstitute prepared the following pie 
charts to illustrate how programmatic emphases were altered during the Clinton Years: 

1992 
517.1 billion (in 2000 dollars) 

2000 
525.4 billion (in 2000 dollars) 
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The Title I program dominated the agenda with almost half the funding in 1992, but its share 
had declined to one third bv the year 2000. The Impact Aid, Vocational Education and Safe 
and Drug Free Schools Programs also declined in proportional magnitude, while new 
programs dealing with class size reduction, education reform strategies, and technology 
became prominent. 

How Virginia is Specifically Affected by the Federal Budget for 2001 

Due to the complexities of the various algorithms used to allot program funds to the states, the 
pattern of budgetary increases for the country as a whole sometimes differs significantly when 
a single state is examined. The federal Department of Education allocation to the 
Commonwealth of Virginia and its local school divisions is reflected on the chart titled, 
"Funds for State Formula-Allocated and Selected Student Aid Programs for Virginia." The 
total education funding provided, for K-12 and postsecondary programs combined, increased 
from $655 to $760 million, just over 16%, or a little less than the national average. Title I 
funds rose much higher for Virginia than for the country as a whole, increasing from $127 to 
$142 million. Virginia also fared well for Impact Aid, due primarily to a significant increase 
in funding for children of federal employees who live off federal property. Virginia's 
proportional increase in Impact Aid amounted to 23%, compared to just 15% nationwide. 
Virginia's increases for special education and class size reduction were in line with national 
norms. Areas where Virginia received disproportionately low increases include vocational 
education and professional development. 





The Budget Timetable 

The process used by the federal government to enact legislation (including appropriations) is 
similar to that used in Virginia: 

Typically, functional committees, such as those dealing with education policy, will start out 
by setting ceilings on the amounts to be considered for appropriations to a given program in 
the next budget or even in the ensuing years. Congressman Tom Davis is fond of pointing out 
a significant procedural rule in the Senate: 60 of the 100 members are required to break up a 
filibuster action. In times of relative party parity in the Senate, such as now, this practically 
assures that only proposals with significant bipartisan support can get passed. 



In years when there has not been a transition of administrations in the executive branch, the 
budget timetable is fairly predictable, as outlined below by the Senate Committee on the 
Budget: 

BUDGET TIMETABLE 

Date 

5 days before budget 

I st Monday in February 

Within 6 weeks of President's 
budget 

April I 

April 15 

May 15 

June 10 

End of previous session to June 
30 

June 30 

July 15 

August 10 

~ u g u s t  15 

August 20 

October 1 

10 days after end of session 

15 days after end of session 

45 days after end of session 

Action 

CBO semester preview report 

President's budget submission (includes OMB sequester and 
adjustments to spending caps) 

Committees submit views and estimates to the budget 
Committees 

Senate Budget Committee reports budnet resol~~tion 

Congress completes budget resolution. If not, Chairman of 
House Budget Committee files 302(a) allocations; Ways and 
Means is free to proceed with pay-as-you-no measures. 

A~orovriation bills may be considered in the House. 

House Appropriations reports last bill 

If an appropriations bill violates caps, OMB sequesters 15 days 
after enactment. 

House completes action on annual appropriation bills 

President submits mid-session review 

President's notification on military personnel exemption. 

CBO sequester update report 

OMB sequester update report (with adjustments to caps) 

Fiscal vear begins 

CBO final sequester report 

OMB final sequester report 

GAO compliance report 



Typically, then, the President unveils a budget proposal to Congress the first week in 
February. This year, due to the transition issues, the budget will be submitted the first week in 
April. 

Within 6 weeks of the President's budget submission, the House and Senate pass a concurrent 
budget resolution to set guidelines on revenue and spending parameters. To maximize the 
possibility that the budget process will get off the ground, the Senate has a rule prohibiting the 
resolution from being filibustered. 

To speed up the concurrent resolution, the Senate and House Budget Committees hold 
hearings to receive testimony from administration staff or experts from academic and business 
organizations. Meanwhile, the other committees in Congress review the portions of the 
President's budget that pertain to their functional programs. These committees establish their 
recommended ceilings on appropriate spending or revenue levels for the programs. The 
committees also make whatever specific recommendations they deem appropriate. Their 
decisions are further informed by the Congressional Budget Office's reports analyzing the 
budget and economic outlook. 

Next, the Budget Committee of each House conducts a series of meetings called "mark-ups." 
These meetings provide for proposed amendments to the President's budget to be considered. 
Once mark-up is finished, each Budget Committee develops a concurrent resolution. 

The concurrent resolutions cover the next fiscal year, but they must also include planning 
levels for an additional four years. The resolutions also are broken out into two primary 
sections. The first deals with "aggregates," such as total revenues and total outlays. The 
second shows the detailed functional program proposals put together by the various 
congressional committees. There are twenty different functional categories used to itemize 
spending priorites. For example, Defense, Agriculture, and Health are three of them. A 
315th~ vote is required on each section of the concurrent resolution to achieve passage. 

Budget Authority Versus Outlays 

An aspect of the federal budget that is very confusing to the layperson is that expenditure 
levels are reported in two different ways: "authority" and "outlays." "Authority" levels are 
always equal to or higher than "outlays." This duality is due to the fact that the federal 
government does not separate operating budgets from capital improvement plans, as is the 
case at the local govemment level. The use of two spending concepts helps the Congress to 
deal with cases where multi-year contracts need to be guaranteed to vendors. For example, 
say Congress wished to authorize $4 billion for construction of a new aircraft carrier. A 
timeiine might be developed whereby $1 billion was anticipated to be spent in 2002, another 
billion in 2003, and the other $2 billion in 2004. The budget authority for 2002 would be $4 
billion, meaning that an ironclad commitment by staff could be made that year 



for the whole cost of the ship. The "outlay" budget for 2002, however, would be just $1 
billion, the amount which could actually be spent that year. The two budgets would look like 
this: 

Budget Authority 4.0 0.0 0.0 

Outlays 1.0 1 .O 2.0 

In cases like ongoing personnel costs, "budget authority" and "outlays" typically are the same 
for a given year. 

Appropriation Bills 

Formal appropriation bills are developed by the House, with reconciliation sessions held to 
factor in the Senate's version. The Office of Management and Budget audits the bills to 
ensure that no established ceilings on program spending have been violated. The target date 
for the House to finalize and pass the appropriations bill is June 30, although this date often 
comes and goes without such a sense of completion. 

Reauthorizations 

Many large programs operate under the province of multi-year legislative authority. For 
example, the primary programs in the Department of Education are authorized by the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which originally passed in 1965. Every several 
years or so, a reauthorization bill is enacted to update the legislative guidance for the 
programs. The most recent reauthorization was done in 1994. Another one was attempted 
last year, but the attempts to achieve consensus dragged on too long and the task has been 
passed forward to this spring's budget process. The year a reauthorization takes place is the 
time when the greatest opportunity exists to make changes in program objectives. 



What George Bush Wants To Do 

Education reform was a prominent theme of the recent presidential campaign. It came as no 
surprise that George Bush chose this area for his first proposal upon assuming office. His 
motto is, "Leave no child behind," and his education strategies focus intensely on ensuring 
early identification of children with reading difficulties, followed promptly by effective 
instructional remediation. President Bush's most significant new program proposal is dubbed, 
"Reading First." He is fond of proclaiming, "Reading is the new civil right." The program's 
goal will be to enable every American child to read by the third grade. Federal funding will 
be provided to conduct scientific research on methods of reading instruction, to enable school 
faculties to receive training in research-based instructional techniques, and to pay for frequent 
assessments of children's reading levels so that all learning difficulties may be readily - - 
diagnosed. Bush intends to spend $1 billion a year on the program, more than triple the 
amount presently allocated to address the demands of early reading proficiency. 

The President's education proposal generally is vague on funding details, as his budget 
submission to Congress is not due until the first week in April. He has indicated a composite 
figure for the Department of Education, $44.5 billion. His administration touts this figure as 
indicative of an 11.5% increase over the Fiscal Year 2001 budget. Some people have disputed 
this claim, however, saying that the true increase is a mere 5.7%. 

How can there be two different claims raised? The graph below, prepared by the Office of 
Management and Budget, sheds light on the grounds for the dispute: 

Depatment d Educawn budget 

The dispute hinges on a technical concept called an "advance appropriation." A loophole 
devised in recent years to circumvent the tight spending caps associated with the modem era - A - - 
of balanced budgets, an "advance appropriation" enables Congress to add extra money to a 
program by specifying that it can't be spent until the first day of the year following the year 
for which the budget applies. In other words, if a program for Fiscal Year 2001, which ends 
September 30,2001, is budgeted for $9 billion and Congress would like to squeeze in an extra 
billion, it can create an advance appropriation. Then the agency still can spend only $9 billion 
by September 30,2001, but it has program momentum to carry over into the new year in the 






































































