
e888l11UI/GUNDERSON PROPOSAL 

Question: What is your position on the ~Gunderson . proposal? . 

Answer: I did not come to Washington to defend bureaucracy ... I came to 

create a lean and effective Department. . . 


• We are moving on our own to reduce bureaucracy, streamline, 

consolidate, and save taxpaye ' e are interested in any 

proposal to help improve aching 81lQ leamin,.9; .. 


• 	 The.'.ili~und~rson p~oposal would create a "mega-bureaucracy" 
by combining the Departments' of Education, Labor and EEOC .. (It 
sh~.§.J'nQ__~nsQ~~g~~ns, but does not set !'2!1~ any steps 
to impr.o~e eg~.~!9n.) It d~~des the importance of ed~~n~and 
elimin.stes the "bully pulpit". 

~:~.~-~-.-----~':~.-...------­
• 	 Such a "mega-bureaucracy" would decrease accountability and 

efficiency, make education information and programs less accessible to 
customers, and excessively concentrate decision making. 

For example, it would establish an Assistant Secretary for 
Workforce Preparation and Policy who would have responsibility 
for over $38 billion in program funds, more than. the entire 
Departm~nt of Education budget 

• Such massive bureaucracy building. would distract attention from our 
important task of improving education~ We would spend years 

. rearranging organizational boxes rather than continuing 'our efforts at· 
streamlining the Department. 

• W-oy\el f;;;m rlI~ DII ~lJ/tdJ~ ~C)i! \ . 

• . ed~~1\ a\"..t ptP($: ~{cP-~ ­
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Mr. Gunderson estimates that his proposal would save $4 billion a year. 
However, most of this savi gs would be from eliminations and cOnsolidations of,- -­. prpgf"!!JlS - savings that ~ -- and are being - achieved by Education and ' 
Labor. . ' 

• Claimed savings of $4 billion: 

~Omillio~m the consolidated total of $J.9 biiliC;tn for E~enhower' 
Prof~§SQf18I.DeveloQ"!ent. Ch~~er Schools, ,Impact Aid. Safe' and Drug 
Free Sdlools, and Innovative Education Programs ' . 

~------, . ' ... __. -" 

~IQii1>y reducing B!I~~I Ed~~.!?_rl 

t!~orrl~~c:~~yreducing ~tJe BLQ~velop!a:!9 Instititytions 

~!.nIm.~O)bY eliminating funding for 29 programs from ED, Labor, $nd 
other agenCies, .", . 

'.' , 

Y200mill iii):by reducing Workplace Safety and Employee Benefit 
"'~ " 

programs 

(..-~tiitJrom a total of $12 billion for Workforce Prepj!r81iOl+8Oq 
,f --ote~l1g1:eaming progrmas wfliffi coulCbe combined into:'4Drockgrant~--,----------,.,... --~-.-~-------..-. "'-- '" -- ---­

~illfuMr~m re~~~11Q d~pti~~,~ off5S a~n~ ~yj! rig!:1t~ ..'. _ 
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ALEXANDERIBENNETT/COATES PROPOSAL 

Question: What is your position, to the Alexander/Bennett/Coates proposal to 
abolish ' the Department? 	 ' 

Answer: I understand that they have proposed making ~ion 'In off~ , 
within a I~depa~ent and distributing many fui1cbo~of the Department , 
toOttleragencies.(tFor example, student financial aid for college would, go to ' 
the Trea~,ury Department, vocational education to .Labor. educational research 
to NSF. and so on . 

.::::_0..:::::::::-.-- " 

, 	 ...' , ' ".---------'-',', 
• 	 Need (rlationa.LJlQice)for education .. Without a Cabinet level 

department education would be deemphasizedattime. in our history 
when it is more important than ever before. , . , ' 

• 	 Proposal would create "Ureaucratic ni htm for schools, 
~~munities, . and, S~ ow, tes, communities and others 
concerned with education can look to one agency. Under the proposal . 
they would have to go aU o~er the' g~vemment. tftlh':_l? ',. ..' . I 

" 1- e 5. It -..c.",~ I ~ # ()f) cohet" "t' P."~ ~ I" k"'j trlt1tll(\Qt 
Creating an office in ~Jar[,eragen_Qy' is',(ot necessarily more efficient' or more, '. 
responsive to local co~en Education was in HEW 

• The ,Office of Education had 7.700 employees. The Department 

currently has e~,.& tRiM fe ...erempl~yees; , , 


•.J~-' 


• The Secretary ofHEW could not devote much attention to education; 

.'-~~ If'. ~--.. ~ ~ 

• The lack of attention and large HEW bureaucrayy resulted in a lack of , 
coherence and responsiveness that impeded State and local educators., 

• 1 

DuringCongressionar Hearings~ whether a Department· of 
Education should' be creat ,Terrel Bell t' t for these reasons 
creating a Department of E uca on wou reduce F '_!f.81 contr~ 
education and Federal red tape. ' 

- ---- ,-,'....,. /~~.., . ~ (\.t:U J 
, r'2..\"~'o~ C'O(')s..etV~v-e.. Q4k~.~ $"b;:> uJ. ' 
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FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION 

J . HISTORY 

Important federal role ·for over ~OO years in K-12 and post-secondary. 
o land grant college system (Morrill Act, 1862) . . 
o established office of.education in 1867 (research & ·statistics) 
o vocational education (Smith Hughes Act, 1917) . ! 

o 	 GI bill (1944 - sent 2.2 million veterans to college) , 
o 	 National Defense Education Act for math and science (f958) . ,. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 

o . Armed Forces this year will recruit almost 200,000 . young americans 

o 	 To preserve military preparedness their goal is for at least 90% to have a 
high school diploma and at least 60% to have above average skills 

( STRONG ECONOMY 

o 	 Education foundation of better economic perfonnance. In this century, 
educational increases· in the. workforce accounted for almost 30% in the 
growth of the nation's wealth; advances in knowledge (better educatio'n, 
R&D, and new technologies) accounted for 55%. 

o 	 High returns to education for individuals. In 1992, the average annual 
earnings for those with a bachelor's degree were almost twice those with 
only a high School diploma; and two and Qne-halftiF'Des those who did nqt 
finish high school. 

o 	 ... America's mobile population. Almost one-tenth of our population moves 
across state lines every five·years. This the local quality of education has. 
national implications-whether dealing· with unemployment or promoting 
economic growth. Weak schools have consequences all· across the 
nation. . . 

EQUITY AND CIVIL RIGHTS 

o 	 Children who are disadvantaged, . disabled or have limited english 
proficJency mustnot be left behind.· 
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RIlSPONSB TO BROODa CBA1\(JI THAT DBPAaTKENT IS '!1'OPIlBAVY' 

o 	 When I first took office,' we set some priorities for 
what needed to be accomplished. 

o 	 We dE.:cided that our first priority; needed to be 
overhauling the federal role in education and key 
federal programs--Goals 2000, ESEA, SChool-to-Work, 
Direct Lending, overhaul of the research function, etc. 
recognized that the structure of the Department needed 
to be addressed. 

o 	 Our second priority was ,@treamlinirig the management and 
operation of the D@partment. within the existing , 

"- structure.' We've done this through such efforts as the0' '\ development of a Department mission and strategic plan;
(~, integrated program reviews, the use of consolidated ' 

, 	 plans, and a sig-nific,ant reduction in requlations and 
paperwork in elementary and secondary education 
programs; restructuring the Office of Education 
Research and Improvementr and initiating the Direct 
Lending proqram on a sound footing •. 

We have a solid record of accomplishment in these 
areas • 

o 	 . While we knew that the basic structure of the 
Department also needed attention, we also recognized
that a Department-wide reorganization--elimination or 
consolidation ofoffices--WQuld be yeti ti~e consuming
and WOUlQLdemand great attention of the leadershipot
the Department. I believed then, and I believe now, 
that it was more important to focus our'attention 
externally--on how our programs impact on students, 
schools and institutions ofhiqher education, parents~ 
teachers, and state and local education 8gencies--than 
on how we are organized internally, or how many'
assistant secretaries we have. 

o 	 While our program overhaul and management improvements 
continue full force, we have also been Working closely 
with Vice President Gore and the Administration's 
National Performance Review II to lock carefully at 
ways in which the Department could be 'further . 
streamlined.. In the near future I expect to announce 
the steps we will take to further streamline the agency 
ana reduce management layers. 

o 	 since this review is still underway within the 
Executive Branch, I cannot offer details on our plans 
yet. 



.Labor 'and the EEOC are primarily regu.latory agencies 
(workplace safety, mine safety, workplace equity). ED 
has worked hard to mov~ away from regulations -- to be a 
support agency ~nd a partner with~tates and districts. 

'Tr 1nin accouFor DOL: ts for ~nlY 9% of staff (2,000 
of l1JOOO) and 0 budget ($7 of $34 biliion) while 
E~tire missiC?,n is helpin_g educate childre~nd 
a ults. . ." . ' 

Good coordination already exists between ED and Labor on 
issues where the work of the two Departments is related-­
e.g., School-to-Work. 

in proposed savings over 5 years, only 
$1.6 b1llion would come from administrative costs; the 
rest would com~ from unsp~ p!ogr~m ~ts. ' 

If cost s~vings are what Congress is after, the merger is 
not the most .effective approach.We are already 
consolidating and eliminating ineffective programs . 

(j)0 . M~r,ser would~reate ~reauc~ 
Large bureaucracies are less responsive and accessible to' 
parents, teachers, community and business leaders, and 

~ policymakers. . 

_ .~~~ National voice for education will be diminished • 

.	Reorganization would disrupt work to support education 
improvement. We, would 'spend' ~~s rearranging 
organizational' boxes instead, 6'F ~ng children's 
interests . 

Most important test: how will this merger hell! children? 

trvt/ \j) . .. -' . 
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If 1'2- :.-/~ 
, OPPOSITION TO BACK TO BASICS REFORM ACT 

(FRESHMAN PROPOSAL) 

o 	 Proposal 'significantly reduces, then' proposes to eliminate, 
federal role in education - , 

Proposes Ci~~ajOE 'b~OC~,,- grants' ~9 billion 
elementary/secondary; $2 bllllon filgfler ed) 

propose~l)d~al pr~gramsby 2000 4­

o 	 p~opose~~ .gr;n.s have' nC? clear purpQ.ses and no
"---,---- , 

.accountabil~JY. "It is a plock and <;.ut strategy."
"-- ....., , 

o 	 Proposal di~~es account@ility, by spread3!eder,al programs 
around to 5 different agencies, and by burying most programs 
deep ~!~illlllIS~:. ' . 

o 	 Proposal will fo~ce. state education officials,. parents, studepts 
,and c~ommunity leaders'to have to deal with 5different agen<;,ies 
'on edu~~~n iSS}les/' How wIll that help children? , 

, 0 	 Proposal en~s national voic~../or education when education is 
more vital than ever for this nation. 
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THERE HAVE BEEN EDUCATION IMPROvEMENTS 
SINCE DEPARTMENT ,WAS CREATED 

FACTS: 

o 	 Students are taking more challenging courses 
1982: 1.9% 


, 1992: 23.2% 


, 0 'More students are participating in Advanced Placement Courses 
1982: 140,000 
1994: 450,000 

o 	 High School drop' out rate has decreased 

1980: ' ,13.0% 

1993: 10.6% 


o 	 Postsecondary enrollment increased 
1980: 49.3% 

1993: 62.6% 


o 	 College Completion Up 
'1950: 	 6% 


1995: 22% 


, 0 SAT Performance 1976-1994 

Participation in test has expanded: 


Percentage of high school graduates taking the test increased 
from 32% to 42% 

Percentage of minorities taking the test increased from 15% to 
31% . 

Increased Verbal. Scores 1976-1994: 

African-Americans: 20 point gain 

other minorities: 15 point'gain 


Increased Math Scores 1976-1994: 
African-Americans: 34 point gain 
Native-Americans: 21 point gain 
Asian and Mexican Americans:' 17 point gain 



RESPONSE ON BLOCK GRANTS 

o 	 Believe strongly in providing flexibility and accountability for 

results 


'0 	 Goals 2000 and School-to-Work already ar~ltresponsibleltblock 
grants 

o . Willing to consider block grant proposals, if they: 
o 	 have clear nfltional purposes, goals and objectives 
o 	 have clear acc~untability for results· 2: , 

o 	 provide adequate· funding and do not reduce ov_erall 
investm",,£nts Tn education . ---....... 

o 	 do not hamper efforts to· tar!et funds to neediest sch~ols . 
and communities' '.. ~. . .. 

o 	 Opposed to· block grant proposals that drastichlly re@ce 
f!:!.nd~&--Whi~e blo~k ,grants are intended ,~o, i~e f1exibil!ty, 
reduced fundmgwIlI III fact decrease flexibilIty 

----. J I." . 

o· L~mited federal dollars need to be str~tegically target~d for 

critical needs--such as ch~n in pove[ty and· s~fe scho«?ls. 


---,.Sif!!]?ly gi..ving ~l money to_states without clear goals or 

focus on· accountability isa poor use of taxpayer'~ money. ~.'"_ 
'~' ... (~~ :J 

, 	 . . 
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EDUCATION DEPARTMENT EFFICIENCY 

Department ~~ '. <. • .'. • 

o ED ,si!eIidS ~ than ~f $33.7 ~ill~on budget on 
. 	 adml.nl.str ~ ~S~~ds are prl.marl.ly focused on 

fisca controls ahd accountability. . 

o 	 ED has smallest ratio of sta{f to grant volume in federal 
governmen't": i employee-per $6miIIl.on in grants 

o 	 The. Department is the smalles~ of 14 cab~' t agencies 
with 5~31 full-timeeguivalent emp'loye~. Since 19S1~ 
Department em shave been reduced by 3 % and we plan 
to cut anot er S%. 	 ~ 

o 	 ED has proposed savinis of $100 million in petsonnel 
costs from FY 1995 (5,131 FTE) to FY 2000 (less than 
4~ FTE) 

o 	 In our FY 1995 and FY 1996 budgets, we have proposed 
eliminating 59 education programs and co,solidating 27 
others for a savings.Qf 4.6 Ei-Ilion by 2000./ We are 
exploring ways in Which we can eliminate other programs 
hat do not produce results. 

~~. 
----=........ 

o 	 We have dramatically turned around ~he r~2~l~tory 
p~. Recently eliminated'SS regulatl.ons--399 p~e~~ 
in all. .~~~ 

o 	 No ~egulations for Goais 2000 or School-to-work ( ~-. 	 --~~~ 
o 	 Our new laws allow me to grant waivers to statutory and' 

regulatory requirements: ­

o 	 Reduqed paperwork--eliminated duplic,ative forms and 
encourage coHsorfdated plans from states. 

~-v-ed-_ent..-.M-ana 

oWe have ul(2rad::,d t!..chnoloiY and inves;..t.......;.e...;.d__ n~t..:;r....;·a;..;;!.o..;n_l.;;.;·~;....g
i .... of 
our. employees. ..... . . 

o 	 For the first' time in, the Department's history, the 
student loan program has 'receiv~d an~ualified Itcl.eanlt 
op1:nion from an~side auditing firm. 

o We are implementing a custqmer-responsive Age~y with 1­
8QO~informa~on l!nes_and comput~!]p liEes. -- ­

http:savings.Qf
http:6miIIl.on
http:prl.marl.ly


Ce>Q _~~~ 


~ 

Staffing and S.& E: Why Has ED Had Increases? 

o 

o 

The new Direct Student Loan progqlm accounts for the increase 
in the S & E budget by ~ -­ but if we dOI)'t includ{LDir!ct 
Student Loans, the budget increase was only 2 %. -

Th;t04l1~partment staff,'s well as the staff need.ed to oper~t~,IiJi; n 
the new student loan prog.ra~.!!1 be.!!lc!.uc~ over the next five) ~ 
years by over 400 employ'ees, or 8.4% ... 

(The projected reduction in Direct Student Loan staff will be 
9.5%) . .. . '---: 



WHY DO WE NEED AN INDEPENDENT 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

o 	 Education needs a strong national v~ice--a cabinet Secretary .at 
the .. President's policy and budget table to focus the nation's 
attention on educational needs and advocate for funds and other 

. support to address those needs. 

o 	 A Department and a Cabinet. Secretary focus the. nation's 
attention on education'. In 1983, Ro!!,!!ld Reagan's ~y of 
Education commissioned the report,· A Nation At Risk which 
sparked/.state and local school improvement .efforts across the 

. nation .., Ge~e Bus,!l's Secretary of Education worked with the 
Governors to establiSh the 'National Education Q..oals in 1981, 
which provided new mon~m to the state and local ref0rIi!S' 
alreadt.,!!.!lderway. . ' ,. , 

o 	 Parents, state offi . munity leaders, teachers, and 
students need one federal a cy to go to for answers to all . 
education-relate mn-s/needs. . /-Q/'D _.' t..5 A- -ISAp... tJ 

, 	 As"- ~R.IC. C~. 
o 	 T~re...Jvill be no organi~ed or consist~nt aPe.roa~ to eJIucation_ . 

p~licL if th~s are sp~d~ho,,"ut the federal 
government. . 

. 	 ' ~" . , 

o 	 The 900,000 members of the public t1=it call the Department 
every year for information about education. 

o 	 Poor children and children with disabilities who are not having .' . 
.theTr needsmet by their distri"cts or states.. ~.~..~"1' u.u~ 

o 	 , Gollege studer!is who depend on the Depa~n to 
provide them loans. , " 

http:As"-~R.IC


History Standards 

Question: 	 Many of us in Congress have heard a great deal about the proposed national 
standards for American· history and world history. What is the situation with 
respect to the development of these standards? . ' 
.. , . =r . 

Answer: 	 Let me startb, . very c1ear./Su:tes and communities across this nation are 
developin their ~ a ademic standards for what t e want chit ren to learn. 
Those are t e ards that cOJInt,;l Voluntary na . nal standards In Civics, 
science! history and oth~r areas are models for states to use if ,!beY.,chooJe 12. 

The nation's Governors. and Presi~ent Bush,~hen they established the National ') si:!~ J 

Education Goal~, launched a movem)!Jjt focu~ed on improving aca~!SUl~V~ 
and student achievement. ..' . ,. 

s one of the follow-up steps to establishing the Goals . then-Secretary Lamar 
A~xanderana Oilier members of the Administration funded several national 
stanaards projects in the areas of science, history, civics and governmen1, 

. EhghS~ geOgra"ph'l the arts/nd foreign language_ ' . 
, 

ynne Cheney Chair of the National Endowment for the Humanities, n 199 
n conj ctiOn with the bepartment of Educa!ion selected th~ grantee and f~ 

the history sta!!~S project. _... "L51---­
The recently released historY....ilil~ar..9s were produced with participation of a 
cross section of his~o~s and teach~s~ftroweve>, the tel~ase of these docume~ts . 
mar~s the compleqon of only t~e first S~ge of a contInuIng effort. " 

',~ 	 ,I, 

It is my uriderstanding tpat the Co::,ncil for Basic Educa\ion, with support from 
priyate foundati9ns, is conv~ning two in~epen{jent pa!!£!s to consider t~e major 

( criticisms that have been directed toward the history standards and propose '-.' .reVISIons. ,.' 	 , 

This is a~ important ne~t s~tp in t~e proce~s .of ensuring that these history 
sta~s represent the best scholarship and gualIty. , 

T~ere has been much conf~n O? this issue./Th~se standaLds arel and will 
always be, vo~unt¥YIN'& law reqUIres states gf..dlstnctS'lo-use he Goals 
2200 Act as~s develop. th' OWN challen in standard in core 
academic areas of their choosingfio) what is most lmpo at a dialogue 
an..d debat~ about academic achiev~ment take place in each state. ' 

Ultimately, the value of volillHat~nal s~nd~s will be determined by their 
usefulness to communities,' states and teacherswho choose to draw on them for 
'd ' Ileas. 
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, June 15, 1995 • Education Daily 

.Two Panels To Review National History Standards 
The Council for Basic Education (CBE) is con· 
venmg two panels of experts to review volun:.. 
tary national history standards that brewed a 
storm of protest. ' 

With an eye toward defusing the situation~ 
CBE last week announced ita plan to bring to-, 
gether historians and education experts to dis· 
cuss the standards, their impact and the need 
for revisions, said Patte Barth, assistant direc­
tor of the core-curriculum advocacy group~ 

The standards drew fire from conservatives 
who charged that they rewrite or ignore much 
of American history to give students a politi. 
cally correct view of the past \ . 

"We were concerned that all of the debate and 
controversy about the history standards might 
extend into the standards reform movement in 
general," B~h said. 

Board members have scheduled their first 
meetings for June 28-30 in Philadelphia. 
They plan to issue a final report in October, 
suggesting standards revisions, as well as 
guidance on general standard-setting issues. 

The National Center for History in the Schools, 
which drew up the standards, will wait for that 
report before iSsuing revised documents, Direc­
tor Gary Nash said. ' 

Barth said she hopes "we will have a general 
statement of principles and some consensus of 
the shared issues on the U.S. and world his­

. tory" standards. 

The two panels include members with a range 
of political philosopQ.ies, Barth said. 

. Former Minneso Gov. Albert . chair 
. the U.S. history Yen Mull , 
president emeritus of Johni op '8 Univer­
sity, will chair the world history panel. 

Membel'8include<iii;eRa~, a former Edu­
cation Department official and current educa­
,tion professor at New York University, and , 
Evelyn Brooks Hig,ipbtitham. an A.fro..Ameri· 
ca.nstudieipiOfessor at'"Hirvard University. 

The Pew Charitable Trusts, the John T. anJl 
Cathrnne D~CAith\ir Foundatioa- and the 
Ford oundation are funding the panels. 
-Mary-Ellen Deily 



STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. REICH 
BEFORE THE COMMIITEE ON ECONOMIC AND EDUCATIONAL ' 

OPPORTUNITIES 
TUESDAY, JULY 25, 1995 

.. Mr. Chairman and fv1embers of the Cormittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to come before you today to discuss Congressrren 

Goodling and Gunderson's proposal to merge the Department of Education Vtlith the 

Department of Labor. I know that my friend and colleague, Secretary of Education Dick 

Riley, recently appeared before this cormittee to express his concem Vtlith this proposal.. 

. Today, I want to augment the testirrony of .Secretary Riley and do so from my 

vantage point as Secretary of Labor, vvhere I bear a different set of duties. Let me say 

. at the outset that I share the specific concerns expressed by secretary Riley about the 

.threat such a merger VlK>uld pose for our continuing efforts to ensure access to high­

quality education for all Americans. I want to address the particular effect this merger 

proposal VlK>uldhave on the mission and responsibilities of the Labor Department. 

The issues this proposal SUrTm)ns -cost efficiency in the use of the taxpayers' 

rroney, managerial coherence and focus, organizational coordination and sirll'licity­

are issues very dose to my heart, arld very central to our agenda at the. Labor 

Department. We are already embarked on an .extensive exarrination and 

reorganization of our programs and operations. We have made significant changes to 

1 
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ensure greater aCCountability and efficien')' in what we do and haN we do it. 'VVe 

, have made the conmitrrent to fund what oorks, to fix or elimnate what does not, in 

order to improve oorkers' prospects and, wth them, the prospects for our country's 

future. 

There are only tvJO reasons for organizational change. The'first is to save 

rmney, and the second is to provide better service. This proposal achieves neither. 

I did not'ccirre to this condusion Wthout spending considerable tirre analyzing 

" the proposal of the Chairman and Mr. Gunderson. I asked Donald Ketti, Professor of 

, Public Affairs and' Political Science at the University of VVisconsin and a Senior FeilaN 

at the Brookings Institution, to analyze the implerrentation of the proposal and I oould 

like to subnit his findings for the record. He has three main findings: First, cost 

savings from restruduring oould be small, and costs could adually inqease. Second, 

the history of restruduring in both business and governrrent shoWs that strudure is 

secondary to rDssjon in successful reform efforts. Third, a merger as proposed oould 

raise enorTllJus transition problems. /ls Professor Ketti put it, ',he Titanic naN lies at 

the bottom of the Atlantic because its captain pressed boldly ,ahead 'Nithout thinking 

through the details." Our rrission is far too vital, the stakes far too high, for anything 

but the m:>st dispassionate analysis to guide decisions about haN, Arrericans learn 

and haN Americans oork. ' , 
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Missions d Departrrents Ate Ftndarrenta/1y·Different 

The role of the Education Department is an irrportant and broad one. In 

America's schools, our children leam to be good citizens, to converse and cooperate 

with each other, to appreciate the arts, to participate in sports. Our sChools prepare 

our children not just for work, but for life. The Education Department 'AK>rks with the . 	 . 

states and our nation's educational conmunity to make sure that all Americans have 


access to safe, high-quality schools. 


The Department of Labor has a fundamentally different mssion. Unlike the 

Oepartment of Education, the Department of Labors mission is to serve Americans in 

their roles as workers. Part of this mssion indudes ensuring citizens access to . 

. opportunities for building their skills. But the Department of Labor goes beyond 

workforce preparation to encompass worker health and safety; basic labor standards; 

worker pension and vvelfare benefits; unerJllloyrrent insurance; workpiace infonnation 

gathering; and technical support on workplace practices. The Department works with 

workers and managers to ifll)rove our nation's workplaces. 

.ReirNel1litV the DOL . 

The operations and programs of the Department of Labor mJst be scnrtinized in 

the light of the central challenge our country now faces: to restore America's mddle-

I . 	 dass. For the last fifteen years, too many famlies have been working harder but 

getting nO'Mlere. The reality is that the wages of rrost Americans have been stuck and 
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for sorre have fallen. Farrilies have had a hClirder tirre holding on to a decent 

standard of living. tI,1ore and m:>re of them have lost their 'gl;p on the niddle dass or 

their hope for entering the niddle dass. If VIe are to restore our heritage of shared 

. prosperity, American 'hUri<ers need every bit of assistance VIe can give them in 
. . 

adapting to the new economy. And let me assure you that I agree with those of you 

who also say that Americans are rightly demanding that VIe provide for these needs as 

efficiently and creatively as possible. 

We can, We have, and VIe will continue to strearrdine our operations and 

. improve our performance. The Adninistration has had m.Jch success over the last 

few years in obtaining better value for each dollar VIe invest. The Departrrent of· 

Labor is m:>ving ahead with a reinvention program to make the Departrrent m:>re 

responsive to the needs of our aJstorrers and to expand coordination with federal, 

state, and local agencies, and the private sector. 

The School-to-V\bri< program, joining students with 'hUrkplaces, is a rrodeI of 


inter-agency coordination. This joint venture 'hUri<s because Congress artiaJlated a 


, dear vision, and the Departrrents of Labor and Education defined dear objectives for 

its irrplernentation. Drawing on each Departrrent's expertise, VIe have corri>ined their . 

efforts into 'hUrking alliances to help states build paths from school to 'hUri< for young . 

Americans. W1ere the. nission was dear and'the c:orTTl'itment genuine, structure was 

a trivial issue: VIe 'hUri<ed it out. 
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OJr joint innovation with School-to--V\brk ilTl>lementation may be the best 

exalTl>le today of real refonns undertaken without shuffling organizational charts. But 

. there are many others, in proceSs or already underway: 

In order to rreet the needs of our customers, we are repladng the traditional 

.fragmented employment and training system with a One-Stop Career Center System. 

The Departrrent of Labor, in partnership with states and local conmJnities, is 'M)rking 

to transfonn this vision of an integrated, high-quality delivery system into reality. To 

bolster these reforms, we are also instituting rigorous perfonnance measures to ensure 

,accountability. The Qne.Stop Career Centers let the unerTl>loyment system rreet its 

ultimate goal, helping people learn neN skills and land neN jobs. 

In order to make government rrore accountable, the Departrrent has developed 

plans for refonn under the Government Perfonnance and Results Ad (GPRA). Every 

office within the Department is 'M)rking to aeate a system of perfonnance measures 

that will let us know tM1at's 'M)rking (and tM1at's not). 

Wlile the Department maintains its corrmitment fo ensuring the safety of 

Arrerica'S'M)rkers, we are also 'M)rking to make regulation less burQensome and 

rrore effident. The Occupational Safety and Hea.lth Adninistration (OSHA) is pursuing 

a neN approach to safety inspections that focuses on the 'M)rst ·offenders tM1i1e relying 

primarily on voluntary colTl>liance by 'employers with good safety records. This 
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approach Vt.Orks. V\Ie have tried it in Maine-and we have had great success. 

. V\Ie are also expanding a sucx:essful pilot program in the constructio'n industry. 

By identifying the rnostcorrrron accidents in this industry and Vt.Orking vvith employers 

and employees to develop Vt.Orksite safety plans, OSHA can better target its 

resources. 'Ps a result of these neN poli~~. OSHA inspectors can use their time to 

improve safety while imposing less of a burden on employers. _ 

MavirJJ lhes IsnY Real Refonn 

. V\Ie have been able to achieve such improvements by leaming a simple lesson 

from the business\'\()rld: successful reforms are goal-oriented and carefully planned.­

The first step is to ask what you are trying to accomplish. In order to provide better 

service rrore efficiently, we have identified specific improvements that need to be 

made in eacfl program. V\Ie have planned our reforms to specifically meet these 

goals. Unfortunately. the same cannot be.said of the merger proposal I am asked to 

comment on today. 

IVIoving boxes around on an organizational chart looks impressive and satisfies 

Qur desire for action. But it does not make f6r good policy. The Goodling/Gunderson 

proposal Vt.Ould probably not achieve the desired results and ~Id certainly il1lX>5e a 

period of transitional chaos. That's what the General Accounting Office (Gl\O) 
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conduded in its report on the proposal, vvhich warned of the risks involved in hastily 

m9rging l'M:> departm9nts 'Nithout careful analysis and study. 

We should take the lessons of corporate m9rgers and downsizing to heart: 


prorrises of synergy betvJeen separate ,operations failed to materialize once the 


. entities \\ere m9rged, and many firms dO\Nl1sized only to find adrrinistrative savings to 

be elusive. Professor Ketti's report reiterates the findings of the GAO that 

reorganization requires careful planning. 

The m9rger proposal puts the cart before the horse. The m9rger proposal 


begins 'Nith a series of percentage cuts, vvhich leads to a departrrernal structure. 


Before deciding vvhether a m9rger is appropriate, we first rrust determnevvhat we 


should do to irrprove the product of each program and then determne whether a 


m9rger is the best way to accorrplish this. As evidence, Professor Ketti points out 


, that the Departm9nt of Labor's regulatory focus is all but ignored. As I'm sure 

Chairman Casellas will elaborate, m9rging EEOC with the Departrrent of Labor w::>uld 

inaease the efficien~ and effectiveness of the govemrrent's enforCement of equal 

erll)loYm9nt opportunity. Indeed, such a m9rger .could corrpromse civil rights 

'enforcement efforts. As a result, this proposal w::>Uld repeat the mstakes of countless 

corporations in poor1y-planned and hastily-irnplerrented'reorganizations. 

If this were not enough of a problem, the plan also jeopardizes the progress 
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that we have· made and are continuing to make in streamlining our operations. A 

radical restructuring of the Department disrupts the careers of thousands and creates 

new offices without a dear idea of their mission or their structure. There can be no 

doubt that this upheaval will take us back to square one. 

In an age Y\lhere quick and rrobile organizations are the rrost successful, .and 

vvhere the public often charges that the Federal government is dumsy and SICNV, vvhy 

create a marTl1'K)th institution that houses many disparate functions? A mega­

bureaucracy is exactly vvhat the Federal government, preparing for the twenty-first 

century, needs least. 

.This proposal is not about eliminating waste. Of the proposed $21 billion in 

cuts, the GAO could identify administrative saVings of only $320 million per year-or 
. 	 . 

just 0.4 percent of the budget of the proposed mega-bureaucracy. Moreover, the 

GAO, vvhile conceding that the costs exist, did,not consider a single cost·the merger 

.	v.ould impose'. Imagine: a cost-benefit analysis without any costs. But, experience 

tells us that therev.ould be expenses: from Reduction in Force expenditures to training 

costs for rY!f!N.I and current v.orkers. Once these are factored into the equation, the 

$320 mllion per year in savings wI! seem even rrore puny..Thus, the proposal being 

advancedYJOuld undern'ine America'scapadty to build skills and serve its YJOrkers 

interest without even achieving significant coSt savings. 
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, So if this proposal is not about reducing inefficiency and generating oost 

savings, ""hat is it about? More than 93 percent of the savings outlined in the 

proposal VIrOuld have to carre from ruts in actual services delivered to ordinary 

.. Americans. TheYVlrOuld not be painless adrrinistrative savings. Instead oftrilTlTling 

the fat, this proposal dips the rruscle and bone. Wttingly or not, consolidation 

proposals \/ViII act as procedural cover for deep ruts in lifelong leaming and VIrOrker 

. . protection. 

This proposal parallels recent actions in the Appropriations Cormittee which 

\/ViII lead to divestment in VIrOrker safety, pension protection, and job training for rtf!!!N 

careers. The proposal to I1'erge Labor and Education VIrOuld do nothing to reverse the 

sobering fact that rrore and rrore Americans are VIrOrking harder for less. Ps Federal 

Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan recently noted, an increasing unequal distribution 

of incol1'e threatens the fabric of our society. I believe that it is eSsential to overcome 

this trend and ensure all Americans the opportunity to. eam a better life for ~ves, 

and their farrilies. I believe that the enterprises embodied in the Department of 

Education and the Department of Labor are vital parts of any campaign to restore 

broadly-shared prosperity. Indeed, my sympathy vvith the stated aims of the merger 

proposal is precisely v.ily I m.Jst oppose it--because I'm afraid that this proposal VIrOUld 

.tum back the dock on the progress we have made so far. 
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EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

Why shouldn't the Departments of Education and Labor be merged? 

The Departments of Education and Labor should not be merged because: 

1) Their missions are different. ED's mission is education; DOL focuses on a variety of 
worker issues including workplace safety, unemployment compensation, and training, 
mainly for adults., The vast majority of the staff and budget of LabQr has nothing to do 
with education. Mine-safety inspectors and elementary schools have"iiiJthing in common, 

2) Education and training are not the same thing, and' their purposes are best served if the 
distinction is preserved. 

3) In the search for efficiency and effectiveness, merging the two Departments would be 
counterproductive by making a mega-bureilUc~acy with most functions unrelated. 

These three reasons are discussed separately below, 

1) 	 The missions of the Departments of Education and Lahor are very different and hoth 
very important. 

In the arena of training, where there is commonality, education and training policy and programs 
should be closely coordinated. In fact, the' Administration itself has moved in this direction 
through its School-to-Work initiative and in the Administration's new proposals for youth and 
adult workforce training. 

However, most of what the Department of Labor does is unrelated to training. 

• 	 For example, of DOL's $34 billion budget, only about $7 billion is for the administration 
of employment and training programs, 

- Two-thirds of DOL's budget goes to unemployment insurance, pensions and other 
programs totally unrelated to· education and training. 

-Of DOL's 17,000 staff, less than 2,000 work on employment and training issues. The 
remainder work on worker health and safety, enforcement of minimum wage and hour 
,laws, laws relating to conditions in, and changing needs of the workplace, labor statistics, 
and income-maintenance programs mentioned above. 

The Department of Education's goals and the populations it serves are far broader than 
those of workplace training. ' 

- The main mission of the Department of Education is to ensure educational excellence and 
equity. 'Department priorities focus on building a solid base of academics and other 
knowledge and skills for learners of all ages. While of course this should improve 



worker perfonnance in. the long run,training in narrow workplace skills is not ED's 
mission. 

• 	 Of ED's $31. billion budget, by far the biggest expenditures are for programs to improve 
access and achievement among educationally disadvantaged populations from the primary 
through the postsecondary levels. The Depanment focuses on students in educational 
institutions and settings across the country.' 

All of our major international competitors have separate Departments, Ministries, or' 
Councils of Education (and among all developed nations, to our knowledgj!;only Australia has 
combined the functions of Labor and Education; the consolidation was accompanied by a 
substantial budget increase, not a reduction). 

In summary, consolidation of the two U.S. departments would merge two organizations with 
very different missions and would symbolically de-emphasize the importance of education at 
a time when educational improvement is critical for the United States. . 

2) 	 There is a fundamental difference between education and training. 

Education is defined as the development of a person's knowledge, skill, mind, and character. It 
involves expanding the mind; in essence, education is learning to learn. Education is a 
foundation not only for work, but for all aspects of life. 

Training, on the otherhand is "to instruct so as to make proficient or qualified. ,,1 Training 
prepares a person for a specific job.' 

. . 	 . 

Not only are education and training not the same thing, in some cases they may conflict. 

• 	 For example, an employer may have an immediate need for someone trained as a machine 
tool operator. Because education and training are expensive, there is a strong short-tenn 

. incentive to train as narrowly and quickly as possible. Yet in the long run, the best 
employee--the one who helps the employer increase productivity, the one who eventually 
becomes an excellent team leader and idea generator--may well be the person who learned 
to analyze problems and communicate with others through a sound and broad basic 
education, not the person with the ability to run the' machine according to the training 
manual. Merging education and training will make it more likely that the short-term 

.. incentives will win out over the longer term good of both the economy and the 
individual. 

Through education, we promote human development as well as economic development. In a 
democratic society, our purpose in investing in education goes beyond the need to turn out 
productive workers. Societies can instill in their citizens certain facts 'and skills so that they can 

r 	 • 
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be economically productive--but that isn't our vision of a good society or an educated citizenry. 
Through education, we believe we can fos~er personal growth, creativity, and qualities liki~ 
responsibility and mutual respect that are required for a democratic society and self-sufficiency. 

3) 	 Consolidating all of education and labor programs in one Department likely would . 
produce limited savings, if any, and would decrease efficiency and effectiveness. 

You don't need to create a mega-Department to integrate overlapping programs or to 
coordinate programs with related purposes when most of the functions are unrelated (e.g., 
OSHA enforcement in Labor vs. research on how to improve student math:'athievement in 
Education). Integration and coordination are underway. 

• 	 In the few areas where ED and DOL programs are closely' related today, such as in . 
the School-to-Work area, we are already coordinating very closely and effectively. 

• 	 Further, as part ofthe GI Bill for America's Workers, the Administration has proposed 
integrating some 70 programs into it. few flexible state grants for education and training 
for youth and adults, with very close coordination between the two federal agencies and 
their partners in states and communities around the country. 

• 	 We believe that examining all programs for effectiveness--integrating or eliminating those 
that are duplicative and coordinating others that are related--can result in increased 
efficiency and effectiveness. (Of course, many of the programs on the GAO list are 
widely recognized not to be "training" programs and not to be duplicative; for example, 
Even Start family iiteracy and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.) 

The proposal to merge the two Departments, on' the other hand, could create a 
mega bureaucracy that would actually decrease accountability and efficiency. 

• 	 Bigger isn't necessarily better. For a time, Education was an office within a larger 
department. This was not an efficient arrangement and involved more employees. 

• 	 The country has more of a focus oil education with a separate Cabinet-level agency_ 
Since 1980, the National Education Goals have been adopted and the country has 
narrowed the gap between minority and majority student achievement. Test scores are 
generally up, and dropout rates are down. Citizens across the country have become 
increasingly aware of the need to improve education in America. 

Massive reorganization would distract attention from the important task of improving 
education. There is considerable enthusiasm and energy in states, commurnties, and schools 
today to make educational improvements and to take advantage of the resources of reform 
consistent with Goals 2000, ESEA, and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act. For example, 
in a sample of 8 states, 4 times as many communitie.s applied for Goals 2000 funds to build local 
partnerships and start school reforms as there is money available. Reorganizing today at the 
federal level could well set back the clock in all of those areas. Maintaining a spotlight on 
education will facilitate the 'country's progress in this central area. 


