
EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

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

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

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

2) Education arid training are not tbe same thing, and their purposes are best served if the 
distfnction is preserved. 

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

These three reasons are discussed separatefy below. . 

1) 	 The missions of the Departments of Education and Labor are very different and both 
very important. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

Training, on the other hand is "to instruct so as to make proficient or qualified. III Training 
prepares a person for a specific job. 

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

• 	 For example, an employer may have an immediate need for someone trained as a machine 
tool operator. Because education and training are expensive, there is a strong short-term 
incentive to train as narrowly and quickly as possible. Yet in the long run, the best 
employee--the one who helps the employer increase productivity, the one who eventually 
becomes an excellent team leader and idea generator--may well be the person who learned 
to analyze problems and communicate with others through a sound and broad basic 
education, not the person with the ability to run the machine according to the training 

,manual. 	 Merging education and training will make it more likely that the short-term 
incentives will win out ov~r the longer term good of both the economy and the 

. individual. ' 

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

1 Webster'S New World Dictionary of the American language 



be economically productiye--but that isn I t our vision of a good society or an educated citizenry. 
Through education, we believe we can foster personal growth, creativity, and qualities like 
responsibility and mutUal respect that are required for a democratiC society and self-sufficiency . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

,I applaud David Broder's support for Federal education programs ("~ol~ Education Into 

Labor," June 7), but musttake issue with his assertion tliat "a deCent easeltmay be 

made for abolishing the Department of Education. On the contrary" much of his cOlumn 
, , , 

demonstrates why the arguments of the'Oepartment's opponents rest on very shaky 
. . .' . , 

ground. 

, , 

To begin with, I agree with Mr. Broder that our programs are far more important that the 
. - , .' , '. ' ." 

agency that administers them. He briefly touched on two of the most important: the 

Goals 2000 program. for helping States and schools raise academic standards for a" 

students; and the Title I program that assists elementary and secondary schools in ' 

helping poor children meet the same high standards that we expect from all children. 

He also might have'mentioned financial aid for college students and their families. since 

the Department is responsible fqr about tWo-thirds of all postsecondary financial aid: 

Unlike Mr. Broder, however, I believe it does ma~e a difference where these programs 
, , 

are administered. 'In an era when education is'more than ever the key tO,a strong and 

prosperous America, it is essential to maintain'a separate.,efficient Department of 

Education to effectively administer Federal education programs and to bring critical 

education issu,es to the attentionE~8ig~"eI theN.ation. ' 
, , ' 

The major criticism of the Department raised by Mr. Broder is what he describes as its 

"top~heaVy",leadersh,ip. 'share some of his concern about management redundancy at 

the Depa,rtmerit. bYt I' "JeuIEJ poi;,t out that many of the senior pOSitions he questions 
, " 

-were mal idated by CORgFe99 in the Department ~ EEJueatioA Organization Act. 1 also 

would argue that therearebetter·measures of administrative efficiency t~an Mr. 

Broder's chiefs versus Indians ratio. .... 

For example, we currently administer more d~lIars per,:employee -"'about $6 miilion 

annually - than any other Cabinet agency. And that's not just because our budget has 
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grown over the years; we have cut our staff dramatical,ly even as our responsibilitie's 

have increased..Our. currerit staff of 5,000 is one-t~ird smaller than the 7,70~, 

"employees who administered' Feder~1 education programs in several different agencies 

. prior to the Department's creation in 1980. 

'. .' . 

~s a result, administrative costs absorb just 2 percent of our budget, and we deliver 


, 98 cents on the dollar in education assistance to States,Schc;>01 districts, postsecondary 


institutions, and individuals. 


Administrative costs will fallevem further as the Department trims its staff by an 
. , 

additional 9 percent by the year 2000 in response to President Clinton's Executive 

Orders'reducing overall Federal employment. We also will begin to address' " .', 

Mr. Broder's conCern about senior management when, as'pa,rt of Phase II of the V10.~rt'.l1 L.r J 

National Performance Review, we consolidate three staff offices here atourWashington 

:headquarters and close down five of our ~en regi,onal offices across the N~tion. 

We are'taking these further measures not just beca'use budgets are tight, but because 
. . '. . 


of the need to improve responsiveness to ollr customers and accountability to : 


taxpayers. The proposal ~y,Gongressmen BiUGoodling (I~-Pa.) and Steve Gunderson 
, , 

'(R-Wis.) to merge the Department of Education into the Departlnentof Labor. which is 
.' , , 

. uncritically endorSedpy Mr. Broder, would take us:in el.CaCtly,the opposite direction . 

. ,', 

The Goodling/Gunderson merger proposal would literally tum the clock back on 15 


years of progress in building an e~ctive Federal role in education. Insteas of direGt 


aCGess to the Pr:esideflfs ear, edueation would once again be one of liiany issues ­
. . 

. -oompeting meFely for the attention of the agency heas. Instead of smaller govem'mental 
.. . 

units closer to the people they serve, education would once again be'buried deep within . 
, ' ' 

a massive bureaucracy five times the $ize of the.current agency..And instead of 
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reducing organizational ,layers, the propqsed merger would erect a new hierarchy " 


daunting to employees and citizens alike.. 


The merger plan also ignores the very different roles of the two agencies. ,Subsuming a 

small:s\~~Ge'like the Department of Education - which mainly provides financial' 

assistance to States,'schools, and students - within a large regulatory enforce~ent 

, bureaucracy,like the Department of Labor is likely to hurt current efforts to reduce 

regulatory burden and increase f1~xibility in th~ use of Federal 'education funds. 

, Moreover, t~e Federal role in education is not focused on narro~ training programs, as 

the Goodling/Gunderson 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 State and local efforts to 

improve teaching ,and learning at all levels, and helping to prepare ourchiidrefJ,with a ' 

, solid foundation of skills to be good citizens as well as good workers. 

. .,, . 
. Finally, the same warnings abo,ut the costs and potentially negative impact of 

organizational restructuring that Mr. Broder approvingly cites from Brookings Institution 

, experts apply' equally well to the Goodling/Gunderson plan. 

The proposal promises substantial administrative savings,:but neither specifies the . , 
program eliminations that would justify reduced administrative costs nor identifies ' 

inefficiencies that would permit the Department to manage the same workload with 

fewer administrative resources. ' This led the General Accounting Office, in a draft report 

circulatedear1ier thi,s year, to warn that the workforce reductions required by the merger 

, plan could impair both service quality and the ability:to meet future challenges~ 

, In other wOrds, the plan would not save money and it could hurt ~ucation. Those are, 

pretty shaky arguments for dismantling an agency that efficiently administers programs 
. - . . 
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" 

that most Americans, including-Mr. Broder, agree are critical to improving,bo!h 
~'" . , .~ 

educational opportunity and quality. 

, ' , ' ' ~, ~ " 

At a time when we face an education deficit that in my view is a greater long·term threat 
" ' 

to the Nation than the- budget deficit, the merger plan - like' other proposals to abolish 

the Department of Education - is simply a bad idea. '. ' 



Education Departmental Management Funds 

• 	 The Department ofEducation spends less than 2 % of its $33.7 billion budget on 

administration. 


• 	 The Education Departmental Management account is $445 million in 1995. The funds 

pay the cots of staff, utilities, contracts, and other activiti~s needed to administer 240 

programs providing grants and loans to States, local school districts, postsecondary 

institutions, and college students and their families. 


• 	 Most of the funds pay the salaries and benefits of staff. The next largest expense is the 
contracts for processing applications for college student aid. 7 miIIion students receive 
Pell Grants and other aid as a result of these applications. This.amounts to about * per 
award. 	 ..!lIJ}) 

• 	 Administrative funds are used for: 

--60 % Salaries and benefits of staff 
--10 % Rent, phones, and other utilities 
-- 2 % Travel 
--25 % Printing, mailing, and contracts for processing college student aid applications . 
. -- 3 % Training, supplies, payroll and accounting systems 

• 	 The Department is the smallest of 14 Cabinet agencies with 5,131 full-time equivalent 

employees. 


.• These administrative funds enable the Department to: 

·--help 7 million students and their families pay for college 

--provide aid to over 6.4 million disadyantaged elementary and secondary students 
through the Title I program ' 

--give States grants for Vocational Educatiomil and School to Work affecting 11 million 
students per year 

--provide financial support to States to help educate over 4 million students with 
disabilities 

6/7/95 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-committee: 

I appretiata the invitation' to appear 'today. To begin with my 
conclusions: . the federal role in education needs a top-tO-bottam overhaul 
and radical shrfnkage. In keeping with tliat overhaul and shrinkage. the 
structures that manage the' present role need fundamental alter~tion;, in 
the case of the Department of Education that alteration should take the 
form of disestablishment.' Bills to accomplish those changes are being 
introduced this week in both House and· Senate. Many such changes are also 
foreshadowed in the recent' budget resolutions of House and Senate. While 
I understand that this is not a hearing to consider specific legislative or 
fiscal, proposals. allow me to note' that those bills and budget' 83Bumptions ' 
are grounded in the kind of analysis I'm providing today and would go far 
toward the cures Indicated by that diagnosis. 

Let me also note that porttons 01 this statement are drawn from 
testimony' presented to the Committee on Economio and Educational 
Opp'ortunitJes by former Secretaries lamar Alexander and Bill Bennett In 
late January., I assisted them wfth Its preparation and have their 
permission to' borrow from it. 

What's Gone Wrong 
The federal education apparatus Illustrates what has gone awry in 

Washington over the past several decades. The national govemment has· 
become meddlesome, intrusive and bullying. It now impedes more than it 
fosters. Much of what It mandates or encourages is misguided. It kgeps . 
people from doing what they kno.w is right for their children, communities 
and states. It substitutes the rules of distant bureauorats for 'the on-site 
Knowledge of parents and teachers. And, particularly in the last several 
years, it has' begun to lift from our communities the sense that they are 

. responoible for the renew,I' and reform of American eduoation and to 
suggest. instead. ,that Washington knows best and Is taking oharge. 

Presidents Reagan and BUSh sought to reverae the stream, to pul the 
emphasis on states and communities, to promote flexibiUty and chQio8. to 
forge a true partnershlp with the governors, to end discrimination agains1 
Individuals without preferential treatment for any group. and' to halt 
Washington-. growing regulatory apparatus. But every such effort was . 

. rebuffed by the Democratio Congrees, now aided and.abetted by the Clinton 
admInistration, which has pressed relentlessly in the opposite direction, 
enoQuragQd in this endeavor by education'. myriEid speciaf interest groups. 

If anyone thinks I exaggerate, please read the full texts of Goals 
2000 and "H.R. 6", the adminiatratlon'8 two main 919m4ll,narylsecondl!lry 
education bills., as finally enacted by the 103rd Congress. EspeciaUy when 
these are taken in combfnation,' it becomes plain that their authors want . 

, 
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to substitute decisions made in Washington for decisions made by 
indIvidual households and communities. They create new governance 
mechanisms and regulatory apparatus at both national and state levels. 
They use federal funding in a deceptive way that is designed to elioit the 
very forms of behavior that other parts of the legislation term 
·voluntaryu. Th$Y throw obstacles onto such promising reform pathways as. 
school choice and the private management of public schools. They 
tranafonn what had been a national movement into a federal- program. They 
strip the bi-partisan National A$seument Governing Board of much ·01 its 
independence. They give federal officials sway over state and local reform 
plans, create a new body c~lIed the NatIonal Education Standards and 
Improvement Council that is not wrongly compared to a -national school 
b.oard-, authorize development of nationaJ standards for school spending 
and other Inputs,· and legitimize cUrricular guidelines such as those 
recently· published, to widespread alann. for U.S. and world hiStory. 

In reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (H.R. 6), 
Congress also wrote more rules conceming su"h hot buttons as sex 
education. prayer, gender equity and weapons In schools· ..promptlng . 
former secretary Alexander 10 remark that -They think welre too 'stupid to 
decide these things in our own communities.· . 

.Then there's taat year·s whOlesale reorganization of the. OffIce of 
Educational Research and Improvement. one of eight divisions 01 the 
Education Department. Though it dispenses less than $100 million a year 
in research funds, nearty all of which is earmarked by Congress for 
specific grantees, the 1g94 legislation creates a cumbersome new 
superstructure that mlmlos the National Institutes of Health (which spend 
$11 billion annually). A wee agenc.y that would benefit from simplicity and 
de-layering has Instead been spilt into five new 'institutes- whose very 
names evoke the "stakeholder- groups whose interests underlie this 

. reorganiz.ation. Astride all ttlat bureaucratic paraphernalia, along with 
Assistant Secretary Sharon Robinson. Secretary Dick Riley and the rest of 
the department hierarchy. b yet anOiher new panely this one oaIJed the 
National Educational ResearCh POlley and Priorities Board, . which recently 
held its first meeting. The administraUon put some talented people onto 
this board. But nearly all of them are employed by school $ystems or 
universities. Though meticulously balanced by .race, gender and regiony illS 
another producer-dominated body that win pay scant heed to the 
priorities and conc:ems of par.nts, employers or taxpayers • 

. It's that attitude-defer to the experts, keep power .with the 
producers-that has oaused many consumers of education to conclude that' 
Uncle Sam oannot be trulted to· look out for their intere~,Thafs why the 
existenee of the Education Department itself is: now hotly contested. That 
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adolescent agency has come to symbolize the loss of control over the If 
schools of one's community to distant experts and officials. 

The real arrogance of Waehington with T9$peot to education-the 
part that recalls the IIdlsinfotmation" activities of the Cold War·..is the 
pretense that nothing worrisome is really happening and that all the v 
federal control will "help". Look at the labels pasted on the covers. Goals 
2000 was called the -Educate America Act·. H.B. 6 was dubbed the 
"Improving America's Schools Act:'. I don't believe Orwell could have done 
better, considering that· the contents of these measures were developed by 
and for lobbyists and interest groups to whom the skills and· knowledge of 
children are not the top· priority... . 

Federal education poJicy has been moving in this direction since 
1965. It took a breather, at least within the executive branch. between 
1981 and 1993, but the past two years have seen the pent-up 
-governmentaliamd of that decade unleashed upon the land. For a time, 
some otherwisewconservatlve education reformers, myself Included, 
supposed that it was possible to have a national education reform project n 
that would' work like a true partnership and not evolve into another rule­
bound federal program. The last two· years have proven us wrong. In 
addition to Goals 2000 and H.R. 6, we have seen the executive branch give 
blanket endorsement to scholarships basad on race; take the heat. off those 
who would mandate "diversity- &8 a' criterion for aooreditation and thUG 
turn political correctness into a precondltlon for federal aid; propose the 
race-normlng of state assessment result$; and persecute states that 
employ testwbased standards for high school graduation. Ultimately, it is 
now plain, the federal government is bound to break whataver it touches in 
educatlon-·and waste a goodly amount of the taxpayer's money in the 
process. Rather than tinker around the margtns, therefore, the time has 
come for a great and Utorough change. . 

The Federal Role In Education 
The U.S. Constitution. never mentions the word· '"educatlon-, whereas 

it's embedded in the constitutions of every one of the fifty states. 
Yet tOday the Education Department alone is home to some 240 

separate programs that spend, In the aggregate. nearly $600 for every 
student (elementary, secondary~ post-secondary). in Amel'iOa~ And that's 
without considering the education programs run by other agencies such· as 
Health and Human Services (Head Start, financial aid for medical students, 
etc.). Labor (myriad Job training schemes), 1I1e National Endowment for the 
Humanities. the National Science Foundation, the Defense Department, and 
so on •. Acrose the government, eatlmat88 for feder~1 educ;atlon support in 
Fisoal 1994 totaled $68 billion in "on-budger' outlays and nearty $20 
billion more in '"non-federal funds generated by federa' programsd {most ot 
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the latter being private capital for federally..:guaranteed loans to. college 
students). . 

Though one can find seeds of federal inv(llvement wi1h education in 
the Nineteenth century (Including the Northwest Ordinance, the Morrill 
Act, and the founding of an education statistics-gathering unit just after 
the Civil War). the present federAl role in' education was predo&:T1inantly 
shaped during the mid-1960's as part of the "Great' Societyll and the aWar 'h 
on Poverty·. Most of today's federal programs and aotivities in education ff, 
continue to reflect the purposes. priorities, assumptions and values 'of 
that era. The architects of the education programs of the Great Society 
were certain that the nation,'s education problems were fundamentally 
problems of shortage--and their solutions lay in augmenting the supply of 
education services and the access of those who had been deprived. 

lam not here to quarrel with this mid-sixties, reasoning. There were 
genuine quantlty-and-accesa problems at the Ume, and it was legitimate 
to enlist the national govemmant in their solution. But the world has 
changed in the three decades since these programs were born and tha.se 
assumptIons fixed In policy. The essential nature of the education 
problema facing the United States is altoge1her different today. And 
programs conceived for o"e purpose' are seldom suited to another. This, I 
submit. is the central reason that current federal activities in the field of 
education are unsuitable to produce the performanoe. improvements and 
efficlenoy gains that analystS urge, that pBrents~ taxpayers and employers 
demand, and that governors, legislators and r;ommunity leaders now seek 
from their schools. . 

Though -quality- has reoently entered the lexicon of federal program 
managers and advocates, it's not what those programs were Intended for 
or how they were desIgned. It's nol how they spend their money or the 
thrust of their regulations. It's not something they have successfully 
induced in the past. And therels liUle reason to believe that their efficacy . 
will change in the, future, however many ·reinvention" activities we 
engage in. We really shouldn't expeot it to. That would be like tak(ng a 
panel truck designed to deliver mUk. and entering It in the' Indianapolis 
500. It won't do· well In this setting· because It was not built for speed. 
(And It will probably ;.t in the way of faster and more nimble vehicles 
and may cause ihem to crash.) 

let me set forth five aging assumptions that underlie most 
Education Department programs and activities. All five oome straight 
from the social reform. handbook of the mid-siXties. As J go, , will brle1ry 
indicate why they are iII-suimd to the pressing education dilemmaa of the 
mid-nineties. . 

'1. The great problem. of Americsn education is that some psopleget 
more of it than other people do., Access to educatIonal offerings and 

4 
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services must be expanded and underwritten, particularly for needy 
portions ot the population {the poor, handJesppedJ minorities, non-English 
speaking, etc.} that are not receiving enough servfces 8nd have in 110me 
cases been denied them. Because states and localities are not meeting· 
these needs and oannot be trusted to do so, irs the federal govemment's 
obligation fa intf)rven.. . .' 

TodaYI access Ja virtuatty universal· but, the quality of what children 
have access to is mediocre, expectations are low. and results' are 
unsatisfactory, both for thoee who are aided and those who are not. 
Federal interventions have begun to create perverse incentives (suoh as 
Qla$$ifying more and more Children as adisabledD

) and to impede bold 
reform efforts. 

2. States and communities are stubbornly set in :their ways, miserly, 
sometImes discriminatory, and ignorant about education research and 
effective practice. The federal govemment therefore needs to foster 
innovation, Justice and the dissemination of knowledge. 

Today, states and oornmunltles are taking the lead rn trying to 
transform their aohools, but federal programs and poliCies often get in 
their way. It's not likely that they would dlscrtminate against their least 
fortunate children--but it's very likely that they want to try dramatically 
different ways of helping those ohildren than federal laws.· regulations 
and funding practlces now permil Moreover, in an age filled with CD-ROMs 
and on-line information' services, with faxes, e-mail, cable television, 
conference...calling and. widespread travel, state and local education' 
age"CiH have ratldy access to knowledgo and expertlc9, lag do teaChers and 
otner school practitioners throughout the land. 

3. A unlfltJd and fJssentiaJly "monopolistic" public school system, 
regulated Into uniformity and managed centrally. Is the best way to 
distnbute eduoaticmaJ resouraes D.oaording to national priorities and Is, 
a(:(XJrd;ngly~ the pf()per focus of federal policy and programs. 

This assumption goes back to the IIscientifio management- ideas of 
the 1920'S and the beDef that IIpubllc·schools mean schools run by 
government agericies. Today. however. many people oonceive of publio 
education as conSisting of sohools that serve the public but that may be 
organized and run in a thousand dIfferent ways. thus fostering innovation, . 
competition and quality. Yet federal programs dlscriminate against many 
of these 8Jternatives•. Including non-government schools, charter sohools 
and home-sohoollng. 

4. Red/$tribur/ng resources from people, states and regions that 
have more to those with less is both a proper function of the nat/onal 
govemment and a way to ImproVfl education. Hence ·povertY' and of/Jer . 
indicators of "neediness" should be the primary basis for receiVing federal 
education ass/stance. 

5 
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Whatever one thinks about the red;stributlonist ethic in, general, it's 

clear that it has perverse effects within federal education programs, such 

as ·punishlng" schools and individuals that do well and pull themselves out 

of ignorance and poverty. Moreover, the strings tied to the a:noney turn into 

red tape, bureaucracy and regulations that stifle the types of originality 

that American education desperately needs. 


5. Experts k'nowbest what kind of education people should receive. 

The professionals who "delive'· education are, therefore, Washington's 


'primary clients, even though the resources I'mvided to them are sent in 

the name of needy consumets. ' 


Consumers now have yery different ideas about education reform 

than do -experts', and many consumers would make different decisions' 

about the use of resources if they had any say. The federal governmenfs 

deference to lJprodueersll is not. confined to education, of course. but In 


. this fleld it shores up the status quo, keeps power with the 
lIestablishmenfi and deters radical -change. It also underwrites 
bureaucracy, subsidizes the very organizations that lobby it for'- still more 
money, and pumps blUions of dollars each year Into the bank accounts of 
middle class professionals. 

The assumptIons and priorities that I have Just summar'iz$d underlie 

practically all of the Education Department's programs and will guide the 

expenditure 01 nearly. all of the money that Oongress is being -asked to 

appropriate for federal education programs In fiscal 1996. It wUJ be said­

..indeed is already being said before committees of this Oongress·..that 

the well-being of children is at stake, that equity, justIc;e anct d9C~ncy 

demand a continuation of these programs and expenditures, that our 

schools have somehow turned the quality Comer and are now on the path to 

excellence. and· that maintaining the present fedaraJ roJe will propel them 

down that path at a faster clip. That Is the Clinton administration's view 

and It is shared by· the education establishment and pressed by the 

innumerable WaShIngton lobbyists employed by the hU,ndreds of 

organizations that comprise that establishment. . 


. The only ;'rOI;)I.1'I1 is that it ',n'ttnJe. The fact is that nearly 

everything the Education Oepanment does is based on yesterday's out­

dated assumptions, on pious but unproven hopes. on dubious. clalms,and on 

ra8soning that most serious analysts find' fautty. The fact is that there is 

no evidenCe to$UPport the view that the average American child will learn 

more, or that the typical American school will become more productive, or 


. that the quality of Ameri~ education as • wbole will improve one iota. 
as a result of continuing the ·federal role as it exists today • 

. , 

The Education Department 
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The Cabinet-level Education Department is fifteen years old this 
month. I worked there myself from 1985 to 1988. ' 

A bill to carve the present Department from the then-Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare was sent to Congress by President Jimmy 
Carter in fulfillment of a bargain that he, as a candidate. had $truek WIth 
the National Education Association dur1ngthe 1976 Qleation: a separate 
department in retum for the N.E~A.'s campaign. support. (The details of this 
pact....and Vice President MondaJe's insistence that Carter honor his end of 
it--are recounted In chapter 7 of Governjng America. former H.E.W. 
SeoretaryJoseph A. Califano, Jr.·s memoir of the Caner administration. 
Simon & Schuster, 1981.) But the proposal was not universally popular, 
even among Demoo,rats. Opponents included American Federation of 

. Teaoherspresident Albert Shanker. Harvard' professor David Rlesman. The 
New Yolt Times, The Washington Post and Senator Daniel P. Moynihan. 

Almost all of the present Education Department was out from the 
fonner Department of Health. Education and Welfare. President Carter' had 
proposed a more comprehensive· assemblage including Head Start, school 
breakfast and lunch programs, school$ serving Native Americans and U.S. 
military dependents, etc. But'tha resistance from constituencies of such 
programs was intense~ 

In its first year (FY 1980), the Education Department housed 150 
programs funded at $14 billion. Today~ 8$ noted above, It Gon1atns almost 

. 250 separately-authorized programs and employs nearly 5000 persons. Its 
FY '96 appropriation totals $31.5 billion. inoluding apprOximatery $12 
billion for elementary/secondaryNocational education, S8 billion for 
special education and rehabilitative. services. and $13 billion for 
postsecondary education (primarily college student loans and grants). 

The Reinvention Illusion 
If we accept the basic assumptions of the mJd·slxtles about what q 

are the problems in American education and What sorts of things the 
federal government should be doing to solve them. there'a no doubt that 
the EdueaUon Department courd be made more effioient in carrying out its 
assignments. After aU, today irs one. of the least efficient· organizations 
in . the world. . 

With that In mind. I read with interest a recent account of a 
bureaucracy-reduction activity that has been underway at the Department 
for the past eighteen months, known as the -'ow-hanging applesu program. 
The cute name refers to cumberaome rules and procedures that create . 
delays, . Impediments and costs so obvious and presumably so simple to end 
that doing aomethlng about them is analogized to plucking the fruIt that 
one does not even need a ladder to reach~ 

7 ' , 
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The account I read reported that 95 such lapplaca had been spottad. 

Four examples were given: 


.. Irs no longer necessary to punch in an accounting code at the 

Education Department for every copy you make on the Xerox m~ch'ne. 


. ... employees can now initiate the process of getting agency 

documents printed by the G.P.0. by using one form rather than .two. .. . 


* Becausetodays fax machines automatically log what they've 
transmitted. it's no longer: necessary tor Department staffers to maintain 
manoal logs of facsimile transmissions. 

• When it comes time to reward employees under the General . 

Performance Appraisal System, several· Individuals can be named on a 

single form rather than submitting a separate one. for each person.· 


Of course those are bureaucratic Improvements of a minor sarL From 
the standpoint of improving American education. however. on a scale of 
one to a hundred they may move the nation from 3.001 to 3.002. And if one 
believes. that greater efficiency at the Education Department may make 
life more difficult for thole trying to improve American education. the 
slight movement may be in the opposite direction. . 

What about larger·scale reinvention efforts? Some, on their face. 
seem to move in' a sound· direttiot'\. The adminIstration deserves credit, for 
example. for proposing to eliminate or consolidate several dozen 
programs. One can scarcely quarrel with its goal of simplifying . and. 
expediting the grantMmaking proces$ (one of the education Department-s 
most dysfunctional bureaucracies). If there's to be federal mmchnical 
a~si5tance·; I do not doubt that it would be mQr<' e1fIQl9nt to deliver it 
through a smaller number of centera with broader~auged funotions. And 
so forth. But when ·it comes to education, the National Performance 
Review Is fundament8J1y flawed by virtue of the fact that it rests on 
erroneous assumptions about -what. the federal government ought to be 

. doing in this domain. 	It partakes of the mid-sixties diagnosis of whafs . 
wrong and what shDuld be dDne about It And in thatdiagnO$ia and proposed 
cure it is fundamentally wrong and thus the treatment could leave the 
patient In even worse shape. Making it more efficient In pursuing 
misguided ends seems to me a wholly dubious undertaking, like giving a 
sharper scalpel to .that surgeon who amputated the wrong foot. 
. 
A Different Philosophy 

What should we do instead? I suggest that the necessary overhaul of 
the federal role ahould be bUld on four olear principles or assumptlons: 

. First, education in America j$ the constitutional responsibility of 
the states, the social responsibility of communities. and the moral 
responsibility of families. 

8­
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Second. except when the civil rights ot individuals ·are menaced, the 
federal government should never impede the capacity of ta~mes. . 
communitios and states to de(;ide how beet to . provide education to their 
children, and should never . substitute its judgment for theirs. 

Thlfd, goalst standards. assessments, the dissemination of 
information and Ideas. and the encouragement of bold innovation are 
legitimate leaderShip and "bully pulpit" activities of national officials, 
but ,m""st always be truly 'voluntary on the part of states and communities. 
Nor should federal funds be used as "carrots" or ·sticks- in ways that 
effectively diminish state and looal centrol. . 

. Fourth. insofar .". th' -federal government is engaged at·all In the 
field of education, it should dedIcate itself to (a) fostering family 
responsibility and loeal control. (b) assisting states to fulfill their 
responsibilities as they see fit, (0) providing sound ststistios, prompt and 
accurate assessment results and other Information, and (d) 'safeguarding 
individuals from' illegal discrimination. 

Comprehensive Devolution 
What do those prinCiples imply by way of programs and policies? 

Here we approach the heart of the matter. It's my view that Congress 
should take every tingle activity currently housed in the Department of 
Education and dO one of three things with It (a) send It home to the states 
and communities: (b) entrust It to another federal agency that is suited to 
conduct it in harmony with related" activities: or (o) abolish it on grounds 
that tha . federal govemment can no· iongerafford to spend money on 
programs that have outlived their usefulness or that can be handled 
satisfactorily by others~ I won't·try here to fill· In avery detail or answer 
each' question that might be asked about this far-reaching 
recommendation, but the examples that follow Indicate its main features~' 

§Ioding responsibility l.bome ' 
.. Virtually all major programs assisting elementary/secondary 

education should be combined into one or two -block grants&t and retumed 
to the states and oommuniHes. There mayor may not be a. net reduction In 
federal aid from this consOlidation. depending 0" what share of federal 
budget-balancing must be borne by 'education. Whatever the sums•. the 
block grants through which they flow should be· com~l."tely flexfble as m 
What they can be used for. (Here,. as· in welfare. soma govemora have 
IndIcated a willinijneea to receive. less money jf it comes with no strings.) 
These deolslons belong· to communities and states, to families and 
IndivIdual schools, and. the federal government ought not tell them what 
thay oan and cannot do. There shQuld be no deterrenle tQ such innovations 
as charter schools, vouchers and private management, sh,ould states or 
communities wish to pursue thaae approaches. The federal government 

-I"- . 

. 
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should no longer define legitimate education reform, nor should states and 
communities have to submit plans to Washington for approval. ' 

The core of the block grant(5) ~ould be programs currently found 
under the headings of "educatJon reform II (including Goals 2000). school 
improvement, education for ,the disadvantaged, bilingual education, and 
vocational and adult education-approximately $10 billion in an. (If one 
mistrusts block grants on grounds that they will inevitably attract 
"strings" and conditions in the future. an allemativeis ,to devise a 
resource base transfer whereby some federal tax Is reduced hy an amount 
equivalent to the federal program. that would then be voided, thus leaving 
It to $late and communities to raise and deploy these revenues as they see 
fit.) , 

• Another block grant to the states would combine higher education 
programs other than student aid. (The latter need overhauling, too, but I 

that's a complicated business. Until they can be·properly transformed. ltd 
keep them operating, transferredtc another suitable agenoy.) 

• Speoial education and rehabilitation servlees warranteonsuHation 
with the governors and others. The soon-to-be-introducad bills keep those 
programs intact for the time being. mindful that the LO.S.A. program is. in ' 
any case, due for reauthorization. This Is an aid program, to be sure, but it 

, is also the largest ·unfunded- education mandate, t.e. federal regulations 

requIre tha expenditure by atate. and localities of many bill1ono more 


. than the federaJ aid provided. And it is deeply entangled with civil rights 

enforcement. ' 


Traruders 

'" All civil rights, enforcement In the field of education should move 

to the Justrce Department, with the admonitIon that this important 
federal function' be vigorously oarried out when discrimination against 
individuals is involved, but not be used as a' tool tor granting or 
withholding' rights and benefits on the basis of group membership • 

., The gathering, analysis and reporting. of education statistics and 
the conduct of the National Assessment of Educational Progress, should' 
probably bg transferred to the Oensus Bureau (with the latter activity 
remaining under the policy direction at the independent National 
Assessment Govemlng Board.) 

• Aid for college 8iudenta and speolal education programs should. at 
, (east for the present, be retumed 	to the management of what is now the 

Department of Health and Human ServIces. (Another intriguing proPQsal 
before the Congre88 would consolidate these and other education programs 
into the Labor Department. Yet another idea would send student loans to 
th~ Troi\o~ry Department 80' that the I.R.S. can collect what ic owod the ' 
govemment. Perhaps the prospect of a stay In Leavenworth' would finally 
reduce the multi-billion dollar loan default problem.) . . 

10 
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* Indian edueatlon programs would be transferred to the Interior 
Department. 

Abolitioo· 
At least fifty of the Education Oepartmenfs programs have entlreJy 

outlived their usefulness, or support activities that the federal 
government Gould beneficially ,top Gubeidiidng, or provid$ marginal aid 
for activities that are fundamentally the responsibility of other£ but have 
been maintained as federal "oategorica'- programs due to the strength of 
sp\)Citll Interest lobbies. Such programs should be abolished or Ilde·fund.cr 
and the savings returned to federal taxpayers. (I estimate these -,at $2 to 3 
billion annually, i.e. as much.as $15 billion over five years.) Or ·they could 
be devoted to other worthy national purposes, within the field of . 
education or beyond. Illustrative candidates for abolition include federal 
technical a$,i't~nce centers, . regional 'educational laboratories·, library. 
support programs. literacy programs for prisoner., woments educational 
equity, law school clinical experience, Olympic scholarships and "atar 
schooleD. On the -technical asslstanee- front alone, the Department's 
Inspector General found 734 ••parate centers operating in Fiscal 191 at a 
total federal oost at about $300 millron. . 

Savings would also result from dismantling . the r.gulatory 
Jnfrastructure. including mOlt of the costs of Education Department 
·management (about $444 million) and the National Education Standards 
and Improvement Council. 

Structural Implications 
Inasmuch as adoption of these substantive recommendations for. the 

federal role would leave the Department of Education· with nothing to do, 
there would be no no9d to rataln it. But irs tmponant to think of Its 
termination as the logica, conclusion of a total restructuring of the· 
federal role in education, not as a label ehange or symbolic beheading. In· 
the days before the Department of Education was created. the federal 
government made almost as muoh education mIschief as It does today. 
Those programs, regulations and red tape were simply housed In another 
agency.. We'll gain little If we retain the programs and red tape while . 
tacking a different name over the door of .the buUding fnwhlch they're 
houaed. Indoed, such a shift coliid even be harmful to the eXtent that it 
-hides- thOse activities in lea6 visible locatlon8.ln my view, the way to 
think about the Education Department is first In terms of what 1t does, ./ 
then in terms of its structure and $titus.. 

But because I believe that every one of the Department's activities 
that ate worth preserving in some form could better be handled, ersewhere, . 
I see no need for a asparata faderal education agency of any kind. 

11 
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My purpose is not to reduce the attention that the nation pays to 
, education. Indeed, there's never been a time in our history when education 

was more Important-or more in nled of a complete makeover. Whether 
one is concerned with developing virtue in the young, preparing 
tomorrowls adult8 for life in the Information age. widening the shared 
knowledge b.se of a dlvere. population, atrengthening our economic 
competitiveness or enabling poor people to move from the back of the line 
to ~he front, we haye few assets of greater value than effective education. 

-National leadership" can be helpfU•. info~u$lng people on problems 
and opportunities. We should look' to the President to ensure that the 
national project of educational renew". oontrnues apaGe. But true 
leadership means energi2ing -people and communIties to ohange. not 
shackling them with mandates and regulations-and calling it leadership. 
We do not ne~da raft at federal program!IJ.We do not n.ed a giant 

, bureaucracy. We do not t:leed a federal department. What we need Is a 
national movement. I believe that the prospects for such a movement--and 
for real educational renewal, in Amerioa--will be' far' brighter when the 
Congress signals unmistakably and irrevocably that responsibility rests 
with teachers and parental with communities and states. not with federal 
bureaucrats, " 

Reversing the flow of thla river Is no small undertaking. But It 
would do im'measurable good for our children. our schools, our 
oommunities and our, furore.. . 

Thank you for your attention. 

, 12 
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I am sorry to have to be here today and to have to spend time discussing tllese 
proposals to consolidate or eliminate the Department of Education. Improying 
education in the nation is a vital national concern. We should not be wasting 
time talking about how to rearrange boxes on an organization chart. We should 
be focusing on what we can do to help children and schools and communities. 

What does your proposal really do to help children? Isn't it just rearranging 
boxes and cutting spending for education? 



The proposal to consolidate the Departments of Education and Labor is based 
on the premise that the work of the Departments overlaps significantly. But, in 
reality, the vast majority of the staff and budget of DOL have nothing to do with 
education. 

Of DOL's $34 billion budget, two-thirds of its budget goes to unemployment 
insurance, pensions and other programs totally unrelated to training. Only about 
$7 billion is for employment and training. 

, 

Of DOL's 17,600 staff, less than 2,000 work on employment and training issues. 
The remainder work on issues such as worker health and safety, enforcement 
of minimum wage and hour laws, and labor statistics. 

Given this very small overlap, how can consolidation make sense? 



Consolidating the Department of Education into a Department of Ed,ucation and 
Employment .sends important signals about what we as a nation think about 
education. It sends the signal that we are de-emphasizing education. It sends 
the signal that education's only role is training in narrow workplace skills. It 
sends the signal that we do not believe that education is essential to the 
development of a person's life-- their knowledge, creativity, and civic values. At 
a time when education is so critically important to our nation's future, are these 
the signals we should be sending? 



The proposed Department of Education and Employment would have a heavily 
regulatory focus. Of the three Undersecretaries in the· proposed new 
Department, . two -- the. Undersecretary for Workforce Policy and the 
Undersecretary for Civil Rights -- would focus primarily on enforcement and 
regulation. 

The Department of Education has been making great strides in reducing 
regulations and developing flexible partnerships with states and communities. 
Wouldn't including education in a Department that focuses primarily on regulation 
and enforcement undermine these efforts? 



Mr. Gunderson, you !lave proposed a consolidation of Education and Labor 
because of the overlap you see in their education and training programs and 
your desire to create a more coherent education and training policy. But what of 
other areas where there is overlap. For example, the Department of Interior runs 
the Indian Education programs. The Department of Defense administers schools 
for the children of our armed services personnel. The National Science 
Foundation runs math and science programs. The Department of Agriculture 
runs the School Lunch programs. How did you decide what should be 
consolidated? Why weren't these other programs, agencies and Departments 
included? 



Right now, the Department of Education is the smallest Cabinet Department and 
even has fewer employees. than many agencies such as aPM and NASA. It is 
also the most efficient -- with only one employee for every $6 million in budget 
authority. And its accountable -- when people have concerns about education 
they know where to turn and can get answers. 

When education was part of the old Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, people complained that the Secretary of HEW couldn't devote much 
attention to education, that decisions couldn't get made, and that there was a 
lack of coherence and responsiveness that impeded State and local educators. 
These concerns are one reason the Department of Education was created. 

Doesn't consolidation just create a mega-bureaucracy that would have these 
same problems -- a Department that is larger, less efficient, and less 
responsive? 



Wouldn't your proposal to eliminate the Department and scatter its functions 
among other agencies create a bureaucratic nightmare for states, communities. 
and schools. Now they can all look to one agency. Under your proposal, they 
would have to go all over the government. How would there be any coherence 
or accountability or efficiency? 



How would HHS be able to administer the student loan programs? A critical 
element of the student loan programs is protecting the taxpayers' money by 
ensuring that only sound, reputable schools are eligible to participate in the 
program. The Department has developed expertise in this area --' 'wouldn't 
giving oversight to another agency create the risk of loosing millions of taxpayer 
dollars to fraud and defaults? 



In your proposal to eliminate the department, I do not see that you have 
proposed for any federal agency to continue the important tasks now done by 
the Department in educational research and statistics? Would there be no 
research in education and no way of gathering information to help states know 
how they are doing in educating students? 



You claim that since the Department of Education was created, test scores and 
educational achievement have gone down. That's why you want to eliminate the 
Department. 

How do you square this with the facts? For example, since the 1980s: 

• Students are taking tougher courses . . By 1992, the proportion of high 
school graduates taking the core curriculum recommended in A Nation at 
Risk (4 years of English, 3 years of social studies, 3 years of sCience, 3 
years of math) had increased to 47 percent, up from 13 percent in 1982. 
The average number of credits in these courses taken by sen.iors has also 
increased (Chart 2). 

• Participation in the advanced placement (AP) program has increased 
dramatically. Since 1982, the number of participants has risen from 

. 140,000 to 450,000, and the percentage of students participating has also 
increased sharply. In 1994, 28 percent of AP candidates were minority 
students, compared to 13 percent in 1982 (Chart 3).. 

• Achievement is up, particularly in math and science. On the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), student performance has 
increased since the 1980's in science and math. The trend in reading has 
generally shown improvement (Chart 4). Results from national longitudinal 
studies show that the math performance of high school sophomores 
improved between 1980 and 1990, consistent witll tougher course-taking. 

• Comprehensive school reforms in leading-edge states are showing 
impressive gains in student performance. For example in Kentucky, 
a state that has overhauled its entire educational system, 4th, 8th, and 
12th graders demonstrated dramatic improvement on 1993-94 
assessments over previous years' tests in mathematics, reading, science, 
and social studies. 

• 	 On the SA T, participation is way up and scores have been rising over 
the past decade. Participation by members of racial/ethnic minority 
groups increased from 18 to 31 percent between 1982 and 1994. Math 
scores increased across all· racelethnicity groups from 1982 to 1994. 
Scores increased by 22 points for Asian American and African American 
students. 

• Dropout rates have declined. Overall, the dropout rate for 16- to 24-year 
olds declined from 14 percent in 1982 to 11 percent in 1993. 



"The Free Press poll, with a scientific sample of adults, showed almost four of five 

residents believe Michigan schools should have a standard basic curriculum, but, 

be allowed to expand it, and teach it the way they want. 

"'We really need a mandate so that all children get at least the basics,' Broughton 

said. 

"Since rhe beginning of the year, the state Board ofEducation has debated -- and 

has seemed to be leaning against -- mandating academic standards through a core 

curriculum. Many state board members argue that such mandates interfere with 

local control of school districts. 

'''Mandating the~ would keep things on a level field for all kids,' said Herma 

Snider, 62, of Oxford, whose five grown children attended Lake Orion 

Community Schools." , ' 
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'.. ' SHOULD THERE BE A U.S. 

:'!£ft~" DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION? 
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~,g;};lAs' a'result of the November 1994 elections and 
';.':'~~ge i~ political control of the U.S. House Qf' 

<:",:~,~p~entatives and Senate, the U.S. Department of 
::.,'; tl,;l4ucatio!lmay be abolished. Several conservat,ive, 

' . .':poJlt,ici!lJlS an"groups have put forth pr~posals to elim~· 
, )~~ "tl,le' Pep~entt and these propos81s: are now tJe:,: 
':!:'::g~i,v~,~ seriolls consideration in Congress.' 

Qpp,<?pegts of:the Department contend that it exer-';' 
.\.'C,,.,.:.!..:.::.:.":L ..Jue influence over education matters in states ' 

AA~~l~~ c~mmunities. They argue that it is iinpro~r 
,fn..,tru-re ~ be a federal educati9n department since th~. 

, '()feQucation is not explicitly specified as o~ . 
~e-:powe.rs o.fthefederal government under the U,S. 

~~q~~.on. Fin!llly, they ~gue thatJ;naintaining the:' 
the Department wastes valuable feder~ 

individuals who are advocaQng d'!is 
are William Bennett. who'was education 

the Reagan Administratiq\l. and Lamar 
rl\le~ander. who Served as secretary of ed,ucatiot:l unde~ 
President Bush. ,-, . , 

,:/flowever;another former U.S. secretary ofeducation 
, . 9\u.i~g the Reagan Administration, Terrel Bell. has &C­

pvely been promoting retaining the U.S. Depiu1ment of 
'~ucation. Mr. Bell recently wrote, "Only a nationaJ 

cabinet age~cy can adequately direct attention If> the: 
immetliate and long~t~rm needs ofour nation. Even its 
harshc:st critics have l!uggested some federal role in cd- . 
~cation. But anything that does not have the status, bud. 
get. staff of professionals, and progranu:D.ing ability of , 
a ~abin~t agencY,is ins~cient." . 

..,' i:·'..:,:.~'.e.,'~·''':·:·-: .....,. ' : -C,"', . ',,""~'"'''' ...~..... . , '.'.1",~" 
.c"' ...... ",.'il~~W~-I$-~lhi!~'~i.."!, ',' ·':11Iii>~*jJi'*i#V&*'*!;\4j!:s!~'T"'t~. ,..,¥,~ "'''-~~--
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: "POimer U.S. secretaries ofeducation are hot the on­
~rr::::,'ly ones who are joining the discussion about the ens.. 

,:;.~F,telice of the U.S. Department ofEducation; The debate 
in Congress has already begun on legislation to elimi­
nate the Department with most support coming from 
conservative Republicans. 'Aniong those on the side of 
maintaining the Department are most congressional 
Democrats, President Qinton, and the current Secretary 

Richar4 Riley: as well as sonie 
as Senator James Jeffords of 

Vermont, the chairman of the education subcommittee 

Why waS the Department created? '.: 
•• • 

establishing the U.S 
';i:. 'Education in 1979 stated that .....the eStablislU:Deitf6f 

'~Department of Education is in the public intereSt. 
,'promote the gener8J welfare of the Ullited States;\~~1 

'":,,,jllelp ensure that education issues teceive'~'';' 
,:t '. 'tileD!. at the Federal level, and wiD enai 
::: ;.If:,i:OoVemment to coordinate its educau6DaetiVities Dim 

The constitutioriaiity of a: ' ", 
education is based on the "general welfare" clause :0(' 
the Constitution which the U.S. Supreme Court has jD.;:" 
ierpreted as authorizing federal aid toeducationiand 

. 'Other areas not~xplicitly outlined ali a federal pOwer iii 
Prior to 1979, the administrBtioll of'; ,) ,.;.; 

federal education programs was conduCted through"ID' :' .L!;)~, :~rt9,P,~~~~ 
pfliCe in the Department of Health, EdUcation, and ~ '~~'.;';:' j~!§E(t!~~:n

' , "~"':: '. ',I, .:'UDitecJ!S.~.ali,'to., l I ,_ ~. ~ 

, , ;, ,At the time of its creation, propOnen'ts: of,. the ' 
, 1 DepiU:tment argued that such a depiu1:mentwoul¢;.~.~, 

the very least, provide a symbolic show of suppOrt for' , 
, dle importance ofeducation nationally. They felt that, ., , 
while education is a state responsibility and a localac- , ' 
tivity, there is, a strong national interest in education' 
since it directly impacts the nation's ability to compete, " 

, internationally and to defend itself in a time of war. 
SupporterS also believed that by creating aCabinet lev­
el position, there would be a direct line of influence 
and communication with the President on matters,l'&­

Finally, proponents of a -u.s.' 
Department of Education believed that it made sense 
to consolidate the administration' of most of the major 
federal education programs which, prior to 1979, were 

, -­ -C-,­ 'for: . 
,000stUdents and grants for3;858,OOO stUdentS to 
ins~tutI6is',.oflpostSeCoDd8ry ecJucation and' 

8ccOUnt5'for ", 'Xiniatel half of the- ...,.,.~ ,y, ' 

',oe~eiit mention elimi­
Mbn -IOaDiia.mf"~""'tsfot,D:UlIions'Ofstudents in t­
SkO:ctafv&J1fCa~:~·:iPi~t.hey usually aim ':ir 

Department's undue 
;:s~ndary education. 

amoles'of tliisun'due influence the 
which requires 
hiP' ,academic 

Se:OOndary, 
~'i~~;l'~);,which, 

Stan­

penmti.:muctl'greater tlexii)iliiY in die! 
The GOals" 

new.H;s.HrA.; idso autb.01:iZes~ 
waivers'flornfedemflilws arid regula.; 

ii()tedi8ttiiI~ ciVil rights laWs 
statUte are 'repeated, 

" 

" 

J~ '; 

of Education 
Republicans such 

of the Senate. 

.;"1,';r:;. < .' 

;~!lL ,The law 


, 


'.. '~~ectively.1I 

, the ConstitUtion. 

, ""e'l&.are ' "~14 .. 

,. 

lating to education. 

scattered throughout the government. It should be not­
ed, that the primary forces behind the creation of the 
federal department ofeducation were teachers and oth­
er educators. 

Department's fundS. The other hidfmostly proVides'aid sonie feder8i agency willhave,'i6attmiruster thOse laws. 
fordis8dv8Dmgedand disable(i stUdents in,elementary Some opponents of tti~ neptirtmerit will also criti ... 
and secondary education and.fOr the general improve­ cize federally-sup~ re5earch projects as examples 
ment of education; of misuse of funds. However, former president Nixon 
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June 1~ 1995 , 

TO: . SUSAN FROST . '.FR:, Kim Nakahara 
' 


RE: House Sub;.Committee Hearing ofMay 23, 1995 


SUMMARY 
The Committee on Government 'Reform and Oversight's Subcommittee on Government 
Management, Information and Technology heard testimony from six witnesses (four ofwhose 
testimonies are detailed below): Mike ,Smith, Donald Wurtz, Chester Finn, William Hansen, George 
Munoz, and Paul Posner. The topic of the hearing was the role of the U.S. Department ofEducation 
and its 'effectiveness in fulfilling its mission. 

,TESTIMONY , . 
Chester Finn -:- Mr. Finn titled his statement, "Re-thinking the Federal Role in Education," and 

, identified seven reasons why we should not have aU.S. Department ofEducation: 1) the federal' 
'government is a meddlesome, bullying force in education; 2) all of the department's programs are 
aimeq at addressing the problems of the 1960s, which no longer exist; 3) we don't need one; 4)the 
department is a result ofa political deal (between President Carter and interest groups); 5) the 
department is,more attentive to groups than to actual consumers; ,6) all programs of the department 
can be terminated, consolidated, or transferred; 7) the focus should be on family authority and state 
responsibility . 

William Hansen -- Mr. Hansen's statement cited the Department's minimal inyolvement in education 
programs during the Reagan and Bush administrations (i.e: 1989 Conference ofGovernors, 
Reduction in Force), as a basis for the elimination of the federal rplein education. His underlying 
theme is that all of the programs which the department currently administers occurred before the 
department existed, and could obviously be handled by other agencies. His proposal would place 
70% of the department's programs back at HFIS o~ Labor. ' 

George Munoz ~- Mr, Munoz emphasized the need for a U.S. Department ofEducation, claiming , 
that 'the depa~ment. provides focus, direction, ~d sup~o~. 0s states do. not h~ve a lesal obligation 
to educate their reSidents, the Department prOVides pnnclplesand finanCial asslstanc~ lUnder 
Secn:;tary Riley, the Department has greatly improved in the areas ofleadership, follow-through, and 
strategic planning. The Secretary has created a system, "where good ideas get translated into action, 
and where the department re~lates education only when necessary." 

Paul Posner -- Mr. Posner claims that the Department ofEducation presents several opportunities 

for consolidation. For example; while the Department operates 240 programs, 30 other agencies 

o:£fer 308 additional educational programs. Howeyer, Posner repeatedly cautioned that when 

corisolidating programs" Congress must consider what they ultimately want to accomplish. 


QUESTION & ANSWER 

The question and answer session concentrated on three broad areas:, elimination of the Department, 

student loans, and block grants. 




· Elimination ofthe Department ofEducati~n 
Finn firmly believes that the responsibility for education lies' with the states, and not with the federal 
government. He feels that while there is clearly a national ne~d for education, lI~e can have a· . 
national need without a federal role. II . Moreover, he believes that aside from the Secretary himself, 
the Department employees have little influence on or contact with the issue of competitiveness. He 
cited a new study by the Brookings' Institution which claims that the current strategies utilized by the 
.department are not getting to the mediocrity of education.· . 

Finn further contends that the elimination of the department is not a budget issue, but rather about 
how to best deliver services. He says that since ~e're not better off, we should look at how to better 
solve the problem. An example o(a program which wastes money is Chapter One. Although he 

.does not advocate for the eliminationofflmds to assistlow-income children, he claims that a 
program which has changed seven times in thirty years is clearly ineffective and we're still waiting for 
·proof that this program can work. His solution to improve education for low-inc'ome children would . , . 

. be to ~lock grant all of the elementary and secondary education funds to the states. The Ranking' 
member raised the possibility that the states might not spend the funds appropriately, to which Finn 
respondedthat we must trust the states, because they have greater accountability. 

Student Loans -- Collection,by the IRS 
Many of the' questions focused on student loan collection. Of the six panelists, five voiced concern 

,'over awarding loan collection duties to the IRS for two main reasons: 1) the IRS is atax collection . 
agency, not a loan collection agency; the average tax collection is $30,000, whereas the average loan 
collection is $6,000; 2) the IRS does not haye the means to undertake this program at this time. 

Moreover, Don Wurtz'explained that in order for the goverriment to bill student loan defaulters 
through the IRS, we would have to change the tax laws and IRS would have to create a new division 
to carry out this task. The department currently uses every collection tool that is recognized by 
OMB. Wurtz also explained the loan collection process: the initial default is usually not acted upon, 
because banks currently receive their money anyway and thus have little interest in collection. There 
is also little incentive for the guarantee agency to collect as they make a 27% profit regardless of the 
outcome, and thus the process reverts to the Department ofEducation. Wurtz pointed out that 
under the Federal Direct Loan program, we will be able to collect from students before guarantee 
agen'cies make a 27% profit. " '. 

Student Loan Defaults , 
Chairman Horn was particularly interested in Charts 7a, 7b, and 8, which accompanied Mike Smith's 
testimony and which indicated that student loan defaults had significantly decreased 'over the past 
three years. He then pointed to the Department of the Treasury charts which indicate that student . 
loans comprise the largest percentage of delinquent non-tax receivables for the' federal government, 
and asked about the apparent discrepancy between the charts provided by the two departments. For 
example, of the $241.3 billion total non-tax receivables, educational loans comprise 6% or $15.6 
billion. However, of the $115,7 billion deliriquent non-tax receivables, educatiori comprises 29% or 
$14.5 billion. The problem, explained by Wurtz and echoed by Munoz, is in the classification -­
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when student loans are entered by the Department of the Treasury, they are already delinquent, 
whereas USDA loans are not. 

Block Grants 
Smith, Wurtz, Munoz and Posner all expressed reservations over embracing block grants as a 
solution. Smith and Wurtz believe that the effectiveness of the solution would depend upon the 
structure of the grant. Munoz believes that block grants are more efficient for much larger programs, 
(we're only providing 6% oflocal educational funds). Finally, Posner feels that the issue ofblock 
grants should have been addressed at the beginning, not, at the end. Before investing in block grants, 
a whole host offederal questions must be asked such as, "are'we going to target areas that can't raise 
the money?1I ' 

ANALYSIS 
The major arguments against the Department ofEducation are that: 1) the Department's programs 
are outdated; 2) the States have greater accountability, and we should trustthem to effectively 
administer educational programs; 3) all ofthe programs currently administered by the department ' 
could be terminated, transferred, or consolidated; 4) the appropriate federal role in education is in ' 
statistic gathering and assessment, civil rights and special education, and student aid (if the structure, 
is changed). Beyond that, the federal government should m~rely serve as a resource transferring 
body; and 5) polls which show support for the department are misleading -- people support it 
because it sounds good. Finn claims that a parilllel example to the Department ofEdu~ation is the 
police department. . ' 

Republican opponents seem t9 voice th'e common theme that the Department',s programs are 
outdated. However, it seems clear that the problems which these programs were created to address 
(i. e, equal access) have not yet been solved, and not only continu~ to persist but also to compound 
the problems of the 1990s. ' Furthermore,opponents seem fixated on establishing that American 
education has not improved. Perhaps the Department could utilize excerpts from Mike Smith's, 
testimony which highlight recent gains in education, and distribute them to'the public? 

One major flaw in,Finn and'Hansen's argument, from my point ofview, is their lack ofa concrete 
plan of action.' They clearly haven't thought about the consequences of downsizing an organization 
of the Department's scope and magnitude, and cann'ot offer viable, alternatives. Trouble spots in their 
proposal include oversight of the block grant process. For example', how will the federal government 
ensure that the States spend the money appropriately? We will have to create regulations and a ' 
regulatory board, which means that the ,bureaucracy that they're trying to eliminate may prosper and 
grow. 

Regardless of the impetus for the Department's formation, since 1979' it has been a positive and 
consistent voice for education, and has evolved· into an.entity which performs a vast array of positive 
functions. As long as there are students, there should be a Department ofEducation. 
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[~53] From: Susan Frost at WDCT02 6/1/95 4:15PM (4706 bytes: 1 In) 
To: Mike Cohen at WDCB01 
Receipt Requested 
Subject: Department of Education _ 
-------------- ---------- ----- Message Contents ---------- ------------------­

Per our discussions, the following are some thoughts on how we can 
frame the debate on the Department of Education: 

" . 
B~CKGROUND 

The abolition of the department became a real issue (rather than a 
rhetorical reference to get support from the right side' of the 
Republican Party) when Kasich included it in his FY 1996 Budget 
Resolution. The Secretary's press briefing that same day not only 
made sure there was an immediate response in opposition but also 
guaranteed that there would be a debate -- not silence. 

The Ilbrains" behind the abolition effort seems to be Checker Finn 
supported by Diane Ravitch. Republican freshmen are on the front 
lines. ' 

Gunderson, who is close to Gingrich and the leadership strategy, has 
told us that the reason he proposed a merger of DOE and DOL was to 
head off the freshmen. Unfortunately, his merger proposal is another 
bad idea. Now we have two proposals in the House that we have to try 
to stop. 

Neither the Freshmen nor Gunderson have submitted a bill. Therefore we 
have no independent assessment of cost savings. Once the bills are 
introduced, the Congressional Budget Office can ,score the savings. 

The only action to date has been the proposal in the House budget and 
the Freshmen press conference outlining 'the abolition. There has been 
no action on Gunderson -- even the GAO report has not been released. 

Oversight hearings on the operation of the department have been held. 
The Deputy testified before Shays Oversight Subcommittee and Mike 
testified before Horn's Subcommittee on Government Management, 
Informatlon and Technology. Shays and Horn are moderates and seem to 
be generally supportive of the Department BUT they are not in control 
of this agenda. Neither is Gunderson. 

The real control --- like everything else is being exercised by 
Gingrich. He seems to be undecided on the merger or the abolition. 
But I don't believe he has any intention of backing off passing one of 
these this year. And he'll probably be able' to do it --- on 
reconciliation, as a separate bill that includes Energy and Commerce, 
or as an amendment on, "must-do" legislation like the Debt ,Ceiling 
Bill. 

The Senate has been silent on both. One would hope that means that 
nothing will get through this body -- we are not sure, however, if 
the Senate will stay silent. Both DOLE and GRAMM actively call for 
our abolition. One 'only has to look at the tax cut issue to see the 
parallel --- the two sides may be in different positions but in the 
end they will probably compromise and move somthing all Republicans 
can agree to - - or wait until next year. 



POINTS TO CONSIDER 

This issue will be alive and well through the rest of this Congress. 
Republicans are making it a defining political issue and banking on 
the public's dislike for bureaucracy to carry the debate -- although 
none of the polls are reflecting this -- so far the public is very 
much on our side. 

sue. rategy s ou 
is in ~ coordinating our effort' on this 

lnvo ve ecre aryl_ .... _ deline OPAl OLCA II 

OIIA I Senior Officers and W~e House. Need bY figure: out 
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aperso~ho 
wlTI coordinate keep everyone informed and on message. 

We should assume the worst and move from that position. If no one 
steps in front of this train l it will run over us .. The department is 
not the only casualty -- most the programs and in the end the federal 
role in education is at stake. The Republicans tie the dismantling of 

. the department with the dismantling of the federal role at the 
elementary and secondary level and reducing higher ed to only student 
loans --- over time. 
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I thought it might be helpful if I did a summary of where we are on 
the budget and appropriations issues as of this moment and some 
"educated" guesses on where things are headed. 

At the end of the details, I attempted to step back from all of this 
and define where we want to end up. 

Those of us who can will meet on THURSDAY at 11:45 to discuss
[ "strategy" -- Secretary's Dining Room. 

~ RESCISSIONS 

Congress will send the conference report on rescissions to the White 
House when they return next week. They didn ',t want to give us the 
opportunity to get the. press on the veto while they were out of town. 

The Administration made every attempt to cut a deal short of accepting 
the education cuts before the House and Senate passed the report. 
There is still a very small chance for Congress to amend the report 
and avoid a veto -- technically it can be done but very unlikely. 

It appears that Livingston is adamant about keeping the ED cuts for 
two reasons: first, they want to make a political statement about the 
FEDERAL programs and reinforce the freshman view that ed should be 
dismantled at the national level. 

Second and probably more important to them is the numbers game they 
have to play. The only way to get outlay reductions in FY1996 from 
forward funded ed programs is to rescind funds from the previous yea~. 
{$600 million in rescissions translates into about $500 million of 
outlay reductions in FY96 -- the same $600 million cut out of this 
year's appropriation bill, only yields ,about $100 million in outlays. 
Unlike budgeteers, appropriators only think in one year compartments. 
They have to meet their outlay targets for FY 1996 -- period -- and 
they believe our rescissions are essential. 

Fortunately the White House has kept the focus on the message and not 
fallen for the numbers game. Livingston has threatened that if the 
White House does not sign the bill, he will double or triple the cuts 
in their priorities in the FY96 bill. Most folks believe he was going 
to that anyway. 

What's next? 

• The President is being advised to make a BIG DEAL 
of vetoing the rescission bill in order to send a clear message 
outside the beltway that (1) he's very relevant--he can stop this bill 
from becoming law (2) he's standing up for education at all levels 
--one of the three issues he's outlined that any budget must address. 

• Hopefully we will be able to highlight or "amplify" that message 
from here using examples of what cuts would do' in Safe and Drug-free, 
Goals and School to. Work. As you know we are trying to expand that 
list just a bit to cover technology and TRIO cuts for different 
reasbns. ~ 

A Its hard to get the groups and the press to focus on a potential 
veto. If the real thing happens we should try to get as much credit as 
possible for standing firm on education. 

• Once the veto occurs, there is an 80 to 90 percent chance of a new 
rescissions package that all sides agree to -- White House will 
(should) stand firm on education numbers. The problem with passing a 
new bill is how to get the votes. Republican freshmen have vO,wed to 
vote against a compromise and Democrats are loathe to vote for any 
package·of cuts. But most folks are assuming it will happen. 

RECOMMENDATION: Discuss ways to get credit for veto -- press and 
groups. 



, . 

~ I!0USE/SENATE BUDGET CONFERENC! 

We expect the House and Senate to go into conference as soon as they 
return. The tax cut is the big issue and the one that divides 
Republicans the most. Gingrich has said that a fast conference is a 
must and is trying to figure out a way to accommodate Kasich, Dole and 
Gramm and others. The Senate has set aside $170 billion for tax cuts 
to become available when spending cuts are passed. The House. has $350 
billion for tax cuts. 

Defense would get $92 billion more·over 7 years in the House version 
than the Senate version (the Senate follows the Administration's 
numbers) • 

Medicare (-$250 billion) and Medicaid (-$175 billion) are cut 
dramatically in both ver.sions. 

Domestic appropriations is cut $190 billion over seven years from a 
FREEZE in both versions. This would translate into about 30 percent 
cuts in all ed programs over the same period. There is not much we can 
do about the overall Function 500 cut in conference since the Senate 
failed to pass the $40 and $28 billion restoration amendments. 

BUT -- Student Loans is another matter. Inschool interest subsidy is 
eliminated in the House version (-$18 billion) and restored by the 
Snowe/Simon amendment in the Senate version (-$4.4 billion remaining 
that may have to be taken out of the loan program in other ways - ­
increasing percent of direct lending would be our solution!). The 
final number ---- reconciliation instruction to save "x" to the 
authorizing committees ---- is a BIG conference item for us. Chances 
of saving interest subsidy in 'reconciliation bill depends on that 
number. 

RECOMMENDATION: 	 Work with authorizers and bipartisan group that voted 
forSnowe amendment to hord Senate position in 
conference. Get credit with Democrats and 
moderates on this issue!! 

__)-:::#. FY1996 APPROPRiATIONS 

See Saily's memo 	 on .602b allocations. 

Given the $2.2 billion outlay cut to the subcommittee, ·we can assume 
'that the appropriations cuts will have to total between $5 and $7 
billion. NIH is Porter's and Hatfield's first priority -- no cuts. 
Hatfield's budget amendment' that passed with 85 votes restor.ed the 10 
percent cut to NIH by doing an across-the-board cut on all other 
subcommittees -- hopefully the Senate subcommittee allocation will 
refle.~t· that amendm~nt. 

Its too early to predict what the subcommittees will cut and by how 
much. Unlike the rescissions'bill, Hatfield does not have much room to 
modify the House cuts. But he will mark up his bill much later - ­
probably September -- and alot can happen between n?w and then. 

Porter is much more supportive of education than his committee. 
The House will mark up on July 10th -- tentatively. They will move . 
the bill to the floor before the August recess. Word has it that Goals 
is really in deep trouble. Special Ed and Pell Grants and Impact Aid 
are somewhat protected; All other programs are vulnerable. Most that 
we proposed to eliminate are gone but they will outdo us by making 
sure they eliminate many more. 

" , 

RECOMMENDATION: 	 Set some parameters ,and develop strategy for 
appropriations -- HOUSE AND SENATE . 
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·~ IHE PRESIDEti:1' 

The White House has made it clear that Republican cuts in Medicare and 
Education are unacceptable. Tax cuts for the wealthy are also 
unacceptable. 

Republicans counter with the fact that the President's budget makes no 
attempt to go to zer6 deficit by "x" time and therefore he lacks 
credibility on the issue. 

At some point, everyone expects the President and Congress .to make 
some sort of overall budg~t deal. That could come at any time BUT 
most believe that we have to get the word out on the Republican plan 
and how bad it is before we negotiate something' else. . 

RECOMMENDATIO~: Get as much information out as possible on what the 
Republican budget looks like for education -- both,in terms of this 
year and the downward path for the next seven years. COo'rdinate this 
message with OMB and White House • 

.-.....1 A' - . '1J-L- l./J_ - -'- ..I. - -W1v:A.M '~"? 
STEPPING BAC ----~~-~------~-------------------

THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSION -- Setting goals, measuring performance, 
being accountable!! 
Giv~n the political reality -- Where do we w~nt to end up when the. 
first session of Congress ends? 

@AL 10 PRESIDENT SEEN AS CHAMPION OF EDUCATION AS A NATIONAL 
PRIORITY 

o Major Elementary and Secondary Programs Aimed at 

Disadvantaged held harmless, i.e. Title 1, Special ED, Bilingual, 

Indian Ed, Pell Grants, 'SEOG, College Work. Study, TRIO 


o President's initiatives intact and minimal cuts from last 
year's level, i.e. Goals 2000, School to Work, Technology 
("minimal to be defined") . 

o Other school improvement programs -- Safe and Drug-free 
Schools, Eisenhower Professional Development either in a combined form 
that runs through SEAs and is accountable or as free standing programs 
-- no more than.lO percent cut overall. 

o Need to define overall objectives for Perkins and IDEA 

o Department of Education remains'the structure to run the 

programs 


<GOAL ,2:7-- PRESIDENT SEEN AS MODERATE WHO CAN ACHIEVE DEFICIT 

REDUCTION (balanced budget), SAVE TAXPAYER'S MONEY, AND INVEST IN 

PEOPLE AND THE FUTURE (middle-class) -- Our contribution to this 

effort: 


o At least a net of 60 programs (line items) are eliminated 
from our recommendations including any'revised recommendations 

o Direct Lending moves to at least 60 percent this year to 
achieve additional savings of at least $3 billion; defaults continue 
downward path to save "X" millions 

o Student Loan inschool interest subsidy is saved from the 
chopping block -- limited savings applied from grace period or other 
changes if'absolutely necessary 

<QCCAL ,l)L- PRESIDENT'S ACTION ON ~DUCATION TRANSLATES INTO VOTES IN 

1996 


o We accomplish the above AND get credit for it in the press, in 
Congress, with government and busi,ness leaders and with groups 

o FY 1997 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET continues to define him as the 

"Education President" 
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Washington Post, May 30, 1995, P. ~ 

. .. And a Case in Point 

THE FIGHT over whether to abolish the 

Education Department, which has been 
going on since about the day the place was 

. created, is billed as a debate about the federal 
role in education. It is only tangentially that. By . 
far the most hot air is being expended on the 
parts of that role that have the least effect on 
education. 

The federal role in education falls mostly into 

two big categories-aid to higher education and 

aid to elementary arid secondary schools-and 

arguments about them have little directly to do 

with whether there is a department of education; 

both had their greatest growth in years when no 


-such department existed. In federal support for 
higher education, the government is a major 
player: The states spend more, but federal mon­
ey is spread throughout the system, from student 
financial aid to support for academic research. In 
the second category, aid to elementary and 
secondary schools, the federal proportion of 
spending is far smaller, about 7 percent. The rest 
comes from states and localities. ,This money is 
distributed through a variety of programs. whose 
purpose, generally speaking, is to counter the 
inequities between rich and poor schools by 
targeting money to poor schools and poor chil­
dren. 

Over the years the shape of this aid-the 
largest component of which is known as Chapter 
I-has been a matter of tussling. mostly over 
attempts to focus the small amount of money 
more effectively on schools that really need it 
against continual and inexorable pressure from 
appropriators to spread the funds around to aU 
districts, rich and poor: The administration 

pushed hard in 1994 to get appropriators to 
target the money better-some 90 percent of all 
districts currently get it-but succeeded only in 
shifting around a few formulas that allowed 
"concentration grants" to the poorest schools.· 
The aid could be used a lot more effectively than 
it is. but its basic mission is straightforward, and 
the beneficiaries-especiaUy of the concentra­
tion grants-are among the nation's poorest. It is 
this money, some $6 billion, that some House 
members are proposing to convert to block _ 
grants and send to the states stringless, in.· 
essence undoing whatever progress has been 
made on that front and spreading an already 
minor amount of money even more thinly. 

The arguments offered in defense of having a 
department of education bear on this question 
only indirectly. Defenders speak of the symbolic 
prominence implied in having a department and a 
department secretary, about the organizational 
efficiencies afforded by having aU the programs 
in the same place and about the fate of Goals 
2000. Goals 2000 is an outgrowth of the educa­
tion reform movement that attempts to tie even 
tinier sums of money to states' willingness to 
adopt voluntary educational standards and to 
work toward meeting its six goals for school 
quality by the millennium. 

But the real goals of federal aid to education 
are much simpler than that. We don't see that 
the organizational structure under which these i 

programs are administered matters half so much 
as whether Congress abandons efforts to direct 
the money where it can do some good. That i~ 
what the fight should be about. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Contact: Rick M iller 	(202) 401-25 71 

PUBLIC SCHEDULES . 

For the week beginning May 29, 1995 


·U.S. SECRETARY OF EDUCATION RICHARD W. RILEY 

Tuesday, May 30 
noon· Addresses University of Peimsylvania Foreign Educators luncheon 

German Embassy 
. 4643 Reservoir Rd. NW 

Wednesday, May 31 	(Boston) . 
11 :30 a. m. Tours John Hancock Child Care Center 


370 Stuart St. 

-. 

Friday, June 2 (Texas) 
8 a.m. Addresses San Antonio 2(x)()/Greater San Antonio Chamber of 

Commerce breakfast -

Marriot Rivercenter Hotel (Salon E and F) 

San Antonio . 


11 a:m. 	 Visits Hawthorne Elementary School 

115 W.' Josephine St. 

San Antonio 


2 p.m.· 	 Joins Rep. Lloyd Doggett in visit to Winn Elementary School 
3500 Susquehanna Lane 
Austin 

Saturday, June 3 (San Jose, Calif.) 
10: 15 a.m. Delivers commencement address at National Hispanic University 

14271 Story,Rd. 

U.S. DEPUTY SECRETARY OF EDUCATION MADELEINE M. KUNIN 

No public events are scheduled. 
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.The U.S. Department of Education:WQrking for Learning
'. 	 . 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today .on the role of the V.S. ' 
Department of Education, its mission of ensuring equal access to education and promoting, 
educational exceltence, and the transformation it is undergoing to carry out its mission and 
serve the American people more effectively... 

The Federal Contribution to Education 

Serving the N atiQnal Interest in Education 
, 	 ' 

The federal government has had a l~mited but very important role in education for 
over 130 years. This role started with .federal support for t~e land grant college system in 1862 
and expanded after World War II through such measures as the GI Bill, die National Defense 
Education Act, Head Start, -and postsecondary sqldent aid. Federal involvement i~ education 
supports America in -sustaini~'gan Ihforme'd, inv6Iv'ed: Citizenry and in developing the . 
educated workforce'we needtocompete ina gl9baleconomy. People with more education 
are more likely to vote; they tend to live more satisfyi~g lives and to, contribute to their . ' . ; 	 . ,.' '" '. . ~ .' 

communItIes. 

Likewise the U.S. Dep~rtment of Ed~cation has a limited but very important role-a 
role that citizens of this country recognize and espouse. Indeed, recent polls show the public's 
strong support for the Department. . 

• 	 When asked how necessary they think thefcderal Department of Education is, fully 80 
percent of respondents said that the Department' is necessary; 70 percent believe it is . 
"very necessary" (NBC/Wall Street Joumal, January 1995). 

• 	 In a poll released just last week, over thr~e~fourths of the public (77 percent) oppose 
elimiI?-ating the U.S. Depart~ent of Education to cut,the·deficit. Public opposition to 
eliminating the Department was indeed high~r than opposition to reducing cost of 
living adjustments in Social Security. The same percentage (77 percent) reject cuts to 
student loans and other education programs to reduce federal spending (Time/CNN, 
May 1995) (Chart 1). , '-	 ' , 

The U.S. Department of Education addresses five areas of critical national concern: 

1. 	 Increasing Access to PostsecondaryEducation 

As college becomes more ~nd rrlore ex~ensive for average Americans, the Department 
provides70 percent of all student aid, about $32.5 billion, to give students greater access to 

. postsecondary education-the 'best, system in the w.orld. Pell Grants aSsist 4 million low 
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income students; student i~ans help 6.5 million lo~ and middle income students; and Federal 
Work Study provides aid to 700,000 students each year. ' 

2. 	 Helping States; Communities, and Schools Raise Academic Achievement and Meet the 

Needs of Their Students 


, The Department deliverS almost $15.4 billion to states and school ,districts to assist 
local elementary and secondary schools in providing a solid education to all~hildren .. The 
Goals 2000: Educate America Act (endorsed by every major busi~ess, parent, and educational 
organization) supports community and state efforts to raise student achievement to world­
class levels.' The Title I program directs about $7 billion to more than 6 million children who 
attend our highest poverty schools, to' strengthen the teaching of basic arid advanced,skills:, , , , 
These programs represent a partnership between the U.S. Department of Education and the 

, states in which we provide incentives for school reform and states and communities set their 
own goals and plans for improving stu4ent achievement. Th,e Department sp~n4snearly $3 
billion to help communities meet the educational' and developmental needs ofover 5 million 
children and youths with disabilities. Additional support goes to help teachers improve their 
skills, ~uild public-private partnerships to get technology into the classroom, and help schools 
become safe and drug free. . ' 

3~ ,Facilitating th~ Transition from School to Work 

The School-to-Work Opportunities Act provides seed money to help states and local 

communities prepare youth for good careers and equip.them to learn for a lifetime through 

partnerships of schools, businesses, and community leaders. All states received grants in 1994 

to' develop strategies to build School-to~Work systems that meet the needs of their students 


, and economies. By the fall of 1995, ove,I- half of the states will have received one-time five­
year grants to build these school-business partnerships. The Department proposes to refocus ' 
the Perkins Act on helping prepare more young pebple for good jobs out of high schoqland 
for further education: " , 

4. 	 A Clearinghouse ofGood Ideas and a Catalyst for Improvement' 

In every state and community, educators and families are learning about effective w.ays 

of teaching and learning through Department-sponsored research, evaluation, and technical 

assistance. The Department helps people ,identify what works and learn about the most ' 

promising strategies for improving their schools and their children's performance. 

·Statistics on national ,trends and indicators of performance, such as the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, keep the focus on areas of educational growth and on areas needing 
improvement. The Department is investing in more effective and efficient ways to share the 
good ideas,through 1-800 numbers, e-mail,'and the Internet. The Department responds to 
almost 1,000,000 information inquiries a year, providing 48-hour turnaround on answer,s~ 
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5. ' A Nqtional Voice lor Education, 

, The US De'partment of Education is a voice for'~~ellence' and progre~s, a v.oice that 
speaks to the public at lar:ge as 'well as within the' cabfnet. The.l983 report A Nation at Risk 
focused public attention' on the 'centrality ofeducation to America's future as a,world leader., 
All previous Education Secretaries, bod;Republican~nd Den1 ocrat,' have ~al1~d for,st~ong 
academic standards of the kind that the Goals 2000: Educate 1\ merica Act t:10W supporisa~ the 

. local andstate level. ,Most recently, Jprough the, initiative of Secretary'Riley,over 120 ':"" 
organizations hive come together in a '''Farllily Education Partnership ,(or Lea,rning" to' ", 
suppOrt the Ameriicalr family, thefoundatiofi' of a solid education. ;This initiative has been' 
accomplished without creating a '~ingle'new program or spending additional fu'ilds'. As an " 

,outgrowth of the partnershIp,' the Secretary has launched a reading ~nd' writing initiative, the 
, kick~off of.which he, an~ounced-yesterday to encourage,parertt,s; other adults, and older' , ' 
, students to read with y6~mgerchildfen this summer; " ' ' • ' ' 

• f' ' 

'- ': - ' ' ... - ".', -. : -',' ., " "' ..... ,-,,' , ',;'" 

,'Setting the Record Straight:' American ,EduC'ation Has'Impnwed : 
, .. v ,;. 

, In'~he 15 y~arssince th~Dep,artm.~:ritwasc~;~ted; ith;l~"co~tri~uted toposiiive' trends, 
, in AmericaQ. ~ducatiori b'y directing' national aitentioI!tci'theimperat~ve for,reform, by, , ' 
support~ng state',andlocal reform efforts, and more recently byfoctisirig ()ur programs'on . 
quality concerns, bettei'st~dent ach~evementand teachillg. While,V.S. education can ,certainly 

, do better, and in many placeseducatiort is riot: improving .fast enough, there have been a loi of', 
success stories si~ce the'1980's, many assisted'by: the U:S. Departnient'~f Education. 

. .. . . ' ',' .' , . "'.' ' ," . ,,', .' , - ' 

• Stud~nts are:taking tougher co'urses~ By 1992, t!ie proportion ofhig~ ,schobl,g~aduates 
, 'taking the core c'Urriculum recorrirrv~ndedinANation at Risk '(4 years 'of English, 3 

years of social studies, 3 years bf science, 3 years of math) hild)ncrea,sed to 47 percent, 
up from 13 percent in 1982. The average ,~umber ofcredits,in;hese Gourses tak.en by 
seniors has also incre,as¢d (Chart 2).:,:','" .. 

More high school students are taking worthwhile math and science in~truction asa\' 
result of state, district, .and,schoor ~tandard-settirtg, assessment, aJ1d related activity. 
Raising standards has increased enrollments incore courses stich as mathematics and 
scien~e without weakening cour~e cont~nt or driving up dr~pout rates, ~ccordi~g to 
a(1aly,sis ofexperience 'in various parts'of tpe nation anclaggregate results. Recent . 
reports inp,ica:tethatthe trend is continuing. TheNew'Y6rk Times (May 9,)995) , 
reports that tougher graduation req~irements in 'New YorkCity public schools' are .• 

, spurring thousand~ more high school ~tudents to take and'passcollege~preparatory 
. "mathematics and science courses. ' 

"I ..." 

, .'.~ . . 
• Participation in the, advanced placement (AP) program has 

' 

incrl!ased dramatically,' 
Sin~e 1982, the number of participants has risen from ~40;000 to 450,Ob6,and ,tpe' 
percentage'of students participating has also increased ,sharply. Especially impressiye is' 
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the growth in participation on the part of minority students. In 1994,28 percent of 
AP candidates were minority st\ldents" compared to 13 percent in 1982 (Chart 3). 

. • 	 Achievementis up, particularly in math and scie~ce. On the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), student performance has increased since the 1980's in 
science and math. The trend,in reading has generally shown improvement (Chart 4). . 
Results from nationallongit~dinal studies show that: the math performance of high 
school sophomor~s' improved between 1980 and 1990, c.onsistent with tougher course­
taking.""'''' 

• 	 Comprehensive school reforms in leading.edgestat~s are showing impressive gains in 
student performance. For example in Kentucky, a state that has overhauled its entire 
educational system, 4th, 8th, and 12th graders demonstrated dramatic improvement on 
1993-94 assessments over previous years' tests in mathematics, reading, science, and. 
social studies. '" 

• 	 On the SAT, participation is way up and scores have been rising over the past 
decade. Participation by members of racial! ethnic minority groups increased from 18 
to 31 percent between 19,82 and 1994. Math scores increased across all race/ ethnicity 

. groups from 1982 to 1994. Scores increased by 22 points for Asian American a~d _ 
African American students. Verbal scores increased for all minority groups, including 
all groups of Hispanic students except Mexican Americans, between 1982 and. 1994, 
although they decreased slightly for white students. (These trend results are unaffected 
by recent changes made to the SAT program.) 

• 	 Dropout rates have declined. Overall, the dropout rate for 16- to 24-year olds decliried 
froin 14 percent in 1982 to 11 percent in 1993. Dropout rates declined between 1982 
and 1993 by 4 percentage points for whites and 5 percentage points for blacks 
(although dropout rates for Hispanics remain high). (Chart 5). 

• 	 Postsecondary enrollment and attainment have increased to record levels. Over the 
past decade, enrollment'in postsecondary institutions has grown steadily. The 
proportion of people ages 25 and over who have completed four or more years of 
college increased from ~8 percent in 1982 to 22 percent in .1 993. The proportion of 
minority group members (ages 25 andover) who have completed four or more years of 
college increased from 12 percent in 1 ~82 to .18 percent in 1993. 

For those-who are surprised by these facts, Iwould further point out that American 
business and American workers have regairied their stat.us as the most productive in the 
world. This would .qot have been possible without a more educated workforce. Indeed, in 
this century, educational increases in the workforce have accounted for almost one-third of 
the growth in the nation's wealth. We sho~ldbe proud of our nation's schools, public and 
pnvate. 
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Nonetheless, a great deal of work lies' ahead. Though we ha~e t~rned the c'orner, many 
of the nation's schools continue to lag'behind some of our chieJ economic competitors-t,his is 
a substantial cause for concern~ The Department i~tend~ to be asupportive partner inhelping, 
stat~s and communities accelerate the pace of school reform and encourage improvement' ' 
throughout the country.' 

.. ,. 
Moving Toward a Performance-,Driven' Depa~tmerit 

The Department has h~d widespread ma:nagementweaknes~es. A GAO study 
conducted as late as September 1992, published in 1993 with the apt title "Long-Standing 
Managemerit Problems,Hamper Reforms," ddcumenteda historicallack6fmanagement 
vision; a ,critical need to improve basic management systems; and a neeq for a cultural change 
from a highly centralized agency focused on the short-term, with poor internal ' 

, communications. Especially troublesome was the Department's lack of a formal planning 
, process and formal coordinating management structure. ' 

David Kear~s,former Deputy Secretary of the Department and CEO of Xerox, 
recognized these problems and began to address them by introducing management techniques 
of'continuous improvement that were successful at Xerox. Under the direction of the current 
Deputy Secretary, 'fo,rmer Governor Madeleine Kunin, we' are turning around our' ' 
management problems. To accomplish these improvements, we are listening to our 
'customers' concerns, focusing on our critical mission through strategic planning, and using 
our strategic plan to transform the way we function asa department. 'We are well on our way 
to becoming a performance-ddven organization, ~ne' ihatisa leader in implementing the 

, ' Government Performance and Results Act (GPR,A). To that end, we are using strategic 
planning to help us streamline our programs, operati0ns, and personnel. 

'Focusing on Our Critical M{ssion; Our Strategic PIau, 

Over the past two years, the Depart~ent's first-ever strategic plan has driven budget 
priorities, resource and personnel allocations" and strategies for carrying out reform. 

. 	 '., 

. The strategic phinhas estabiishedfour clearpriotities. The first thr~e priorities in'the 
plan focus on our programs and initiatives and build upon new legislation-Goals 2000, the 
Improving America's Schools ACt, School:to-Work, and Direct Loans: 

#1: 	 To help states and communities enable all elementary and secondary students to 
reach challenging state and local academic standards.,' , 

#2: 	 To help states and communities to create a comprehensiveschool-to-work , 

opportuniti~ssystein in ev~rY stat~~ , " ' 


. 	 . 'r 
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#3: 	 To. ensure access to. high-quality pestsecendary educatien and life-Ieng learning. 

To. accemplish these priorities requires a fourth priority:, 

#4: 	 To. transform the Department into. a custemer-respensive, high-perfermance 

erganizatien, to. suppert the three substantive prierities~ 


Our strategic plari,' modeled uponGPRA, has set ambit~o~s targets 'for performance in , 
each of the four priority areas. They include:, ' 

• 	 Between 1994 and 1998, the proponion of students who meet or exceed proficiency 
levels in reading an4 math on such measures as the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress will increase by 10 percentage points. ,'. 

, 	 ' 

• 	 By 2000 at least 450,000 yeuth, 50 percent ef high schools and community celleges, 
and 50,000 empleyers will be participating in School-to-Work Opportunity systems. 
Participationwill increase graduation rates, increase student achievement, increase the 
number of students completing apostsecondary certificate or degree program, and 
increaSe the number of students ,prepared for and participating in career ladder jobs. 

: , 

• 	 ,When fully implemented, the Direct Loan program, will save taxpayers more than $i 
,billion a'year. ' ' 

• 	 By '1998, th~ Department'~ill have implemented a redesigned, integrated financial 
management system that substantially reduces costs, automates functions now ' 


, processed manually, enhances reporting capabilities, and improves program delivery, 


We are proud that the u.s. Department of Education is one of the first agencies to 
implement GPRA and held itself accountable for results. ' 

, 	 ' 

Strengthening the Depanment 

,Thepurpo,se of the fourth priority is to ~ake the Department more effective in ' 
helping improve U.S. education. Putting this into action has required that we focus on fi.ve 
major areas:, (l)streamliriing our programs to save taxpayers'moneYi (2), transforming ,our 
management to. make it more efficient and effective; (3) cutting regulations; (4) cutting, , 
paperwor:k; and·(5) providing increased flexibiJity for states,'districts, schools, and our oth~r 
customers. 

Streamlining Programs to Save Taxpayers'Money 

Over the past two years; we have cut, consolidated, and reshaped programs. This will 
both save money and allow us to be more effective. We have proposed saving a total of at 
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least $16.7 billion by 2000 by el,iminating'progra'rris that do not produceresul~s~r that overlap, 
with other federal functions, reforming the student loaf 'rqgram,.and streamlining, Dther ' 
existing programs:, ' ' " "'~.' : ' 

• 	 B~tw~en 1996 and 2000, weproposeto'save$12 billi6~ through accelerating rhe Direct 
, , Loan program to 100 percent of new'loan volume byf997-98. This phase-in obhe 

, program will, enable all schoo,ls and studeh,t,andpare~[ borrowers.to take advantage of 
, the Direct Loan prqgr;tm's simplicity and flexibility' (Chart 6). ' , ,',,"" : " 

• 	 We Have'decreased the ~tudent aid d~fault. rat'e\we have lowered it froni'apeak oE22 
per~ent ~~ 15 percent,:and we'.. intend to keep driving it clown even further (Ch.art 7). 

'-., 	 " , 

," 

• 	 We have increased ,our student loancollection efforts, principally through the tax 

refund offset progr~m-ini99ci,defaulters' returned $879 million~o the'federal ' 


, 'gov~rnment;in 1994"we collected U..s billiQ'n.,. Thec6st to the taxpayer ofqefaulted 
loans:has been cut in h~tf (Chart 8).: ",'" 

• 	 111 our' FY 1995'and 1996 b~dgets, w.e ,have'proposed' eiiminatirig 59 education' ' 
'programs and co:n~olid~ting 27 others ,for a savings of.$4.6 billion by 2000. ,During, the 
coming ye~rwe will propose ways t~sui?stantially further reduce' the numb'er of bur' 
programs; 

Transforming Our Management : '~ , '. 	 " ' 

'. ",' The Department is transforming its,man~gemeI\t structure andpersqnnd practices,tp , 
implement the b,estmanagemertt practices of business and industry: Specific~lly:" ' , ,
I . 	 ,,' , , , 

•• " :The Department is savirig':an 'additional' $100 Jllillionb,:y re~ucing"our per~onnel ,from 
5,131 inFY 1995 to lessthan 4,700 FTE: (about 9 ,percent) by fY 2000.' 

", This' reduction, is fr~~ a staff that hid already 'dec~easedto signif{~antly l~ss' 
than 'the, 7,700 employed in 1979 hy similar offices within 'the former' ' 
,Depar:tmenfof liealih, Education andWdfare an.d sixoiher agendes. " 

<, 
•. >,:". 

·1, " 'M6reove~, our Dep'artment is aiready effid~nt. We have'th~ small~st t'atioof 
empioy'eesto,grantYoiume'in the government: 1 employee per $6 milli'on. 
And, our administrative costs 'are 10>1/: just2cerits 01 every Department dollar. 

, 	 '.', . " 

, ,,' " ICohortdefault ,rate: The 'percentage of~tudent. aid borro~ers en~ering repayment ' 
, ,'status in any given year who default by ,the end of the following year.' 

~..~. 	 " " - , . . ; .,' , . 

? 
" .: 

. ," 	 , 

http:borrowers.to


• 	 We are implementing streamlining plans that cut superv{sory layers! reducing the ratio 
ofsupervisors to staff by more than one-half by 1999. . . 

• 	 Sometime in the next few months we will announce plans to substantially reduce the 

number of senior management officials and offices. 


• 	 We will soonconiplete pilots that delegate most personnel classification and hiring 
authority from the'central personnel office to lirie managers, reducing red tape and . 
laying the groundwork for shifting these re;ponsibilities to line managers throughout 
the Department by,FY 1996.. 

• 	 All SES employees now have performance agreements that reflect how they will 
contribute to implementing the strategic plan. 

.We have engaged'eniployees in revamping ou'r operations through the "low-hanging 
apples" team" 'o/~ich addresses cumbersome but easily resolved management problems 
that impede p~ogress. The team has over 100 recommended to improye efficiency and 
effectiveness, andmost of them have already been implemented .. 

.' 	The Depart~ent is using tech~ology eff~ctively to connect all employees electronically 
'by the end'of 1995, improving communication and helping our staff to work even . 
m,ore e,fficiently. ' . ' ' , 

Cutting Regulations 

The U.S. Department of Education is experiencing a regulatory revolution, as set forth 
in our strategic plan. We agree that reguhit'ions got out of hand during the 1980's and early 
i990's, but note .that many regulations,are maI?d,ated by statute~we look forward to working 
with you to revise these statutes to reduce regulatory burden. Faced with this situation, we 
have worked hard to deregulate where we can, and we are succeeding. As part ofPresident 
Clinton's regulatory reinvention initiative, under the Vice President's leadership, we are well 
on the way to meeting our challenging deregulatory goals. 

• 	 We have reached out to talk with hundreds of customers and have re';'iewed every 
single Department regulation. ' ," 

• 	 TodilY we eliminated 88 of those reg,ulations-399 pages in all. That's 30 percent of 
our total regulations. ' " 

• 	 We have targeted dozens of other regulations for elimination, reinvention, and 
simplification, in consultation with our customers and partners. Our action em them 

, will be announced shortly as part ofthe President',s regulatory reform initiative. 
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Moreover, under our new ~fPrinciples' for~egul~ting, we reguiate only when esseriti~lfI 

. to meet program goals, and then as flexibly and with as litde'burden ori states, schools, and, 
~~~~~. 	 ", . 

• 	 Some of eur most significant prog~ams', including School-to-Work and Goals 2000, 
have been implemented without issuing a 'single regulation. ' 

• 	 Regulations for the Improving America's Schools Act (IASA), passed in October by 
the last Congress, have' been kept to' a bare minimum beyond those mandated by , 

,Congress. Mpst IASA programs have no new regulations; of ~9 elementary and 
'secondary programs, 38 will need .D.Q. regulations, 7 will require limited regulatory 
guidance, and only 4 wiH need full regulations to carry out the program. For most, 
instead of regulating we're providing clear, practical informat,ion to ,help states and. 
districts implement the hew law.' . 

• 	 To protect students and the taxpayers' in vestment, we ~re targeting our oversight 
regulations and activities on abuses, where,rules are needed. An example of our 
performance-based approach is in the area of student aid. 'We have to ensure that 
schools have the means to provide'refunds to students who withdraw. W'e scrapped a 
burden§ome proposed rule that would have required all 7,300 colleges and universiti~s 
to set aside a reserve fund to cover refunds, and ins~ead requir:e ~ the handful of 
schools with a his~ory qf,refund problems to provide a letter of credit. 

Cutting Paperwork 
. . 

, We've listened ta" our customers' concerns aboutpape~w6rk burden, and made 
significant strides in reducing it. 

• 	 In student aid we have el~minated duplicative forms, excessive, parental signature 
requireIIlen~s, and hard-q)py reports where electronic transmission would work better 
for everyone. For example; by replacing paper Student Aid Reports with an electronic 
system, we eliminated 4 million paper forms. In the Direct Loan program, we provide 
participating schdols with computer software, with a direct on-line connection to the, 
Department to help schools get funds to stupents efficiently.: . 

• 	 We encourage states to submit a single consolidated application for all of their 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act prograrn:s in the Improvi~g Americ~'s 
Schools, ACt (IASA), not only eliminating paperwork 9ut also promoting 
comprehensive planning. 'We expect that;a.lm9st all, ifriot all, states will be submitting 
consolidated applications. 

.. 

• 	 We have reduced our reporting requirements for states and districts th~ough statutory 
changes, anticipating the Pres~dent's request (as part of his regUlatory reinve~tion 
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initiative) t~at ,wherever possibl~ agencies reduce the frequency of req:uired,reports by 
,50 percent. In most cas~s, the legi'slation has reduced annual reporting'to reporting 
every two or-every three years, and the new Title I eliminates statutory requirements 
for annual performance reports and state evaluations. , The ,effect of changes like these 
is to let states, schools, and.teachers concentrate on program results, not paperwork. 

Grantees told us that itw-as too hard and t~Oslow to a'pply for education grant funds 
,and to get the funds once they qualified. Sowe revamped our whole system. Specifically, we 
eliminated application requirements for nori-competingcontinuation awards, allowing the 
recipients of 6,000 gr~nts to submit just simple annual performaricereports. Moreover, we are 
working to cut the'number:of grant awards madee,ach ye.u·, ~hich now total almost 10,000, 
by staggering cOmpetitions every other year or consolidating several priorities under a few 

, competitIOns. 

Providing Increased Flexibility(ot Our Customers' 
. ; " 

,Our new legislation is helpifl-g us ch.ange the way we do business with states, districts, 
schools, colleges, and families, to be' m'ore flexible and help energize reform at the state and 
local level. Key strategies include: . ' 

• 	 Ed-Flex, a new demonstration authority for up to six states, provides an unprecedel1:ted 
, opportunity to 'encourage i~novation along with performance accountability. The 
Goals 2000: Educate Amer~ca Act authorizes Ed-Flex demonstrations that enable 
officials in ~he Ed~Flex states, nonhe federal government, to decide on waiver requests. 
Oregon, through a simple rev~ew process, is,the fir:st stat~ to participate. ' 

• 	 The Improving America's Schpols ,Act (IASA) for the first time has abroad waiver 
autho'rity for most of the Department's elementary and secondary education programs. 

, Waiver requests under IASA have already been submitted to the Secretary. Palm 
Beach, F.lorida and the Metropolitan District ,of Decatur Township, Indiana are the' 
first two locales approved for aTitle I waiver. 

.' 	 The expansion of the schoolwide option for TitleJ gives all high-poverty schools the 
opportunity to blend Title I and other federal funds with state and local resqurces'to 

, upgrade the quality of teaching and-learning in entire schools and throughout the 
entire program; In,effect, this is a :performance-based'school grant to the point of 
actual4elivery of services, the school, Upwards of 20,000 schools can take advantage 
of this option.' ' 

• 	 ' The Charter Schools program p~ovigesstart-upfunds to encourage parents and, 
teachers to create new public schools that can bring energy and new ideas to public 
schooling. ' 
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• 	. The School-to-'Work Opportunities Ac'~, al~ng wi~h the Administration's pToposals for 
the reauthorization of vocational education, proY':ie waiver authority te'? allow states 
a!1d local communities to integrate the reform of :ocarional education with broader 
education reforms a.nd t~ strengrhen the connections between education and training . 
programs:: 

• 	 Administrative funds consolidarioq allows states and di$[ri~ts, under the Improving 

America's Schools Act, to combine their administrative funds for Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act programs, giving them the ~pportunity to set the~r own 

priorities for administration, technical assistance, and evaluatio~ and elimiriati~g the 

artificial barriers that have gotten in the way of admini~tering programs effectively .. 


• 	 In postsecondary education, underTitle IV institutio~s can now submit proposals to . 
. the Department to participate as,"experimenial sites" to try out experimental 
regulatory and management approaches. For example, institutions can propose that 

. the Department waive reqtj.irements in exchange for performance measures appropriate 
to the institution and the objectives of the regulations'in question. Many schools have 
expressed interest inthis new 9Pportunity. . 

,We are building partnerships with stat~s;, districts; and postsecondary ins.titutions to _ 
provide substantial flexibility in exchange for improved perfqrmance. Inv9cational and adult 

. education, we are proposing to consolidate the mqre than 35 separate programs authorized 
under current laws into only two flexible state grant programs. These proposals, recently 
introduced in Congress, would greatly reduce state administrative and planning requirements 
and.give states' flexibility within b,road frameworks in exchange' for an emphasis on measuring 
and monitoring performance. . , . 

Direct Loans: An Example of SU:'ccess 

The Direa Loan program typifies our management ·success. For the firsuime in the. 
Department's history, a loan program has received an unqualified "dean" opinion, the best 
rating possible, from ~n outside auditing-'fir~~ ': . 

The Student Loan,Refdrm Act deatedthe Direct. Loan p~ogr-am to begi~ replacing the­
Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) program; an unwieldy and duplicative system that 
results in poor'performance for borrowers and sch09ls and wastes federal funds. In less than 
11 months, 104 schools have begun participating in the Direct Loan program. Mqre than 
1,400 schools will participate beginning in July 1995. . 

Contrary to accUsations' by ~pecial interests Intent Qnmaintaining the status quo 
(Cliart 9), the Dire~ Loan program: 
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• 	 Will save $12 billion by 2000 under the accelerated phase-in proposed in the President's 
FY 1996 budget. ' 

• 	 Simplifies loan application procedures, resulting·in-quicker and more accurat~ 
payments to students and elimin~ting long lines at the financial'aid office typical of the 
FFEL program. . 

• 	 Reduces costs and improves accOlintability by eliminating the complicated structure of 
the FFEL program, with its thousands of financial intermediaries (Chart 10). 

• 	 Makes loan processing more efficient and provides for the first time the on-line, real­
time informatioll needed, to better manage and oversee the loan program. 

• 	 Maximizes competitionthrough.theuse of c9mp~titively-awarded contracts to private 
vendors, eliminating the virtual monopolies certain institutions' have enjoyed under the 
FFEL program. . 

The program's customers-.-schools and stude~'1ts-have been extremely enthusiastic in 
their support of the new, more efficient program: . 

• 	 . The program his succeeded in, satisfying the participating institutions: 92 percent of . 
Direct Loan institutioris said they were either very satisfied or somewhat satisfied in a' 
recent survey. 

• 	 One school said, "Direct Loans put the students back' where they belong-at the cente~ 
of this business." Another stated that the Direct Loan program "is beyond a shadow of 
adoubt the way a loan program should have been designed 20 years ago'. For those of . 
you who have concerns, so far the Department of Education, has just been super!" . 

• 	 A recent Education Daily survey of first-year scho~ls lauded the Department for . 
. quickly.answering questions, addressing problems, and being receptive to suggestions 

about the program. . 
.' -	 . 

• 	 In their first report of a survey of community college participants in the first y~ar of " 
the programs, community college trustees stated that "all responses were positive to the 
question about the Department's management of the program and q~ality of service . 
rendered. " ' 
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The Importance of Educadon and the U.S. Departmentof Education 

The Importance of Education 

All of our management reforms have one·ultimate purpose-to enable us to be more 
'effective in improving the quality of education forAmerica's students. High quality 
education provides major benefits both for our nation as a whole and for'individllals, 
promoting individual and social well-being. People with more education tend to live happier 
and more productive lives than those wit~ less education: 

• 	 Greater prosperity. In 1992, aver~ge ~nnual ea,rn~ngs for'~hose with a bachelpr's degree 
'. were 74 percerlt higher than fo~ those witha high school diploma, and .155 percent 
'higher than·for those who had not graduated from high school. Similarly, . 
unemployment and poverty rates are lower for coIle'ge graduates than for high school 
graduates, and the rates for both groups are much lower than for dropouts. For 
unemployment, the.respective rates are'3percent, 6 percent', and 11 percent; for 
familIes· below the poverty level, they are 2 percent, 11 percent, and 24 percent. 
(Census Bureau, StatisticalBrief,Augusr. '1994; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1991;.Census 
Bureau, Current Population Reports, P60-185, 1992) 

.. 	 Less welfare. Only 5 percent of colleg~ graduates have ever participated in . 
government ass~stance programs (AFDC, SupplementalSec)Jrity Income, food stamps, ' 
housing assistance, or Medicaid), and only 10 percent of high school graduates have, 
compared to 24 percent of high school dropouts. Only 1 percent of college graduates 
and only 3 percent of high school graduates have ever participat~d in AFDC, compared 
to 7 percent of dropouts. (Census ~ureau, Current Population Reports, P70-31, 1988) 

.' • ' Less crime. Although oIJ.ly about 18 percent ,of the population has never fin~shed high, 
school, this group accounts for 41 percentbf state prisori inmates and 47 percent of . 
prisoners on death row. (Census Bureau, Current Population Reports, P20:-471, 1993; 
Census Bureau, 1990 Census; Bureau of Justice Statistic$, Profile o/State Frison Inmates; 

,1991; :&ureau of Justice Statistics, Capital Plfnishment, 1992) 

• 	 More dvic partidpatioh. Fully' 85per~eni of cbllegegr~duates a~d 75 percent ~f high" 
school graduates, but only 50 percent of high school dropouts, are registered to vote.. 
In the 1992 Presidential election, 81 percent of college graduates, 58 percent of high 
school graduates, and 41 percent of dropouts voted. With regard to volunteering, 77 
percent of college grad),lates, 45 percent of high school graduates, and 22 percent of 
those w,ithout. a high School diploma do volunteer work. {Census Bureau, Current 
Population Reports, P20-466, 1992; Independent Sector survey, 1992) , " , 
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Public Support forrhe'Department 

The public understands the benefits of education and looks to the nationai"governmeM 
for leadership to help extend those benefits to all Americans. The American public sees ' 
quality edu~ation as a local conce~n that needs the supp6I1 of governments, businesses, 
community members, ahd parents to succeed. Across the c;ountry, people tell us that they 
want the federal government to playa supportive role by' helping students afford college; 
providing extra help to local COnimunitie~ and states that are working to improve schools, 
teaching, and learning; promoting family involvement in learning ~t home and at school; and, 

, helping create programs that prepare high school students forproductive work. 

Despite well-publicized'claims to the contrary, there has been no "federal' takeover" of 
the state and local roles and respo'nsibilitiesin education. All decisions about what to teach 
and how to teach it, including sensitive issues like sex education, religion, evolution, and 
'cultural diversity, are made at thest'ate, district, and school ,level to reflect wha~ is appropriate 
for local students and communities. Indeed the Department of Education Organization Act 

, prohibits the Department from exercising any' control over curriculum or instruction. 
Moreover, allof our legislative initiatives have increased flexibility for-states and school., 
districts, not decreased it. ' 

The strategies the Department is pursuing respond to tlJ.e public's needs. With a 
strategic plan and leadership willing to set ambitious performance targets, we are transforming, 
the Department into a results-driven agency. We are cutting out, the red-tape and 
overregulation that ties government into knots and frustrates customers. We are working 
with states and' communities to develop partnerships, that link increased accountability for' 
performance with much greater flexibility. And we will work hard to '~ontinue to earn the 
public's support for improving education and c'arrying out oUf mission "to ensure equal access 
to education and promote educational excellence." ' '" 

The Role of the U.S. Department of Education, 

Even though the public b~lieves that the federal' government has an ~mportant roie i~ 
education and supports the U.S. Department of Education, the future of the Department is'in ' 
doubt. Various proposals h~ve been raised, including a "n.eutron bomb" approach that would, 
do away with many of our staff but leave ~ost of the programs, scattering them haphazardly' 
around the government, and a merger that would envelop the Departme~t in a large, 
unwieldy bureaucracy. Unless Congress plans to aban<;ion the qO-year-oldfederal role in 
education, these programs will just end up being administered by someone else, somewhere 
else.' ' 

All of th~se proposalsamount to nothing more than moving boxes around on an 

organization chart, withoutgenerating any real sa,vings. III fact, there is ,a strong likelihood 

that costs would increase, if the history of the Department's creation, and accompanying 
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reduction in staff, is any guide. When the Department was formed in 1980, it comprised . 
programs that had been staffed by 7,700 people, yet with::1 x few years its staff was reduced to 

approximateiy'S,OOO, where it has remained for the past decade. Merger with another 
• Department would add bureaucratic layers and complexlcy for our customers, while spreading 
programs around-would lead to duplicated overhead costs and a massive burden on customers 
searc~ing for assistance and information. The likeliest outco:ne of any of the proposed 
changes will be dislocatiori and disruption of services to states, :.ichool districts, and students, 
along with the loss of a central voice for 'education ,(Chart 11). If the federal government 
remains committed to pro~iding national leadership in education, the small and effective 
Department remains the best means of ca,rrying om that role. . 

To quote Secretary Riley, "It is clear that the future strength of our nation liesin the 
education of-our citizens and in how well prepared they are to meet the challerigesof the 21st 
century. This is not the time to walk away from ourchildren and (their) education." 

Thank you. 
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Chart 2 
Percentage of High School Graduates Taking the, 


Number of Courses Recommended for All Students by 

A Nation at Risk, by Race/Ethnicity: 1982 and 1992* 
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Average Math Ptoficiency of 17-Year-Olds, 
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Average Science Pr~ficie,ncy of 17-Year~Olds, 
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Chart 4c 
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, Average'Read:ing Proficiency of,17-Year-Olds" 
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Student Loan -'Reform Act of 1992 Chart 6 
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Student Loan Defaults 


.Chart 7a $3.4 

\I)
c:
.2 
.~ 

$2.2 

.. .:;~,.. 

$32 

$3.0 

$2.6 

$2.4 

1990 1991 1992 .1993 1994 

. Defaults as Percent of Loans Outstanding 
.... Chart 7b 

6.0% r.-----,--------------, 

. Gross Student Loan Defal:Jlts 


5.5% 

5.0'% 

4.5% 

4.0% 

3.0% 

2.5%1990 . 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Net Taxpayer Cost of Student Loan Defaults 
Chart 8 	

$5.5 

$5.0 

$4.5 
c/) . 

. § $4.0 
t=::lias 

$3.5 


$3.0 


$2.5 


$2.0 

1991 	 1992 1993 1994 

Fiscal Year 

.' \ 



Chang 

. WILLIAM D. FORD FEDERAL DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM: MYTHS AND FACTS 
. - " 

What ,Critics Say ~he Program Does" What the Program Really' Does 

Hires hundredso(new' bureaucrats at the. , . , 

Department ofEducation. , 

Institutes a federal takeover of the 
program's funding and management, 

Issues top-down mandates and' rules for 
. stUdents and colleges. 

The Department is planning on making 
significant reductions in both total staff and 

-"staff needed, to manage(arid operate the .' 
. student loan programs. BetweeriJ995 and 

1999, staff needed' to operate the Direct 
Loan and FFEL' programs. is expected to 
decline from 809'(0 732, while total ED 
staff is expecteg to decline from 5,131 to 

.4,698.. 

BothFFEL and Direct Loans are federally 
managed programs~ the costs of which are 
paid for by the' federal government.' Direct' 
lending merely eliminates unnecessary 
middlemen" greatly simplifying , 
administration and saving taxpayers billions 
of dollars. Under. Direct Loans, the vast 
majority of work will still be .conducted by 
private contractors, many of whom will be 
the same organizations, currently conducting 

. this work in the' FFEL program. 

On the contrary, Direct Loans provides 
much greater flexibility to schools to 
manage their loan programs so as to better . 
serve borrowers. One of the primary , 
reasons schools want to participate in the" . 
Direct Loan program is the freedom and 
control it gives them over their ,financial aid 
operation.' The overwhelming satisfact}9n 
expressed by participating schools is . 
evidence. that the program delivers .on this 
promise. In addition, all regulations issued 
in the Direct Loan program were negotiated 
with institutiolfS through. the negotiated . 
Iillemaking process . 

• Taken from the May 9,'1995st,atementofWilliam Hansen, submitted tethe House 
.Subcommittee on ,Government 'Management; Inf9rmation and Technology, Government 
. Reform and ()versight Committee. 
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What Critics Say -the Program Does' What the Program Really Does 

. Burdens colleges with more regulations and . - - . 
eliminates performance incentives. 

" . ~.', 

Introduces open-ended budgets based on 
political objectives. , 

Eliminates private sector competition in the 
studenUoan industry. . 

Abolishes the role of states and the private 
sector in·student credit programs. 

Direct Loans is less burdensome and 
provides greater incentives for high 
performance thim FFEL. Due to the 
additional re'sponsibilities given to schools 
under the Dired Loan program; they are' 
subject to some additional regulations. 
However, schools are compensated for this 
burden :(schoolsreceive a $10 fee for . 
preparing the promissory note) and the vast 
majority find it much less burdensome then 
the FFEL program. All Direct Loan. 
contracts have performance incentives built 
in. This is'jn contrast to FFEL, where 
lenders make large profits regardless of 
their perfor'manc~. ' 

In both Direct Loans and FFEL, the cost to 
the Government.is based ·on·loan volume 
and interest rates. By replacing higher cost 
private capital with GoverI)Il1eht funds, the 

. Direct LOan program saves taxpayers 
billions of dollars. Our savings estimates 
are 'consistent with~ those reached 
independently by the non-partisan 
Congressional ~udget Office. 

We encourage competition in the Direct 
Loan program. All contracts to help 
operate the Direct Loan program are 
competitively awarded based on the offeror 

. providing the greatest value to the· . 
Government.' Our onlY consideration is 
what is in the best interest of students (ind 
taxpayers.· This in contrast to the FFEL 
program, where there is no requirement 
that contractors be competitively:selected.. 

The vast majority of work in the Direct 
Loan program will be conducted by private' 
contractors--many of whom will be the 
saIne organizations currently involved in 
the FFELprogram. 
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What Critics Say the Program Does' , What the Program Really'Does 

" 	 , , 

Replaces competing local, private custoiner~ 
service organizations with one .federal ­
bureaucracy. 

".': 

Forces the Internal Revenue Service.to 
collect student loans and imposes new wage 
reporting burd~ns. 

'1'" j ­

The Direct Loan program is not centrally, 
administered hut rather relies on thousands 
of schools and allows them to determine 
how best to serve their, stUdents. This is in ' 

_	contrast to lenders who have no real 
involvement or Interest in the student. In 
terms of servicing loans. ED's contractors 
will be competing based on how well.they 
serve borrowers, Those that fail to 
continue to perform at acceptable ,levels' 
will be terminated. -This compares to the 
F'FEL program~ where -there is no incentive 
to provide high quality service to borrowers 
and loans are sold at the lender's, 
convenience. 

Apart from offsets- against tax refunds, the~ 
IRS has no current role in, the collection of 
student loans and there are no changes in 

-wage rep'orting requirements created by the 
Direct Loan'program. The only IRS 
involvement in the Direct Loan. program -is 
to provide income data, withborrower's 
permission, to the Department -for those 
borrowers choosing income-contingent 

, 	 .~ 

repayment. 

http:Service.to


, 

Chart 10 
Structure' of .FFEL and Direct Loan Programs 
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