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No Child Left Behind and the Transformation of Federal Education
Policy, 1965-2005 by Patrick J. McGuinn. Lawrence, University Press
of Kansas, 2006. 260 pp. Cloth, $340.00; paper. $19.95.

Washington’s increasing attention to American schools suggests three inter-
csting puzzles that Patrick McGuinn explores in this study of federal education
policy. Why have liberals and conscrvatives both supported a more active
federal role in education? Why did this expanded role unfold during a period
when devolution and deregulation were gaining momentum? How does one
account for major policy changes that often seem unlikely to occur in the
American political system?

McGuinn answers those questions by focusing on the evolution of federal
cducation policy since 1965, Analvtically. he uscs a “policy regimes™ approach
that he argues is better at capturing change than other models such as punc-
tuated cquilibrium theory (pp. 11, 209) or approaches that focus narrowly on
specific causal mechanisms (pp. 16.17). The book is informed by rich sources.
including ¢lite interviews. primary and sccondary documents. and public opin-
ion polls. McGuinn marshals his ¢vidence to briefly summarize policy changes
from 1965 to 1988, before offering detailed chapters on the 1988 1o 2005 pe-
riod. the book’s primary focus.

McGuinn argues that the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) sig-
naled the clcar emergence of a new policy regime that had been building since
1988. No longer do federal policymakers simply focus on cnsuring equity
for disadvantaged students and monitoring policy inputs, he says. Rather.
McGuinn sees a fundamentally new regime that now stresses cxcellence for
all students. backed by high-stakes accountahility for results. That shift,
McGuinn notes. was built by conservatives and liberals who charted a middle
path while sidestepping the preferences of key interest groups in their respec-
tive coalitions.

This book is required reading for students. scholars. and policymakers who
scek a historical account of the evolving federal role in education. McGuinn
provides great faunching pads for several discussions about the policy and
politics that Washington’s efforts have fostered. Consider, for ¢xample. his
view that the equity regime guiding the original Elementary and Secondary
Education Act was “cviscerated™ (p. 30) by cvents during the 1980s and
cventually replaced by a new regime focused on educational excellence for
all students. While fedceral officials now discuss achicvement for all. it may be
that excellence has not replaced. but rather joined. equity as an additional
federal concern in a hybridized cquitv-excellence policy regime. Even today.
lcaders such as President George W. Bush. Representative George Miller (D-
CA). who was a key architect of NCLB. and others who McGuinn quotes (for
cxample. pp. 136, 141, 142, 159) emphasize the neced to climinate glaring
achicvement gaps between advantaged and disadvantaged student groups.
Also. NCLB's authorizing provisions still distribute funds based primarily on
economic nced. In short. an equity impulse remains, even as cxcellence has
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become more important. McGuinn's account will help locus (.Ichm_c.s over the
tensions hetween equity and excellence and the government’s ability to pro-
ul . ) )
mo{%::::mk will also inform discussions about how federal cdur:'nl.lon policy
has influcnced the American federal system more gcnc.rully.ch(:mnr\ argues
that NCLB represents a “new cducational federalism.™ in \Vhlcl:l Washington is
now a “national schoolmarm ... whacking thosc states lhal"fml to [ccord sat-
isfactory and timely progress toward federal cduclntion goals (p._ 195). Clearly.
federal .policymakcrs now act more aggressively in K—IZ.cdu‘c:.mon. But S()I;IC
authors (myself included) have argued that Washington's \\{\Ihngncss to offer
the states ﬁcxihilily on NCLB's key requirements. and its reliance on the states
10 develop curriculum standards and tests, illustra_le how stalc pltefcr:;nc;csir‘c-
main powerful forces that help shape federal pohcy: By :\dt‘lressmgl ¢ feder-
alism issue. though, McGuinn provides a great vchicle for mformmg.dch@cs
about how subsequent federal education efforts will likely affect relationships
across the American federal systen.
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School’s Federalism and the National Education Agenda by Paul
Manna. WiNington DC, Georgetown University Press. 2006. 209 pp.
$26.95.

f federalism is given credence through an exhaustive
seation agenda in the twenty-first-century United
g slrcr;glh" (p. 5) model highlights a new way to
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Paul Manna's analvsis. howcver, invites th
at a more complex level. The “horrowing strend e
actors within a federal system can be identified nonigally. power can be shnhru
for greater influence at particular policy momcnls_vA o_rdmg o M.an-na}; ! or-
rowing theory can be studicd by focusing on two dimemNons of policy: the c};)
pncil\:and the license of government to act. When a gove ment hn; ho;l:,}: ;
capacity and the license to act, then governmentis likely to ciaate po |cy‘.. :.,n
a government has neither the capacity nor -lh.C h'ccnsc to act. \en ;f‘-o |cyF v
tr(;prcncurs arc “standing by™ (p. 34). anticipating the openind\of a polic}
window. In most instances. however. the distinctions arc not as.sha p. A. 20V-
crnment may have the capacity but lack the license to act or vice versa: gov-
ernment then seeks to borrow strength from other actors who are likely to
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