TO:?/;;;NK HOLLEMAN o JENNIFER DAVIS
MIKE SMITH . SUSAN FROST
TERRY PETERSON ~ KAY KAHLER"
RAY CASSTEVENS

FR: Mike Cohen

We are scheduled to meet with the Secretary from 4:00 - 5:00 today
to discuss his June 29 testimony on education reform and the

.proposals to abolish the Educatlon Department.

Several of us met earlier this weék and’ agreed on a deneral
direction for his testimony, based on a memo I had circuated
earlier. In general we agreed that :

1. The testimony ought to argue that: (1) education is vital for
our. future; (2) the federal government needs to be a partner in the
education process; (3) while we still have a long way to go, we are
on the right track with respect to education performance, state and
local reform, and the federal role; (4) now is the time to stay on
course, not abandon our efforts or the Department.

Bill Cordiss has produced a first draft of the testimony, which

~roughly tracks this line of argument. I have not yet had a chance

to review it, but I am distributing it for your review and comment.

2. While a statement reflecting the line of argument ‘above is
necessary, the Secretary’s actual testimony has to generate some
good press coverage--we won'’'t change any minds or votes on the

.committee anyway, and we need to get our arguments across to the

public. While we do not yet have a specific approach here, we are
in generall agreement that the Secretary will have to make some
clear and strong attacks on the two proposals to abolish the
Department right up front

When we meet this afternoon, I would like us to review these issues
with the Secretary, and come out with a clear -gsense of direction he
wants us to pursue :



NOTE TO MIKE COHEN

- Here’'s a first draft of the June 29 heaung testlmony .This"is the long version, but it can -

easily be shortened to something along the lines of what Frank seemed to be looking
for. |think it's a good start, but see what you thlnk -

A few caveats

| The draft does not. lnclude pornt 2 from your outllne ‘because | couldnt qunte see

how it fit, or why it was necessary. It seems to me our whole education reform
program, and the primacy of education in the Clinton Administration;
demonstrates this point. Also, the testimony makes clear that we are moymg in
the nght dlrectron at least in part: because of the Federal role i in educatron

I think | have coyerecl point four but you may want to strengthen it, especrally the -

part about keeping education above partisan politics (although | think this is lost -
on Scarborough and friends, and why not, since it also appears to be lost on :
those who should know better, like Alexander, Bennett, and Dole)

| didn’t mentlon vouchers, because l thmk dlscussmg it would ‘take us Off
course,” and because | think it's hard to talk so much about flexibility and.
innovation and then say no to vouchers, an experiment that some communities
may well want to try. ‘

I don’t think we-need to respond to the Broder.plece in this testimony”' '

| didn’t deal with Goals and block grant proposals because | still believe that's a |

-slippery slope that can wait till another day. If you disagree, !'ll work on

somethmg based on your outllne

Didn’ t get that fi nal upbeat note yet

il probably be in briefly on Thursday, hopefully to collect aPC to use at home. Once |

. get it, 'l stay in touch by cc:mail. Tlll then, I'll check in with Sally penodlcally



_ DRAFT TESTIMONY FOR JUNE 29 HEARING

Mr. Chaftiiian, it is a pleasure to see you and the other Members of this Committee

, today, and to have this opportumty to come before you and d1scuss the 1mportant issue of .

‘educatlon as you begm conmderahon of several proposals to 51gn1ﬁcantly change both the

structure and the functions of the Department of Educat1on

“This Commrttee has long demonstrated a strong b1part1san commltment to .
improving educat1on Just last year, for example the Committee succeeded in passmg
important educatron reform legtslatlon mcludmg Goals 2000 and the School-to-Work -
Opportumtles Act whrle also completing a comprehenswe reauthorlzatlon ofthe = -
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. ThlS bipartisan approach has always required
comprormse from both 31des but on balance has produced much that has been posmve for .

Amerlcan educatlon

I am hopeful that we w1ll mamtam this spirit of blpartlsan cooperation in

~ education, for we are not educatmg our chtldren as Democrats or Republlcans but as

"Amerlca_ns whorepresent the future of this great Nation. -

'THE IMPORTANCE OF EDUCATION

There is no doubt that educatlon is absolutely v1tal for the future of Amerrca

. Congressman Gunderson has oﬁen spoken of the 1mportance of education for preparing a
. hlghly skllled workforce to compete in global economy, and I' agree with h1m [also -
_ agree with Pre51dent Clmton s descnptlon of education as the “fault line” d1v1dmg those
. of our fellow citizens who are able to compete successfully and achleve the middle- class

, Amerlcan Dream from those who are fallmg behmd
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- Itis simply-disingenuous, for example, to ‘argue for the end of affirmative action -
“and the creation of a color;blind soeiety without acknowledging the role of 'education in
leveling the playing field so-all may compete on a truly equal basis. And the growing

* disparity in incomes between those whose education ends with h1gh school and those who.
go on to college suggests that in the long-run, we face an education deﬁ01t even more

threatenlng than the F ederal budget deﬁ01t

. The American people'cl'early grasp this connection: e{/ery poll that I have seen
' this year shows that large majorities — ranging from two-thirds to over 80 percent ——
believe that continued support for the Department of Education and its programs is more

important than deficit reduction. | , o Lo
A RECORD OF IMPROVEMENT

~ There is good reason for this _high level of support for the Federal role in
- education° over the past 15 years the Department has served as a powerful voice in
1dent1fylng critical educatlon 1ssues and in focusmg natlonal attention on the need for

ducatlon reform

- | The 1983. Department report, A Nation Atstk sounded the alarm over the fallure
of our schools to prepare students for the r1gors of global economic competltlon In 1989 |
the Department helped stage the Education Summit with the Governorsbln Charlottesv1lle}, _
Virginia — a historie meeting that produCed the biparti'san.Nationa'l'Edueation Goals.
And in 1994 — as [ noted earlier — the Department worked closely with this Commlttee
to win b1part1san passage of critical education reform legislation, 1nclud1ng the Goals

2000: Educate America Act, the School-to-Work Opportunltles Act, and the Improvrng. o
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‘America’s Sclrtmls Act (IASA) wh1ch reauthor1zed and 1mproved the landmark
Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act of 1965

In .addition to p_roviding leadership, theDepartment and its programs have | .

. contributed to measurahle improvements in educational opportunity and.academi'c
.achievement over the past decade. For eXample nearly half of all high school graduates |

| now take the tougher core- curr1cu1um recommended in4 Natzon At Risk. The number of

students part1c1pat1ng inthe Advanced Placement program has trlpled since 1982 The

.- dropout rate for 16- to 24-year olds fell from 14 percent in 1982 to 11 percent in 1993.

And the proportion’ of people age 25 and over completing four or more years of college .

rose from 18 percent in 1982 to 22 percent in 1993, with the largest. gams in college

attalnment coming among m1nor1ty group members

States and local school d1str1cts deserve the lion’s share of credit for these
1mprovements of course, but many of the innovations and reforms now underway have :
~ been encouraged by the Federal government. At the 1989 Educat1on Summlt for
example, President Bush accelerated the movement toward standards based reform
which. emphas1zed the development and adopt1on of high-academic standards, g1v1ng
educators the flexibility needed to help all students reach those h1gh standards and j .

- ensuring accountab111ty by measuring results, not-regulatory compliance. One leading-. |
edge State that has adopted comprehensive reforms based on this approach is Kentucky
which has overhauled its ent1re educat1ona1 system and achieved dramatic 1mprovements.

in student test scores in mathemat1cs readlng, sc1ence and social studies.
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GHAN GING THE DEPARTMENT TO BETTER SUPPORT
’ STATES AND COMMUNITIES

The Governors assembled at the Educatlon Summit asked the Federal govemment

for greater program ﬂex1b111ty — mcludmg WaIVCI‘S of regulatory requlrements — 1n

exchange for better results in terms of student achievement. Slnce I arrived at the
Department over two years ago, we have worked hard to meet that request and to make

countless other changes de51gned to makethe Department of Education a more supportrve g

_ partner to States and ‘s)choolk districts iworkirrg to improve their schools. .

We began by endorsing the Department mission statement develcped by our
predecessors and by building on the customer-focused management reforms begun by
former Deputy Secretary David Kearns, who had éuccessfully» applted continaeus |

improvement techniques as CEO of the Xerox Corporation..

~ We developed a Strategic Plan that established clear priorities and set performance

targets in each priority area. These pricrities include support fer State and local efforts to

:help all students reach high academlc standards, a531st1ng States and commumtres in the A

creauon of school- to~werk systems, ensurmg access to postsecendary educatlen and

lifelong learning, and transformmg the Department into a responsive: partner that provrdes

effective, flexible support for reachmg the other priorities.

" With the help of this Committee 'we succeeded in winnihg passage of legislation

' glvmg us most of the tools we need to 1mp1ernent this comprehensive plan. Our

| educatlon reform leglslatxon reﬂects prmmples that I believe most of you share: cutting

red tape, less paperwork reduced regulatlon and waivers that perrmt 1nnovat10n —all
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aimed at giving-States and local communities maximum flexibility in the use of Federal

education funds to help students reach high academic standards.

For example, we are administering Goals 2000 and School-to-Work without
issuing a single regulation. Of the 49 programs included in the Improving America’s
Schools Act, only 11 will require regulatory guidance. We have also taken action to
reduce existing regulations. President Clinton’s regulatory reinvention initiative has
already led to the elimination of 30 percent of the Department’s regulations. Many of the
regulations that remain are mandated by statute; we look forward to working with you to

revise these statutes where possible to further reduce regulatory burden.

The Department also is using a combination of common sense and technology to
greatly reduce the paperwork involved in Federal education programs. For example,
switching from paper Student Aid Reports to an electronic system helped eliminate
4 million paper forms that represented an unnecessary burden to students, parents,
schools, and the Department alike. Most of the programs authorized by the Improving
America’s Schools Act now require reporting once every two or three years instead of
annually — permitting States, schools, and teachers to focus on what really counts:
educating students, not paperwork. We also are encouraging States to take advantage of
the new provision permitting a single consolidated application for all Elementary and

Secondary Education Act programs, a change that promises not only to eliminate

paperwork but also to promote comprehensive planning. 0 %

In addition, our new legislation permits broad waivers of statutory and regulatory
requirements. If States and school districts find that such requirements present an
obstacle to innovative reform efforts, they may seek waivers of the requirements from the

Secretary. For example, Palm Beach, Florida, and the Metropolitan District of Decatur
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Township, Ind+ana have already been approved for Title I waivers under the Improving
America’s Schools Act. The most far-reaching approach is the new ED-FLEX
demonstration, which gives State-level officials blanket authority to approve waivers of
Federal statutory and regulatory requirements that stand in the way of effective reform.
These waiver provisions are allowing us to deliver on the request made by the Governors

at the Education Summit.

You may have noticed one thing that hasn’t been a big part of our efforts to
transform the Department: money. This absence of big budgets reflects two realities:
first, acknowledgment that in general, money is not the answer to our education problems;
and second, the determination of the President and the Vice President to achieve

meaningful deficit reduction and to do more with less.

For example, each of our budgets has proposed eliminating or consolidating
dozens of programs that are no longer necessary. We are cutting our staff and reducing
administrative layers as part of a streamlining plan aimed at improving customer service
and increasing efficiency. And we are saving billions in mandatory spending through

implementation of the new Direct Loan program for postsecondary students.

One fact that you may not be aware of is that the Department of Education already
has an impressive record of doing more with less. Our current staff of 5,000 is one-third
smaller than the 7,700 employees who administered Federal education programs in
several different agencies prior to the Department’s creation in 1979. This reduction was
accomplished even though both our budget and the number of programs we manage have
doubled over that same period. As a result, administrative costs absorb just 2 percent of

our budget, and we deliver 98 cents on the dollar in education stance to States, school

districts, postsecondary institutions, and individuals% Mw— NW—MJ(.D
o Ty Al g of ot ez Py
M; o st Gyt
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~—=-- - ONTHERIGHT TRACK

| ‘We have accomplished much: . a clear mission, a Strategic Plan, comprehensive
education reform leg1slation reduced paperwork and regulation ‘increased ﬂex1b111ty for
N States and local school d1str1cts the elimination of outdated programs downs1zmg and
streamlining bureaucracy, and contr1but1ng to deﬁcit reduction. I think these |
: .achie'vements represent significant progress toward transforming the Department.of
Education 1nto an effective partner to States and communities seeking to reform their

schools I believe that we are on the ri ght track

.W'e have reached a broad, bipartisan consensus on how the Federal government
can best contribute to effectlve educatlon reform. We are 1mplement1ng the leg1slation
that grew out of that consensus. States and school d1str1cts are developing comprehens1ve
reform plans that take full advantage of the new, more flexible ass1stance available from-

" -the Department.

. Those who still think of the Department of Education as a d1nosaur — big, clumsy,
-'obsolete not very smart — should take a'second look. You owe it to your constituents to
see for yourself how much we have changed. If we hadn t, I wouldn’t be here. I didn’t
come to Washington to defend bureaucracy or to protect the status quo. I,'came becauseI -
sawan opportunity to change things for the better. I think we have done.-that, and that’s
why I’'m here today. ' | |

- There is of course room for further innovation and improvement in Federal -
education programs but we must be careful not to undo what has been achieved not to

undermine the efforts of States and communities across the Nation This I am afraid
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would be the rapid and certain result of the proposals now before the Committee calllng

for the elimination of the Department
" PROPOSALS TO ELIMINATE THE DEPARTMENT

Representatitfe Gunderson a,nd bis co}‘sponsors — including the Chainnan of this’
Committee — are proposing""to' combine the Department of Education, the Departmentvof
~ Labor, and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commlssmn (EEOC) into a s1ngle new
agency that would be called the Department of Education and Employment
Representative Scarborough and his co-sponsors are proposing in H.R. 1883 to dlsmantle ’

the Department by transferrmg its functions — 1nc1ud1ng administration of two large

" block grants created by ehmmatmg certain programs and consohdatmg others —to other L

: agencies, primarily to the Department of Health and Human Services.

We have analyzed each.of these proposals carefully. We believe that in view of
the positive changes that I have described in American education and within the =
- Department, a substantial burden of proof rests on any. restmcturmg proposal to
demonstrate that it would (1) contribute to the progress that we have made over the past
| two years and continue to move the Department and the Nation in the ri ght‘ dlrectron, or
(2) produce substantial savings without disrupting services to States and school districts.

Both proposals fail to meet either of these tests.
The merger proposal and H.R. 1883 share the following flaws:
Both would srlence the voice of education in the Presrdent S Cablnet Itis drfﬁcult

to imagine the hi gh v1snb111ty and attention that educatron has enjoyed at the

" national level during the past 15 years without the existence of a Cabinet-level
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; Department of Educatlon A Nation At stk the Educatlon Summlt the Natlonal
Education Goals the current emphasrs on the 1mportance of education amidst
’ efforts 1o balance the Federal budget —all of these reflect the enhanced status of

educatlon smce the creatron of the Department in. 1979

Both would bury F ederal ‘education grogt_'ams deep_ w1th1n me ga-bureaucracres
hurtmg both responsweness and accountability to the Department S customers

States, dlstrrcts schools, students and parents would find it more dlfﬁcult to ‘
‘obtain assistance. Department staff would face a dauntmg new hlerarchy of
control and are unhkely to be empowered to meet customer needs in the most

efficient manner.

Both project large admlnistrative savings with little ]:ustiﬁcatio For example, the ‘
draft GAO report on the merger proposal warns that experience from the prlvate
sector shows that large stafﬁng reductions taken without adequate planning.

- “frequently are not successful” and that “prOJected savmgs are often not reallzed >
H.R. 1883 deserves a similar caveat, partlcularly since the last time F ederal

| ‘education pro grams were admmrstered in several different agencies — as thembill
proposes — total stafﬁng was 7,700, compared to just 5, 100 in the current
Department of Educatlon Moreover the GAO cautlons that “extenswe planning |
and follow through” is requrred to absorb staff reductrons w1thout hurting servme
quallty and the ability to meet future challenges There is lrttle ev1dence of this -

kind of plannmg in either proposal

Both would 31detrack education reform for several years by forcmg the
Department and its staff to concentrate on the complrcated logtstlcs of

orgamzatlonal restructurmg instead of helpmg States ‘and commumtles improve
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their schools. For example, the merger proposal calls for a planning task force
composed of the Secretaries of Education and Labor, the Chairman of the EEOC,
the GSA Administrator, and representatives from the White House and OMB.
This task force is expected to consult frequently with reorganization experts and to
report periodically to Congress on its progress. The merger would be implemented
over a three-year period, which means that the earliest we could hope to get back
to the business of improving education is 1999. H.R. 1883 might set us back even
further since the reorganization would require coordination by several different
agencies, yet could not be a major priority for any one of them in view of their
other, ongoing functions.
/');—7
To my mind, these flaws constitute a large, yellow warning sign that Congress and
the Nation cannot afford to ignore if we care about education. We already are moving in
the direction needed to bring about real improvement in our schools, and it simply doesn’t
make sense to disrupt our progress with what really amounts to little more than an

exercise in moving boxes around on an organization chart.

A further warning comes from a study cited by Congressman Gunderson in his

recent testimony before this Committee. Of 531 organizations surveyed that downsized
in the early 1990s, just 61 percent were able to reduce costs, and less than half

(46 percent) increased profitability. Since I believe that public sector downsizing is
actually more complicated than in the private sector, those figures suggest that the
disruption and dislocation created by either the merger proposal or H.R. 1883 will neither
lower costs to taxpayers nor improve service to our customers. The obvious question for

the Committee is this: why try either one?
tu, Ba oo pir ot OEY!
%a;:e,( !){ po Hletilon~ frnrd gy
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—=+-OTHER CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSALS

In addition to the common defects afflicting the two proposals, specific aspects of
each plan are likely to create additional problems. For example, merger plan largely
ignores the very different roles of the Departments of Education and Labor, and how
these roles might interact in negative ways. The Federal role in education is not focused
on narrow training programs, as the author of the merger proposal strongly suggests. The
Department’s far broader purposes include supporting access to postsecondary education
for middle- and low-income students, providing resources and research to help States and
communities improve teaching and learning, and helping to prepare our children with a
solid foundation of skills to be good citizens as well as good workers. The focus of the

new agency on workforce issues is likely to de-emphasize these other purposes.

Another potential problem could arise from submerging a small assistance agency
like the Department of Education — currently moving toward deregulation and increased
flexibility in the use of Federal education funds — insidg the culture of a much larger
. rﬁ?wj
regulatory enforcement bureaucracy like the Deflartment of Labor. It may be difficult in 'V
such an atmosphere to maintain our momentum toward reduced regulatory burden. ug
-
t e,
Our major concern specific to H.R. 1883 is the block grant proposals. First, we ¢, 7
c
believe that block-granting nearly all Federal elementary and secondary education © c
programs is merely the first step toward dramatically reducing — and possibly even
eliminating — Federal financial assistance for elementary and secondary education. This
isn’t just conjecture on our part: the Reagan Administration’s 1981 consolidation of

elementary and secondary programs into the Chapter 2 block grant resulted in a

37 percent reduction in funding. Moreover, the sunset provision in H.R. 1883 for the new
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Office of Econennc Opportun1t1es prov1des additronal ev1dence of the 1ntent10n to srmply

elrmmate the Federal role in educatlon

. Second, the block grant concept would preclude the targeting of Federal education
funds to disadvantaged populations that characterizes most of our current programs.

States theoretically would be free to continue favoring poor students and communities in |

- allocating funds, but the large number of school ﬁnance eqmty lawsuits over the past two

decades suggests how difficult States have found it to allocate accordrng to need

And third, the block grant approach complicates efforts to ensure accountability

for the use of Federal funds. The “no—strings” block grant promised in the House

'Républican proposal could result in the use of F'ederal dollars for activities of little orno

educational value. The accountability problem. often contributes to our first concern
about block grants — that they lead to reduced funding. Particularly in the context of °

continuing efforts to erase the Federal budget deﬁcit it will be very difﬁeult to maintain .

" block grant funding without accountabrlity to taxpayers for how the funds are used or

worse, if funds end up being used for thrngs no taxpayer would support
_CONCLUSION

~ After earefully COnsidering both of these proposals and their implications, I can

discern only political:motives for-»supporting either of them. Neither the Gunderson -

merger plan nor the Scarborough elimination proposal provides a single sound ‘policy or

management justiﬁcatiOn for dismantling the current Department of Education, ending

ongoing reinvention efforts and undermmmg F ederal support for State and local

educatron reform I urge you to reject both proposals
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RUSH

NOTE TO MIKE COHEN
Attached are the briefing materials you requested on:

ED’s Accomplishments in Cutting Red Tape and Encouraging
Flexibility ) :

Trends in SAT Achievement and Participation éhd chart

Summary of RAND’s Student Achievement and the Changing
American Family

I have also sent you the files of the text on cc:mail. We ﬁéﬂﬁsijaﬁon is useful.

Val Plisko

Attachments

cc:  Alan Ginsburg
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Author: Mike Smith at WDCTO1

Date: 6/15/95 10:14 BAM

Priority: Normal

TO: Jennifer Davis at WDCBOZ

TO: Kay Casstevens at WDCBO1

TO: Tom Wolanin at WDCEO3

TO: Mike Cohen at WDCBO1

.TO: Frank Holleman at WDCBO1

CC: Regan Burke at WDCB0O2

Subject: Re: Action Steps from Today's Meeting

------------------------------------ MESSAGE CONLENTS  m oo o o s o s s s o o e e o s e
I am going to try to summarize what we agreed would be next steps to
prepare for the two upcoming hearings:

1. Mike C. would work with Sarah Davis regarding guestions for the Ds
for the hearing on June 21. He will also follow-up to see that we have
‘a spokesperson who will be positive on school reform issues--like Chris
Cross. He will also check to be sure that Sarah is all set regarding
questions/information for the panel that will focus on choice/vouchers.
2. Kay would investigate the possibility of scheduling a meeting
" between the Secretary and the D. Caucus of the Committee before the
Secretary’s testimony on June 29. We will try to .include Gephardt if
possible. Prior to this happening, Kay and Mike will meet with a
subset of the members to talk about the Department (ledee, Miller,
Green, Sawyer, Reed).

3. Mike 8. will talk with Bill C. about writing the Secretary's

testimony. Mike C. will do an outline first and include Bill in a

meeting with the rest of us to be sure we all agree on the
direction.SaLLY SHOULD HAVE TALKED WITH DbILL ABOUT THIS -~
mIKE ¢. NEEDS TO GET IN TOUCH WITH HIM.

4. Xay's staff will compile all the testimony on the
Department--especially the testimony that the Secretary has given -
before on this issue--for Mike C. and Bill C. to review. An analysis
"of key points would be helpful—-Kay could someone on your staff do
this?

5. Kay could you get Mike C. a copy of the Labor GAO letter re:
Gunderson proposal for his reference?Bill Cordes has this.

6. Jennifer will work with Judy W. on the Q & As--review what we
already have and discuss what else is needed.

7. Should I investiate the possiblity of getting three kids at the
hearing who have been impacted by our programs? (e.g. a disabled
student, a college grad, a School-to~-Work participant, a Title I
student or one involved in our safe and drug free program?)

The Secretary to reference the students in his remarks--it could be a
nice touch??!! i THINK THIS WOULD BE A MISTAKE.

Did I miss anything?
Regan can you please séheddle some briefing time for the Secretary.
THANKS |

Jennfier



1. The federal government has made a positive difference in
education; despite myths to the contrary, the federal
government’s track record in accomplishing its objectives is
positive.

Exanmples: : .

(1) Increase access to and participation in higher education/make
it easjer for large numbers of students to attend college. First
through the G.I. Bill, then through National Defense Education
Act student loans, other loan program, Pell Grants, etc. ‘
particpation in higher education has grown considerably, from xx%
~in 1957 to yy percent in 1965 to zz percent at present.

(2) Improve basic skills for economically disadvantaged students.
Title 1 program, enacted in 1965, targets funds to schools
serving disadvantaged students. According to a Rand report, gap
in achievement between rich and poor has narrowed considerably:
federal program was necessary becuase states and localities were
not investing in these children. federal investment has paid off.
(3) Guarnatee acceess to_education for students with
disabilities. Congress enacted 94-142 special education program.
Prior to this, many handicapped students were ignored entirely,
or had no access to regular school. In 1973 that changed, and
teoday..... seeceana

(4)education r&d...

2. Education has been improving, but there is still a long way
to go. The popular misconception is that things are terrible,
when in fact there have been significant improvements in educatin
- since 1983 nation at risk report. Course taking, academic
performance, espcially in light of expansion of poverty, etc.
However, while many of the trends are in the right direction,
many others are not. reading is flat, concerns about safety are
up, and overall achievement levels are still low compared with
other countries. :

The good news is not a reason for complacency; rather, it should
be a spur to further action. It shows we can make a difference
when we put our minds to it.

3. Education is more important today than ever.

4. The federal role is essential. It will take efforts of every
level of government, of local schools, of parents and students,
and of teachers. Everybody has to do something, including the
federal government.



5. We are reinventing/overhauling ED do be consistent with theis
new role.

6. all of this needs to stay in a cabinet agency. scattering no
good; megabureaucracy also no good. The cost of changing to new:
organizational boxes will be high
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to see you and the other Members of this Committee today,
and to have this opportunity to discuss with you the important issue of education as you begin
" consideration of several proposals to'signiﬁcantly'change both the structure and the functions of

‘the Department of Education.

This Committee has long demonstrated a strong bipartisan commitment to improving

" education. Just iast year, for example, the C‘o.mmi.ttee succeeded in passrng important education
reform legislation, .including' the Se.fe Schools Act, the Goals .20(50: Educate America Act, and the
Schoolr_to-Work Opportunities Act, while alec completing a comprehensive redesign of the
Elementary and Secondary Educatilon Act and the Office of Educational Research ehd
Improvement. This bipartisan ar)proach, on balance, has produced much that hes been positive

for American education.

I am hopeful that we will maintain this spirit of hieanisah'cooperaticn in educarron, for we
are not educating our children as Democrats or Republicans, brrt as Americans who represent the .
,ﬁrture of this gre.at Nation. Our Federal education programs serve an essential r_ratiional purpose |
and meet important national needs. For example, the Department provides over half of all
financial aseistance 'fcr college students, delivers sﬁbstan‘tial support for States and schools in

meeting the educational needs of disadvantaged, disabled, and limited English proficient
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. elementary and secondary students, helps nearly all school districts make their schobls safer and

_drug-free, serves as a catalyst for effective innovation, and gathers national statistics on education.
THE IMPORTANCE OF EDUCATION

There is no doubt that education is absolutely vital for the ﬁjtﬁre of America. [ uét a few
wéeks égo,'Con;gressman Gunderson testified before this Committee on the importance of
education for preparing a highly skilled workforce to conipete in a global economy, a.nd I agree
with him. I also agree with President Clinton’s description of education a§ the “fault line”
dividing those of our fellow citizens who are able to compete succéssﬁjlly and achieve the middle-

class American Dream from those who are falling behind.

For example, m 1979, the annual 'earnings of college graduates were 43 percent higher
than high school graduatés: By 1992, this éarnings gap had climbed to 82 percent.. The growing
| disparity m incémes betweep those whose education equ with high school an& those who go on

to collegg sugéests tﬁat in the long-run, we face an édL;cation deficit even more threatening than
the Federal budget deficit. This educat?on deficit cannot be fixed with a little short-term training.
We cannot ignore the‘ﬁm_damental need of each citizen for a solid educaﬁpn foundétion in our
schools and colleges. Education is a powerful force for good, for creating order from disorder,

- and for civic responsibility — helping £o develop our children into good parents, good VnAeighbors,

and solid, contributing members of civic and religious groups.
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The American people clearly grasp this connection: every poll that I have seen this year
~ shows that large majorities — ranging from two-thirds to over 80 percent — believe that
continued support for the Department of Education and its programs is as important as reducing
the budget deficit.

1

A RECORD OF IMPROVEMENT

There is good reason for this high level of support for the limited Federal role in
education: over the past 15 years the Department has served as a st}ong voice in identifying
critical education issues and in focusing national attention on the need for educational reform and

" improvement,

The 1983 De'partment report, 4 N&tiort A? Risk, sounded the alarm over the fajlure éf our
schools(to pvrep‘are students for the rigors of gldbal ‘ecq‘no‘mic competition. In 1989, the
Department helped oréa'nize the Education Summjt with the Go’vemors in Charlottesville, Virginia
; a historip meefing that produced Vthe bipartisvaunvNatiqnal Educaﬁon Goals. And in 1994r—' as I
_noted earlier — the Department worked clqsely with parents, educators, business, and this

C(vjrnmiktteAe to win bipartisaﬁ passage of (;,ritical education reform legislation.

'In addition to providing leadership, the Department and its programs have contributed to

.measurable improvements in educational opportunity and academic achievement over the past
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decade. We st'illl' have a long way to go, of course, but there is ample evide‘hce that education in
America is moving in the right directioh. For examplr‘e, nearly half of all high séhool graduates
now take the tougher‘core curriculum recémmended in A Nation At Risk. Sihce 1982, student
performance in mathematics on the National Assessment of Educational Progress ha.s risen at all
grade levels tested. This improvement is especialfy important becau;e of the emphasis on taking |
tougher‘ math courses and thé rigor of the challenging math standards developed by the Nation’s

math teachers. It is clear that raising standards works. '

The number of stuéents pa&icipating in Advanced Placement programs has tripled since
1982. The dropout rate for 16- to 24-year olds fe“ from 14 percent in 1982 to 11 percént in
1993. And olvcr t‘he same f)eriod, the proportion of people égé 25 and over with at least four
years of college increased froml I8 percent to 22 percent, with the largest gains in college

attainment coming among minority group members.

I want to emphasize that these improvements didn’t happen by chance: a concerted,
sustained effort was made nationwide to attack low math and science achievement, increase

_ Advanced Placement participation, lower theldrop-out rate, and raise college attainment.

States, local school districts, schools, and colleges deserve the lion’s share of credit for
these improvements, of course, but many of the innovations and reforms now underway have been

encouraged by the Federal government. - At the 1989 Edﬁgiation Summit,t for example, President
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Bush and then_-Govérnor Clinton worked wfth all the Governors to.acéelerate the movement
tdward-'raising educétional-;téhdards and achievément. Their efforts emphasized (1) the
developmenlt'and adoption of high academic standards, (2) giving educators the ﬂexibility needed
to help all students reach those high standards, and (3) ensuring acc‘ountability by rﬁéésuring

results, not regulatory compliance.

One Ieading;edge State that has adopted compr-ehensive reforms based On this approach is
Kentucky, which has overhauled its entire educatio'nél system‘ and achieved dramatic
improvem-ents in_ student test scores in mathematics, reading, science, and social studies. Ih
4 reading, for example, thev pcrcéﬁtage of 4th _gfaders 'sqqrihg at the proficient Iev'él'j>n'cre_a‘sed f‘rom
7 percent to 12 percent. Not only do these results document progress; they also sh;)w tAhat
States are willing to set challenging standards presently met by only a small proportion of

students.

CHANGING THE DEPARTMENT TO BETTER SUPPORT

STATES AND COMMUNITIES

The Governors assembled at the: Education Summit argued strongly that the Federal
government should provide more flexibility in the use of Federal education funds — through
waivers of regulatory requirements, for example — in exchange for better results in terms of

student achievement. With thé enactment of Goals 2000, we have delivered on that request, and .
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- we have worked hard to make countless other changes designed to make the Department of ‘
Education a more supportive partner to States and communities working to improve their

schools.

When I arrived at the Delpart'ment'ir; éarly 1l993, I found an agency with widespread
management weaknesses, a demoralized staff, crumbling and dangerous (asbestos) physical
infrastructure, outdated tech_nology,‘ and poor internal communications. Theég: weren’t just my
impressions: the General Accounting Office (GAO) documented-many of the same problems in a

report conducted in late 1992 entitled “Lohg-Standing Management Problems Hamper Reforms.”

We responded to these weaknesses by bbrrbwing from the customer-focused management
practices .of succes§ﬁ11 businesses, beginnihg with a strategic planning process that estéblished .
clear priorities and set performance targets in each priority aréé. These priorities include
supporting State and local _eﬁ'orts to help all students reach high academic standards, assisting’
States‘and communitiesih the creation bf scﬁool-t04work- systems, ensuring access to
posts’ecdhdary educétion and l'ifeIIOng' learning, and transforming.tl;e Department iﬁto a responsive

partner that provides effective, flexible support for reaching the other priorities.

With the help of this Committee, we succeeded in winning passage of legislation giving us
most of the tools we need to implement this cbmprehehsive plan. Our education reform

legislation reflects principles that I believe most of you share: cutting red tape, less paperwork, - .
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“reduced regulation, and waivers that permit effective innovation — all aimed at giving States and
“local communities maximum flexibility in the usé of Federal education funds to help students

reach high,adademic standardsl.

For example, we are administering Goals 2060 an'di School-to-Work without issuing a
single regulation.  Of the 49 programs included in the Impfoving Ame_riéa’s ScﬁooI; Act, only 11
will require regulatory‘ guidance. We_hév_e also taken action to redupe existing regulations.
President Clinton"s regulatory reinvention initiative has already‘ Ied‘ to the elimination of
30 percenf of the Departméntfs regu]atibns. Manylof the regulations that remain are mandated by

~ statute; we look forward to working with you to revise these statutes where possible to further

reduce regulatory burden.

The:DebanIment‘aIsé is uéing a combinafion of common sense and technology to greatly
reduce the 'p‘aperwork involved in Federal education prograins.‘ For e_x’arhple, providing notice of
student aid eligibility th;ough' a Acomp’utér-.based system is helping to eliminate 4 miliion‘paper
forms that represent-an unneééssary burden to students, parents, schools, and t‘he_De'p'artme.nt.
alike. Most of the ptogrﬁrﬁs authorized by the Improving America’s Schools Act reqpire

repbrting once every two or three years instead of annually — permitting States, schools, and

teachers to focus on what really counts: educating students, not paperwork.
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We ai'éb_ara encouraging States to take adifantage of the new provision permitting a single
consolidated applicatio.n‘forl all Elementary aﬁd Secondary Education Act prograﬁs, a change ;hai
promisas not onl.y to ‘eliminate paperwork but also to promote comprehensive planning. Fdr the
upcoming scﬁool year — the first under Fhe new ESEA — 32 States have taken advantage of this

provision and submitted a single plan for all ESEA funding.

In addition, our neWilegis}latio‘n permits broad waivers of statutory and regulatory
requirements. If States and school districts find that such requirémen;s present an obstaclq tc.>.
innovative ;eform efforts, they may. seek 'waiv.ers of the requirenaents from the Secretary. For

, axamble, the Dvepartment has approved a réquest from the Fort Woﬁh Independent School |
District in Fort Worth, Taxas, to modify the distrildution of ‘Title I funds to provide extra per chi]d '

'-ﬁmding‘to four high poverty elementary schools engaged in systemic education reform. -

Qne interesting point that has emerged from this waiver process is th¢, nature of the
requests, partidularly in view of the many Department critics whd.claim that Federal requirements
are too intrusive or burdensdme and have led to a “Federal takeover” of local scho.ols. In fact, -
nearly all requests are ,related to the targeting reduiréments fdr_ funds provided 'under the Title I
program for disadvantaged students. Thére-is no evidence thus far of any other requirements that

are causing great difficulty for States or school districts.



o,

The most far-rea’ching. waiver approach is the ne;v ED-FLEX.demonstra'tic‘)n, which allows
the Department to give’ State-level of’ﬂéials broad .authority to approve waivers of Federal
' stﬁfutory and regulaftdry requirements that staﬁd in the \.vay of effectivelreform. We already have
. approved this ED-FLE\X 'authority"for the Statg of Oregon, and the nuxﬁber of States that have

shown interest far exceeds the 6 authorized under the demonstration.

Another important part of changing the way we do business at'the Department has been
our efforts to streamline and downsize Department operations. ‘These efforts reflect the .
determination of the President and the Vice President to reach the twin goals of meaningful deficit

. _ ~
- reduction and improving service to our customers by learning to do more with less.

I have to tell you that this is one area- where [ really believe the President has not gotten
the créciit he deserves. Termin'atin.g unneceséary programs and shrinking the size of government
have been a priority of this Administration from the first day -Presider;t Cli;lton took office. And it
has not been easy. In '¢;1Ch of our budgets we have proposed éiiminating or éonsolidating dozens
of programs, many wi_’th' strong supportefs Both in the education communify and on both sides of
the aisle here in Congress. These proposals angered more than a fe@ friends, and I have taken
many calls on them: And .fo.r the most ‘part, we have stuck to our guns, because it is the right and

_ responsible thing to do.
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In addition to program eliminations, we aré cutting our staff and reducing administrative
layers as part of a streamlining plan aimed at improving customer service and increasing

efficiency. And we are saving biliions in mandatory spending through implementation of the new

Direct Loan program for postsecondary students.

One fact that you may not bé aware'of is that the Department of Education already has an
impressive record of doing mbye with less: Our current staff of 5,000 is one-third smaller than the
7,700 employees who administered Federal education programs in several different agencies prior

.to the Department’s creation in 1979. This reduction was accomplished even though both our |
'budget' and the number of programé assisting students, schools, and colleges have doubled ovér |
that same period. As a result, administrative costs absorb just 2 percent of ou.r budget, and we
deliver 98 cents on the dollar in education assistance to States, school districts, postsecondary -

institutions, and students.

It is in@portant to note as well that much of that 2 pércent — particularly in the
postsecondary area — is spent on imprdving accountability and making sure that taxpayer dollars
are used appropriately. For example, by .reducing the student loan default rate and inéreasing‘
collections on defaulted loans, the Department has cut the costs to taxpayers of defaulted loans by

over 50 percent.
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ON THE RIGHT TRACK

A'We have accomplished much: a clear misSion, a Stratégic Plan, comprehensive educa‘tion
reform legisfation, reduced paperwork and reg.ulafion,'incréased flexibility for States and local
school districts, tﬁe elimination of outd?ted programs, downsizing and streamlining bureaucracy,
and contribﬁting to deficit reduction. And most importantly, these changes are helping us lto meet
challenges confronting America’s students: learning the basi_cs and reaching for h’igh acaderriicé
standards, ensqring a safe, disciplined, and drug-free environmeﬁt; improving teaching; prdmoting
parental involvement; getting more computers into the cla.ss;room; and imprm}ing access t(; higher
education for deserving students.

I think these. achieveménts ‘represem signiﬁcant ;Sr_ogréss towérd transfonﬁing the
Department of Education into an effective partner to .States and communities seeking to improve
| their sAchololsA and colleges. In fact, the ideé of partnership's'has been centrai to evgrything we have
done ‘6ver t};e past 2 yea‘rs‘ Perhaps the best example of this approach is the F amily Involvement
Partnership for Learﬁing, an organization represehting moré than 100 parent, education, business,

religious, and community’ groﬁps. One of the Family Involvement Partne.r'shvip projects is
READ"‘.WRITE*NOW, a prégram 'that.briﬁgs adult and teen volunteers togéther wifh elementary
school children to encodrage reading and writing dul;ing T.he sumrﬁer months. In .aaaition to the
Family Involvement Partnership, we have worked&with business and religious groups; we have

" held a conference on character education; we have worked with States to promote innovative
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- Charter Schools; and we have reached out to parents, educators, and citizens across the Nation

through our satellite Town Meetings.

Working with Congress, we have reached a broad, bipartisan consensus on how the
Federal go’ver_ﬁment éan b_ést contribute to effective education reform and imprévefnent. It is
important to point ouf that this-consensus was_p_rimarily a res;;onse to reforms underway in States '
Iilée' Kentucky, Miss}ouri, Utah, Oregqn7 DelaWare,AMassachuse'tts, and Vermont. The legislatioh
thatlwe now are implementing reﬂects this “bottom-up”';lpproach, and States and. school districts
are developiﬁg coﬁprehensive reform plans that take full advantége of the new, more flexible |

assistance available from the Department.

Th_esé partnership efforts and )l/our- bipartisﬁn support have led to é very positive response
from parents, edﬁcators, civic and business leaders, school's, and colleges. Let me give you a few
~ examples. Calls on ou.r toll-free number (1-800-USA-LEARN) to request materials on
| community-based solutions to education problems have jumped from about 150 calls a day when 1
came into office to about 1,000 a day — over a six-fold increase. Almost 40 percent of college

students.will have access to t'hé' streamlined diréct Idans this yéar.' In many States, requests for
Goals 2000 ﬁmd§ to implement reform plané_ exceed available funding by 4-8 times. The
‘Department_"s computer-based, Online Library is “visited” over the In@rnet about 20,000 times

each week for research data, information on Department programs, and ideas that work. Overall,
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well over 1 million individuals have called, written, or visited the Department in person or on-line

. to ask questions or express their concerns about their children’s education.

Those who still think of the Dgpanment of Education as a dinogaur — big, clumsy, ~
obsolete; ﬁot very smart — should take a second look. You owe it to your constituents to see for
YOurse|f how much we have changed. ‘If we _hadn’t, I wouldn’t be here. 1 did,n;t come tc:> .

: Wéshington to defgnd the b‘u'reaucracyf or to protect the status quuo,. I came because I saw an
QpportUnity to change things for the better. I think we are doing that, and that’s why I’Im here

today.

In éhon, I believe we are on the right tréck. There is of course rc;om for fur_ther
improvement and strearﬁlining in Federal gducation programs, but we must be carefulﬂ not to undo |
. what has been déhiéyed, not to undermine the educational opportunitie‘s of studénts of all ages.
This, [ am sure, would be the rapid and certain result of the proposals now before the Committée

calling for the elimination of the U.S. Department of Education.
PROPOSALS TO ELIMINATE THE DEPARTMENT
Representative Gunderson and his cé;sponsors areproposi.ng to:combine the Départfrxent

of Education, the Department of Labor, and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission

(EEOC) into a single new agency thaf.would be called the Department of Education and
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Employment. Representative Scarborough and his co-sponsors are proposing in H.R. 1883 to
dismantle the Department by transferring its functions — including administration of two large
block grants created by eliminating certain programs and consolidating others — to other

agencies, primarily to the Department of Health and Human Services.

' We..have anélyzed eacﬁ of these proposals careﬁllly.’ We believe that in. vie\;l of’ tﬁe
positive c}_lange.s that I have‘déscribed in American education and within the Department, a
substantial burden of proof rests on any restructuring brOposal to deménstrate that‘ if would
(1) contribute to thhe progress that we have made over fhe past two years and continue to move -
the Nation ‘in the right direction, or (2) produce substantial savings without disrupting services to

students in schools and colleges — often those students who need help the most. Both proposals

fail to meet either of these tests.
The mergér proposal and H.R. 1883 share the following flaws:

Both would‘silence the voice of education at the national level. It is difficult to imégine
the high yisibility and attention that education has enjoyed at the natioﬁal level' during the
past 15 years without the existence of a Cabinet-level Dépértment of Education. A‘Nation
At Risk, the Eduéation Summit, the National Education Goals, and the current em;ﬁhasis

on improving the quality of schools, parental involvement, and increasing access to higher
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education — all of these reflect the enhanced status of education since the creation of the

Department in 1979.

Both would bury Federal education programs deep within mega-agencies, hurting both

responsiveness and accountability to the Department’s customers. Parents, students,
schools, districts, colleges, and States would find it more difficult to obtain assistance.
Department staff would face a daunting new hierarchy of control and are unlikely to be

empowered to meet customer needs in the most efficient manner.

Neither would deliver the large administrative savings promised. The draft GAO report -

on the merger proposal warned that experience from the private sector shows that large
staffing reductiqns taken without adequate}’)lanning “frequenﬂy are not successt;ul’; and
that “projected savings are often not realized.” H.R. !883 deserves a similar caveat, .
pai‘ticular]y since the last time Fedérai education programs were administered in several
different agencies — as the> bill proposes — total staffing was 7,700, compared to j.usi

5,100 in the current Debartment of Education.

Moreover, the GAO cautioned that “extensive planning and follow through” are required
to absorb staff reductions without hurting service (juality and the ability to meet future
challenges. There is little evidence of this kind of planning in either proposal. However,

we have been engaged in'exactly this kind of planning at the Department for over 2 years |
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now, and we have the results to show for it: real savings through downsizing and
streamlining and improved service to our many customers. Clearly you don’t need to

dismantle the Department of Education to save money.

Both would undermine Federal support for addressing America’s educational needs for

severai years. At a time when local schools need stéb}e; predictable support for their
efforts to improve educational eﬂ;ectiveness, when péstsecondary ‘students peed ﬁnancial
, 4 assistance to reach their career goals, wﬁen individuals With disabilities need education td
~ join the mainstream and vocational rehabilitation to join the wofkforce, the leﬁgthy and
complicated r'ec‘)rganizatvior’xs required by these proposals would create massive confusion
and bring great disruption over a period of several‘yéars toa nétworkl of Federal
assistance that ho@ supports more than 60 million students at 85,000 elementary and

secondary schools and 7,500 postsecondary institutions.

Instead of helping communities improve their schools and ;ensuring the availability of
ﬁnanc.ial»aid fof college students, the Department and its staff woulvd be forced to
concenﬁraté on the cémplicate.d ahd potehtially costly logistic§ of organizational
résii'uctuﬁng. _ For example, the merger proposal calls for a planning fask force composed
of the Secretaries of Education and Labor, the Chairman of the EEOC, the GSA

Administrator, and representatives from the White House and OMB. This task force is

expected to consult frequently with reorganization experts and to report periodically to

-
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Congress on its progress.. The merger woula be implemented over a three-year period,v
which means that the earliest we ‘could hope to get back to the business of improving
“education is 1\99‘9.' H.R. 1883 might set us back even further, since the reorganizat‘ion
~ would require coordination'by severzﬂ different agen;:ies; yet qoulé. not be a major priérity
-for any one of them in view of their other, 6ngoing ﬁmctions.
To my mind, these flaws constitute a flashing yellow warhing signal that Cohgr¢ss arixd the
Nation cannot afford to ignore 1f we care about our children’s educzition. We already are moving
in the bipartisan-agreed-upon direction needed to bring about real improvement, and it simply
doesn’t make sense to reverse course by engaging in an ‘egercise in movingv boxes around ‘on4 an

organization chart.

A further warning comes from a study cited by Congressman Gunderson in his recent
testimony before this Committee, Of 531 organizations surveyed that downsized in the early :
' .1990s, just 61 percent were able to reduce costs, and less than half (45 percent) increased N
profitability. Since I Pelicve that public sector downsizing is actually fnore c‘omplicatedlthan in
the private sector, those figures suggest that the disruption and dislocation crcéted by éither the
merger proposal or H.R. 1883 will neither lower costs to taxpayers nor improve serv‘ic.e to our

customers. The obvious question for the Committee is this: why try either one? -
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OTHER CONCERNS WiTH THE PROPOSALS

~ In addition to £he common defécts "afﬂicting the two proposal.s, specific aspects of each
p.lén are likely to create additional problems. For exarﬁble, the' merger plar; largely ignores the:
very different roles of the Departmer;ts of Education and Labor, and ho§v these roles might
interact in negati?e l\’vays. The Federal role m education is not focused on narrow training
Aprograrﬁs aimed at securing a job, but on improving the overall quality of education and quality of
life for both the individual and the Nation. By providing fesources and research to help‘Statgs gnd
communities improve teaching and learning, and by ensuring access to postsecondary education,
the Department:heips support families in preparing their chiidren with a solid foundation of
knowledge and skills to be goad citizens, responsible parents, and in';fblved community leaders as
well 'as good workers. The fo’cus of the new agency on workforce issues would de-emphasize

these other purposes.

Our major concern specific to HR. i883 is the block grant proposals. First, wev believe
that block-granﬁng nearly ali Federal elementary and secondary éducation programs is; mer.ely the
first step toward dramatically reducing — and possibly even eliminating — Federal ﬁnancial
| assistance for elementary and secdnd,ary.educatio‘n. “This isn’t just conjecture on our part: the

1981 consolidation of elementary and secohdary programs into the Chapter 2 block grant

program resulted in a 37 percent reduction in funding. Moreover, the sunset provision in .



H.R. 1883 for the new Office of Economic Opportunities provides additional evidence of the

LW

intention to simply-eliminate the Federal role in education.

Second, the Bloék grant concept would preclude the targeting of Fffderal education funds
V‘to- disa@vantaged/.'populatibns that chafacterizes most o'f ou'r current programs. In theory, States
Wo_uld be free to pontinue favoring poor student§ and commurﬁties in allocating block grant fungj"s.
Howgver, my own experience as a fo_rmer Governor, as well aﬁ the fa‘xct that over half of our |
States are curfently involved in séhool ﬁna;née litigation, .tells me that the reality is far different,
and that States may face great diﬁicu‘lt‘y in allocating education funding to those students with the
greatest need for assistance. Federal need-based formula graﬁt pr(;grams —- especially Title I —

~ help compensate for this difficulty. In my view, rolling up these programs :nto a vsingle.blvbck
grant — allocated on the basis of population — would do just the opposite by exacerbating

existing school financing inequities within States.

And third, the block grant approﬁch complicate‘s efforts to ensure accountability for the
use of Federal ﬁJnds.‘ The.“né-strings” bbck grant proposed in H.R. '1583 éould result in the use
o’f’ Fedéral dollars for.activifies of vlittle or no educational value. A recent GAO study confirmed
tﬁgse fears. There is a clear rieéd to focus on acco‘Llentabiility for results, and funding formulas
must reflect need ar;a the ability to ioay‘ l.Particularly in the context of continuing efforts to érase

the Federal budget deficit, it will be very difficult to maintain block grant funding to improve
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education without accountability to taxpayers for how the funds are used; or.worse, if funds end

vup being used for things no taxpayer would support.
CONCLUSION

T have examined all the different aspects of these proposals, and do not see any possible
way for either of them to do anything helpful to American education. Thie issues addressed by the
proposals appear to be derived more from political than educational considerations, and as such, I

believe they would be harmful to Amierica’s éhildren. I urge the Committes to reject both:

proposals.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committée: my name is Robert G. Morrison and I am
here to represent Gary Bauer and the Family Research Council. QOur organization serves

_ more than 250,000 members nationwide. I served with Gary Bauer in the U.S.

Department of Education from 1985-87. My testimony today will call for the
disestablishment of the Department of Education and the repeal of Goals 2000, the
Educate America Act.

In 1979, when President Jimmy Carter first proposed the creation of a U.S. Department of
Education to repay the National Education Association for its political support,

~ columnist Marvin Stone warned of the centralization of power over education: writing

for U.S. News & World Report, Stone asked: “Would the Education Department have the
power to tamper with America’s traditional local control of education? Of course it
would. Where there is money to be given, there is the implicit responsibility to make
sure that it is spent according to the purposes of the donors -- or else.” Despite half-
hearted objections at the time, the Department has moved inexorably toward greater and
greater control over local education. With Goals 2000, the U.S. Education Department
and other federal bureaucracies seek to tighten their grip on the genuine education reform
movement and extinguish it.

Of course, these ceaseless efforts at centralization will fail. They must fail, because they
sap local community spirit and individual responsibility. They must fail because, as Mr.
Jefferson said: “If we waited for Washington to tell us when to sow and when to reap, we
should soon want bread.” They must fail for an even more profound reason. Alexis de
Tocqueville has been reccntly quoted both by President Bill Clinton and by Speaker
Gingrich. But Tocqueville, as a genius of political science, explained why the attempt to
centralize administration ulnmate]y fails.

However enlightened and skillful a central power may be, it cannot of itself embrace
all the details of the life of a great nation. Such vigilance exceeds the powers of man.
And when it attempts unaided to create and set in motion so many complicated springs, it
must submit to a very imperfect result or exhaust itself in bootless efforis.
'  Alexis de Tocqueville
-Democracy in America, 1835
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“Imperfect results” and “bootless efforts” pretty well describe the record of the U.S.
Education Department. Under the spur of Goals 2000, the Department has seen fit to
endorse the new national history standards. These politically-correct standards seek to
teach all American students that Madonna and the Simpsons are significant figures, while
neglecting Paul Revere, the Wright Brothers, Marian Anderson and Jonas Salk. They
speak of “Soviet advances in space” and the Challenger disaster, while completely
omitting the U.S. landing on the moon even though Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., a respected
liberal historian, has said that the moon landing may be the most significant event of the
twentieth century. Worse, the standards could be fairly termed “anti-American™ history
standards because they teach young people that U.S.-Soviet “swordplay” led to the
American involvement in Korea, Vietnam and U.S. interventions around the world.
Never do the standards speak of Soviet invasions of Hungary, Czechoslovakia or
Afghanistan. Never do the standards acknowledge communist efforts at subversion in the
U.S. or Western Europe. We urge this committee and the full House to join the Senate in
denouncing these history standards.

Not only do we at Family Research Council believe that the national history standards
that have been produced are unacceptable, we believe that any effort of the federal
government to dispense official truth is misguided and dangerous. We have only to look
at the Clinton administration’s recently reported failure in the area of childhood
immunizations to recognize the harm that government can do when it manufactures a
crisis based on faulty data and a political agenda. Yet, if there are any of our liberal
friends who still defend the idea of a political determination of U.S. history, we would
ask them to consider this: what if national history and economics standards were to be
devised by Professor Gingrich, Professor Gramm and Professor Armey?

The reality in contemporary American life is that parents, taxpayers and citizens generally
are not of one accord about all education programs. There is broad support, measured by
polls, for safe and drug-free schools. There is consistent public backing for schools
which teach children reading, writing, arithmetic and history, for schools which impart
reliable standards of right and wrong. But there is no stable consensus on many other
hotly-debated issues. Family life and sex education continue to be points of contention.
Methods of teaching reading, similarly, divide Americans. So, too, does the teaching of
evolution. Even bilingual education is fraught with controversy. What the Education
Department and Goals 2000 do is put the federal government in the middle of all these
controversies.

When the federal government becomes an antagonist, it is viewed increasingly as hostile
to one or another group of parents or interests. That is why we at Family Research
Council support the disestablishment of the U.S. Department of Education and the repeal
of Goals 2000. We seek the return of decision-making authority to local communities --
to elected school boards which are close to the people they serve. We.also strongly
support parental choice of svhools Only when every parent can freely choose a safe and
effective public, private, rehg ous or home school will we have an end to the interminable
clashes over education and values.
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Many in the education establishment, we know, question whether parents are capable of
wisely choosing a school for their children. To this we can only answer: if parents are
capable of choosing presidents, governors and members of congress, then surely they can
choose a school. Further, if advocates of a public school monopoly persist on this point,
we must challenge them. If Americans cannot make an educated choice of schools for
their own children, whom they love, then who bears the responsibility for their failure?
We-have had compulsory public schools in this country for a century and a half. Nearly
ninety percent of Americans attend those schools, The fact is, of course, parental choice
works. That’s why some of those most knowledgeable about education -- including
teachers’ union members, the Clintons and the Gores -- choose their own children’s’
schools. :

Our vision for education reform includes a de-centralization of decision-making which
will not only be effective in getting us “back to basics,” but which will also reinvigorate
democracy at the grassroots. One of the reasons why Goals 2000 will fail is because it
saps local initiative and disperses accountability. There are also historical reasons. We
have attempted a more modest, arguably a more realistic national goals effort before.

In 1984, the Reagan administration sought to set out Goals 1990. It hoped to have
American students recoup just one-half of the points lost in the SATs since the mid-60s.
Initially, there were some hopeful upticks. But, by the end of the decade of the 80s, it
became clear that American students were not listening to even the best lectures from the
Bully Pulpit. In 1990, President Reagan had retired to California, deservedly honored for
his central role in the defeat of communism, respected throughout the world for
unleashing a great and productive economy and looked to with gratitude by millions of
American families for his championing of parental rights and traditional values. No one
criticized Ronald Reagan for the failure of U.S. students to achieve Goals 1990.

The education establishment says that “kids deserve a place at the table with the
President.” It’s an attractive soundbite. But it would be far better for us to have a nation
of “education mothers and fathers” and empowered local education leaders than it would
be to hold out a role for the President or Congress that is neither realistic nor
constitutionally appropriate. The truth is, the President and Congress are always going to
be preoccupied with taxing and trading, with national defense and international
cooperation. We need to move beyond “kids as props” to show Washington’s intimate
concern for education. :

This Congress has before it legislation which will disestablish the Department of
Education and repeal Goals 2000. Family Research Council shares these objectives. We
look forward to working with the members of this committee and with your staff to
perfect it. We urge this committee to give the resources and the responsibility back to the
parents, taxpayers and locally elected leadrs who can most effectively act to improve
education. )



To de-centralize education decision-making is to recognize once again “the genius of the
people” of which Madison spoke in The Federalist Papers. By disestablishing the U.S.
Department of Education and repealing Goals 2000, this Congress will demonstrate its
respect for the Constitution and, especially, the Tenth Amendment. This Congress will
show that it listens to the petitions and the concerns of millions of parents. Congress will
also prove that it is serious about cutting wasteful federal spending. While this action
may not gain this body the title of the “Education Congress” from the vested interest, it
will win for this Congress a new measure of gratitude and respect for restoring
“Democracy in America.”

Rk

Robert G. Morrison is an Education Policy Analyst at the Family Research Council,-a
Washington, DC -based research and advocacy organization.
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GOALS 2000:
THE CASE FOR REPEAL

by
Jennifer A. Marshall

If further centralization of education and added bureaucracy will improve
America’s schools, if federal coercion will promote school autonomy, if
government nannies are expert teachers of parenting skills -- then Goals 2000 is
exactly what the ailing American education system needs.

But Americans overwhelmingly rejected last fall the "government knows best"
philosophy of which Goals 2000 is another manifestation. If this Congress
intends to keep its campaign promises of decentralizing authority, returning
power to states and localities, empowering American families, balancing the
budget, and reducing the deficit, then Goals 2000 must be repealed. It is an
impediment to these goals. Leaving intact the Goals 2000 formula for
restructuring American education will undo any education reform this Congress
hopes to accomplish.

Goals 2000 (P.L. 103-227) is the Clinton Administration’s plan to drastically
restructure the American education system. "Goals 2000 establishes overall
direction for a new local-state-federal partnership in education," writes Gordon
M. Ambach, executive director of the Council of Chief State School Officers.!
It increases the federal role by imposing a congressional formula for reform on
any state, school district, or school that wishes to receive funding under this
act.

The priority of the restructuring agenda can be seen in the appropriations. Less
than half the funding for Goals 2000 will reach local schools in this first year
of its existence. Of the $105 million appropriated for Goals 2000 in FY 94,
$92.4 million (88 percent) is targeted toward state grants. Stipulations in the
law require that only 45 percent of each state’s grant be filtered down to
individual schools.? That means only $42 million, or 40 percent of the

original appropriation, will ever reach the schools. The other 60 percent
constitutes the bureaucratic skim that is being used at each level to create the
new framework for the educational system.

The danger of the Goals 2000 restructuring agenda is that all future federal
experimentation with education will be easily inculcated into the new network.
Local schools will be extremely vulnerable to manipulation and have little, if
any, autonomy.
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The bureaiucratic waste and ominous restructuring agenda of Goals 2000 are just the beginning
of the argument against this legislation that will radically change American education. Its ten
titles contain dozens of problem areas that warrant the repeal of Goals 2000.

TITLE I -- NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS

This title codifies eight national education goals. Six were developed by 49 governors and
President Bush in 1989 at the Charlottesville education summit. The other two goals, parental
participation and teacher education, were added as bait to sell the Goals 2000 legislation to
interest groups, such as teacher unions and the PTA, which supposedly represent the views of
teachers and parents

» The concept of national education goals is based on faulty logic. If the federal government
is setting goals, that presupposes that it has the authority and ability to ensure the accom-
plishment of the goals. Reaching national education goals will require an unprecedented
federal intrusion in schools.

» Had the goals been popularly developed and had Americans asked for federal supervision in
achieving them, Goals 2000 might be procedurally, if not philosophically, a legitimate plan.
They did not and it is not. Secretary Riley reveals this as he retells the history of the Goals
2000 legislation:

In the first place, educators had not been in on the ground floor when the
National Education Goals were developed in 1989 and 1990. The goals were
viewed by many as a classic example of a top-down reform imposed on
localities.... Nor had parents, citizens, or the business community been brought
into the picture in a meaningful way.... Finally, neither members of Congress
nor state legislators had a hand in crafting the goals.... The truth was that the
reform movement at the national level had absolutely no statutory basis.... The
National Education Goals, three years after their announcement had no legal
Standing of any kind.?

+» National education goals cannot be reached through a voluntary program. If the Clinton
Education Department intends to reach these goals, they certainly cannot believe that Goals
2000 is voluntary, or at least they do not intend that it will be optional for long. The goals
are stated in-section 102 using all-inclusive language: "all students will leave grades 4, 8, and
12 having demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter...," and "every school in
the United States will be free of drugs...." These goals absolutely cannot be accomplished
through a voluntary program. The crafters of this legislation were either decewed or
deceptive when they touted Goals 2000 as voluntary. '
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TITLE II -- NATIONAL EDUCATION REFORM LEADERSHIP,
STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

Understanding title II is key to understanding the significance and danger of the Goals 2000
legislation. This title is the heart of the restructuring agenda. It creates two new national
bureaucracies: the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) and the National Education
Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC).

~The driving force of the Goals 2000 reform plan lies in title II: standards. Three types of

national standards are defined: content standards, performance standards and opportunity-to-
learn standards. In order to apply for a grant under Goals 2000, each state must develop its
own content, performance and opportunity-to-learn standards, or adopt the national standards
in each of the three areas (see title III).

Title II is very problematic for anyone who believes in a decentralized system of education:

* Clearly, adding bureaucracy is contrary to the goals of this Congress. It will not lead to
better education, only waste.

* Goals 2000 called for the creation of the National Education Standards and Improvement |
Council (NESIC) within 120 days of the law’s enactment (March 31, 1994) [Sec. 212(¢)].
The council was not named during that time, nor has it been since then, yet in FY 94

$2 million was appropriated for its use. To what end are these funds being used? °

¢ NESIC was to "identify areas in which voluntary national content standards need to be

- developed" [Sec. 213(a)(1)(A)]. Since NESIC has not been formed it obviously has not

* performed this function. Which bureaucrat decided what standards prOJects would be funded?
With such anonymity there is no accountability.

» The content standards are being presented to school personnel and the general public as
though they have been officially and legally approved. Neither of these can happen because
the body set up by law to certify the standards -- NESIC -- does not exist. It is misleading to
_present these as'fhe "national standards” when they have been neither federally nor popularly
approved.

The National Standards for United States History, produced by the Center for History in the
Schools, are a case in point. A politically correct account of American history, these.
standards are being presented to history teachers as the national standards. While Congress
may believe it has addressed the issue with the Senate’s 99 to 1 vote to reject the U.S. history
standards, this non-binding resolution was merely symbolic. In Goals 2000, Congress gave
authority over the standards to NESIC. That makes the Senate’s resolution only a good
gesture. Congress should follow this vote to reject the history standards with a vote of much
greater significance: the repeal of the entire Goals 2000 legislation, which calls for national
standards and has the potential to produce more material like the U.S. history standards.




* The federal government should not be involved in the creation of standards. Government-
endorsed standards are by nature coercive, not voluntary, and will create a body of "official
knowledge." This is contrary to the American tradition of freedom of thought. Furthermore,
content standards deal with curriculum, an area which the federal Department of Education
was expressly forbidden to enter when it was created in 1979. The creation, critique and
usage of standards must remain a community endeavor. No further federal money should be
spent on standards projects, and there should be no federal certification or endorsement of
existing standards.

Opportunity-to-learn (OTL) stahdards are an especially troublesome element of title II:

« These standards shift the focus of reform back to-increasing inputs into education, a tried-
- and-failed method. OTL standards chosen by states and school districts will require schools
to provide adequate resources -- including such things as gender-equitable materials,
curriculum aligned with national content standards, and anything else NESIC deems
appropriate. ‘

» OTL standards are measuring sticks for schools and teachers, not for students. They are
not a reliable method for improving student achievement. Indeed, numerous studies linking
dramatically mcreased spending and declining test scores indicate that spendlng does not drive -
academic success.’ :

e OTL standards invite further federal intrusion in American education. Diane Ravitch, an
assistant secretary of education in the Bush administration, wrote, "[T]he new standards,
euphemistically called 'opportunity-to-learn' standards, would permit Federal regulation of
curriculum, textbooks, facilities and instructional methods.... The bill describes the Federal
'opportunity-to-learn’ standards as 'voluntary,’ but litigation would quickly turn them into
mandates."’ :

‘The idea of lawsuits and mandates is not an alarmist fabrication; an Alabama state court
recently declared the state school system unconstitutional for not providing adequate education
to its students. The judge’s 125-page opinion imposes OTL-type standards on the state’s
schools.®

TITLE III -- STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION
SYSTEMIC IMPROVEMENT

~ This title authorizes block grants to states and subgrants to local school boards [Sec. 309(a)].

* In order to receive a grant under Goals 2000, a state is obligated to adhere to the federal
outline for reform: opportunity-to-learn standards, content and performance standards,
assessments, etc. State improvement plans must be approved by the Secretary of Education.
Never before have states had to submit such lesson plans to the federal government for
approval. Contrary to the rhetoric of Goals 2000, this is not a formula for local authority
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~ over school reform; it makes the word voluntary moot.

+ In its grant application, a state must include "an assurance that State law provides adequate
authority to carry out each component of the State’s improvement plan..." [Sec. 305(a)(2)(B)].
In other words, the state must explain how it will impose the Goals 2000 agenda on each of
its school districts, voiding the voluntary option for them as well.

* The Goals 2000 prescription for reform encourages states to include plans to transform
schools into "one-stop shopping" centers which offer a variety of social services, including
health care and child care [Sec. 306(f)(2)]. This coordination of services tends toward a
collectivism which is contrary to our nation’s history as a free society. Concentrating the
services in one place and on one group of people may lead to a sense of dependency. .

» Advancing social services, health care and related services likely includes the promotion of
school-based clinics (SBC). The term "coordinated services" has been used by proponents to
refer to school-based clinics. These clinics commonly distribute contraceptives and, when
these measures fail, the clinics refer for abortion.

TITLE IV -- PARENTAL ASSISTANCE

This title provides for parental information and resource centers and descnbes parental
involvement in education. Laudable as it sounds, this title is problematic:

* Goal 8 (parental participation) and title IV (Parental Assistance) assume that schools and
parents have equal authority over and responsibility for children. The legislation denies the
fact that parents’ authority over their children is intrinsic and that schools have only a
delegated authority.

.. To.improve family life and help parents, Goals 2000 suggests more programming, more
meetings, more time at school and with school personnel, and more home visits from
professionals. All of this leaves less time for parents and children to spend together.

« With their Goals 2000 grants, states must spend money on "parent education." Parents as

- Teachers (PAT), which advocates home visits by counselors beginning at birth, is one of the
programs specifically endorsed by the law. Not only are states encouraged to use their.
"parent education” money to fund PAT programs, but the objectionable organization was
directly appropriated $10 million under Goals 2000 for FY 1995. The House Education,
Labor, HHS Subcommittee for Appropriations is to-be commended for targeting this program
for termination. Its rationale for proposing cuts to parent education programs is that "these
are the very paternalistic and 'government knows best' programs that the American people
rejected last year." '

* Publicly-funded institutions like PAT are not equipped to improve families because they
cannot speak to the values issues inherent in the breakdown of families. Private voluntary




associations and individuals must take responsibility in this arena.
TITLE V -- NATIONAL SKILL STANDARDS BOARD

Title V is devoted to linking education to business and industry. It authorizes the creation of
another national bureaucracy: the National Skill Standards Board (NSSB). NSSB will
establish business-education partnershlps and oversee development of skill standards and
assessments. ’ ‘

+ The $3 million spent in 1994 to develop skill standards is another misguided -appropriation
of funds. It also calls for the development of national assessments to certify achievement of
the skill standards. These additions, however, will not produce better candidates for business.
According to a Chicago Tribune article, employers seek critical thinking and creativity, but
when it comes to promoting those skills, "most of the visible school reform efforts, such as
umform national testing schemes, head 180 degrees in the wrong direction. "7

TITLE VI -- INTERNATIONAL -EDUCATION PROGRAM

Title VI calls for evaluation of foreign education systems. It also sets up a program of
education personnel exchange with central and eastern European countries and - any country
formerly a part of the Soviet Union.

¢ The United States does not have the resources to "provide Department of Education

personnel and technical experts to assist eligible countries to establish and implement a

database or other effective methods to improve educational delivery systems, structure and

- organization” [Sec. 601(c)(5)]. Moreover, U.S. envoys should not be pushing the Goals 2000
agenda, unproven in our own country, on eastern European countries.

TITLE VII - SAFE SCHOOLS

This title provides grants to local school districts to achieve safe and drug free schools.
Secnon 705 describes types of programs to be implemented to prevent violence.

+ Conflict resolution, anger management, and peer mediation are cited'as "programs of
demonstrated effectiveness in addressing violence" (Sec. 705) In reality, experts are
skeptlcal of these soft-approach violence preventlon programs

+ We cannot afford to spend millions on a v1olence prevention strategy that includes
programs of no proven effectiveness. Serious efforts must be made to curb violence, but
conflict resolution and peer mediation will not get to the real solutlon changed lives and
families.



TITLE VIII -- MINORITY-FOCUSED CIVICS EDUCATION

This title provides grants for teacher seminars on minority-focused civics and government.

* Minority-focused courses will likely promote versions of history similar to that produced by
the Center for History in the Schools in its National Standards for United States History:
politically correct, victim-focused, anti-American, and inaccurate. Claiming to be
multicultural, the standards selectively include minority figures from American history who.
. are currently in vogue. Teaching minorities using such curriculum will not produce
~acculturation but cultural friction and fragmentation.

TITLE IX -- EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT

. Title IX makes organizational changes in the Department of Education’s Office of Educational
Research and Improvement (OERI); prescribes OERI’s functions in relation to Goals 2000;
establishes within OERI a National Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board, five
National Research Institutes, and a National Education Dissemination System linking federal
and local agencies. It also authorizes expansion of research grants for comprehensive school
‘health education (Sec. 971).

« Once again, Goals 2000 airhs to improve education by adding and reshuffling bureaucracy.

« Health education, which includes sex educétion has already been a major source of grief to
parents. Advancing these programs will undoubtedly lead to an increase in challenges to .
parental authonty :

TITLE X -- MISCELLANEOUS

This catch-all title contains a gun-free school act, a non- smoking policy for children’s ser{zlces
in schools, a policy for distribution of contraceptlve devices, and authorization of grants for
Midnight Basketball programs. :

+ The Goals 2000 policy on contraceptive devices further marginalizes parents. Section 1018
states that "all federally funded programs which provide for the distribution of contraceptive
devices to unemancipated minors [shall] develop procedures to encourage, to the extent
practical, family participation in such programs" (emphasis added).  How unlikely is it that a
school administrator will find it impractical to listen to parental objections to its condom
distribution pohcy‘?

. Mldmght Basketball was originally a private sector plan. There is no need for government
to get involved in these charitable efforts and regulate them to death.




CONCLUSION

The proposed rescissions and terminations in Goals 2000 appropriations are good: reduction
in state grants, terminating Parents as Teachers, cutting back school-to-work activities, etc.
Especially significant is the $21.5 million proposed cut in the Goals 2000 National Programs,
wiping out all FY 95 funding for this account which supports development of standards and
assessments. ‘

The proposals do not go far enough, however. The Goals 2000 restructuring agenda will
continue to spread like kudzu throughout America as long as states receive Goals 2000 grants.
Furthermore, zero-funding the Goals 2000 programs individually leaves open the possibility of
future funding. Complete repeal of Goals 2000 is the only solution.

Education reform at this historic moment calls for a reduction in the role of the federal
government in the system and a return to the traditional role of school: teaching students
basics like reading, writing, and arithmetic. A decisive first step will be the repeal of Goals
2000, which subverts education reform with more federal regulation and spending.

* ¥ ¥

Jennifer A. Marshall is a research analyst specializing in education issues at the Family
Research Council, A Washington, D.C. -based research.and advocacy organization.
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Freeing America’s Schools
The Case Against the U.S. Education Department

century and a half
ago, Alexis de
Tocqueville recog-
nized that
increased central-
ization and
bureaucratization saps civic and
individual responsibility. “[A] cen-
tralized administration is fit only
to enervate the nations in which it
exists, by incessantly diminishing
their local spirit,”! wrote
Tocqueville.

Cathy Duffy, in a new book
titled Government Nannies, echoes
Tocqueville’s observation:
“History and common sense tell us
that people are more likely to
assume responsibility when they
know that no one else will. If1
knew that no one else was going to
watch my car’s gas gauge and
remind me to fill the tank before it
hits empty, [ would do it myself.
But my husband watches it closely
and puts gas in the car for me. As
a result of his kindness, I rarely
look at the gas gauge.”?

Unfortunately, many Americans
seem to have forgotten this princi-
ple and have yielded responsibility
for certain domestic functions to

central planners working in the
federal government. Nowhere is

this more apparent than in the area

of education, where increased
bureaucratic control has bred local
apathy which, in turn, has bred
greater bureaucratic control..
Indeed, many contemporary

In the area of education,
increased bureaucratic
control has bred local
apathy which, in turn, has
bred greater bureaucratic
control.

Americans resemblé the 19th cen-
tury European described by
Tocqueville:

The condition of his village, the
police of his street, the repairs of
the church or the parsonage, do
not concern him; for he looks upon
all these things as unconnected
with himself and as the property of
a powerful stranger whom he calls
the government.... This want of

interest in his own affairs goes so
far that if his own safety or that of
his children is at last endangered,
instead of trying to avert the peril,
he will fold his arms and wait till
the whole nation comes to his
aid...3

Tocqueville warns that, when a
nation reaches this point, “it must
either change its customs and its
laws, or perish; for the source of
public virtues is dried up; and
though it may contain subjects, it
has no citizens.*

Ending the Federal Role
in Education

The United States Constitution is
a document of enumerated powers.
That is, the Federal government is
permitted to do only what the
Constitution specifically lists.
This is expressed clearly and suc-
cinctly in the 10th amendment:
“The powers not delegated to the
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to
the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.”

Since education is not listed as a
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Mr. Chairman and Members of thé Committee:

- We are~pleased;te beyhere.today to take part in the;
Committee?s'continuing series of'hearings to examihe the
congressional proposaL to merge the‘current'bepartmehtS‘of
Educatioh_and Labor. The proposal would also merge Equal
Employmeﬁt Opgortunity Comhissieh (EEOC)--the federal agency

enforcing laws prohibiting employment discrimination--with the two

. departments. The mergeryweuld combine these agencies with other

selected federal programs to create a new Department of Educatlon
and-Employmentw Qur report on the merger proposal will serve as -

the basis of my remarks.,?

In today's statement, ycu asked that we (1) describe the
structure and resources envxsloned by the proposal~ (2) dlscuss the
proposed merger s 1mpact on the current Department of Educatlon s

programs and act1v1t1es. ‘and (3) . identify planning and transition

_issues that would need to be addressed :

Briefiy}‘QeIfOtné that'the groposal te merge the Departments
of Education and Labor and EEOC ihto a‘new-Department_of Education
and Eﬁployment could result'in savings:ef about $1.65 billioﬁ in
selected admlnlstratlve costs through the year 2000.. However,

downsizing ex;stlng agency operations to the degree necessary to

lrederal Reorganization: Congressional Pr 1 to. Merde

Education., Labor, and EEQOC (GAO/HEHS-95-140, June 7, 18985).



achieve these savings must be carefully planned. The proposal's
cost savings goal in addition‘to-its organizational requirements
would significantly change Education's existing structure, program
offeriﬁgs, and processes. The proposal would also raise program
consolidation, workforce, accountability; implementation, and
oversight issues that the Congress, Education, and other agencies
may need to address to ensﬁre that federal education and training

programs meet our nation's needs.

BACKGROUND

According to congressional sponsors, the proposal for the
Department of Education and Employment is based on the premise that
the nation cannot adequately prepare its youth for the challenges
of the 21st century until fundamental changes are made in federal
policy on education and employment issues. The sponsors believe
such policy changes would require merging federal duties and

responsibilities into a single Department.

As one of the three agencies included in this merger proposal,
Education manages the federal investment in education and is
involved in the long-term effort to improve education. Established
in 1980, Education's mission is to. help ensure access to educatioﬁ
and to promote improvement in the guality and usefulness of
education. In fiscal year 1995, Education was appropriated $32.1

billion and authorized 5,131 full—time‘equivalent (FTE) positions

2



to administer'and‘carry out its activities. Education administers

about 240 programs with its budget.

Over - the years, the Congress and others have criticized -
nEdncatlon for not carrylng out 1ts responsxbllltles effectlvely.
In our 1993 report of Educatlon sAmanagement, we hlghllghted
several weaknesses such as lack of top—level leadership and clear
prlOrltlES, poor f1nan01a1 management and low staff morale.? ,.
However, Educationhas taken steps to 1mprove its management and
‘culture by, among other things, articulating management priorities,
'1nst1tut1ng a new management structure, andvimplementing‘varions
total quallty management 1n1t1at1ves within the agency. Accerding

to Education, some of its improvement may realize budget savings.
THE MERGER PROPOSAL

The Edueation—Labor-EEOC merger proposal, first announeed in
february, has two major componentSQ (1) the coneolidatien,
elimination, and reductlon of ex1st1ng management functlons and
programs from ex1st1ng agen01es into a new cabinet- level
organizational structure and (2) the achlevement of administrative
cost savings resulting‘fram~this’new strudture. ' The structure of

the proposed Department of Education and Employment is shown in

figure 1.
‘pepartmen f E ion: . Long- nding Mai ment Problems H

_E_ggm (GAO/HRD-93-47, May 28, 1993).
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Overall Department dlrectlon and’ v1s1on would be provrded
through its Program Admlnlstratlon functlon It would 1nclude all
departmentwide management functions such as the Offices of the
Secretar}; Deputy Secretary; publlc, congressional 'and.A |
1ntergovernmental and’ 1nteragency affalrs, management and budget.
adjudlcatlon;.general'counsel and:sollc1tor; 1nspector general as

well as statistical collection and disseminatlon‘act1v1t1es.

- In addition,‘three'Undersecretaries would oversee,alliprogram-'
relatéd’adtivities; one for Workforce Preparatlon and POlle would
manage most educatlon and adult tralnlng programs, the second for
Civil nghts would dlrect the enforcement of all c1v1l rlghts 1aws
and the ellmlnatlon of educatlon and employment dlscrlmlnatlon, and
the thlrd for Workplace Pollcy would admlnlster programs focu51ng

on workplace modernlzatlon, safety, and benefltsr

" on the ba31s of flscal year 1995 data and lnformatlon :
avarlable to us when we completed our work the proposed Department
would 1n1t1ally have -a budget of almost $71 bllllon : In'addltlon,
the new Department would have about 25(650 FTE posltlons and oﬁer

1,200 field offices throughout the country (see table 1.).



Table 1: Staffing Levels for the Proposed Department of Education

Fiscal yea:,1995 staffing level®
in the proposed Number
Department ' of
field

Total Headquarters Field offices
Program ‘ 7,007 4,604 2,403 154
administration
Office of Civil 4,809 1,079 3,730 125
Rights®
Office of Basic 851 691 - 160 12
Education - L o ‘ o , 0
Office of Higher 1,481 835 646 10 |
.Education . R Y |
Office of 1,930 773 1,157 296
Workforce '
Training and
Life~long
Learning
Office of A 6,544 | 894 - 5,650 549
Workplace ,
Modernization,
Reorganization,
and Safety
Office of 3,030 1,188 1,842 76
Employee Benefits .
Total | 25, 652 10,064 | 15,588 | 1,212°

Source: The Departments of Education, Labor, and Health and Human
Services and EEOC.

*authorized FTEs.

PThis office would bring together (1) EEOC; Labor's Office of
Federal Contract Compliance Programs, Directorate for Civil Rights,
and the President's Committee for the Employment of People With
Disabilities; and Education's Office for Civil Rights and Training
and Advisory Services program {(under Title IV of the Civil Rights
Act).

“Totals do not add because, due to organizational changes called
for in the proposal, 10 Labor field offices supporting job training
activities are counted twice.



_According to the proposél, administra;ive spending would be
reduced: by approximately 20 percent from curren;'levels.overrthé next
5 years. Our report illustfétéd:the»potential‘effédﬁS'off;hese”
savings on cﬁrféht staffing!le&éls undef'two different reduction
séenarios. Both scenarios wbuld Sa§9‘$1.65 billion'ih administrative
costs over 5 years--$990 million in coﬁpensation and benefits; $530
miilion in othérrexpenses, such‘as rents; utilities, and travel; and
$140 million in administrative costs from eliminated programs. The
firsttscenario Would‘achieVe‘the-éésoxmiliion through a i-year
reduction in staffing. This would mean that 3,500 FTEs would have to
be eliminated in the firspAyearvto“achieve,a $i98.million reductioh,'

which would equal $990 million'ovet‘the 5-year périod[

Our past work has shown';hatAs#aﬁfing reductions of this size
often :e¢uirevréduction in,fofce.(RIF) procedures.?® If that is the’
cése,‘undér the l-year scenario, additional staffing‘féduCtionsf-
possibly oﬁe-third more-;could be required to cover the cos#s |
associated with RIFs.? That would mean that the actual number of
FTEs that might need to be eliminated may be closer to 4,60b (3,500

plus an additional 1;100),‘

The second scenario wouidfbe'a‘mQre gradual staffing reduction--

one that is phased in over 3 years. This would mean a relatively

3 ion in For metimes Be Mor ly tc ncies Than
Aggrigigg and Furlough (GAO/PEMD-85-6, July 24, 1985).
4 N - ) «

n ional ££i
95-4, Mar. 30, 1995).
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smalier FTE reduction the first year, but, overall, it could yield a
greater staffing reduction to achieve the $990 million in
compensation and benefit savings. Our analysis showed that such an
approach would require a reduction of almost 4,200 FTEs over 3 years
to achieve the $990 million in the 5-year period. While this |
approach would allow for additional alternatives to reduce staffing
(such as attrition or buy-out incentives), a RIF of some kind could
be necessary. If so, this would increase the number of FTEs--beyond

4,200--that would need to be eliminated.

Our past work on the downsizing experiences of private-sector
organizations and state and foreign governments showed that decisions
to downsize in the privaté sector were the result of corporate
restructuring designed to make work processes more efficient or
eliminate unnecessary functions. Reducing employment was seldom the
initial objective; rather, it was the consequence of eliminating’

unnecessary work.




- PROPOSED ER' PACT -

ON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

The merger proposal would 31gn1flcantly 1mpact Education's (1)
' organlzatlonal structure and related stafflng levels and (2) mix of

programs ‘and services.

On the basis of the merger proposal; specific management and
researchafunctionsvWithindEducation1WOuldibe’combined with‘thoSe~of
other agenc1es to ellmlnate the redundancy of admlnlstratlve and
over51ght act1v1t1es The proposal calls for most of Educatlon s
departmentwide management functions—-snch as the Secretary, Chief
Financial Offlcer, Inspector General, and Publlc and Congre331onal
Affa1rs~wto be consolldated w1th similar functlons from Labor to form'
the proposed Department 8 Program Admlnlstratlon function.
Currently, 2,354 Education FTEs carry out these functions. Merging
the functions of these ‘two departments mlght ellmlnate,‘for'example,
the need for separate management p051t10ns or personnel and computer
systems; Education's civil rights actxv1t1es, however, would not
become part of the proposed Department'S'PrOQram‘Administration;
instead, theylﬁould be managed'by the;Underseéretaryxfor"éivil‘

Rights.

Proposal sponsors ant1c1pate a 40—percent admlnlstratlve cost

reductlon in departmentw1de management functlons, 1nclud1ng both

g.



Education and Labor positions. On the basis of our analysis, this
could result in reduced staffing in this area of 1,578 or 2,009 FTEs

in 1 or 3 years, respectively.

Education's National Center for Education Statistics and
National Occupational and Information Coordinating Committee would be
combined with Labor's Bureau of LaborvStatistics; Women's Bureau,
America's Job Bank, and National Occupational and Information
Coordinating Committee to form the Bureau of Education and Employment
Statistics. According to the proposal, this new Bureau, included in
the Program Administration function, would realize efficiencies from
administrative and data consolidations. ‘About 150 Education FTEs
carry out education statistics functions. We determined that the
Bureau of Education and Employment Statistics would need to reduce
its staffing by 133 FTEs in 1 year or 146 FTES in 3 vyears to help

achieve the proposal's overall cost reduction goal.

In addition, under the direction of the Undersecretary for
Workﬁo;ce Preparation and Policy., three Assistant Secretaries would
manage education-related programs in the proposed new Offices of
Basic Education, Higher Education, and Workforce Training and Life-
Long Learning to create a consistent strategy for providing education

and training for youth and adults of all ages.

The merger proposal did not designate ah administrative cost
savings goal for specific types of education programs. It did,

however, specify about a BOupefcent reduction in administrative costs
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for all education programs to be iﬁbluaegAip"thé‘Offices of Basic
Education;‘Hiéher‘Educatibn, énd’w§£kfdréé’Traiﬁing'and Life-Long
Learning. Oﬁr anaiysisvshowed that[lto aghiévé;the proposal's overall
-administrative cost reduction‘goél of $1.65 billion in 5 YeérSf these
‘three~offices.wauld have to be”feddéed by 1;069:bésitions‘ih’1 year

or 1,241 positions in 3 yeérs.1

Mix of Programs anﬁ Services

Some of ﬁdﬁéatioh's curxentlcategoriCal programs, including the
Title I proéram—;the lafgest~Edﬁéation-éaﬁegorical'grant program-—-
would be absqrbed into the proposed Department in their present form,
while others could bécome components of coﬁsolidation grants. Still
' other programs would be eliminétedvér transferred to other federal

agencies.

About 115 prdgrams currently administered by Education would
continue to be managed by the proposed Offices of Basic Education, -
Higher Education, and Workforce Training and Life-Long‘Léarnihg.‘
These pécéfaﬁS‘ﬁduld subpcrt the general'éducation of U.S. ybuth fioh
kindergarten Ehfough gdulthqod; iﬁcluding«programs targeting special
‘pOpulations éuch,és thevdisaGVantéged, disébled, limitedQEnglish
proficient, and NativefAmerican children. These programs received
about $31 billion in fiscal year 19§57in‘§rants and represént about

2,443 FTEs.
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Proposal sponsors anticipate that Education programs supporting
vocational and adult eaucation, school-to-work transition, vocational
rehabilitatioﬁ, and literacy would become parts of four proposed
consolidation grants. These grants were suggested in the merger
proposal and included in H.R. 1617 introduced in the Congress on May
11, 1995. with this legislation--titled the Consolidated and
Reformed Education, Employment and Rehabilitation Systems (CAREERS)
Act--sponsors intend to repackage the array of categorical workforce
development and literacy programs now administered by Education and
other federal agencies into a comprehensive system to meet the
education, employment, and~tréining~needs of U.S. youth ahd adults.
States would be eligible to receive funding from one or more of the
following consoclidation grants: Youth Workforce Preparation aﬂd
Development; Adult Employment and Training; Adult Education, Family

Literacy, and Library Technology; and Vocational Rehabilitation.

The proposal also earmarked 20 Education programs for
elimination and two others (Innovative Community Services Projects
and Urban Community Service) for transfer to the Corporation for
National Service. The CAREERS bill also identifies for elimination
at léast 10 Education programs supporting postsecondary education

included in the proposal and over 20 others not included.
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I FI P \ND TI

ISSUES NEED TQ BE ADDRESSED .-

1f the proposed mefgef takés plaée, conéréssional,and federal
officials responsible.for“planning the merger and tfansitidning
curreﬁt Education programs and fungtions into the new agenéy would
‘face challenging'issues. ‘Educati¢n and other affecﬁed,and designated
officiam%“would iikelf workiﬁogetherfto addresé'the following
consoliaétion, workforcef<accountabilit§, iﬁplementation,‘énd-

oversight issues.

Consolidation
Should gggggtign-relggeg programs currently administered by

On the basis of our past work, we have identified education- and

émployment tréiping%related categorical programs that may be
candidates forvéonsqiidétion. At least 13 federal agencies othe#_.
théﬁ“ﬁducatién ﬁanageuthesesprograms'nbw. For example, the
Departments of Veterahé Affairs, Energy, and Healﬁh and Human

- Services administer about 32 postsecondary education programs.

Workforce .

kills nd staff we e D o implement the
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movement toward a streamlined, more consolidated array of programs
may dictate a change in the skills, roles, and number of staff
administering these programs. For example, certain grant processing
activities associated with managing categorical programs could be
eliminated or devolved to grantees, requiring more emphasis on data
collection, compliance, and other assessment activities at the
federal level. In addition, the proposed Department's "reinvented®
role in education envisioned by sponsorsvof_this proposal could

require a workforce with skills that differ from those of the current

workforce.
T h. ent 1 jel fi ill d implemen
rtain proaqar nd administrativ nction £ff ively? Our work

on the merger proposal identified field office functions, as well as
headquarters positions, that must also be considered in merger
deliberations. Currently, 22 Education field offices subport the
agency's inspector general, management, and intergovernmental affairs
functions as well as and its vocational rehabilitatioh services and
student financial assistance activities. Proposed decreases in the
number of programs tb be administered and changés in the types of
programs available may require a reexamination of these offices

within the new Department's organizational structure.
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Accountability

f

_Ehsuringre focus on program results end outcoﬁes while oreserving
'the'flexibility inherent in consolidation grants oould be extremely
chaIlenging. The Congress maintains an interest in:the use and'
effectiveness of federal funds prov1ded through consolldatlon
grants.s We found, however, on the basis of our past work, that
when . 1nformatlon is lacklng about ‘these - types of grants,*thez
Congress becomes more prescrlptlve ' The-proposed'Department}'in
-.ccnsultat;on with the Congress. would need.totdecide the nature and

kind of information needed’to'assess program resuits,
Implemen ion

How would current Education functions be re 1i in the
propo ' rganization, and who would lead the transition effort?
As with other federal reorganizations (most recently the Social
Security Administration), someone must be'directly'accoﬁntable for
ensuring that the transitionfof,Educatioh's programs ‘and functions

'.proceeds in a manner least disruptive to its staff and customers.

(GAO/HEHS 95- 74 Feb 9, 1995)



On the basis of our past work, we suggested a high-level,
interagency implementation teaﬁ could be established to plan and
oversee the transition process.® Our work indicates that this team
could consist of representatives from the affected agencies and
perhaps the Office of Management and Budget, General Services
Administration, and Office of Personnel Management. This team
would be responsible for developing an implementation plan that,
among other things, addresses issues of staff, funding, office
space, and administrative support fuhction requireﬁents as soon as
practicable. More importantly, the team would have the authority
to eﬁsure that sufficient resources and support functions are
,available on the first day of the proposed Department's existence
so that administrative problems would not distract managers from
their new missions and respbnsibilities. Such a team could be
especially useful for addressing sensitive topics such as field

office closings.
Oversight

The Congress has had a long-standing and important role in
overseeing federal reorganizations. We expect that as merger plans
proceed, the Congress will continue its vital role and strive,
through hearings and other public forums, to involve the public by
giving affected parties the opportunityvto comment on planned and

ongoing activities.

(GAO/GGD-81-57, Mar 20, 1981).



Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared statement. At this
time, I will be happy to answer any qﬁestions you or other members of .

the Committee may have.

For more information, please call Fred Yohey at (202) 512-7218
or Karen“Whi;én:on (202) 512-7291. Other major chtributors‘

to this testimony inCluded‘Nancy Kawahara and Lori Rectanus.

(104824)
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Statement by
William D. Hansen
on

U.S. Department of Education Reorganization

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to testify on reorganizing the
Department of Education. My comments today reflect my experiences during the Reagan and
Bush Administrations as well as my observations related to the direction that I believe federal
education policy should be headed.

As the Committee carries‘out its responsibilities for departmental oversight, management
review, and policy direction, it is important to understand the broader context of the
Department's mission and the appropriate federal role in education. By first determining the
appropriate federal role in education, answering questions relating to cost savings, program
consolidation and elimination, and management improvements may be more appropriately
addressed.

Mr. Chairman, much has been said about the November 1994 elections and the
subsequent six months of actions taken by Congress to fundamentally change the role of
government in our lives. Upon assuming the chair of this Committee, you stated that you were
going to conduct a comprehensive review of the agencies and programs under your jurisdiction
and hoped that the "term 'reauthorization’ be stricken from the dictionary. . . We shouldn't assume

programs are going to continue year after year, but intensively examine them to make sure they



are still needed and are achieving their purpose. I would suggest adding sunsets to some
programs, laws.and regulations.”

Similarly, on January 19, 1995, the President stood with the Vice President at the White
House who stated the following to the American people:

"We propose to stop doing things that government doesn't do very well and that don't
need to be done by government. Over the next several months, we will be looking at every other
agency and program asking the direct question, do we really need this agency; do we really need
this program,; is there a better way to do it; is there an opportunity here to give middle-class
Americans.a break? We have already eliminated over 100 programs. We will eliminate a lot
more in the weeks and months ahead."

It is with these directives in mind that I will address several areas relevant to the
Department of Education today: (1) the Federal Role in Education; (2) the Size and Scope of the

Department; (3) Proposals to Dismantle the Department of Education; and, (4) Additional

Recommendations for Consideration.

Federal Role in Education
Mr. Chairman, we must keep in mind that the federal contribution to education today

consists of only six percent of the total elementary and secondary dolla;s spent nationwide. It is
in the context of this limited contribution that the appropriate federal role in support of
elementary and secondary education should be established. Six percent of total elementary and
secondary spending nationwide can and should be directed toward ensuring equal access and
promoting educational excellence. Such limited funding cannot and should not be represented as V
_a substitute for the local resources available and should not be provided to states in a manner that
undermines the proper administration of the 94 percent of resources provided at the state and

local level.



- My experience in managing programs and personnel at the Department of Education
suggests that the benefits derived from dozens of the federal elementary and secondary programs
may be outweighed by the administrative burdens associated with administering those programs.
Ohio Governor George Voinovich recently wrote:

"The federal share of primary and secondary education funding is minuscule, only six
percent, in comparison to the vast contributions states and local communities make to educate
our children. It is time that we put to rest the myth that a federal education department can make
a significant difference in improving the nation's education system. Schools simply will not be
fixed and student performance will not improve because a centralized bureaucracy in
Washington enforces new laws and regulations that merely mandate actions by states and local
agencies hundreds and even thousands of miles away.

Today there are hundreds of federal education programs that are highly prescriptive and
heavily regulated. These programs literally are substituting Washington's judgements for those
of states, communities and families. This micro-management often imposes burdensome
mandates on local communities, which can least afford the intrusion. For example, a recent Ohio
study determined that a local school may have to submit as many as 170 federal reports totaling
more than 700 pages during a single year, consuming vital resources without any improvement in
the quality of education children receive."

[ agree with Governor Voinovich that, "Allowing states and communities to have greater
control and flexibility over education dollars is a sure way to see those dollars reach the place
where they are most needed -- America's classrooms -- and used in the most effective way to
improve our nation's education system." From both a practical and budgetary perspective, it is
wise public policy to return responsibility for education programs from the federal government to
states, communities and parents.

The Department of Education should be restructured, downsized, privatized, and
reassessed to ensure that the appropriate federal role in education is determined and its
subsequent programs specifically target that proper role. Restructuring and downsizing the

Department is about quality education. The Administration's attempts to label such efforts as

anti-education, is a weak argument to deflect from the real issues of quality and control. Giving



parents more control and opportunity, returning to local communities and states control over

education policy, and reducing the federal budget deficit are pro-education, pro-family, and pro-

child propositions. Every American child in school today already owes $18,000 as his or her

share of the national debt. Senator Tom Harkin said recently that, "It's time we pass on to our

kids more opportunity, not more debt." I agree with that statement.

The Administration's arguments strongly suggest that they are more concerned with

_protecting a centralized bureaucracy rather than sending home the responsibility for educating

our children. America and American education thrived for over 200 years without a building in

Washington, D.C. bearing the nameplate of "U.S. Department of Education.”

Size and Scope of the Department

The current appropriation for the Department totals nearly $33 billion which funds 240
categorical programs. The Department's first budget year as a cabinet agency was FY 1980 when
its budget was just over $14 billion, funding about 130 programs. The Department's budget has
grown over 50 percent in real dollars since its creation. This expansion of programs has led to
obvious duplication and increased federal intrusion at the state and local levels.

Since 1980, more than $350 billion have been appropriated to carry out the Department's
programs. Of course, there has been some good accomplished with these funds. Millions of
disadvantaged youth have received Chapter 1 services, disabled youngsters have been given
opportunities they may not have known thirty years ago, and millions of students have had a
postsecondary education made more affordable. However, any success could have been
achieved whether education programs were housed at ED, HHS, Labor, or some other federal
office. For example, when P.L. 94-142 was enacted in the early 1970's, it was housed at the old
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HEW. Clearly, this special education law has made a positive difference in the lives of milflions
of children and in society. Earlier this century, over 90,000 disabled children were
institutionalized. Today, only 6,000 disabled children live in such circumstances. The bottom
line is this, Congress and the American public demanded an appropriate education for
handicapped youngsters and much success has been realized as a result of this law. [ am
convinced that these same results would have come to pass regardless of which cabinet agency
this program was administered by. It was the law and the commitment by families and society

" that brought about the changes we have witnessed, not a specific cabinet agency.

Between 1981 and 1992, there were numerous legislativé and administrative initiatives to
help mold the mission of this new cabinet agency. In the early 1980's a major consolidation of
42 elementary and secondary programs took place which resulted in the creation of the Chapter 2
Block Grant. During that same time period, the student loan collection activities were privatized.
Although not termed "reinventing government" the Department was downsized from 7,500
employees in 1980 to an average of about 4,500 employees during the late 80's and early 90's.

At the same time, the number of programs authorized and funded by Congress grew from 132 to
240. Clearly, more was done with less.

We are now told the Department of Education is once again reinventing itself. Given the
high-level of parental and general frustration with education quality, it is appropriate for this
Committee to provide the Department with a clear indication of the direction this reinvention
should take. Congress should examine several areas of recent activities at the Department of
Education and set clear priorities for the Department. The fact that the Department already has
grown to over 5,100 employees and plans to hire 520 employees to manage the direct student

loan program is cause for concern about the Department's mission in a time of government-wide
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' sn_‘eamlining and privatization.

Since the establishment of the Department of Education under President Carter,
Presidents of both political parties have submitted budget requests to zero-fund dozens of
education programs because they have largely or completely achieved their original intended
purpose, were duplicative of other programs, or could be supported by other funding sources.
For example, in President Bush's final budget, he called for the elimination of 39 education
programs that fell into the categories just mentioned. President Clinton, both in his budget
submission last year and as part of the National Performance Review recommended that 34
programs be eliminated -- almost identical to a list that President Bush developed. Last year,
Congress did eliminate 12 of these programs. President Clinton's FY96 budget proposal calls for
15 program terminations in FY 1995 (savings $122.7 million), 21 program terminations in FY
1996 (savings $504.1 million), five program phase-outs (savings $120.9 million), and 27
program consolidations (added cost $46 million). -

NotWithstanding such efforts to reinvent the Department, public confidence in America's
education system appears to be close to an all time low. Parents and the public generally
question whether the federal mandates in programs in the education area are producing the
results they desire for their children. Given that the concept of an aggressive, expansive federal
leadership role has been tested over the past decade, I believe it is time to give state and local
administrators, and even more importantly families, the leadership opportunity.

We as taxpayers, and the Members of this Committee, should ask tough questions
regarding each of the federal eduéation programs. Are students performing as well today as their
parents did? Are we rewarding dependency and mediocrity? How can we reward quality and
excellence? How can parents be given more control and responsibility over local education? Is
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thf: public getting its money's worth? I believe that many of the current programs fail to
po‘sitively add;ess the standards reflected in these questions.

Former Education Secretary Lamar Alexander has written that there are five defining
characteristics of a problem-laden centrél government agency: centralization, uniformity,
governmental, monopolistic, and no-fault. The opposite of each of these characteristics offers
citizens and managers clear direction: decentralization, diversity, privatization, competition, and
high morals.

Some of these problem-laden management characteristics are reflected in the current state
of affairs at the Department of Education. For example, the Department is growing -- it has
received a waiver from the President's Executive Order on downsizing their personnel rolls.

They have divided management responsibilities for the high-risk student aid programs to benefit
political appointees, rather than using responsible management principles. ;l“hey have created |

new layers of bureaucracy and new federal panels. They have cra‘fted expansive new regulations
and added new federél mandates. This Committee should exercise its proper oversight authority

in réviewing such management practices at the Department of Education.

Proposals to Dismantle the Departmeﬁt of Education
In this Congress, since last November, the Senate Majority Leader, the Speaker of the
House, and many Committee Chairmen have called for the abolition or consolidation of the
Deparfment of Education. Several members of this Committee have signéd on as original -
cosponsors to H.R. 1883, the "Back to Basics Education Reform Act." This bill was introduced
v;ith 107 cosponsors. The key themes embodied in the bill suggest that "decisions about our

children's education need to be made by parents, teachers, communities, and states -- not distant



bureaucracies in Washington D.C." I strongly support most of the principles that this bill
promotes, such as: retaining and improving appropriate federal activities such as special
education , impact aid, Indian education, student loans and graﬂts; replacing hundreds of
categorical programs with block grants to state Governors; repealing unfunded, expansive and
intrusive programs such as Goals 2000 and Direct Lending; eliminating volumes of burdensome
regulations; reducing the bureaucracy and saving administrative funds by consolidating
management activities with the Department of Health and Human Services.

Similarly, the concepts outlined by Mr. Gunderson to consolidate the Departments of
Education and Labor is a positive development. This effort to create a comprehensive
department supporting workforce preparation and workplace modernization is a marked
improvement from the status quo. The proposal would also reduce overlapping bureaucracies
and would result in a smaller government.

There are concerns with both measures, but my primary concern with the latter measure is
that in a push to prepare our children for the world of work, we may be moving away from
preparing them for life. Since our country's colonial times, citizens have been educated in both
primary and higher education in the disciplines of mathematics, natural science, language,
literature, philosophy, and history. Undergraduate liberal education and secondary schooling
consisted of a core curriculum. It was intended to perfect the student's reasoning ability and
prepare him or her for life and leadership in the free and civilized community. Efforts to get
back to the basics should be the top priority with the workforce preparation needs integrated into
that effort.

Efforts to achieve the appropriate federal role in education should be pursued vigorously
by this Committee. However, Congress should oppose any effort to simpiy change the name on
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the door of the Department. Transferring functions and shifting duplicative, intrusive, and
inefficient programs elsewhere will get us nowhere. Rather, Congress should start with a clean
slate and determine what the appropriate federal role should be in education, determine how to
best address targeted needs, and develop a delivery mechanism that best serves families and
taxpayers. Reforms such as block grants to states or schools, tax cuts, vouchers or scholarships
to families, and functional swaps between the federal and state governments would reduce

bureaucracy, regulations, and federal control of education.

Additional Recommendations for Consideration
Deauthorize and Deregulate
The Department has taken on a high handed regulatory effort with States, school
districts, and college campuses that should be reined in. One of thé best ways that Congress can
curtail the Department's zeal to overregulate is by abolishing or amending burdensome programs
and using its oversight authority as a means for providing a proper check and balance.

The Congress, in particular the authorizing committees, should deauthorize all unfunded
programs. This initiative would also assist on the deregulation front and prevent unnecessary
budget battles.

Program Swaps

Congress may wish to consider major program swaps with States to better focus the
federal role and to correct unfunded mandates that Congress has created for States and
communities. For example, the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) calls for a forty percent
federal share in educating youths with disabilities but the federal contribution is only about seven
percent today. If all other elementary and secondary programs were turned back to the States and
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the $10 billion funding was shifted to the IDEA, this would meet the federal mandz;te of IDEA
and increase local flexibility in all other eleméntary and secondary education programs.

The Individuals with Disabilities Act, originally enacted in 1975 as P.L. 94-142, gives
parents a much stronger role in deciding their child's educational program. The rights and
protections under the IDEA are based on constitutional provisions of Equal Protection Under
Law and Due Process. Congress created these processes to ensure that children with disabilities,
who had often been excluded from public education, are provided a free, appropriate public
education. As Congress reauthorizes this program, I would encourage you to consider this swap
idea in addition to the other program improvement themes you are considering such as:
Strengthening the family's role and education quality; improving dispute resolution and
mediation; giving teachers the information and resources they need to adapt to the changing
classroom; and, building a strong research base for future reforms and improvements.

Cap or phase-out the Direct Student Loan Program

This new program runs directly counter to the principles outlined in the National
Performance Review. Mr. Chainﬁan, your bill H.R. 530, will stop the reckless destruction of the
successful public-private partnership that has financed the college educations of millions of -
students. If the Administration has its way, students and schools within two years will have no
choice but to turn to the federal government if they want a loan to help pay for college.

Mr. Chairman, this is nothing but more big government coming at a time when the
American people have stated clearly that they want less government, not more. Ironically, the
June 6 Washington Post carried a report in which the President praises the public-private

partnerships involved in helping Americans purchase homes. Yet in the case of student loans,

the Administration is engaged in an all-out campaign to drive out the private sector.
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The private lending industry has improved service to families, reduced costs to students
and improved efficiency. It has also substantially lowered default rates -- saving taxpayers $1
billion per year.

Mr. Chairman, this Administration had the audacity to tell us in December that in
response to the November elections, it would cut government, cut bureaucracy, reduce federal
spending, and stop doing what is best left to the marketplace. And yet the Administration
submitted a budget to you that calls for a complete government takeover of the student 1oan‘
industry. Your bipartisan legislation seeks to put a stop to the government's takeover of the
student loan system. The government has never successfully implemented a direct lending
program. Just look at the Farmers Home Administration for an example of bad servipe and
tremendous cest to the taxpayer.

In the upcoming academic year the Department plans to increase its lending by 800
percent, even though only a tiny fraction of students have begun to repay their loans. In
subsequent years, the Department plans to issue 50 percent of loans, then 60 percent -- $18.6
billion -- all before knowing if its program will work. But even that level is not enough for the
Administration as they have announced that it plans to force all students and all schools into the
untested Federal Direct Student Loan Program within two years.

Mr. Chairman, this is foolhardy. ﬁnder this plan the Department of Education will
become one of our country's largest banks, lending out the taxpayers money by the billions,
without any indication that the Department can accomplish large-scale loan servicing. Under the
President's plan, in 10 years the Department of Education will have a $200 billion loan portfolio
to service. In 15 years, the portfolio will approach $300 billion. That's a $300 billion increase in
the national debt. The federal government has often shown that it can give away money. But
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these are not grants; these are loans. The taxpayers deserve to know if the Department of
Education can collect a $300 billion loan portfolio.

H.R. 530 has received strong bipartisan support as it will also improve the integrity of the
direct loan program. Also, Congressmen Istook, Porter, Kasich, Boehner and .others have
introduced H.R. 1501 which would repeal the Direct Loan program and look for increased
privatization as does H.R. 1883 (Back to Basics Education Reform Act).

Downsize Now

Lastly, the Department should downsize itself now. The Department should work with
Congress to restructure itself in light of anticipated changes that this Committee is considering
(ie. block grants, program elimir&ations, and new reforms). The President's waiver of ‘his
Executive Order on freezing hiring should be removed and a freeze of new hiring should be
instituted. Reductions in the number of Assistant Secretaries and Deputy Assistant Secretaries
can be made and should be made. The number of political appointees and outside contract work

should be reduced as well.

Conclusion
This Committee and this Congress have a unique opportunity to improve the quality of
education as it reviews the Department as a whole and every individual categorical program
within the Department. Former Education Secretary William J. Bennett, recently said, "An
important consensus is emerging in the House and in the Senate that the federal government has
become too meddlesome and too intrusive. The November elections sent a clear and
unambiguous message: the time has come for a fundamental redirection of political power. The

federal government's involvement is hurting American education. Empirical evidence and the
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egperience of educators have exploded the myth that educational excellence depends on having a
federal Department of Education. Decisions on education should belong with parents,
communities and states. That's where the action is. We do not need a giant federal bureaucracy.
And we surely do not need a federal Department of Education.”

Even the Washington Post concedes that "the country could get along just fine, for
example, without...an education depaﬁment.” Mr. Chairman, it is the programs and
opportunities that Congress creates that are important, not a symbolic bureaucracy of where such
programs are housed.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Committee. [ will be happy to

respond to any questions you or Committee Members may have.
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‘JUNE 29, 1995

Chairman Goodling and Me_mﬁers of ,thie‘ Conimittce; thank you for tﬁe opportunity to
appear b'éfore yoﬁ today to discuss the future of the U.S. Dcpartmeﬁt of Education. I
commend the Conﬁmiﬁcc for raising the difficult issﬁcs of reviewing the structure of the
Department‘ of Education and its status as a Cabinet;lcvel agency, and I commg:hd the
' Commit_tee.for taking on the difficult task of 'revisiné and sirﬁplifying many of the current ‘
education‘and job traini:ﬂg prdgrams through pending lggislatioh, H.R. 1617, the CAREERS
Act. Your leadership iﬁ challenging the status quo and searching for ﬁctter ways to design
and adminisferl ﬁrbgrams iswcicbr_ne and needed. . |

My }tcst'im'ony reflects my service as,As;sistant Scc;etary for Vocational and Adult
f;dﬁcatipn at the U.S. Department of Education for four ﬁcars undér the Administration of
President B\}Sh.‘ In addition, I had the pﬁvilege to serve as a prpfessional lcgislaiive étaff ,
;Scrspn 6n the Hm;se Edﬁ;ation ;md Labor Committge and on the Scnatc‘Co;nmittc;: on Labor‘
and Human Rcsohrc;s fdr a total of 12 years. Curre'ntly I am Pfcéi(icnt of a consulﬁng firm,
Wo:kforce Futurés, which pr(_)vides strategic planning and policy analysis on education and
Workforcc de\{élopmcnt pro‘grz.zms‘and issues. | |
| The debate about the strucfurc and reorganization of th;;: Départh)cnt' of Education i:s»
really a debate about ;he appropriatg‘rolc of the chcra} Go{/cmment in education and, I

would include, workforce development. Increasingly both education and Worlcforce skills are



’

seen as necessary to succeed m our changmg economy, and thrs effort to mtegrate these two
‘separate vvorlds is very posrtlve Many Members of thrs Commlttee especrally Rep
Gunderson have provrded the leadershrp in’ Congress to refashron our notion of educatron to
mclude career preparatron, workforce development and l1felong leammg

| Wrth hundreds of scattershot and unconnected educatron and tra1n1ng programs housed
‘. .at several Federal ageneles, 1t is no wonder that the publrc and the Congress are challenglng
the need for a Depart‘rnent of -Educatron.and so many dxscrete programs partrcularly because
‘ many of these programs have provrded httle measurable benefrt Further complreatmg the
"pubhc perceptron of the value of the edueatron and trammg programs is the ongomg effort to
| reduce federal Spendmg In rny vrew, thts srtuatron demands a review and refocusrng of
| government efforts m educatron and tratmng The best ways to help‘states and commumtres
) "deSlgn and administer hlgh quallty,‘customer—sensmve, performance-dnven educatron and
workforce development programs need to be 1dent1f1ed | :

'I‘he exrstence of separate Cabmet level Departments to admrnlster various workforce
'Adevelopment and educatron programs 1s an obstacle to developmg broad 1ntegrated educatron
and workforce development programs and pohcres In’ partrcular, the Department of .

. Educatron, as it has been recently constrtuted prevents the necessary restructunng of
v;’,prog.rams I belreve the Department of Educatron is an outdated structure that does not meet
-the current need for rnnovatton, ﬂexrblhty, collaboratron, and control at the state and local
" 1eve1 increased accountability, and improved responsiVeness to labor market 'dema'nds. 'And -
Sin nmes of dwmdhng resources, both duplrcatron of effort and an admrmstratlve structure k =
evrdencmg mﬂexrbrhty can no longer be acceptable |

Mr Chalrman, however well-mtentroned past Federal efforts in educatton have been,

they have raised the voice of wid'e‘spread'public doubt as to wh_ether'or not we need'a‘Eederal'




presence in education. This is unfor}t_unaté.;.l personally believe there js a rol¢ for the Federal
i Govérnmeqt in éd_ucation.and workforce dev'elopment that can help mAeet the'ﬁeéds of states
and communities striving to improve their schools and _provide a better prepared workforce -
: for Americaﬁ business. - o

First, the Govemmeﬁt must protééf _thé rights of students”a:nd workers consistent with :
the civil rights laws of our nation. “Those laws should be fuli‘y and fairly enforced through
" the most efﬁcieﬂt system we can désigi;. ‘My previous experience at f_he Depértﬁwﬁt of h
Education with civil rights .e'nforcem'enfcases leads me to beliéve.that we have a long. way to
go to develop aﬁ efficient sy'stem. 7

‘ Second, the Federal role in pr(/)viding_for éducation for thé disabled through- the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), hés allowed a -grdup of formerly A
diéenfranchis_eci_ individuals to eﬁter the economic mains_trearﬁ and contributé more fully to our
socilety. The federal leadérship role and federal funding to supp(;rt IDEA should be
continued. | | | | |
- Third, I bellie.ve the Govermﬁent Ash0uld continue its efforts .to promote the

devél'dpment of national acz'ade’mic aﬁd'indlixstry skills standards, SO tha;t our educationl and
workforce ._development' systeni can becomé performaﬁce—based and ensure that our.sfudents
Will méet world class sta’ndafdé. While this is a relatively nﬂew.ro‘le for the Federal
govemmeﬁt in educatfon, Ait is, in my opinion, 6r_1e of the most critical. Holding our schools
and colleges accountable for performance is a_lien to the way the Department of Educ:;tioh
and.hmost of-thci- Govemn;ent works‘;. -In the past, we have ‘w;)m'ed a.bbut. schoolls spending
. their money iﬁ altimely manner, in some cases even punisﬁing gr;;ntees if they ciidn't Speﬁd:
their money on time, with no cohcernv.for the outcpmes reaéhed. The Federal Govemméht

4can p‘lay an important rdle in helping to promote the dévélopment of thoughtful academic and
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; mdustrystandards w1th .sigr'rilficant,'involvement'f.rom”a_:broad_LSpectr'um‘ of stakleho_‘lders. ]
. A._',F"lf‘:,’-r‘th_,__’-__r'-.BCIiévc'th"'.’e:is,'af51° for the GOYCMent_to conduct'research on promising ,
o educational'practices 'in an-applied manner, so '.tha_t the"research"becomes valu'able for . |
. teachers, administrators practitioners and parent'sl" Most of the current. research don'e never_':'_ |
gets translated into actionable items to change teaching and leamrng behavrors 1n the I.

classroom —— current research reports sit on shelves Parents. need 1nformation on successful

reform practices and promising school de51gn to allow them. to part1c1pate11n commulnity ’ C
“schools more effectively Much more app11ed research should be conducted in the excmng
and promlslng field of leam1ng technologles and how . teachers at all grade levels can 1ntegrate'

: ‘emerglng technologies into their classrooms | |

F1fth Federal programs should be aimed at. helping disadvantaged commun1t1es and

: dlsadvantaged schools in a manner - that promotes broad and systematic reform, rather than -
~ just fundlng smgle, dlscrete programs ‘Programs should.be focused on groups of students
vw1th1n appropnate age ranges or on ma]or functlonal areas Congress should set clear ;
_pnorities for- spendlng, but allow enough ﬂex1b111ty to deal w1th state and local concems The

dlstinctions that have been made between high school. programs such as Blllngual Educatlon,

Vocatlonal Educatlon, and Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 need to be broken down These programs
> all seive the same. student population yet they are’ worlds apart in phllOSOphy, de81gn, and |
" dehvery» Both the current legislatlon and the resultant Departmental structure perpetuate
these separate worlds | . . | 2

| Flnally‘, tederal support for postsecondary students at both vocational techmcal and

traditional schools ’shouldr'be; contlnu_ed_ as a means to better develop_t_he education levels of .
- our wo;rkfo:rce and promotc'.li_felon‘g' learning. g |

[




" Mr. Chairman, the role of our Govérn_ment is in many ways snift.ing' from nrogsam
, ~oriontntion _to n}occssor;ientation. ‘Thc Vs"mall; c'atég()rical programs that have. shaped the 'wny
we think and see education nnd training are not consistent with this vision. Education and
- workforce de\l:ol_opment are a process, thoy‘nco.d to operate as a'system, dependent on many
interqonnected parts. A réorganiZed'Depa‘rtment of Education,or a transfer of the nrograms
curfenﬁy admfnistercd by the Depanment'to'other agencies, could contribute to a more
holistic vision.’ | |

‘The proposal put forth by ch.'Gundemon moves in the right direction of comoining
pmograms around broad functlonal categories and broad age groups rather than narrow
' categoncal programs for vcry specxaE populatlons or categorlcs of students While ch
Gunderson is proposxng "the form". bcfore "thc function" has complctely bcen dec1dcd his
proposal has merit in that it seeks to _dramatically s:mphfy the federal structure and provide
» clcar Federal pnormes The chcral rolc and pnontlcs in educatlon and workforce
development must be determined, however, b‘eforev creatmg a final admlnlstratlvc structure,

-Although I believe this Committée should closely examine the'Gunderson proposal, I
do have two rcscrvatlons about the proposal to merge thc Dcpartmcnt of Educatlon the .
Departmcnt of Labor, and the Equal Employment Opportumtles Commlssmn

- First, ‘there is a perc;eption that a merger of the Dep‘artmen;s\ of Educati_on and Labor
will limit the Federal Governmcnt's involvement in education solcly to workforce prcnaration,
inordér to meet businoss‘ and economic' development nocns. The underpinning of any :
succcssful emnloyce is ; strong acadomic foundation, along with problem—solning skills,
‘hlghcr order and critical thmkmg, awarencss of civic dutles, and a commitment to lifelong
learning, and thus there is a natural lmk bctwcen cducatlon and work. But the proposal does :

not address the priorities for primary and elementary and higher education in the same detail



- as it aoes for’- \korlcforce 'developrnent. Engag‘ingfstakeholders from these ‘communitles"in the
development of the proposal could result m a: common v1sron and understandmg that

T ,educatlon and economtc well—-bemg arc 1ntcrrelated and in the best interest of us all

Secondly, in my oplmon, the Department of Labor is a regulatory agency, ‘which has a. ,

'.strong culture of wantmg to mamtam ttght control ovcr programs The Department of Labor

H

is also very centrahzed and for the most part conducts its programs from the natlonal level

1

and not through local commumtres I would hope that in'a merged agency, thts tendency to -

regulate and keep central control _]ust as we are workmg to decentrahze and provrde greater

| ﬂexrblhty at the state and local level would be. rnrmmtzcd

I clo‘sing; I believ'e that yo"ur cx’amination of the rolc and structure of the. Dcpartment_ _
. of Educatlon and of othcr agencres is tlmely and needcd The federal educatton bureaucracy

~-and much educatron and trammg legrslatron is too static to deal with the emergmg challenges,

" ,',problems, relatronshlps, and opportumtres faced by our states and commumnes
“Mr. Chalrman, thank you, agarn, for the opportumty to testtfy 1 will be happy to

respond to any questlons '




