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tended this point in Federalist No. 51 by noting how the government’s arrangement
would protect individual rights: “In the compound republic of America, the power
surrendered by the people is first divided between two distinct governments [na-
tional and the states], and then the portion allotted to each subdivided among dis-
tinct and separate departments. Hence a double security arises to the rights of the
people” (Rossiter 1961,323). Madison emphasized that dividing power would frus-
trate leaders in any part of the compact who sought to control the nation. Interest-
ingly, and most critical for my analysis in this book, that common view about
federalism’s roadblocks ignored the potential for leaders at one level of government
to leverage officials in other levels to achieve their own political or policy objectives.

The compound republic does erect obstacles, as the authors of The Federalist
Papers noted, but for creative policy entrepreneurs it also generates opportunities
for them to build momentum for their ideas and to advance their agendas. Stated
differently, at times the compound republic can stifle aspirations of federal or
state policy entrepreneurs but at other times it can promote them. Despite the sec-
ular trend toward greater centralization that has characterized the American fed-
eral system since the New Deal, federal and state politicians have capitalized on
opportunities that America’s compound republic creates (Derthick 1987, 2001).
The challenge of understanding changes in the nation’s education agenda centers
on explaining how officials across levels of government have leveraged those op-
portunities. For reasons I begin to describe in the next chapter, popular under-
standings of these federal-state interactions, which are frequently variants on the
marble cake metaphor of cooperative federalism (Grodzins 1966), do not ade-
quately meet this challenge.

DEVELOPMENTS IN AMERICAN EDUCATION POLICY

Later chapters will relate changes in federal and state education agendas since
1965 to the dynamic relationships in America’s federal system. Before discussing
those links explicitly, I first provide some context by briefly summarizing major
federal and state education policies. This section will help to orient readers who
are less familiar with the specific changes I will explain, but who are interested in
the book’s more general goal of providing insights about how American federal-
ism influences agenda setting.

Federal Education Policy

Despite the federal government’s limited role in education relative to the states, a
complete accounting of federal involvement in K~12 education would easily run
several volumes. I do not pretend to offer comprehensive coverage of that land-
scape in this book. Readers interested in important topics such as school desegre-
gation and the federal courts or the expansion of federal laws that guarantee rights
to disabled students should rely on other sources.2 Some of those topics will
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briefly appear in subsequent pages, but generally they do not occupy a central
place in my analysis.

In an effort to delimit the book and simultaneously explore major policy
changes that can reveal novel insights about federalism’s impact on agenda set-
ting, I focus on the ESEA, the primary law that federal policymakers have devel-
oped to influence the nation’s schools. Despite the importance of the other policy
areas that I noted in the previous paragraph, the ESEA of 1965 does represent the
beginning of a dramatically expanded federal role in K-12 education. It also pro-
vides a powerful tool that federal and state policymakers have used to expand their
education agendas. Experts commonly consider the ESEA a “milestone in federal
aid to education” (Hartle and Holland 1983, 418). In his study of policymaking in
the Dwight Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, and Johnson years, for example,
Sundquist (1968, 216) noted that after the ESEA became law, “The question
would be, henceforth, not whether the national government should give aid, but
how much it should give, for what purposes—and with how much federal con-
trol.” A focus on the ESEA, then, is substantively useful and provides opportuni-
ties for expanding what researchers presently know about the relationship
between federalism and agenda setting. Chapter 4 describes the ESEA’s develop-
ment in some detail. For now, as a brief introduction, I consider the law’s original
features as it emerged from the legislative process in 1965.

Lyndon Johnson signed the first ESEA into law in Johnson City, Texas, on the
site of the one-room schoolhouse he attended as a boy. On that day, he had at his
side Miss Katie Deadrich, the teacher that LBJ said had taught him his earliest
school lessons. After noting the wide majorities by which the House and Senate
had passed the law (263 to 153 and 73 to 18, respectively), the president predicted
“all of those of both parties of Congress who supported the enactment of this leg-
islation will be remembered in history as men and women who began a new day of
greatness in American society” (Congressional Quarterly 1966, 293). Two months
later, at a Democratic dinner, Johnson said the ESEA would be “the most impor-
tant measure that [ shall ever sign” (Congressional Quarterly 1966, 276).

The original ESEA, known officially as Public Law 89-10, contained six titles.
Title I provided help to educationally disadvantaged children by sending federal
aid to local school districts with high concentrations of low-income students. It
was, and still is, the centerpiece of the ESEA. For fiscal year 1966, for example, ex-
penditures on Title I comprised 86 percent of the ESEA’s total appropriations di-
rected to the states. In fiscal year 2004, spending on Title I absorbed over 23
percent of the entire discretionary budget of the U.S. Department of Education.?

Title I was composed of grants for purchasing instructional materials. The fo-
cus of Title III was funding for a broad array of programs, generally called supple-
mentary educational services. It was basically a catch-all and included things such
as counseling for elementary and secondary (and even adult) students, remedial
instruction, and specialized instruction for students taking advanced science or
foreign language courses, among other programs. Title IV focused on educational
research and training and allocated funds to universities and other groups to con-
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duct and disseminate the results of this research. Title V was specifically designed
to help states develop their educational infrastructure by providing grants to up-
grade state education agencies.

The final component, Title VI, included general provisions and a statement il-
lustrating that federal officials, despite their enthusiasm for the new law, recog-
nized that the ESEA could provoke fears of a federal takeover of the nation’s
schools. Specifically, Title VI “stipulated that nothing in the Act should be con-
strued to authorize any Government department, agency, officer, or employee to
exercise any direction, supervision, or control over the curriculum, program of
instruction, administration of personnel of any educational institution or school
system, or over the selection of library resources, textbooks or other instructional
materials by any educational institution or school system” (Congressional Quar-
terly 1966, 279). Politically, this clause was important given the Tenth Amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution, which leaves to the states any powers not assigned
to the federal government. Because education does not appear in the U.S. Consti-
tution but is a common topic in state constitutions, the ESEA’s original authors
included Title V1 to recognize this division of labor even as they increased the fed-
eral role in the nation’s schools.

The ESEA is the centerpiece of federal policy involvement in K-12 education,
but as I alluded to earlier, it does not represent the whole of federal efforts in edu-
cation.* Nor has the law remained static. Amendments to the ESEA have broad-
ened its scope; most notably, these include important reforms in 1994 concerning
educational standards, and changes in 2001 that introduced new accountability
measures by requiring state testing in core subjects for students in grades three
through eight. Subsequent chapters, especially chapters 4, 5, and 6, will describe
and explain these changes in the ESEA in much detail.

State Education Policy

The development of comprehensive state education policy (not including laws
mandating racial segregation in schools) really began to emerge in the 1970s. Be-
fore that decade, most state governments lacked effective analysts and full-time
policymaking bodies that could innovate in a variety of substantive areas (Hedge
1998; Doyle and Hartle 1985). Education was no exception. Today, well-trained
experts who are steeped in policymaking experience work in the states’ legisla-
tures, governors’ offices, and agencies (Hedge 1998; Bowling and Wright 1998).
These government employees also work in more mature bureaucratic systems and
in state legislatures that tend to meet regularly throughout the year, rather than on
part-time schedules. Without question, there is tremendous variation both across
and within states in all these areas. Nevertheless, these advances in the nation’s
fifty states represent one of the major, yet often forgotten, developments in Amer-
ican politics since World War II.

Shifts in state education policy have occurred in what one might conveniently
describe as three broad eras corresponding to the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. This
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brief introduction will follow that pattern for now, mainly to provide a concise
overview of major changes. A word of caution is in order, though. Labeling these
time periods as eras blurs the reality that the changes I describe have occurred in
various forms across almost all years since the 1960s. While these eras may some-
times describe central tendencies of particular periods, they can blind observers to
variation and interesting dynamics within those periods, as well. In later chapters,
I will focus on this variation in more detail and eschew the eras approach.

State policy changes in the 1970s began with the rise of school finance litigation
and the school finance equity movement. The U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in
San Antonio School District v. Rodriguez (1973) was an important factor in this de-
velopment. The case arose when Texas students challenged their state’s education
finance system, which generated significant spending disparities across districts.
In the San Antonio area, spending ranged from $356 to $594 per pupil depending
on the district a student attended. In a 5 to 4 decision, the Court held that the
Fourteenth Amendment’s equal protection clause did not guarantee a right to
equal educational resources. The majority emphasized that state courts should an-
swer funding equity questions because many state constitutions explicitly address
the provision of education (Fellman 1976).

Although disappointed with the outcome of Rodriguez, critics of state funding
systems heeded the Court’s advice and shifted their activities to state battlegrounds.
Many state-level contests over funding equity ensued, and, in fact, efforts to equal-
ize education spending across districts by breaking its strong connection to local
property taxes continue to occur (Minorini and Sugarman 1999; Goodnough
2001). Since the early 1970s, plaintiffs in these cases have enjoyed varying levels of
success and include nineteen who have won at the state supreme court level and
twelve who have lost before their state’s highest court (Minorini and Sugarman
1999, 41). While equity is by no means the rule across the nation’s districts, figure
1.2, which illustrates the shift in relative sources of revenue for K-12 education
across federal, state, and local levels of government, shows how a stronger state role
in school finance has developed since the 1960s. Disparities still exist within states,
to be sure, but in the aggregate, states have consistently outspent local governments
since the mid-1990s.

In addition to school finance, support for minimum competency testing also
emerged in the 1970s. Minimum competency tests established floors that define
the lowest levels of student proficiency in various subject areas (Educational
Testing Service Policy Information Center 1990). By the end of the decade,
thirty-nine states had adopted this policy in some form. The degree to which these
tests carried so-called high stakes, or significant consequences for students and
schools, varied by state. For example, Alabama used its tests to make high school
graduation decisions and Connecticut relied on them to guide counseling and fol-
low-up teaching efforts while the state of Washington let local school districts and
parents determine their use (Pipho 1978).

During the 1980s, a movement focusing on educational quality took the states
by storm. The reforms during this period were extensive and included expanding
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FIGURE 1.2
Revenues for K—12 education by source of funds, 1950-2000
Note: Years correspond to the beginning of a school term (i.e., 1950 = 1950-51 school term).
Data are not available for even-numbered years from 1950 to 1968.
Source: National Center for Education Statistics (2004, Table 156).

student testing, increasing high school graduation requirements, stiffening
teacher certification requirements, and adopting measures to gauge school perfor-
mance. Table 1.1 summarizes these changes. Many of the reforms resonated with
recommendations in the National Commission on Excellence in Education’s
(NCEE) 1983 report, A Nation at Risk. In that publication, the Commission of-
fered a startling and controversial assessment: judging by the success of American
students relative to others around the world, the United States had essentially en-
gaged in unilateral educational disarmament. Had another nation imposed the
present system of American education on the country, the report argued, U.S.
leaders might well have considered it an act of war (National Commission on Ex-
cellence in Education 1983). The blizzard of state reforms in the 1980s moved one
review to call that period “the education reform decade” (Educational Testing
Service Policy Information Center 1990). N

During the 1990s, the standards movement became the primary engine driving
educational reform in the United States (Ravitch 1995). During this time, states
built on their work from the 1980s and extended efforts to write down explicitly
what their students should know and be able to do. States linked those content
standards to performance standards, which were designed to show how well stu-
dents knew the material they were supposed to have learned. State assessments or
exams were the tools that schools, districts, and state officials would use to mea-
sure student improvement.
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TABLE I.1
Summary of major state policy changes in K-12 education during the 1980s
Reform Area 1980-89
High school graduation requirements 42 states raise standards
Student testing 47 statewide programs by 1990
Accountability 23 states go beyond test scores and

use an integrated set of indicators

Teacher standards 39 states require passing a test to
enter teacher education or begin teaching

Source: Educational Testing Service Policy Information Center {1990, 4).

By the end of the 1990s, the states’ progress illustrated that moving to systems
organized around standards and tests would not be easy. Just as President Bill
Clinton’s administration was leaving office in January 2001, the U.S. Department
of Education reported on these efforts. As part of the 1994 reauthorization of the
ESEA, called the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA), and another Clinton
initiative known as Goals 2000, the department evaluated state progress. It found
only eleven of the thirty-four states it reviewed had earned a mark of “full ap-
proval,” indicating that these states had aligned their standards, curriculum, and
assessments (Citizens’ Commission on Civil Rights 2001, Figure 1). After con-
ducting its own study, published later that same year, the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) concluded that twenty-nine states and the District of Columbia
had made progress because they possessed clear and specific standards in core
subject areas at the elementary, middle, and secondary school levels. Much work
remained, however, to align state curriculum and tests with these standards
(American Federation of Teachers 2001).

Not directly linked to standards but also growing in the 1990s was a movement
for expanded school choice beyond the magnet school and within-district options
that have existed for many years. During this decade, Wisconsin and Ohio began
public voucher programs in Milwaukee and Cleveland. These programs channeled
money directly to low-income parents to help them pay for education in private
schools. Citizen entrepreneurs and charitable foundations also promoted this re-
form in other cities, creating privately funded endowments for this same purpose.

The Wisconsin and Ohio voucher laws have produced high-profile legal bat-
tles, but both have withstood court challenges. The Wisconsin Supreme Court up-
held Milwaukee’s program in Jackson v. Benson (1998), a decision that the U.S.
Supreme Court did not review. In Zelman v. Simmons-Harris (2002), the U.S. Su-
preme Court turned back a challenge to a similar program in Cleveland. The law’s
opponents argued that the program was unconstitutional because parents could

use their vouchers at religious schools. The Court disagreed in a contentious 5 to 4
decision.
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Vouchers were not the only choice-based reform of the 1990s, though. Charter
schools, which are public schools freed from many of the rules and regulations
governing traditional public schools, have also expanded across the country. In
fact, they are much more popular than voucher programs that §<&<m private and
public schools. By 2005, forty states and the District of Columbia had maoww&
charter school laws. According to the Center for Education Reform (2005), during
the 2004-05 school year, there were roughly 3,000 charter schools serving nearly
one million students in the United States.

KEY CONCEPTS AND THE THEORETICAL ARGUMENT IN BRIEF

This book develops a general theory of federalism and agenda setting to explain
developments in the American education agenda. The overall theoretical argu-
ment is as follows: The level of interest and involvement that a government dem-
onstrates in a particular policy area depends on the advocacy of vo_.mQ
entrepreneurs who mobilize the government’s license and capacity to mQ..Hmnw_:m
license or capacity at their level of government, entrepreneurs can acquire these
ingredients by borrowing strength from other governments in &m American m.ma-
eral system. This argument implies that federalism creates potential agenda setting
opportunities for individuals who carefully size up their own Smmw:mm.mmm and then
make up for them by leveraging the arguments or capabilities that exist elsewhere
in the system. Borrowing strength thus enables policy entrepreneurs to ma<m.=nm
their priorities, even in areas where, at first glance, they may struggle to wield
influence.

I have crafted my borrowing strength theory of agenda setting in general terms.
Thus, by government I mean national, state, or local governments. Interest and
involvement, which I characterize as the two main components of a government’s
agenda, are straightforward concepts. Interest refers to the rhetorical 8.55.:-
ment government officials demonstrate in a policy area. The number of legislative
hearings devoted to a policy and the presence of the policy in major ww.mmmrmmv
party platforms, or political campaigns all capture different aspects of this _a.mm.
Involvement refers to policy production. A government is involved in a policy
area if it makes laws, issues regulations, constructs bureaucracies, and appropri-
ates funds to address the area in some way. Unlike simply highlighting a problem
through speeches or campaign ads, for example, involvement demonstrates that a
government has committed itself to doing something about the problem.

License is the first key factor that influences government interest and involve-
ment. [t refers to the strength of the arguments available to justify government ac-
tion. Clearly, some arguments are more persuasive than others, which means
selecting compelling rationales for action is central to building an mmmjam. Butifli-
cense justifies action, it by no means guarantees that policymakers §=. be wEw to
act and to act effectively. That is why capacity, the second key factor, is QEQE
important. Capacity refers to the ability to act once policymakers have decided
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they want to act. Capacity exists in the form of financial resources, the coherence
and presence of bureaucratic structures such as regulatory agencies of govern-
ment, and the knowledge, experience, and expertise of government personnel.

Policy entrepreneurs are the individuals who mobilize license and capacity to
foster government interest and involvement in particular policy areas. Previous
scholarship has described these entrepreneurs in many ways, sometimes focusing
on their work within specific government institutions, such as Congress, while at
other times discussing policy entrepreneurship more generally (Walker 1977; Ar-
nold 1990; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Schiller 1995; Schneider, Teske, and
Mintrom 1995; Kingdon 1995; Wawro 2000; Sheingate 2003; Mintrom 2000). 1
tend toward the broader conceptualization and define policy entrepreneurs as in-
dividuals inside or outside government who champion particular ideas and at-
tempt to increase the agenda-status of policy areas they care about most.

Overall, [ argue that policy entrepreneurs are most likely to promote a govern-
ment’s interest and involvement in an area when the government possesses high
license and high capacity to act. Conversely, where both license and capacity are
weak, it is extremely difficult for an entrepreneur to promote government interest
and involvement in the favored area. More interesting combinations occur when
the government lacks either license or capacity but not both. For example, if pol-
icy entrepreneurs in Congress possess license to act but the federal government
lacks capacity to alleviate some social ill, how likely is it that government officials
will demonstrate interest in the issue and then get involved? Must these entrepre-
neurs give up making a strong push for their position and simply stand by and test
their ideas behind the scenes by “softening up” (Kingdon 1995) potential support-
ers? If both license and capacity are required to foster interest and involvement,
then one might conclude that the issue will not rise very high on the federal
agenda. But this need not be the case.

When these congressional entrepreneurs and their staffers survey their options
in the nation’s compound republic, they find that limited federal capacity need
not stifle their ambitions. In a federal system, creative policymakers can borrow
capacity from other levels of government to help achieve their objectives. Lacking
the capacity to reform the nation’s schools on their own, members of Congress
may pass laws building on state efforts. In the process, they rely on, or borrow,
state capacity to make these initiatives work and to push their own agenda priori-
ties. The result is that state capacity can enable policy entrepreneurs in Congress
to build agendas in federal venues, something they could not have done by relying
on federal capacity alone.

The process of borrowing strength described in the previous paragraph can
also apply to state officials. For example, a governor may find herself possessing
only weak arguments (low license) to justify a particular reform agenda. That may
prevent the governor from persuading her constituents and other state officials to
endorse her idea. However, the governor’s task becomes less onerous if federal of-
ficials, in particular the president and his advisers using the bully pulpit, have
charted a similar course for the whole nation. The president’s own investment of
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political capital can become a <mEmEM Rmowanm mom a governor attempting to de-
i xpand her own agenda in her state. .
<n_m%<_m_~n m%“mwwhmﬂaoﬁmmm of voﬂwiw:m strength can Emcﬁ._nm ~m<&m of interest
and involvement that state and federal officials demonstrate in a policy area. H.rm
process also reveals how the American federal system can be a source of .wwm:Em
feedback that creates momentum and expands government mmgam.w. HEm is un-
like a view that sees federalism as replete with roadblocks that primarily moﬁmm
negative feedbacks and allow the national government and the states to mutually
check one another’s ambitions. . .
Determining how to borrow strength is something members o.m ﬂozmammm an

other federal officials must ponder as they attempt to assert their Eﬁcgnm. In
other words, there is a fine line between borrowing capacity that mmeEm_M ~.m<m?
ages state capabilities and imposing unfunded mandates that w_m.nm unrealistic mﬂ
cal and programmatic expectations on state governments. Similarly, mﬁwcams s
that can justify action at one level of the nation’s federal system may be less per-
suasive in another. In short, borrowing strength may sound easy in 980: UE.S
practice it is not. Subsequent chapters will explain the source of these difficulties
and how federal and state policy entrepreneurs have responded to them.

OVERVIEW OF THE BOOK

This chapter has provided a broad overview of the mamcaw:ﬁm to noBm..Orm@ﬁmﬁM N~
completes part I of the book by describing in more detail the ﬁ.r.moﬂw:n& mo m
that guides the study. The four chapters in part 11 are the ms”%_:n& heart of the
work. Collectively, they examine how the American education agenda has un-
folded since the mid-1960s. Chapters 3 and 4 focus on ﬁrm. mwmmﬁ.& mo<m::.dm=ﬁ
They include data from numerous sources that map out variation in mmamm.& inter-
est and involvement in education during roughly the last half of &m twentieth cen-
tury. Chapter 5 analyzes that variation by using the theoretical model from
chapter 2 to explain how federal and state attempts to borrow mﬁm.bmﬁr from oﬂzm
another have produced changes in federal and state agendas. I continue my analy-
sis of change in chapter 6, which is an in-depth look at NCLB. In %.mﬁ nrm.vﬁmb I
show how the borrowing strength model of agenda setting can explain policy de-
velopment and implementation of that reauthorization of ﬁrm. ESEA.

Part I1] examines several overall implications about education, federalism, m.ba
agenda setting. Chapter 7 shows how developments in mmam.n& .m:a state mac.nm:o:
agendas have affected politics in the American states and _.:m_a.m Hr.m Emmr_umﬁwz
Beltway. Chapter 8 concludes by considering some general _B.w:nm:o:m about mr-
ucation agendas in the United States since the 1960s. It also a_mncmmmm. some of t e
broader theoretical implications that my study suggests for scholars interested in
the relationship between federalism and agenda mmﬁaum. . . .

I have written this book with two specific audiences in mind. For vo:@. practi-
tioners and other observers of American elementary and secondary education, the
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insights I provide will help reveal how the nation’s education agenda has taken
shape and what it might look like in the future. Similarly, political scientists who
care about how the nation’s compound republic shapes government agendas will
find this analysis helpful and see potential applications of its theoretical ideas in
other policy areas. To serve that latter audience, in particular, the next chapter re-
views relevant literature on federalism and agenda setting before developing my
theoretical perspective in greater detail.

NOTES

1. For example, a Washington Post—ABC News poll from September 2002 reported that 74
percent of adults said the issue of education would be “very important” in deciding
their vote for the U.S. House. That number equaled or exceeded the number respond-
ing “very important” on the following other issues: war on terrorism (74 percent), the
economy and jobs (74 percent), the situation in Iraq with Saddam Hussein (71 per-
cent), health care (70 percent), prescription drug benefits for the elderly (63 percent),
and Social Security (60 percent). With the deepening American commitment in Iraq,
concerns over education abated somewhat during the 2004 election season. However,
that did not necessarily suggest lackluster interest (Washington Post and ABC News
2002). In January 2005, a poll from the Pew Research Center for the People and the
Press found that 70 percent of adults believed “improving the educational system”
should be a “top priority” for President Bush and Congress in 2005. That was slightly
lower than, but close to, the same number of respondents who said “defending the
country from future terrorist attacks” (75 percent) and “strengthening the nation’s
economy” (75 percent) should also be top priorities. It was equal to or higher than con-
cern over reforming Social Security (70 percent saying it is a top priority) and Medicare
(67 percent) and much higher than other issues such as protecting the environment
(49 percent) and lowering taxes for the middle class (48 percent) (Pew Research Center
for the People and the Press 2005).

2. There are dozens of books and shorter studies in both areas. On the history of federal
policy in busing and school desegregation, examples include Bell (1980), Wilkerson
(1979), and Orfield (1978; 1999). Many titles also appear in a collection of articles from
political scientists that commemorated the fortieth anniversary of the Little Rock
drama of 1957 (Struggling toward Opportunity: 40 Years Since Little Rock 1997). For
useful work on special education, see Hehir and Latus (1992), Hehir and Gamm
(1999), McLaughlin and Rouse (2000), and Finn, Rotherham, and Hokanson (2001).

3. For data on the original ESEA, see the Congressional Quarterly (1966, 292). Current
figures are available from the U.S. Department of Education at http://www.ed.gov/
about/overview/budget/history/index.html (accessed on June 13, 2005).

4. A federal role did exist prior to 1965, even though it was quite scattered. Some of the
more well-known efforts affecting K-12 education before that year include the North-
west Ordinance of 1787, which provided land grants to support educational institu-
tions in the new nation; the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, which initiated specific federal
support for vocational education; Impact Aid, which was designed to assist school dis-
tricts in communities significantly burdened by the presence of federal facilities or
lands [Impact Aid became law in 1941, and essentially amounts to revenue sharing for
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local districts; it is still one of the most popular federal programs, primarily Umn»c,mm :vm
eligibility criteria guarantee funds to school districts in more than .Nmo of the zm:o% s
congressional districts each year (Wear 2003)]; and finally, the Zm:o.:m_ Defense Edu-
cation Act of 1958, which became law after the Soviet Cio:vm.mwcs_w _mc:n:.~ZUm>
was designed to increase the nation’s stock of mnmmnmma. engineers, and foreign _m_:-
guage speakers; among other things, it funded m<mJi:zm from the development of ele-
mentary and secondary science programs to fellowships for graduate mEax Acws
1991)]. While some of the specific elements of these programs no longer exist, like
many federal education programs, they have continued in o%.mn forms. wm<o:m E.m
ESEA, perhaps the most significant federal education law affecting K-12 mn.roo__:m is
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, or IDEA (originally passed in 1975 as
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act). This act helped to wm<ﬂmm the na-
tion’s long history of excluding students with special needs from educational opportu-
nities that nearly all citizens take for granted.

WO”O‘.ZQ m._.xmzn._._._. _"mUmz.P_r_mZ.

AND >0mZU> mm._.._._zn

IN THIS CHAPTER, I DEVELOP A THEORY TO DESCRIBE AND EXPLAIN HOW THE
institution of federalism affects the process of agenda setting. My thesis is that a
government’s agenda, as measured by its level of interest and involvement in a
policy area, depends on the efforts of policy entrepreneurs who mobilize the gov-
ernment’s license and capacity to act. A lack of license or capacity need not limit a
government’s agenda, though, as long as entrepreneurs can make up for these def-
icits by borrowing strength from another level of government. This conceptual-
ization proves quite useful in explaining how the nation’s education agenda has
unfolded since the 1960s. More broadly, it provides a generic tool for analyzing
agenda development vertically across levels of the American federal system and
horizontally into other policy areas.

The chapter proceeds in five sections. The first defines two key terms: agendas
and federalism. The second describes some of the conceptual limits of previous re-
search on federalism and agenda setting that prevent either field from shedding
much light on the other. The third section examines three key concepts that are
building blocks for my theory: policy entrepreneurs, license, and capacity. The
fourth section develops a theoretical model that relates these concepts and the
mechanism of borrowing strength to show how federalism influences agenda set-
ting. The fifth section uses the theoretical model to derive predictions about how
agenda dynamics are likely to unfold in a federal system. That final section also
briefly describes the methods and diverse sources of evidence that appear in sub-
sequent chapters.

DEFINING AGENDA SETTING AND FEDERALISM

For decades, political scientists have considered how policymakers, organized in-
terest groups, and citizens determine the scope of government agendas (Dahl
1956, 1961; Schattschneider 1960; Bachrach and Baratz 1962; Olson 1965; Lowi
1967; Downs 1972; Cobb and Elder 1983; Riker 1993; Baumgartner and Jones
1993, 2006b; Kingdon 1995). In these studies, scholars have provided many an-
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