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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.
[n 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 modern 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

1997 Federal Education Spending: Departments, Pro
Number of Programs -

rams and Funding
Federal Dollars

Department

Appalachian Regional Commnission 2 $2,000,000
Barry Goldwater Scholarship Program 1 $2,900,000
Christopher Columbus Fellowship Program ! $0.00
Corporation for National Service 11 $£501,130,000
Department of Education 307 $59,045,043,938
Department of Commerce 20 $156,455,000
Department of Defense 15 $2,815,320,854
Department of Energy 22 $36,700,000
Department of Health and Human Services 172 $8,661,006,166
Department of the Treasury I $11,000,000
Department of Interior 27 $555,565,000
Department of Housing and Urban Development g $81,800,000
Department of Justice 21 $755,447,149
Department of Labor 21 $5,474,035,000
Department of Transportation 19 $121,672,000
Department of Veterans' Affairs 6 $1,436,074,000
Environmental Protection Agency 4 $11,103,800
Federal Emergency Management Administration 6 $118,512,000
General Services Administration 1 $0.00
Government Printing Office 2 $24,756,000
Harry Truman Scholarship Foundation 1 $3,187,000
James Madison Memorial Fellowship Program 1 $2,000,000
Library of Congress 5 $194,822,103
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 12 $153,300,000
National Archives 2 35,000,000
National Institute for Literacy 1 $4,491,000
National Council on Disability 1 $200,000
National Endowment for the Arts/Humanities 13 $103,219,000
National Science Foundation 15 $2,939,230,000
Nuclear Regulatory Comumission 3 $6,944.000
National Gallery of Art 1 $750,000
Office of Personnel Management 1 $0.00
Small Business Administration 2 $73,540,000
Smithsonian 14 $3,276,000
State Department 1 $0.00
United States Information Agency 8 $125,558,000
United States Institute for Peace 4 $3,371,000
United Stated Department of Agriculture 33 $13,339,630.410
US Agency for International Development 1 314,600,000
Social Security Administration i $85,700,000

Total Funding: $96,869,343,420.00

Tetal Number of Prograins: 788

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 of Education Statistics, 1997, Tables 358-9.
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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 Agencies™
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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 Jeaders 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 Beard, 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%, from $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 learning 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 program falling out of favor can be found in the cancellation
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.




Budget for Federal Department of Education

21st Century Learning Centers

Small Learning Communities
Educational Technoiogy

Goals 2000

Parental Assistance

School-to-Work Oppoertunities

Education for the Disadvantaged(Title 1)
Impact Aid

Eisenhower Professional Development
Innovative Education Program Sirategies
Class Size Reduction

Schooi Renovation

Safe and Drug-Free Schools

Other Schoo! Improvement Programs
Reading Excellence

indiar Education

Bilingual Education

Other Immigrant Programs

Special Education

Rehabilitation Services

Vocational and Adult Education

Education Research, Stafistics, and iImprovement

Administration

Postsecondary Education and Student Financial Assistance

Totals

FY 2000
(3millions)

453.4

765.8
458.0
33.0
55.0
8,701.0
906.5
335.0
365.8
1,300.0
0
600.0
406.1
260.0
77.0
248.0
158.0
6,036.2
512.2
1,681.8
591.4
488.0
11,146.9

35,579.1

FY 2001
($ millions)

845.6
125.0
872.1
0
38.0
¢
9,532.6
993.3
528.0
385.0
1,623.0
1,200.0
644.3
485.8
286.0
1135
296.0
164.0
7,439.9
560.4
1,825.6
722.7
525.7
12,8721

42,078.6

Y%
Change

86.5

13.9
{100.0)
15.2
{100.0)
9.6
9.6
57.0
52

24.8

7.4
19.6
10.0
50.0
19.4

3.8
233

9.4

8.6
22.2

7.7
15.5

18.3




Overall, federal funding for K-12 education increased nearly 50%, adjusted for inflation,
during President Clinton’s eight year tenure. The Urban Institute prepared the following pie
charts to illustrate how programmatic emphases were altered during the Clinton Years:
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$17.1 billion (in 2000 dollars} $25.4 billion (in 2000 doHars)
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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 by 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.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Funds for State Formula-Aliccated and Selected Student Aid Programs far

Virginia
2000 2001
Appropriation Appropriation Difference

Technology Literacy Challenge Fund 6,119,482 5,612,166 692,684
Goals 2000--State and Local Education Systemic Improvement 8,437,684 c -8,437,684
ESEA Title I-Grants to Local Educational Agencies 118,413,150 129,820,070 11,406,920
E£SEA Title I--Accountability Grants 2,053,692 3,524,638 1,470,746
£SEA Title I-Capital Expenses for Private Schook Children 40,027 20,013 -20,014
£SEA Title |--Even Start 2,146,773 3,629,484 1,482,711
ESEA Title I-Migrant 656,456 704,452 47,996
E£SEA Titie I-Negtected and Delinquent 1,055,310 1,155,815 100,505
£SEA Title 1--Demonstrations of Comprehensive School Reform 2,571,098 3,316,564 745,468

Subtotat, Education for the Disadvantaged 126,936,705 142,171,038 15,234,331
Impact Aid--Basic Support Payments 27,942,934 35,635,901 7.692,967
Impact Ald—Fayments for Children with Disabiiities 4,646,824 4,386,234 -260,6590

Subtotal, Impact Aid 32,589,858 40,022,135 7,432,277
Eisenhower Professional Development State Grants 6,191,570 8,278,352 2,086,782
innovative Education Program Strategies State Grants 8,246,937 8,680,986 434,049
Class Size Reduction 22,800,245 28,455,256 5,856,011
Schoo! Renovation Grants 0 16,261,490 16,261,490
Safe and Drug-Free Schoois and Communities—State Grants 8,009,645 8,174,905 165,260
Education for Homeless Children and Youth 447,493 525,665 78,172
Indian Education--Grants to Local Educaticnal Agencies 15,681 23,439 7,758
Immigrant Education 2,257,182 2,257,182 0
Special Education--Grants to States 121,999,520 153,833,748 31,834,228
Special Education--Preschool Grants 9,323,245 9,323,245 &}
Special Education--Grants for infants and Families 8,373,127 8,564,414 191,287

Subtotal, Special Education 139,695,892 171,721,408 32,025,518
Vocational Rehabilitation State Grants 53,040,891 54,356,853 1,306,662
Client Assistance State Grants 231,298 247,292 15,994
Protection and Advocacy of Individual Rights 238,369 290,087 51,718
Supported Employment State Grants 871,385 862,834 -8,551
Independent Living State Grants 413,026 414,288 1,262
Services for Clder Blind Individuals 225,000 383,555 158,555
Protection and Advocacy for Assistive Technolagy 50,000 50,000 0

Subtotal, Rehabilitation Services and Disability Research 55,078,969 £6,604,608 1,525,640
vocationai Education State Grants 23,698,911 24,827,445 1,128,534
Vocational Education--Tech-Prep Education 2,433,764 2,445,828 12,064
Adult Education State Grants 10,000,586 11,065,508 1,064,820
English Literacy and Civics Education State Grants 551,515 1,395,008 843,494
State Grants far Incarcerated Y outh Offenders 327,088 397,178 70,080

Subtotal, Vocational and Adult Education 37,011,864 40,130,966 3,119,102
Federal Pell Grants 163,600,000 188,700,000 25,100,000
Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants 12,888,901 14,352,883 1,453,982
Federal Work-Study 19,843,285 21,479,198 1,835,803
Federal Perkins Loans—-Capital Contributions 1,937,868 1,937,868 c
Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnership 894,449 . 1,170,673 276,224
Byrg Honors Scholarships 916,500 943,500 27,000
Fund for the improvement of Education--Comprehensive School

Reform 1,142,233 1,142,233 0
Total 666,072,453 758,846,950 104,774,498

NOTE: Of the amount for Sehoal Renovation Grants in fiscal year 2001, 25% may be used
for Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA} and/or technology
actlvities carried out in connection with school repair and renovation. Al the national

level. there is an additionat $25 million, not allocated for State grants, to provide
assistance in the financing of Charter Schoal! facilities.

Prepared by Budget Service on January 29, 2001




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

The Budget Timetable

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.
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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:
s BUDGET TIMETABLE
Date Action

5 days before budget CBO sequester preview report

1st Monday in February Prgsxdents budget submlssmn (includes OMB seguester and
adjustments to spending caps)

Within 6 weeks of President’s Committees submit views and estimates to the budget

budget Committees

April 1 Senate Budget Committee reports budget resolution.

Congress completes budget resolution. If not, Chairman of
April 15 House Budget Committee files 302(a) allocations; Ways and
Means is free to proceed with pay-as-you-go measures.

May 15 Appropriation bills may be considered in the House.

June 10 House Appropriations reports last bill

End of previous session to June If an appropriations bill violates caps, OMB sequesters 15 days

30 after enactment.

June 30 House completes action on annual appropriation bills.
July 15 President submits mid-session review

August 10 President's notification on military personnel exemption.
August 13 CBO sequester update report

August 20 ' OMB sequester update report (with adjustments to caps)
October 1 Fiscal year begins

10 days after end of session CBO final sequester report

15 days after end of session OMB final sequester report

45 days after end of session GAO compliance report
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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 deveiops 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, Agricuiture, and Health are three of them. A
3/5ths 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 government 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
timeline 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
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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:

2002 2003 2004
Budget Authority 4.0 0.0 0.0
Qutlays 1.0 1.0 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 legisiative 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.

14



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 prompily 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:
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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 modern era
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
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