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FY 1996 House Budget Resolution 

Here is what the Clinton Administration's Budget Director wrote about education: 

"Improving education will take bottom-up refonn. Presidential speeches and photo opportunities, 
national testing and assessment, Federally funded experimental schools, even new grants spent in 
accordance with Federal guidelines, can make only marginal contributions to fixing the schools. 
Education in America will not improve significantly until states and communities decide they 
want better schools. Making education more effective will take parents who care, committed 
teachers, community support, and accountable school officials. An 'education president' can 
help focus media attentionon schooling, but he risks diluting state and local responsibility by 
implying that Washington can actually produce change." - Alice M. Rivlin, Reviving the 
American Dream. . 

The FY 1996 Majority Budget plan restores state and local control of education and 
eliminates the Federal interference in schooling. 

Under the plan of the House Republican freshmen, remaining education programs would 
be moved to other agencies. Currently, only 44 percent of education programs are 

. administered by the Education Department. The other 56 percent are spread among 30 
other Federal agencies. 

• Elementary and secondary education funding would be moved to fillS. 

to J.o~ train~ng programs. would be moved to thepe~ent of Labor. 

to Civil rights would be moved to the Department ofJustice. 

( 

FY 1996 House Budget Resolution T~rminate the Education Department 



Of all the funding for elementary and secondary education throughout the United States, 
only 6 percent of it comes from Washington. 

The Republican plan would preserve most of the major education programs: Title I basic 
. grants for disadvantaged students, Impact aid for "alt students, special education, 

vocational rehabilitation, funding for Historically Black Colleges, Pelt Grants, Campus 
Based Student Aid, and unsubsidized student loans. 

. 	 . 

The plan also creates a new $800 milliol'l Governors' Reform Block Grant. 

But the proposal eliminates 150 education programs that are duplicative or ineffective. 
Included in the plan would be the following: 

• 	 Eiiminate Funding (or Goals 2000. Education Reform wiII be achieved by 
encouraging innovation and rewarding results. Goals 2000 increases funding for 
bureaucracy and imposes new regulations on states and localities - exactly the 

·wrong approach. 

• 	 Eliminate Funding (or Title 1 Concentration' Grants and BIA Set·Aside. 
Funding for the Title 1 program, wh'ich provides supplemental funding to assist 
low~achieving students, has doubled over the past 10 years. However, 
according to the Education Department's Biennial Evaluation Report: 
"Comparisons of similar cohorts by grade and poverty show that program 
participation does not reduce the test score gap for disadvantaged students. 

· Indeed, Chapter 1 student scores (in all poverty cohorts) declined between the 
third and fourth grades." 

• 	 Fund Impact Aid at President's Level. The Administration's proposal would 
limit funding to military and Indian "a's," whose parents both live and work on 

· Federal property, and targets the assistance to more accurately reflect the local 
education contribution. 

• 	 Eliminate Duplicative Scboollmprovement Programs. This proposal would 
eliminate funding for the following: Education Infrastructure; Inexpensive Book 
Distribution; Arts'in-Education; Instruction in Civics; Christa McAuliffe 
Fellowships; Magnet Schools Assistance; Education for Homeless Children and 
Youth; Women's Educational Equity; Training and Advisory Services; Dropout 
Prevention Demonstrations; ElJenderFelJowships; Education for Native 
Hawaiians; Foreign Language Assistance; Training in Early Education and 

FY 1996 House Budget Resolution 	 Tenninate the Education Department 



Violence; Charter Schools; Technical Assistance for Improving ESEA 
Programs; and Family and Community Endeavor Schools. Although many of 
these programs have useful goals, they are generally too small to be effective on 
a national scale. 

This proposal anticipates that many of these activities will be eligible for funds 
under a new Governors' Education Reform Block Grant. The Administration's 
budget reduces categorical programs in the Department of Education by 68. 

.. 	 Consolidate School Improvement Programs and Drug-Free Scbools into 
Governors' BlockGrant. This approach wiil achieve two. general principles 
articulated by the Administration in their proposal to restructure the Perkins Act: 
"flexibility, allowing states and localities to implement ... systems that respond 

. to local needs, instead of Federal 'set-:asides' and other requirements and 
cons()lidation, ending program proliferation by merging separate formula and 
discretionary programs into a more coherent, integrated program," 

.. Discontinue Capital Contributions. The President's fiscal year 1995 Budget 
recommended discontinuing funding for Capital Contributions for Perkins 
Loans, saying: "Federal Direct Student Loans and Federal Family Education 

. Loans, together with new Perkins loans funded from $6 billion in existing 
institutional revolving funds, will provide adequate sources of capital for new 
student borrowing." ' 

.This proposal would not affect the two other campus·based programs, the work· 
. study program and supplemental education opportunity grants. This proposal 
also would not reduce the Perkins loan cancellation payments, nor would it 
eliminate the $6 billion loan revolving fund. 

.. 	 Eliminate State Incentive Grants an4 State Post-Secondary Review Entities. 
Today, all 50 states and the District of Columbia offer this kind ofassistance. 
For this reason, the National Performance Review recommended terminating 
this program. Critics have argued that the program is poorly focused" and overly 
burdensome. " 

..Eliminate Duplicative Higher EducatioD Grants. This proposal would 
eliminate funding for the following: the Fund for the Improvement of 
Postsecondary Education; AlaskalHawaiiNative Culture and Arts; the " 
Eisenhower Leadership program; Minority Teacher Recruitment; Minority 

- Science Improvement; Innovative Projects foreommunity Service; International 
Education and Foreign Language Studies; Cooperative Education; Law School 
Clinical Experience; Urban Community Service; the student financial aid 
database and information line; and the Mary Mcleod Bethune Memorial Fine 
Arts Center. Most of these programs have either largely achieved their original 
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purposes or could be supported more efficiently by other funding sources. The 
. Administration's own budget reduces the number of categorical programs in the 
Department of Education by 68, including six of the programs listed above. 

• . Phase Out Aid to Institutions over Two Years as Proposed by the President. 
The Committee agrees with the Administration that the best way to support 
institutions of higher education become fniancially self-sufficient is through 
investing in student financial assistance. According to the Administration: 
"Tuition revenues from a student receiving financial aid may be used for 
'developmental' purposes, such as those currently supported by Part A,as well 
as the endowment-building activities currently supported by Part C." 

.• Phase Out all Special Interest Scholarships. The Committee agrees with the 
Administration's efforts to "eliminate a number ofsmalJer, categorical programs 
that are administrativelyburd<msome and duplicative of the broader student . 
financial aid programs." In addition, the Committee notes that numerous merit 
scholarships already are provided by private groups, state governments, and 
universities. 

• Eliminate Funding for TRIO Programs. Although the programs have strong 
support, their effectiveness has been questioned in a number of studies.. 
According to the Department of Education's Biennial Evaluation Report: 
"Upward Bound participants were more likely to enter college and earned more 
credits than non-participants, but within 18 months after high school graduation, 
differences in post-secondary persistence were no longer significant. .. There 
were no systematic differences in rates of college graduation or credits earned." 

• Eliminate Wasteful Education Research Programs. This proposal would 
eliminate funding for the following: Research; Educational Technology; Star 
Schools; Ready to Learn Television; Telecommunications Demo for 
Mathematics; Fund for the Improvement of Educa~ion; lavits Gifted and 
Talented Education; National Diffusion NetWork; Eisenhower Regional 
Consortium; 21 st Century Community Learning Centers; the National Writing 
Project; Civics Education; and the International Education Exchange. Most of 
these programs have largely achieved their original purpose, were cr.eated to 
benefit specific special interest groups, or could be supported more efficiently by 
other funding sources. The Administration's own budget reduces the number of 
categorical programs in the Department ofEducation by 68 

• ···Reduce Department of Education: Administration Account by 30 Percent. 
As the size and scope of the Department of Education is reduced over the 
coming year, the costs of running the Department can be significantly decrease~. 

.. Terminate Bilingual and Immigrant EduC8tion. Numerous studies have 

c. 
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shoWn that heavy reliance on the pupil's native language can delay English 
proficiency. Eliminating Federal funding for bilingual education - a mere 3 
percent ofthe total money spent on bilingual education - could free local 
school districts to offer the most efi'ectiveprograms for their students. 

( 
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Introduction 

In the ,midst of the govemment-cutt:ing, defidt-reducing campaign; in Washington, an 
intriguing proposal has surfaced to consolidate the Department of Labor with the Department of 
B:lucation a.n:lthe Equal Opporlunily Elllployment CouwUssion Any ocganizational 
restructuring inevitably raises critical problems. The merger proposal, prepared by Rep. Steve 
Gurderson (R-WI) ani George Goodling (R-PA), also raiSes special problems: in combining the 
lIlis!.ions of thrt!e very different agerdf:!S; in developing the org.mi:t.ational ~1nt<.ture to do the job; 
an::l in truU'\1ging what would prove to be a very diffirult tran:>ition 

This analysis of the restructuring pro}XlSal proceeds in four section;; 

• 	 Generic problems. What gere'al'issues does this proposal, like all restructuring proposals, 
raise? 

• 	 Special issues. What special issues are raised.by the Gunlerson-Goodling plan? 

• 	 Transition issues. If ~ were to pass the merger plan, what transition issUes would 
surface? 

• 	 Conclusion. What sho¢d we make of this proposal? The paper concludes with issues that 
managers of the resh1.1Ch.1ring will have to solve, and what issu.eS the restructuring 
proposal frames for the existing departmei:l1s even if ~ does rot pass the plan. 

Restructuring Government Generic Problems 

Reorganization and resh1.1chtring have always been ilTesistible impulses for public 
managers. Some organizational structures, quite simply, make government's job work cheaper 
and more effectively than others. Cor50lidating related programs in a single agen::y can improve 
wonlination ani redu<.:e (:OSU;. '[)evbing the right field strudure <:an ma.ke government progrd.IDS 
much more resporsive. 

Organizational strUcture, however, matters about much more than e£fiden::y and 
effectiveness. Structure is an important symbol. The Veteram Administration was elevated to a 
cabit~l-level department pCirripally lo s,ignallhe pciocily, bolh polm~:al ard ma.nagerial, Ulal 
decision makers wanted to give to veteran; affairs. The same is true of the creation of the 
departmffil<> of t-'~8Y and t-'duc-.ation in t~ ( :arier admini~tration. On t~ other hand, t~ 
Republican Congt:ess row proposes to eliminate the Commerce, Education, and Fnergy 
departments, in large part to demomtrate their commitment to cutting government. 

Reorganization plan; can also serve as valuable smoke screens to deflect debate on painful 
policy prohlem:c;. Many of t~ restructurine prOpric;al:c; at play durine 1995 :'run..titutP. for the truly 
important, more fundamental, but politically untouchable question: What do ~e really want 
government do? The answer, of coUrse, is that dtizens often Want government to do jUst what it 
is doing, buL they wanl Ule job d.one wHh (ewer lax d.ollars a.n:lless itllcusion inlo their lives. 

http:raised.by
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Reformers oiLe.n propose restruduring as a way of doing just lhal without lhinking through 

whether they can deliver on their promises.. 


The long history of government organizationard. reorganizatiOI\ in the United States-and 
in other governments around. the world, teaches several fundamental lessons. First, organization 
matters. ~pite rauni.ng efforts to tr.m;;form government through pnx..alur.u changes ...;.. from 
civil service reforms ani radical budget proposals like ~bascd budgeting to people-based 
efforts like total quality management - managers conI:irn.tal.ly return to organizational stnu:ture 
as an essential building block of goverrunent performance. Whether we seek to centralize or _ 
decentralize government management, to make bureaucracies tall or short, aitical mechanisms 
I.i.kt! c.:ommuni.c.:ation anI (.:oorUination hinge on stru<..ture. 

Secm'ld. t'O Ot'~ form ofofg'lnizaliotl i$ demotlstrably sup~rior to olliers. If it were pOssible to 

fird. the "best" organizational structure, we would have discovered it long ago. Different 

structures have different advantages. .Centralized bureaucracies enhance uniformity of policy; 

da:entral:i:ad bureaucracies make it ~it!r to adapt broad polic.:y to local <..unUtiuns. It is 

impossible to do both simultareously, so managers have to confront the hard choices that 

dillerent organizational forms present. 


Third, restructuring is never a, once-and-done job, Every organizational structure solves some 
. problems (!turn as el.i.minating duplit:ative progr4IDS) while creating otht!rS (!tudt as reducing 
rcsponsiv~ to an agency's customers). No organizational strategy is therefore very stable. 
Managers must tackle the problems that the current strategy creates. Ard because every 
organizational pattern creates'problems, every strategy generates n:!W dem.a:nds for reform. What 
is important, therefore, is that we think carefully about which problems we most want to solve 
anI whirn ores we art! willing to tolerate. If we art!:rut careful about maldng !t"UI'e that we 
address the right problems, we will surely lurch imdvcrtcnt1y into nc~ ore> that could prove 
even worse that the ones we are trying to solve. ­

Strategies ifOrgalll::aticn 

TIle leading reshucturit'S J?fOl-"IOSa!s today attempt to consolidate related furrlions. For 
example, the Heritage Foun:lation's report, Rolling Back G(1()(!T7!mcnt. seeks to reduce the federal . 
eOVf'~mmt'!nt to jo~t fivP. dP.partmf'1"ll<\.l Aftf1" dP.volvine somP. pmeram~ to ~tatP. and loc.al 
governments, privatWng ot.ht!rs, anI eli.m.inating some altogetht!r, Ht!ritage uses fun.ti.on-basal 
consolidation as its basic building block. The General Accounting Office's (GAO) January 1995 
report, Budget Functiun Clussijicutiun, has proven an invaluable hanfbook for reorga.n.i.zers.' IL 
charts which federal departm.ents share which fu:nction;, and therefore what opportuniijes exist 
for c.on.c;olidaticm. HvP.n hP.yond thP. I kpartmP.ntc; of t<£Juc.ation and labor, (iAO also found that at 
least 13 other ag~es manage 65 additional job training programs.' . 

- -. 

Fun:Uorially based organizaUons, however, are n.:>L !.he only an.:il.."etlainly are not always 
the best choices. In a classic analysis for President Franklin D. Roosevelt's Brownlow Committee, 
whkh ffitah1i~hf'd t~ modP.m prt'J"idP.r'lCJ', luthP.r (iuHc.k areuP.<,l four thine;;. First, hI' arguP.d-that 
there traditionally are four different patterns of organization: purpose (or fun:tion, such as . 
supporting higher education or conducting job training); process (such as accounting, planriing, 
contra<..t ovt!r!tight, or grcmts .managemenp; persons or things dealt with (or <..usWmt!rS, !turn as '­

http:conI:irn.tal.ly
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I(lltit'e workers or elemenlary school students); ani "Iut:e (SUdl as the West or inner cities). Se:on.:l, 
he argued that managers have only these four choices. There are no other option>. Third, he 
condudfd that Ipadt"r:'> ("an f'111pha~7.t'! only 0l1P. pattffl11. It i!';impnc;.c;ihlt~, for p.xamplp, to oreani7.P 
by both purpose and place. One scheme inevitably must receive precederx:e. Finally, he 
contended that each pattern presents important advantages but also ce:rtai.n predictable 
t.iisadvanlages. No 0I'e organizational sdreme lherefore ever can solve all problems. Clloosing 
the best pattern is a problem of deciding which advantages to emphasize and which 
di~dvanta~ to accppt. 

The federal government has predominantly, but rot exclusively, been organized by 
..pur~. We have deparwlenl.s for labor, edUcatiOl\ revenue Lullection,' foreign affairs, national 
defen>e, commerce, housing, energy, and human services. The Department of the Interior is 
predominantly pla~ha~; it aruld l'lf! aptly renamPd "thP. llP.partmmt of tl'lf! Wffit." ~ 
Department of Veterans Affairs is customer-based. It is organized to serve the needs of veteran>. 

Now, it would be possible lo restruclure federal deparlnrenl.S alo.ng d.ifferelll lines. The 
Department of Veteran> Affairs, forexa:mple, could be restructured by purpose. Its health care 
functiOffi muld hP. trarnfP,tTPd to thP llP.partmmt of Hpalth and Human SP.rviCffi (HHS), i~ 
educational fun::ti0n> to the Department of Education, and SO on. But Congress long ago decided 
to con>olidate serves for veterans in a single agen:y. There is an obvious political logic in the 
decision; velera.ns are a large an:l Powerful interest group. There is also a slro.ng organizational 
logic. Organization by customer promotes one-stop shopping. A single office can more easily 
mordinatp. div~ ~Cffi for vp.tP.'ram than a ~ffi of diffP.'l"P.nt OffiCffi !';taffPd by diffP.'l"P.nt 
departments ever could On the other hartd. as numerous studies have pointed out, the quality of 
veterans services sometimes suffers because fun::tional experts are rot in charge of delivering 
them. 1he political base for the deparwlenl., ,moceover, lenis to slre.ngthen political Sllpporl for 
services organized specifically for veteran>. That makes it harder to cut those services or to shift 
Tf';!;OUTCffi amone c.ompptine claim!';. 

Even though we have chOsen to make function the primary building block of govermnent 

in Lhe United Slales, mosl dep-MWletlts deal with the tradeoffs by building other muls, basai. on 

other principles, in their subdivision>. Most departments, for example, have process-based units 

(includine auditine, Ipsal, acmuntine, and ~remP.nt offiCffi). That improvffi thP. p.ff~v~.. 

of such units by gathering related workers together. Most departments have area-based. units 

(including field offices) to improve coordination about the fun::tional pieces of the department. 

An.:!. a few deparW\etlts have lulits devoted lo the reeds of particular clislomers (such as offices 

for the elderly and children within HHS) to improve coordination and foster respOn>iveness. 


Refurmers have'always sought the "perfatM form of org<lIli:Lation Uk.e the se<u-dt for the 
Holy Grail, howcver, they have spent enormous cn::rgy in a fruitlcss quest. The shiftirig patterns 
of organization,. ~ver, reflect deet-"e" transformations in political values. -Executive bran::h 
structure is, infact; a miCl'OCOlSm of our society," Harold Seidman and Robert Gilmour, two of our 
shrewdest students of administrative structure wrote. "Inevitably it reflects the values, conflicts, 
anI (''01I\peting f(Jr(:es to be f01.U:"d in a plurcilistic society. The ideal of a n:!atly symmetrical, 
frictionlcss organization st:n.tcturc is a dangerous illusion Itt The merger proposal reeds, therefore, 
to be seen in the light of lasting administrative chaLLenges ani changing pOlitical values. 

http:diffP.'l"P.nt
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All rp.formP.TS,· morrovp.r, arE': lurt>d hy eovP.mmE':l1t'~ v~on of thE': (;rail'~ pmmiRe: If only 
the right form of organization could be found, we could save large amounts of money without 
sacrificing services. This search, however, has almost always frustrated reformers. There are 

. many reasons Lo reslruclure govemQlI~nl, bUl saving money is rot one of lhem. 

The idE-a Sf':P.T1lS M ~mplE-~ WE': oueht to hP. ahlE': to And n>latt>d pmeram~, (':OTlSOHdatE': 

them. eliminate redu:rv:lancies, ani cut out duplicative administrative layers. That ought to 

permit lower spending ani fewer government employees. It seems so logical in fact, that the 

slraighLfocwa.rd argllollml has long atlracled followers from all parls of the political spectrum. 


The only prohlfm vvith thP. areumP.nt it; that it it; not truE-_~ The lone~tandine and 

overwhelming evidence, quite simply,.iS that restructuring in itself rarely saves much money. It 

is such a compelling argument, however, that we must continually struggle to re-learn the old 
 t 
lessons. 'We have to gel over the r"tion lhallhe purpose of reorganization is a.:'Oromy," Franklin 

Roooevelt told two distinguished students of American public administration in 1936. "I had that 

out vvith Al Smith in Np.w York." hE': t;aid. ""I'hP. Tf'at;On for nooreani7ation i~ eood mana8fmErt.1!II 


Restructuring can improve. the effectiveness of govcr:nm.cnt programs. It can improve 
C'I..",.rdination among related gOvernment programs. It can make gOvernment programs m.ore 
resporsive. It can make it easier for government workers to do a better job. But restructuring 
ran>ly t;aVffi mone:y. ~ old Ipsc;on it; ~mple: ifWI': W(ltlt io rmurt: 8(mr:nrmmt !lpmdirrg, WI': ml.l.'1t 

choose to Iuroe fewer programs. 

A slu~ of sixteen stale governmeal-.reocgaaiml:i6:rts, Em e,QQlp1e fQ~!hree 
~uced las . reductions in em '10 ent ard .- At the federal level, reorganizers 
rarE': y 1) op to a&<;ffi.C; thE': 1 0p' Yt;avint}" hefono t ey prPSC; aht>ad. When> tht>y havp. ffitimated I
spending reductions, the amounts have typically been puny. A 1978 analysis of the potential for 
reorganizing federal conununity ani ecoromic development programs, for exainple. estimated 
Ihat the dla.11ge would save only four on:~..lllu...:l.ra.iLhs of ore percent. of the program's budget." 

ThE': rE':al">Otlt; an> ~mrlp.. Fil"St, rPS..!!!!s:;lllring im~ large transition '*"'Itc;. Phyt;lcaJ space 
must be reconfigured. employees must be transferred. new phone ani computer systems must be 
established, ani so on These steps are neither cheap nor easy. 

Secord if the same ~ remain in place, they still ba'le to ee mmaged ~vely. 
Most govemrnent ag~~ 'U'utlUi1Iig badly stretched ard st::ressed. Restructu:ri.ng 
:reither removes the stress roT, in itsdi, removes the job to be dure. If pnx.l!S!>1ng a grant 
applicatiOl\ con:i'!lcting an inspcctiOl\ or monitoring a requires a certain number of hOurs, 
rest:ructuring jri:i~lf would rot change the costs of performing gOvemmerd's core ftu-ctions. 
Savings typically <U'e possible only at supervisory levels. But supervision of many govemrnent 
programs, especially those managed by grantees ard contractors, is often abysmal already. 
Further redudng !:o'Upervi!:.ion is to invite fr.ruu, waste, ani abuse. The savings from eliminating 
top-level managers, such as department secretaries an:! deputy secretaries, ilI'C triviaL . 

. Third. all restructuring efforts create u.ni:titended ~ences, ani all unintended 
consequences impose costs. If reformers are both smart an.ihl~y, they will have planned. 

http:Restructu:ri.ng
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carefully erough Lo anticipaLe an.:l. solve mosL - buL mL all - likely problems. If mL, 
unantidpated problems canswamp antidpated savings. The Postal Service's investment in high­
~ rorti"8 equipmP.nt has marWly impmvoo t~ mail systf'11l'S productivity, hut it has also 
created erormous personnel problems. The work can often prove mird.-deadening. The stress of 
coping with spiraling volume and cost pressures has,· sometimes tragically, stressed postal 
workexs. . 

To repP.at: Truly siemfic.ant savi~ romP. ahout only hy c.hoo<;i"8 to havE" It.s.<; eoVf"rTllT1f"T1t. 
Restructuring offers, in itself, only modest savings at best and substantial unantidpated costs at 
worst. There are many reasons to comider restructuring federal agen::ies, but saving money is 
roL one of lhem. 

What Restructuring Can - and Can't - Do 

AlLhough it is folly Lo hope thaL ~lruduring can prodUL""e significant budgeL savings, it 

can accomplish other important objeCtives. 


First, restruduring GUl defire powerful symbols; The ded!.iun about whkh govt!mmental 
activities ou t to be ca . is a I . • ere 15 ro 
a tinislralive prJ.O.:l.p e thaL lells lIS wheLhec we should have fourLeen, or four, or Lwenty-four 
cabinet departments. All we can say from the administrative point of view is that different 
administrativp. arra"8f'11lE"nts haVp. diffP.rP.nt implk.atior\"i. ..-rom t~ politic.al point of viE"w, 
however, we can say that we believe (strictly speaking, the Congress and the president believe) 
some functions are so important that they deserve a seat at the cabinet table. Why should Frergy 
be a cabireL deparLment buL the Environmenlal Prolection Agen..-y rol? 1he answer is political 
and symbolic, rot administrative.. Cabinet status conveys a higher level of political importance. 

Second. restructuring can provide lnanagers with more flexibility. The private sector is 
tending to restructure itself into shorter organizations with larger spans of control to achieve 
beller operational flexibililY, anl the governmenl is following SlUl. "Taller" organizaUons have 
more levels, which tend to make communication harder, but each supervisor oversees fewer . 
suhordinatf"S, whic.h tP.nds to makE" su{'f"TVision E".asif"T. ~'hortf"T" oreani7.atior\"i tradE" a hroadE"r 
span of control (more subordinates for each supervisor to oversee) for fewer levels and better 
communication If we consolidate related federal agen::ies, we Will decrease the president's span 
of mnlrol bUl we will also in.:rease the range of responsibilities thal deparunent secrelaries OlllSl 
manage. likewise, within restructured departments, we must dedde how "short" or "tall" to 
make them. and in the process we must sort through the same issues: balancing control with 
flexibility. GrclI1l:ing mort! flexibility makes it harder to steer agenies; strengthening steering 
reduces the flexibility of those doing the rowing.· . . 

The ~ we push activities down into the bureaucracy, the more indirect OVersight 
ten3s to be. High-level agen::ies tend to receive greater scrutiny, Lower-level agen::ies, 
govt!ImI1t!llt (.'Orporcltion;, privat:izL~ it~·, or PIll~ 'Yvyh](tW through state anllocal 
governments all tcn:i to rcccivc less. Corroliclating agencies therefore tends to decrease the . 
presidentisspan ot rontiOI, but it could also lessen his leverage over activities row occurring 
deeper in the bureaucracy. This will place even more importance on the Office of Management 

. and Budget's reviews. Of course, increa~ managers' discretion is a cardinal principle of 

http:politic.al
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mod,ern llwli:lgemenl reform.· TIle growing cOlllplexily of government problems rallUres 
managers to be more flexible ani creative in solving them. The problem is that increasing 
tlp.xihiHty requires t~ m>.ation of nP.W strat~1':S for promotine acamntahility and f>n<rurine that 
the narrow interests do rot gain control over governmental policy. 

TIUrd, reslcucturing can provide lllore I.uheren:e Lo prowams row spread across the 
government. The m06t important but difficult work in administration today is coordinating 
proerams ac:mc;.c; a~ houndaril':S. 1lw- (mnmt'!r'Ce I )P.partmm must c:oordinatp. it.c; 
international efforts with the State Department ani its domesti,c development with the Labor 
Department. In job training. GAO fourd that 15 different federal agen:ies operate job training 
progratll.S, ani L1li:lL the number of progrc\nlS has risen Lo 163.111 

' We surely do l""Ll~ 163 job 
training programs. But it is just as clear that we do rot need just one. One of tfie reasoIi. that 
WP. havp. so many joh traini"8 proerams is that m~t Wt're not m>.atoo as joh traini"8 pf'oerams, 
per se, but as veterans programs, or welfare programs, or education programs,' or as programs to 
solve other problems. If we consolidated aU programs into a very small number, we would give 
up lllUch of the diversily in LIlt! federal government's approach. Furthermore, given the many 
reason; for which programs are created, it is often deceptively difficult which should be the 
"corP." departmmt into which thP. pn:waml'l should hP. conc;olidatoo. 1lw- pu7.7:1p. il'l findine thP. 
right balan:.'e between t:onsolidation to improve cl:fidi!OCy ard ovt!I'~Ul1SOlidation that hurts the 
responsiveness of programs. 

The private sector, of course, has substantial cxpcricn::c in restructuring. The last decade, 
ill particular, has seen a frenzy of coq.'lOl"ate reorganization This experience urrlerJines the reed 
for caution ani careful planning in pressing ahead with government restructuring. 

Virtually evt!I'yore a~ that govl:!Il"UI1t!l'lt reeds to be run bettt!I' ard that the private 
sector provides a model. But hru-dly anyore ever looks carefully at what the private sector really 
teaches. hl fact, government has develorted a nasty !labit of embracing ptivate sector reforms just 
as the private sector has begun to abandon them as unworkable. Many reformers are now 
holding up the private sector's downsizing experience as it model. But "you can't shrink to 
greal:re>s, II ore veterdll private se<.tor dOWIbi:£t!I' says he has row diS<.'OVt!I'ed Cutting too fCll', too-·· 
fast risks creating "corporate arorcxia.·11 

In fact, a thorough examination of the private sector's experien::es over the last decade 
with restructuring reveals several important points. 

First, restructuring has become a pcrm.aratt feature of private management. Most private 
sector companies,.have restructured over the last decade, and n1iUlJ managers ex'}."teCled they could 
do so once to sorve their problems. However, in a global survey of companies, the Wyatt 
Company, a marketing ani public relations consulting finn. discovered that two-thirds of 
(,.'Omparties expe<.1ed they would wntinue, or even i.n:rease, their restrut.turing irlto the twenty. 
first century. Restructuring efforts "arc becoming a:pcrmara\t process in ~ throughout 
tile wodd lt!2 

Second, most restructuring efforts have failed to achieve their ambitious goals. Some 
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re rLs suggesL lhalu Lo 70 percen!. of rivaLe sedor -.eeri.n aiP' A 1993 WyaLL 
survey 0 AmeriCan comp that "few companies achieved their profitability and 
~~ rE'duction 8001", throu8h ~trurtunn8- and moral~ and motivation am0M8 the fotUrvivi"8 
employees suffered.,,11 Six in ten5Qmpaoies did reducetlt~t,s..ln]tfQJ~rjpt~djd pot.... 

Fewer than half of the coD1panies that also tried to achieve other goals, irrluding increasing prof­
its ardemploYet! produ<.tivity, managed to adUeve them.1S In fad, Wyatt <.'OI'¥.ludal. "More oftt!Il 
than rot, the results fell dramatically short of corporate restructuring goals.11\6 

Third. the failures have shared common roots. Ul1!ruccessful companies failed to plan 
their restructuring carefully. Managers failed to think strategi.callyabout what, they wanted to 
a<.:<.umplish or how they would implement the cltanges. They tenled to view restruduring as a 
way to rescue their operations. They spent little time explaining changes to employccs, building 
support for them. or helping to defire where the company ought to go. Morale of the survivors, 
rot surprisingly, plummeted. and productivity suffered as a result. 

Fourth. !>llu:essful <''OIDpardes l.i:kewise have had much in <.'OIIUIl.OI\ as Figure 1 shows. 
The main barriers they faced were inc;ide the company. Successful managers developed a 
mh~t "'trat~BY for wh~ thf.y wantE'd to takP. the company. Indl¥d,a ",tudy hy (:oopm. and 
Lybran:L a management consulting firm. found that top malo'la~1 ",,;isi9J.l 'HaB, bands down, the 
s~t preiiS9l" ef p'ccess in rail:li.n2 measurable ~17 Successful managers treated their 
employees huutanely. SUL'\.-essfWl.i:)Jl\patlles liW01vect employees in shapi.ng !he change. They 
kept employees fully informed about what was happening arourd them and allowed "people to 
participat~ in !'thapl"8 thP.ir d~tini~.lI\e SomP. mmpaniP.c; ~ven went a", far a", to allow ~ploy~ , 
to help decide which jobs would be eliminated and which would be saved. 

, Sucl.-essful oJmpanies, fucU1ermore, l."OldLlrl~i exlensive, ~or U,e empJuiiees wb2... 
remained. These steps helped employees deal with the survivor syrdiOiiie, helpe<1 . d morale, 
'BREI ''''1'' 011~ productivity. ()n 01"IP. hand, "~ploy~ re;i",tanre to cha"8P. most ffflJuently 
accounted for their lack of success." On the other han:L company offidals said that a low level of 
employee involvement was a miStake they would rot repeat.19 In particular, successful managers 
di.d rot allow "ceslruclucillgR or "reengir-eeri.ngq to become a eupheuUsnl for "layoff,"'" 

In !'thort"compani~ that hiE'd to disc:onnE'ct th~r re;trurturine from all of th~r ot~ 1 
furdamental processes and problems failed. ' Companies that tried to use it as a tOurniquet to 
stem financial bleeding failed. Managers who tried to im}XlSe it on employees failed. Those who 
sllcl."eeI.ied buill reslruclurLng inlo .Il\ore fun.iamenl.al dla.C'lge. In fad, reslruclucillg often recurred.; 
two-thirds of the organizations in one survey made more cuts the next year}! Managers who 
~H~vE'd they could doWTl'>i7p.~, foiOlv~ thP.ir prohl~!'t, and rP.tum to normal quickly I 
discovered,they were soon back at it, but with even bigger problems to solve. Restructuring, 
taken on its own as an en:l in itself; led to failure. ' 

:;;'~'" 

Merging Labor and Education: Special Issues 

The Gunl~i1-Goodlingplan proposes to <.uniOlidate thret! I:!Xisting agt:!I'lies - the • 
r:q,artment of Labor (DOL), the Ikpartmcnt of Education (OOEd), and the Fqual Employment 
Opportunity COUlIlli.....cdon (EEOC) - into a new De:l-'lartD.'lent of Education arid Fmployment.21 

The existing cabinet secretariats, and the ~oner structure of the EEOC, would be ' 

http:Fmployment.21
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cOHsolh.1aled inlo a sll~gle secretariaL. Th~e would h:! a secretary, deputy Secretary, an..i special 
offices for the follOwing function;: public, congressional, and intergovernmental affairs; 
manaef'mM and hud~t; c.hi~f financial offirM'; po1iry and ~valuation; adjudication; ~al 
counsel; and inspector getE'al.. . 

n1e plan would create three [w'k:Uonal assistant secretaries: 

• 	 A!'I!'Ii.''Italft Srr.rr:ta.ry for Workforr,. Prr.paratiml alfd Polir.y. 'This hurP.au would hP. c.ompri~ of 

units from OOL, OOEd. and HHS. It would be responsible for education ani job training 

programs and would have tlvee offices: for basic education for higher education; and for 

workfofl...
'"e preparaUoJ.l ani lifelong learning. 

• 	 AssislllT,l Set'refl1ry Jor Civil Ri81tl:J.. ·1his bureau would be comprised of lmits from EEOC, 

OOL, ani OOM It would be responsible for enforcement of dvU rights laws. 


• 	 Assistant Secretary for Workplace·Policy. This bureau would be <..umprised prinipally of 

units from OOL responsible for workforce regulation and. inspectiori. It would have two 

offices: for work}')1.ace safety ani modernization (including the furrli.ons of the existing 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration ani the Mine Safety and Health 

Administration); and an office for employee benefits (irrluding the functions of the 

existing Wage' ard Hour Divi!.ion ard the Pen.ion ard Welfare Be.re£its Administrcttion). 


n'lis plan foc1l...C:es several-L,c;ues sharply.. 

Budget SfWings 

Rep. Steve Gundersot\. one of the foremost proporents of the merger, argues forcefully 
that 'We can only ensure that our workforce preparation system will be effective if it is organized 
and coordinated out of one Ikpartment.n He adds, "It is essential that we serve the dual 
imperatives of dim.i.nating duplicate or l.1I"In:!Cessary !>penling while developing a more efficient 
and effective delivery system..112:) 

Congressman Gt.1l'derson identifies two central aims, which in practice are frequently 
uoconnected: delivering services better; and speOOing less money for the services. In fact, the 
merger proposal.muld have on:! of many different <..un:;equen:es. 1he government <..ui.tl.d !>perd 
the same amount of money but improve the quality of services. It could spend less money but 
d~1ivP.T SP.TVires at t~ sam~ l~v~1... It could spPrld lffic; monpy and lowP.T th~ 1~~1 of SP.TVire. And, 
with skillful management; the government could spend less money while improving service 
delivery. 

There a.r::t:Wo critical points here. F~:c;ervices for less money is only one of many /. ­
possibl~ outcomes Secoryj. it i5 the barcl~v~. As thE> privat~ sector has 
repeatedly demon;trated. the drive to spend less can often t.1l'dercut the performance of an 
organization and, in the long run, prove more expensive. 

The savings identified from the proposed merger come from several sources. First, the 
.mP.T8M" would produc.~ administrative sa;nnes. One (".ahiTIP.t ~tariatwould he p.1iminatOO, 

http:Srr.rr:ta.ry
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which would redllce spenling for salaries an.:! sllpport. In add.ilioll, SllpporL fLU-..::lions 
throughout the merged agerries could be coreolidated. Second, the merger would eliminate 
~mp. rmeram1i and redUc.P. ~ine in othP.n;. lhird, redudne rroeram ~ine would pt'TTTlit 
further administrative savings. If programs are cut, the government would need fewer (or no) 
managers to run them. Finally, the merger could produce improvements in effectiveness .that· 
would lower the cosls ani in:rease the qualily of serviL"l~. 

SP.vP.ral important pointe; mU1it hP. madp. about thffiP. 1'iavi~. Hr.;t, thP. admini1itrativp. 
savings £rom coreolidation are real. If two cabinet departments are combi.ned, two administrative 
superStructures would be combined into one. Secord programs could be reduced or eliminated 
wHholllmergi.ng the deparlments.Or.:! is rol a pca:oniiUon foc the olher. Congress could make 
any cuts it desired in any programs without changing the organizational structure. Third. while 
thP. mP.r8P.r'1i ~ hopP. for pP.rfonnanreimpmvP.mP.nt.c;, thffiP. impmvP.mP.nt.c; are only 
hypothetical. It is hard to separate them £rom other changes after the fact; it is impossible to 
estimate them beforehand. That is why the Congressional Budget Office refuses to score planned 
perfocman..-e improvements as savings wllil they are realized. . 

In hi1i tffitimony ~forP. thP. Hou1'iP. Fmnomk and ....duc.ati~l ()pportunitiffi ( mnmittp.p. on 
J\.lI"e 7, 1995, CongreS!.nt.aIl GW"da-son estimated that his merger plan would pnxlu(''e $23.1 
billion in savings £rom fiscal ycars.l996 through 2(0).. Table 1, based on Congressman 
GlU'lderson'S estimates, a GAO shKiy, and the author's analysis, shows where these savings would 
come £rom. Just over $1.5 billion in savings over five years, less than 7 percent of the total, 
would come £rom administrative savings produced through the consolidation. More than half of 
thl:! aUministrativl:! savings would (.UlI1t! through climination of dupliUltivl:! offiu!S in thi:! 
sccrctariart. The vast bulk of the savings, $21.6 l?illion (93 percent) would come .through 
eliminating programs. TIle results of this analysis are scarcely surprising. Savings through 
administrative coreolidation inevitably are modest; ard the truly signi.£icant savings come 
through eliminating programs. 

Table 2 shows how these outlay reductions would affect different parts of the proposed 
depcu"tment. Compcu'ed with outlays in FY 1995, the largest reductions in FY 2(0) sperrling by 
far would come in the regulation of workplace safety {~ 25 per~ch would be 
administered through the new Office of Workplace ~odemi.zatio:n; and in job training 
programs (an 18 perq:nl: mt), whkh wUuld hi:! administerl:!d through thi:! rt!w Ofik'e of Workfon':l:! 
Prcparcd.nCSS and lifelong LcaIiiing. The merger antidpatcs the congressional Rcpublic:an;' plan; 
to devolve most responsibi.li.ty for job training to the states through block grants, ard in tl,e 
process to reduce spending for these programs substantially. It also antidpates a major reduction 
in federal regulation ard supervision of the workplace,. especially through the current 
CX.:(.upationalSafl:!t~ ani. Ht!alth .Administrd~on 

TIle merw.r. plan thus is far more tllMl an organizational restruchuing. It represents a 
major change ro1' Only in the federal· focus on two key policy areas but also a shift in 
responsibility for achieving results. It would be unrealistic to expect to restructure the 
di:!partments without (.utting progrdIIlS !>imultarBmsly. It would also hi:! unwise to (.ut programs 
substantially without restructuring the agcrricsadministcring them. Combining the 
orgculizatiol1al witll tlle policy changes, howev€'l", nUtkes it much hard€'l" to tell tlleIll apart cun to 
plan effective for either of them.. 

http:responsibi.li.ty
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PtTswnel Relhuliws IlIflJ Orx"nizuliulIIl Cwsulillllliw 

ThE> mereer also antiripatffi ~h.-;tantja) reduction:; in 1>taffing averaging 20 percent­
combiIled witil'"EYJ:!"ffl]t staffing levelS. lf this reductiOn were achieved. GAO estimates, the 
merger would produce outlay reductions of $1.6 billion over five years (irrluding savings for 
adOlinisLrative Lusls LU111B:led wllh P.l"ORtaOlS teducai oremm:naled). As Table 3 shows, the 
impact of these reductions varies widely across the proposed department. Departmental 
admini~tration, not Irurpri1>inely, would hP. redured by 'In pt'Trent from the: curwnt Ip.vf'l. I ar~ 
reductions would also come in the workforce preparation and lifelong learning office (28 percent) 
and smaller reductions would come in the workplace safety and modernization office (10 
percenl). 

(lAO noted that thP.re Wf'rf' at Ip.a1>t two :c;trat~ffifor pmdurine the: workforcf' reduction:;. 
If the full reductions were to take effect in FY 1996, 3,355 positions would have to be eliminated. 
Because it would be impossible to achieve such a large reduction through attrition alone, the new 
deparLci:ient would. have to implemeriJ. ad.ditional raiuctions in force (RIFs). RIFs impose 
substantial short-term costs, for buyouts or other payments to RIFed workers. To cover these 
co.c;tc;, (iAO ffitimated that the: dP.partmP.nt would haVf' to f'liminatf' an additionall,llU positiOffi, 
for a total ralut.tion of 4,455 po!>ition;. 

If the reductions wen> to be spread more gradually over three years, the number of 
positions that would have to be eliminated would be slightly smaller, 4,024. In addition. the 
reductions could more easily be managed through attrition and additional cuts would not be 
O::!e<led to finan:e the RIF. AnI, as GAO pointed out, "Such an approach would allow more time 
for strategic plarming to identify approptiatc fluxtions to be clim.i.n:tted ani revision of 
administrative processes. This approach is typically the one followed by successfuJ. private ..sector 
organizational that downsize." This secord alternative would require a 9 perrent sta.ffjr.:ag 
reduction in the first and secord.¥ears, followeq by a Z percent redyction in the third }!eM.24 If 
attrition anJ voluntary separd.tion; did rot raluce staffing to ~ levels, RIFs would be 
l1CCCSSal)', am this would iraCasc the costs. 

There are several important points to be made about the workforce reductions proposed 
in the merger plan . 

• Workforce levels versus tasks. Successful private-sector doMlSizi.ng programs have first 
delernili-ei lhe job to be done ani lhen matched the job with the nLWlber of workers a.n.i the 
skills needed to do it. The merger pl~ however, doeS exactly the reverse. It reduces the 
number of workers and assumes that the job can be done. This assumption is perilous and has 
ro ba!>ls. Quite !>imply, ro on! t:aI} krow if tht! assumption; would hold until after a merger 
would implcmc.rncd Moreover, they Inight prove to be too large or too small. The only way to 
determine how ~gni6cantly an organization's w6rkfon::e can be reduced is to begin by analyzing 
carefully the JOD-it must do. . . 

The only thing about whidt we <.:an be sure is that raluUng ~ existing workfurt.-e by 
ore-fifth -:-- through attrition. RIFs, Or both - would produce a workforce ill-suited to the rew 
tasks. Such huge changes, let alone such a big workforce reduction. unsettle workers. TIlOSe 
with the best opportunities elsewhere often leave. A RIF process can cascade through an ageocy, 
with more senior workers bumping workers with less seniority but, often.. with skills better 
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. matcl1ed 10 lhe job to be done. TIle constellation of skills prOl..lllced lhrollgh slid, a proc€SS lleVet 

mirrors what organization; had before the process started and rarely matches well the new 
chal1~ tohP. faN'd. . 

The proposed merger, moreover, would create substantial new challenges for the 

depaclmenL ,Il would taluire develoPllB a fresh and energetic vision for llIelong l~ning. Il 

would require building stronger partnerships with state governments to manage job training 

pmerams. It would n-quiTf' ffitahlishi"8 a nP.W stratf>8Y for wor .....plaO'! saff'ty. And it would 

require finiing a way to do all of these things with less money. . 


At."L"Omplishi.ng L11€5e Lasks willi fewer people would taluire L11e tecrll.ilmenL, retention, 
and retraining of a skilled workforce. IXring this amid a downsizing process that would dispirit 
thE> dP.partm.."t's wor'kns would provf' an f'V"" hiuer d'lan~~ The prore;... of downc;i7.ine thf'. 
workforce by 20 percent would neither produce the needed workforce and will surely make the 
job of building it harder. 

• Departmental management. The biggest cha.llenge of the new depart:Inent's managers would be to 
t"Ot'J"trUd ~mAti"~·~ to tackle these problems...This is a task of f'xtraordinary 
com"'pteXfty. The staffing of the secretariat, moreover, would be reduced by 40 percent, compared 
with existing levels in the separate agendes. The new department's managers would rot be able 
to manage as L1le sepanlle p.rogia.nlS are l'l::m bei.ng managed. The essen.."e of leadership at Ll1e 
new department would therefore be the task of defining its IllisSion and how to achieve it. 

• Support activities. The proponents of the merger assume that substantial savings' can be realized 
by consolidating support activities. Unquestionably. the new department could save money by 
t."OllSOlidaling fw'dions like t."Ompuler support, leavel, procw-enleni, inspecLor gen:!Cal, ani hWllan 
resources. But if most of the work row associated with the separate entities continues, and that is 
thE' c.aSf' undP.T any of thE' proposals undP.T mnsidP.Tation, lTlO."lt of thE' wor'kns now supportine 
that work would continue to be needed. It would be impossible to simply consolidate all of the 
work row being done in two or three support offices into one existing office without expanding 
its cu.rrent workforce. 

~ Critical ~11if.fJum:lillfls. h'l addition, Congress has mandated that each federal det'lartment 
implement sweeping new reforms,irduding the <lUef Finard.al Officers Act and the Government 
Performance and Results Act. These reforms im~ huge dlallenges on the executive branch 
departments. There are two littl~t'e(.:ognized. fads in tb:!se reforms: No ore really. krows how to . 
implement them. sioce they lie beyord the edge of current management technology in the federal 
eovP.Tnmm; and huildi"8 thE' c.aparity to do fKI would challP.fl8P. thE' dfPartmP.nt'!I> staff, n-quiTf' 
significant training, and redefine ~ rulture of the organization 

III shorl, ,L11e personnel a.rd organizational changes sharply d~ more ~"el1l.ral.isslles: L11e 
need to shape a ~mission for the restructured department; to builda new workforce to 

. mana~ it; to motivatE'! thE' wor....forc.P. in thf' faO'!of daunti"8 chan.."U5; to riSf' to nP.W 

respOnsibilities, like the <lUef Finan::ial Officers Act «(FOA) and the Government Performan;:e 
and Results Act (GPRA); and to cope with all of. these issues with a scrambled workforce, 
lransformed poliq' slrategies (including devolution llirough block grants), ani slimmer resources. 
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f it!1tl Offices 

'fhp argumP.nt about admini~trativ~ Ravine:" mntinuffi with t~ as.c;umption that many of 
the existing 1,200 field offices now responsible for labor and education programs could be 
comolidated or closed. Congressman Gunderson argued that "it is simply in::onceivable that a 
mOI.:l.erl, effiden!. deparlment thaL Lakes full advanLage of U1e information revolution, an:! is 
cognizant of the proper limits on federal authority, would require the 1,200 field offices that are a 
part of t~ ::; a~ffi.1Il:l 

It is w-questionably the case that, following a merger, many field offices could in fact be 
l."Ol"60lic,:laLed Duplicative offices llWli\g1ng u'lipedor gen:!tal, payrolL perscuu-ei, an.'l oUler bask 
fun::tiors could w-questionably be joined. There is also a real opportunity to reduce duplication' 
in t~ c:onfusin8 array of ~xi~ti"8 joh traini"8 proeramliL 

But several basic facts confound the assumptions that consolidation. in itself, could 
produce big savirlgs in Ute field offil."es. FirsL, lhe exisli.ng organizatiOl'1i have vasLly differenlfield 
structures. The Department of Education currently manages most of its activities from 
Washineton throu8h only. tP.n diStri.'cte,In fact, xx [data forthmmi"81 pt'!TCP.nt of its staff is o'fi . . 
kx:ated in headquarters. The Dt:!partm 0 . bur, on ~ other hard, relit!S far more on an 
cxtCt'6ivc field structure of more than ,(xx) , d offices. Ol its staff, xx percent is in thc field 
EEOC has 50 field offices, TIlis is sim t a case of sinUlar top-to-bottom frameworks, where 
duplicative structures could .be merged. Con;olidating the field structure would require the 
skillful melding of very different operational patterns. 

Sccor4 different fun::tiors require different field organization. Grant making currently 
cionunates [)QEd, ani headquarters adnUnistratioll dominates. On the other lw:d, despite 
substantial programs for job trafuing, regulatory activities dominate OOL and EECC. Regulation 
requires rot only legal activity at headquarters but also a substantial inspection and litigation 
fu.n:tion in ~ field Table 4 shows that of ~ 1,232 field·offi<.:es that would exist if all <.uuent 
offices continued in a rcw department, exactly half m.anage civil rights and workplace safety, 
TIlesi' two hmctions are so different that, even if they were hOlL."€'d i.n the same office, it is 
inconceivable that the fun::tions could be merged. 

A merged dt!parlment would rvt require all of ~ existing field offi<.l:lS. But bold 
assumptions that enough of them could be clO5Cd down, without hurting performancc, to 
produce substantial savi.J.18S are sinlply l.U1realistic. :Many of the programs, esperially in civil 
rights and workplace safety, are already seriously understaffed They might well need more staff 
and better teclmical support rather than less anL therefore, they present scant opporhmity for 
!>ignific.:anl: savings. 

A merger \oyOU.ld demand that the new departrnellt's managerS carehilly chart a new field 
office strategy. Some existing offices could be comolidated to improve staff support and lower 
overhead costs.·· Some existing support persoxmel could be elin:rirIated. But the job has to proceed 
with an t!yt! first to ~ job to be done, and with a dwr sen;e of how different tht! jobs art! that 
thc rcw department would havc to tackle. ThC field operations carmot be consolidated based.on 
l.U1J:l1UVen,. unexplored assumptions. 
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Cllllllre 

Mereine IX)I. with IX)rd and HHX: would al~ C":I"Patp. ~ktantial prohlP.m1i in mf'ldine 
three very different bureaucratic Cultures into one. Reformers frequently ignore the existence an:i 
importance of bureaucratic culture, but it. is u.n::rUestionably a real aM important influen:e on the 
way agen.:ies operate. 

To thoc;e who ~o ~vp. it, "rulture" trequP.ntly i!C; a funy mnc:t'pt with many diffP.N'nt 
meanings. We can break through disagreements about definitions to a key idea: Organizational 
culture is the set of beliefs and. routines that typically guide an organization's actions.26 Culture 
L'OnsUllltes the "ul1\'IIriLlen rules of the game.- Alleu\pl change lhal L'Olillicls wiLh those lUlWriLlen 
rules, an:i failure an:i frustration results. That is the lesson of reform in American companies. 
(:onorultant I'f'ter Smtt-Morean ~l'VP.yf'd 350 major mmpaniffi. Virtual1y p.vP.r)" onP. had launr.hf'd 
major change, an:i 80 percent of them anticipated more big changes in the next few years. But 
only 17 percent of the managers were satisfied with what they had d~. Nearly 40 percent were 
LUlSalisfled, ark."!. a.l..n\osL 70 percent fotU~ -luwilicipaLed probleulS am lU1inLen:led side effecls." 
The reason was that the reforms con£licted with the unwritten rules of the game. Pressing blindly 
ahf'ad, Smtt-Morean found, was a "!';horirut to a mmnary.rr27 

• 

Surface similarities among the three agcrries arc deceptive. All three agcnd.es CUITCntly 

n'W'Ii\gE' two. fl.ln::tions: They regulate the health,. safety, a.rd working con::iitions of wor!':places; 

ani they distribute grants, espedally for job training a.rd education. Merging related furrtions, 

in the conventional wisdom, ought to permit improved coordination ard elimination of 

re<.l.unl.a.n..y progr.uns. In pradi<.:e, however, the thret! agen:.ies have very different lultures, ur 

unwritten rules of the game. 


There are three ways the cultures differ. First, d~te the apparent similarities, different 
jiJ.lIdimll'l in thP. threP. a~ffi havp. producro diffP.rent rultuTf'!'i. An threP. a~ffi havp. 
regulatory resporsibilities, but the legal a.rd administrative paths they follow vary substantially. 
EEOC investigates violations of Ovil rights laws in the workplace.. OOt and OOEd have their 
own regulatory responsibilities: OOt for workplace safely, wage am hOllr violations, an:l Lhe 
security of pension programs; OOEd for evil rights guarantees for equal protection of students 
and tf'acher8. Hut I X )f-id invffit.:; mo.c;t of it.:; administrativp. E'nP.reY in makine erantc; for 
elementary, secondary, postsecondary, vocational, spedal, rehabilitative, an:i other educational 
programs. 

oot makes grants as well, especially block grants to state goveminents for job training 
programs. But the dominant culture of OOL is. regulatory. Rulemaking ani investigation of 
regulatury violation; OClUpies moe:ot.of the ti.me of moe:ot DOL employees. Moreover, this 
regulatory activity is very different from that of EFOC.. By law, EEOC must accept every charge 
of c.i.iscriminatioQ.."'. In DOl. regulaLory sLralegies vary subsLantially. Mi..t"E safely inspecLors nlllSl 
check every ~' every year, but inspectors for the (kcupational Safety ard Health 
Adminilitrationc.annot do more than p.xaminP. a ~mpl~ of thf' nation's ot~ workl'laCffi. 1"ht­
culture of different DOt regulators an:i inspectors therefore differs sUbstantially within the 
department. It differs significantly from the EEOC culture, and. the dominant regulatory cultures 
of EEOC ao.i OOt is very different from the granL-making·cullure of OOEd. Mergirtg such 
different cultures would violate the unwritten rUles of the game ard create huge problems in 

. dt'!vf'lopine a Iiine1p., p.fffrlivp. Volre for thf' nP.W df1'8TtmP.nt. 
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SeconcL the three agerries rely very differently on their field offices. DOEd has an 
f'xtrM'Tlf>ly 1imit~ fif'ld ~trudure, with ju~t tPn reBional OffiCffl. It i~ a hf>.adquart~ominant 
organization, in part because of the regulatory furctiors it performs but more because its grant 
programs are most easily.administered from Washington. The regulatory and eriforcement 
progranlS of EEOC an..! OOL, on the other Imnd. make them relatively more field-dominanl 
organization;. EEOC has field offices in just over SO. dties. DOL manages its regulatory and 
PnforCM'Tleni: proBTams throueh about l,2OU fif'ld offiaos. ThP. n-.at;Ol'l for thts diffP.rel1(f> i~ simplf'. 
Grants can be managed from headquarters. Potential grantees can submit appUcation; to a single 
office, which coordinates the review, decides which appUcations are successful, and approves the 
issuru~"e of checks. TIle enfol\."eJuen1 of multiple run L"Omplex regula lory p.rop,ranlS, on the other 
hand. requires large a network of field offices. ~ i.r6pectors, quite naturally, need to ,be 
loc.at~ dOSP. .to minf'S.. ThP. :;amf' is true of i~OI"l'i of work.l'lacp :;aff>ty, minimum wa8f> 
violations, and pension program administration. 

. Differenl work has quite nalurally crealed differenl field operations. Such I.:lislin:tively 
different work would continue in a new department; it would be impossible to make the field 
structurffl uniform and ~till ac.mmp1i~h thts mil';.<;lon. And thts VPrY' diffP.rPnt fif>ld ~trudurffl havp 
bred different cultures whose integration would pose a major problem for the new department. 

Finally, the three agen:ies serve distin.::tively dillerenl' Lustumers. EEOC aJ-d DOL focus 
l'cimarily on individuals. Job training, workplace safety, monetary, and dvil rights issues all 
revolvp. around individual ~ who 'rIf'ed trainine or who mieht ~ itlured, phy:'iic.ally or 
economically, by workplace conntions. DOEcL on the otl1er hand. deals primarily with 
institutions, especially schools, school districts, colleges, and universities. hnproving the 
education of sludents is its missio!\ bUl the depa.rlmenl. Leeds Lo work with those who, in turn 
work with the students. EEOC and OOL have developed a heavily irdividua1~focused culture 
that f'E'T"lf>.atffl thP. attitudf> of it<; P.111ploy~; I X J....d ha~ an imtitution-ha~ culture. 

It is inconceivable that a merged department could produce a uniform view of its 
clislomers. In fad, proposals 10 LUl1solidale job training progranlS ru-d devolve lllore authority to 
the states in block grants would only sharpen the cultural differences between the regulators and 
th~ BTant admini:r;tratOl"l'i..1.ikP. thp c.ontlict .. huri~ in thP. VPrY' diffPn-nt functiO'Tl'i and np.ld 
structures of the existing agerries, the differen.::es over customers aeate very different approaches 
to problems.. These differen.::es in tum would aeate stark challenges for the new department's 
managers. . 

If in fact thp. threP. a~ffl are m~re~, or if any otw aeP.nriffi are c.omhiT'lP.d, manaefT.'; 
need to begin by understanding sev~ things. Employees in each existing agerq has their own 
unwritten rules of the game. These rules are the natural product of employees' adaptation to the 
probleulS they havt;! faced. Ba-allse different progranlS produce differen1 probleulS, eulployees 
would have adapted differently. So the merger different agerdes is likely to force togetl1er 
M'Tlploy~ who.not only punruP. diffffl"Pnt mil';.<;lO'Tl'i hut more :<;uhtly ~atp. undf>r diffP.rPnt 
unwritten rules. 

F~L"ed with dtantatic change, lltanagers t~ often believe lheyem either illlPose 1lt!W 

pattem5 on their employees or assume that they can treat all employees the same. Either course 
i:r; a routP. to failure hffausp. it violatffi thp. unwnttPn rulffl of thP. eamf>- EvPn WorSP., manaefT.'; 
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loo of len allempl lo reengu~ lheutSel.ves ouL of lhese probleulS. TIle slraLegy lransfor.lllS lhe 
top level of the organization but fails to penetrate to the front lines because it does rot resonate 
with t~ p.xistine pattP.TT'l'; of hP.havior. That, in fad, is 'thp. SI?.arine lp.s.c;on of. thp. faHuN' of many 
private sector reengi.neering efforts over the last decade.l9 

.TIus is l"1:!ilher a Lase for avoiding ciwlge or for ha.n.kuffing lop .IlWlagers Lo lhe barriers 
in the existing system. It is, however, a case for un:ierstanding that reform must take account of 
thP. p.xistine c:ultuN' and ~7.P. that fundamf'11tally diffP.N'11t c:ultuTffi (".amnt liimply hP. mP.r~ 
without creating conflict. It is a case for recognizing that different missions require different 
approaches, and that these different approaches create different cultures. Recognizing the role 
ani i.lllpoclan.:e of clulll.re is the f.icsL slep lo lrarsfoc.Ill.lllg il. , An:llra.csfor.llung il wowd 
ultimately.be a critical job for the new department's top management. 

Uevolu tiott 

There is, finally, an unintended irony in the proposal to consolidate federal respor5ibilities 
for P.du(".ation and joh trainine policy into a T"'IP.W stratf>eY for Hfp.lone lp.amine. 'fhp proposal has 
~-urfaced in the midst of an equally sweeping plan to devolve federal ~pon:.ibilities to state 
governments. Successfully managing a mgcr would require both Congress and the 
dq."lartmellt's new managers to define a new federal role ani to integrate a sweeping range of 
pieces, from early childhood education through job training and lifelong learning. The block 
grants, however, anticipate shifting most or all such stra~egic decisions to the states. 

This is rot an either/or choice. Improvcdeoordination of programs at the nationallcvcl 

would certaiJ:u.y make state-based decisions more productive. Bu.t there are tUld.e:rlying }--nlZZles 

that row lie una:n;wered. Would the move to block grants really allow federal managers to 

achieve that coordination? How much money would a reconfigured department have to spend? 

Where would critical ded!.ion; rest? AnI what would be the core m:is!.ion: Developing a fresh 

federal program for lifelong learrUng,or trarsfcrring policy rcspoI"5ibility to state and local 

governments? 


The existing departments would have a very difficult time sorting through these issues. If 
a corNJlidation were to ou::ur in the midst of a tran.ition to block grants, the pottmtial for 
confusion in defining the rew department's mission would be cnJrmous. And this uncertainty 
would,. in hun, further sha.rpenthe mission-based conflict over C1.utures, grant making verSllS 
regulatory, that a merged department would have to resolve. , 

Merging Labor and Education: Transition Issues 

Merging1he three agencies, including two Jarge ani conlplex departIl1ents with 

surprisingly varied missiors, would prove extremely difficult. To do so while downsizing the 


. workforce would add even more problems. To cope with some of these problems would reqUire 

investment in rew tecl-tnJlogy whim would prove uiffkult in '¥' erel of ever-tighter budgets ard a 
stark focus on rutting spending. A newly merged department would have to solve a series of 
f>xtrf>mf>ly tou5h i~..uf'S. 
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Rl!tblcliws in Fllcl! 

Achi~vin8 thE> admini1>trativ~ 1>avinBl> antidpatoo in th~ (;und~klodHn8 plan would 
require eliminating about 4.(0) positions. As roted earlier, there are t:wo options: eliminating all 
of the positions in a single year, or staging the reductions over several years. 

Fast-track reductions might seem the quicker route to saving money, but this strategy 
would mOl'>t 1ikE-ly Tf'<lUire d~ rutc; than could ~ achi~f'd thmu8h voluntary ~TatiO'l"'l'> and 
buyouts. That, in tum, would require an l.rwoluntaIy reduction-in-force, which by dvU service 
rules triggers a host of problems. Severance payments would have to be made to workers who 
invohmlacily lefL fed.era! servk-e. TIlOSe paymenls would drive up ll'\e shorl-Lerml."OSl of the 
workforce reduction, which would in tum require the elimination of even more jobs to pay for 
th~ addoo COl'>t. In addition, any KIF 1;P.tc; in motion a cal;('ading proc.t"Sc; of "humpi'"8-" in which 
workers with higher serdority who lose their current positions can "bump" lower-serdority 
workers in other jobs. TIle process is extremely disruptive. It can produce highly over-qualified 
poorly moUvaled. woc~ in many pOslUOlls. It also can put the enUre wockfoCI.-e, from lop La 
bottom, on edge, sin::e even workers rot RIFed can find themselves bumped out of their current 
johc;. 

Private sector cxpcricrcc has shown how dangerous ani disruptive such big cuts am ~ 
boU, to Ule irdividua.ls involved ard to Ule organization. In::ieed. a survey showed that 
successful companies treated employees, both those leaving and those rem.aining, in a humane 
IlUUU"Iel'. In fact, this was second only to a clear sense of mission in shaping success.30 A global 
study.shuwed that produ(.1ivity improvement cam~ best to (''OIIl.panit!S that createdemployt!e 
commitment to company goo.ls ani involved employees in decision making.:l1 Companies that 
downsizedfust and asked questions later were the ones most likely to fail. 

Voluntary separations - from early retirement, buyouts, and resignations - offer a less 
disruptive path. nus strategy has a better (but rvt a (.'t!rtain) <.han:e of avoiding the di!>'ntptive . 
RIF process. If taken over a multi-year period, it would allow the departmCIlt to adapt more 
gradually to such vllren.:hing change. GAO, moreover, has estimated Ulat a nmlti-year reduction 
would actually require the release of fewer workers to achieve the same spending reduction 

TIlere are, in short, two ~i(.' paths to reducing the workfor(.'e and thl:!reby aclrieving the 
administrative savings forecast in the Gunderson-Goodling plan Rcdudng the workforce over a 
multi-year peIiod is the ea...cnest ard most effective cotde. It is, moreover, U1e cottle U,at plivate 
sector experien::eshows con::lusively is less disruptive to perfonnarce. 

1bat is rvt to !>uggt!St,however, that ev~ a multi-yru strategy would rvt !>ignukantIy 
harm pcr:forD.WlCC. There arc several aitical performance issues that the merger plan docs rot 
am~der. . 

• 	 . Size. 1he private sector shows that success results from dedding first what job has to be 
durl:! and tht!n de.igning the org.mization SO it <.:an best do it. 'The merger plan 

. e . y in rcv~ It rcdcsi the. sks 
mana to 0 get or a 20 percent reduction in 

. . trative costs has absolutely ro fourdation in practice or analysis. Indeed. the job 
the new department would be asked to do has yet to be defined. TIle block grant an::l 
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regula lory reform debales stlggt"!Sl lhal il mighl be very l..1ifferenl fcom the existing . 
agencies. It is, quite ~ply, impossible to design an organization or build its workforce 
without fin;t dt'ddine what it ha~ to do. To hPein with an arbitrary a~<;umption about it~ 
proper size is to handicap iIi it doing its job. The result might tum out to be too small, or 
too large, but it surely would rot be just right. 

• 	 CapacitY. It.is a certainty, moreover, that the do-wnsizing necessary to meet the 20 percent 
a~crumption would not pmduO'! t~wor1...f01'a'! with t~ skill~ ~e.d to gt>t t~ joh dOl1P.. .. 
Such do-wnsizing naturally creates st::rong incentives for anyone who can leave to do so. 
These are typically the employees with the most experience ani the greatest skills ..Even 
VOllUllacy separations leaveran.:lom holes lhcollghoulthe organization, depen.ii.ng on who 
takes early retirement or buyouts. The result of such do-wnsizing initiatives, even if 
appmac.W humanP.ly, is to pmduO'! oreani7.ational ~~.. dlf'.t";.C;P.: A wor1...forO'! poorly 
matched to the tas~ an::i workers stressed. by tackling greater responsibility with less help. 

• 	 Recnlitment and retention. The job of reddining the gove:rnm.t!Ilt's role in educ.:atiun ani the 
workplace would be a complex ani d.iffi.cult task It would require highly skilled 
worken:;; in many c.a~, t~ skills would ~ dittP.rf>11t from thociP. of p.xi~tine workP.n:i. The 
downsi.zi.ng would make it impossible to hire new workers with the needed skills; make it 
less likely to retain those workers best equipped. to hardle these new challenges; ani 
make it harder lo creaLe a productive work environmenl. 

In short, t~ 0I1P. c.P.rtainty of t~ ~mP.r~ ill; that thP. wor1...10r0:>! that would P.mP.rgt> from 
the process would be a poor fit for the job to be done. Private sector experiences teaches that 
success comes from fitting the organization to the job to be done, rot struggling with new tasks 
an..i an organization arbilrarlly L"OnslrllCled.. . 

Facilities 

TIle Glu--,1.erson-Goodli.ng proposal anticipales thal a merged deparl1.11enl would be able Lo 

save significant money by consolidating offices. However, it would be very hard to fulfill this 

a~<;umption for f'ithP.r rn..adquartP.n:i or fip.ld OtfiCffi. 


In Washington, the headquarters buildings of all three agencies are already filled to 
capacity lcheck]. TIlete are nJ analyses Lhat suggesl whal share of the employme.nt reduction 
would ocrur in headquarters, though a fair assumption would be that headquarters would suffer 
sienific.antly more than t~ 20 ~ reduction ~Wuloo for. the: thrP.P. a~ffi oVP.ral1. KvP.n a 
large reduction, however,· would prpbably rot allow the three agencies to be combined in any of 
the existing buildings. Oosing the EECX: offices at 1801 L Street, NW, is a medium-term 

. possibility, if sufi.icienl offke space can be foun:lin one of the existlrig d.eparLolenlal bu.ikiings. 
But for many yeal-s, the new department would have to operate out of at least the two existing 
huildiT1f}"l; t~ I X )1. huildine at 21X) (imc;tihltion AvP.T1Up., NW, and thP. I X ) ....d huildine at 4(X) 
Marylan::i Avenue, SW. The two buildings are about a mile apart. Transportation among 
departmental offices would be a major burden ani coordination among employees would pl"Q.ve 
l..1ifficlill. So, too, would be lhejob of buUt.iing a d.eparLmenLal id.e.nUly, which is a si~ni..O.canl parL 
of the idea for proposing the merger. Unless these problems were surmounted. the promise of 
c'o11SOlidation would ~pmv~ P.mpty. 

http:employme.nt
http:Glu--,1.erson-Goodli.ng
http:downsi.zi.ng
http:humanP.ly
http:depen.ii.ng
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To achieve Lhe operaLing savings an.:l pcograaunalk .reslruducing aSSlUlted in lhe 
proposal, moreover, it would be. necessary physically to consolidate related units. That would 
rpquirP, in particular, int~atine t~ civil riehte; functiOl"l:'i (t~ HH X ~ I X )FiI'!'; offiO' of civil rieh~, 
and OOL's office of federal contract complian:e) and the job training functions (with program 
offices from 00t.. 00Ed, an:i I-niS). These moves would. in tum, dislocate other offices that 
wOllld have Lo be moved loaccollwu:xlale Lhe cOf601klalai. LUlils. UnlesS oakes perfocmlng 
related functions were consolidated. the promise of the merger would rot be met. But if the 
c:onc;olidation:; WP.rP launcW, t~ would unlf".a!';h a 10'118 c:hain of moVf'S for otw dP.parlmPnl:a1 
employees. Coordinatfug these changes would require sigrlificant time, skillful logistical 
planni:r1g, an:i a significant budget for rerovation an:i relocation. 

The real driving force for the merger is the assuntptionthat a merged departmertt would 
~ ahle to c:onc;oHdatp. a ~errifk.ant numm of i~ morE> than 1,200 tlf'ld offia>s. Thi!'; a!';.'iUmption, 
however, covers two differertt issues. One is the p:>SSibility that the merger would allow 
duplicative field offices to be consolidated In reality, this is a dim hope at best. It would 
cerLainly be possible Lo OOf60lidale exislli1g field offices for deparlmectlalll1.anagell1.enL,supporl 
activities (like human resources and travel),congressional relations, and public affairs. In such a 
c:onc;olidation, it mieht wf'1I ~ po:s.c;ihle to have ff'wf'r f'mploy~ do thE> work for thf' nf'W 

dt:!partment anl to d~ ~xisting offkes that perform the sam~ fun.:tion. How~ver, ~in.:~ 00&1 
has only 10 field offices an:l EEOC just SO, OOL's existing field stnicture would continuc to be the 
anchor for the 1'W?W depa.rtment. Consolidation of duplicative offices, in itself, would offer little 
hope for sigrlificantly redudng the new d.epart:mertt's field structure. 

The other is the possibility that the I'I!W dt:partInent's ~ion luuld be ~ormulatoo an..l 
with th:tt reformulation somc of OOL's existing field structure could be strcrunlincd. Careful 
strategic planning might l"!J:OCiuce some fresl., ways of organizing the department's field 
operations. Indeed. that might well be p:>SSible without the merger. Redudng the number of 
field employees might require closing some field offices. Moreover, a major move to block grants 
for job training, anl an aCl.umpanying l'I::!dUl'tion in fooeral ov~ight of the states, l.'Ould allow the 
department to close somc of its field offices rcsporniblc for these programs. . 

Most of the new department's field offices, however, would remain in its regulatory and 
investigations functions. A strong field structure would be necessary to ensure the new 
department's eff~tiv~, an.l th~ would be only moUest opportunities for further 
consolidation. To begin with regulatory rcspornibilities for dvil rights an:l workplacc ccoromic 
an:! safety Lc;sues at"e very different. TIle same offices at1d the same insFlE'ctors could scat'cely be 
interchanged Moreover, there is considerable evidence that federal inspections and legal actions 
in these areas are already too thin to ensure compliance with the law. Redudng the number of 
fidd offil.'t!S would furth4a: weaken ~t l'Omplian.:e. . 

A merger o( the three agencies would certainly allow some consolidation of field 
operations. Co-loeation of offices in the same building could help reduce overhead costs. But it 
is unlikely to dramatically reduce the number of field offices, unless the legislation that field 
offidals ar~ dtargt!d with administering is repealoo or ~ignif:kantly c.:hangt!d 

Most ul1portant, if the agencies are COllSOlidated, the field CJ}.1erations would have to be 
organized to promote e£fidertt managemertt of the departmertt's programs and responsiveness to 
the department's customers .. Marginal cost saviIlgs would matter little if wage and hour 
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inspeclors 'beL,une less accessible, ifllW'l<? safely experls were ulova:l fu.rlhec froUl lhe UWleS, or if 
the department's lifelong learning managers lost touch with dtizens trying to educate themselves. 
(>reani7.ine thp. dtt'arlmPr'lt from thE" top down i'iO that it wOt'kc; hPttPr from thE" bottom up ought 
to be the principal aim of reStructuring. Arbitrary standaids of neal::re>s or assumptions about 
across--the:-boardcuts, imposed from above, could dramatically weaken the department's ability to 
perform, 

Thp. movp. toward hlock erants fOt' joh traini"8 pmeram~ rai~ a ~hsidiary ili,<;Up. that 
must be in:orporated into the field office strategy. Despite the rhetoric of block grant proporwmts, 
that the federal government needs simply to devolve authority to state governments, it is 
in::on::eivable thal the fa:leral govercullenl L-ould simply walk away from program oversight AL 
the very least, there would continue to be dvil rights requirements (recipients will not be allowed 
to discriminatp. in thE" U(C;P. of the mOnP.Y), broad pmerammatic: rec;trictiOnc; (thE" mOnP.y, for 
example, would have to be used for job training as opposed to government salaries or highway 
construction), and accounting stan::lards (redpients would have to report at least generally on 
how the mOl~ was spenl). 

Thp. hlock erant approach rai~ two critical rec;tructurine ili,<;Uffi. rimt, thP halancp. 
betWI:!eIl fwt!r.u l:ontrol ani state w.S<.ri!tion will w.l.tate how the fidd offkl!S would have to be 
organized. Even a modest federal OVersight role would require a field office structure; the more 
extelSive the federal oversight, tile' larger the field office role would have to be. Moreover, the 
h.story of previous federal block grant programs is of quiet but steadyi.ro:ea&es in OVersight and. 
herce of field office responsibility. The organization ani role of the field offices would have to 

. be strul.tureU with this role in mi:c'd. ani. in anticipation of future tightening of fw&al oven.ight. 

Secord,. devolution will take place in the midst of the requirements of ti'le CFOA ani 
GPRA. It is unlikely that the creation of block grants would obviate these requirements. These 
requirements, in tum, will demarrl both new managerial 'skills ani a strategy for overseeing the 
firtarrial managW\ent of the block grant programs. The strategy would have to be in:orporatw . 
into the brooder strategic plan for any merger or restructuring plan The legal requirements of 
CFOA arid GPRA coupled with tile inevitable telSions of devolution, will o'eate inl}X'llWlt if 
fuzzy implications for restructuring the agencies, 

rechllology 

The assumptions about saving money in this proposed merger, as is usually the case, 
hinge on assumptions that Some current workers can be replaced through improved productivity 
ani. bettt!( tecl:mulogy. That is inleoo. pos!>ible for the G~ proposal, although 
there can be only wild coqccturc about how many employees an investment in information 
technology migh.t :r:eplace. No computer can l-eplace n'l.in? safety irl5pectors or determine if ' 
discrimination h1lis:occurred - ani such workers would constitute a large share of the workforce 
of the proposed department. Moreover, many planned policy changes would i.ro:ease the need 
for moUt!J.'l1ization of comPutt:!I' an.l aCl.'Ounting systt!lIlS. Administration of the block grants that 
Congress is now considering would require skillful man.1gcmcnt of large quantities of 
information. 

A careful teChnJlogy audit could identify where strategic investments could improve the 
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1~ deparlmenl's te..:lin)logy. Fin..fuig lhe mOl~ to make the investmenl, however, is a dillerenl 
matter.. The federal budgetary process is especially poorly suited to dealing with investment 
dErision,c;. Tht"T~ ill> no c.apital hud~t to !'.P.J'arat~ dErision,c; with lone-tmn implic.ation,c; from 
short-term operations. Techn:>logical investments terd to have a pecuUarcost strUcture: They 
require substantial up-front speriling in return for long-term savings, often far in excess of the 
lLp-fronl inveslment In a budgelary syste1ll that Sl."OCe5 spe1~fu'lg on a.n a.nnual outlay basis, lhere 
is little incentive to :make big investments unless those investments yield immediate and. large 
rerurTl.'i.. 'T'hP.liYst~ 11'> ri~ aeain,c;t imrt'1itmP.nt in tP.C:hno1CW. Hut without ~t>d imrt'1itm~t, 
the burden on surviving workers will be even greater. 

Training . 

Many of the Gurderson..Goodli.ng reforms would also require a significant investment in 
employee training. The proposal envisions, in particular, new approaches to lifelong learning:, job 
training, workplace safety an:l civil righls.· IL is one thing 10 promulgate such fresh strategies. 
But to make them stick, the department's employees will require training to urderstand. fully the 
nt"w id~as and to inrOrporat~ thffil into thf.ir day-to-day work. t't>dt"Tal Fxprt'1il'>, for ~xampl~, 
raukally reU~ its own ope1<ltior!:> only to wsu)Vt!l' that its management r.mks were ' 
hemorrhaging: Skilled managers were leaving the company. A survey of managers who left the 
C01llpatl}' revealed that many of them did not feel they were equipped to perform their new role. 
The soluti01\ FedEx .corrludecl was to invest in ani improve its management training program. Jl 

The merger anticipates a new departmental culture, but ro culture supporting the more 
nU'lC!a1llentai changes will emerge without, training. Building Slll-"POrt for trail"ling. however, is 
even worse than for techn:>logy. There is virtually no political support for spending money on 
bureaucrats for any reason That is peculiarly short-sighted. Private sector experience 
ll"e)(.:apably teadtes that real cltange builds on front-I.i..n.! managers, anI that these managers need 
strong support and. aggressive training if bold ideas arc to be translated into action 

Timillg 

The private sector also teaChes a lesson with tough political consequences: The,faster an 
organi.zation's leaders imp~:lSe change, Ule harder it is to build the orgru1ization to accomplish 
what they intend. Rapid change upsets the routine of employees, introduces painful 
un::erta.inties, and makes it harder to deliver high-quality services. This is not a defense of the 
status l{Uo, an argumt!11l: ag.dnst ~ fu.nr.lanw:rtal citange, or a brief for worker 
obstructionism. It is, quite simply, a recognition of an UI\1voidable reality. Cllanges cannot be 
imposed on an orS;U'li.zation or its workers,' Cl..ange nU1St be managed in ways Ulat make 
employees allies-Of the reform. 

•"Br~~:k' citange that d~ s creates extr<l b· '. eal reiu 0 has 
shown,. a morc gr 0 a new dcp . structure could produce the same 
savings with far less damage to the organization. Tuning is everything, for both htm'lan resource 
and other issues. Personnel changes must be carefully integrated to questions of space and. 
techn:>logy. These changes in turn must be cormected carefully to new program goals and 

http:imrt'1itmP.nt
http:KetllNW-Madi.onIM.,di.on
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sLntdures. TIle}' Utltst be bolsLered by lral.ning an.:l.leaders' support. 

MOI'it important, derilrion makPrt:; must rpali7.p that thP.y can reithP.r lrimply im~ a 
change nor assume that, on:::e a change is anroun:::ed, they can leave the details to the managers. 
As corporate leaders point out, major restructuring of an organization is rot a one-time only 
event It is u process thut never mus. Too ofLen, private managers have viewed restructuring - . 
doWI'lSi.zing. process reengi.neering, reorganization or con;olidation ....; as on:::e-and-done , 
derilriC'It"IR. This ~v~ f't"ICnUraBffi hoth P.mployP.f>5 and mana~ to adopt a "this too'shall 
pass" attitude and to encourage them to think they can simply wait tumult out. It makes both 
employees and. managers reactive and passive, which in tum fails to enlist them in the campaign 
lp solve the probleulS Lhallaw...:hed the dWlge Lo begin wiLk(' Less successful organizaUons 
have allowed workers to play defen;e; more successful organization> have encouraged them to 
sha~ adiv~ly thP. transformation that or8ani7ati~ 'I"ftd. 

That requires a stark recognition that a change of this magnitude is a long-term event 
requiring a IOllg-Lerm l."Ollwulmenl. ILralWres a careful stralegic plan thaL defu-.:s the job Lo be 
done, how to configure the new organization to do the job, and whiCh parts of the job ~ to be 
dOT'lP. first. Tht" fiscal rt"ality is that no or8ani7ational restructurin8 can, hy il~lf, produc.t" 
meaningful budget savi.ngs in any time frame that is politicallyrelevant. That scarcely prevents 
decision makers from proposing major reforms, from losing interest once the job proves harder 
tIWl expecLed, or frout do.ltlg what has lo be dol~ lo promote success. NegoUaw-.g tIlCOUgh lhese 
cross pressures requires a keen sen:;e of liming: What is reasonable to accomplish whel'\ and 
what has to ~ dOT'lP. in which ordPr to BPt thP. job dOT'lP.. 

ululershq, 

Tht" df'hatp. oVPr restructurine fooPrallahor and ooucatiOr'lal proerams too oftf'n slips into 
issues of process and structure. A look at the long list of federal fun:::tion; and the large number 
of federal agencies resporeible for each one quickly leads to proposals to solve the "problem" 
Lhrough consolidation. It is rot always dear tIlaL creawlg sintilar prograulS Lo allad:: relale:l. 
problems is wasteful. Nor is it possible to eliminate waste solely through procedural and 
structural solutiOn<;. 

In the end. organizational problems are people problems; And solving these problems 
reqll.i.res ~ple-base.:l SOIUUOIlS. TIlere are UWlY I.iisparate parts Lo tItis puzzle. BuL Lhey resolve 
themselves to a basic decision: Who will be in charge of making the consolidation proposal work? 
The problem is one that requires supremely skillful leadership, a leadership based in part.in 
udlning the new mis!.ion,.in part in uevu.ing proc~ an:l stru<.:tures to ~"Upport it, ctn.l. most 
critically part in motivating CJ;Ilploy6cs to make the rcfol'lllS work. . 

None of.ttiese steps is ~ble without leadership. And that leaderShip inevitably would )(fall to the secretary and top staff of the new department. 

C()(X'tiinlllim ifUncmsvlUlflletl PrtWtlmS 

No matter how sweeping and successful the GundersorrGoodling consolidation might 
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be.:ome, it can r~ver pulllogeUler 1.111 of the federal goverrunenl's programs relaled lo labor an:! 
education. The Department of Commerce manages related information programs. .ffiiS 
distrihutffi eranlc; for a vast array of sorial SM'V1Cffi that support hoth ooucation and joh trainine. 
The Department of Interior's Bureau of I:ndian Affairs has its own education program. ard NA5A 
distributes grants for space education. Congress's 'own library of Congress, of course, is one of 
Lhe naUoh's real educaUonall.reasures;'4 GAO esUmales lhal seven differenJ. major deparunenJ.s 
ard agerries, a host of inlepen:lent agerries, ard the legislative branch all have a piece of the 
oou("ation, trainine, and support functions.:!5 Mnc;t, hut O'rlainly not all, of thf'm would 'hoP. housed 
in the new department. 

TItis reflects a basic fad of adllwtislraUve life lhal has al.:quirei.:l fresh imporlan::e as 
society has gotten more complex. TItere is no way to draw bureaucratic boundaries to encompass 
all appmachffl to any eiVP.t1 pmhlf'm. ~Hurf"au of Indian Affairs, for f"xamplf". fOOlSf'!'i ilc; 
education programs sharply on the needs of native American;. Indeed, the bureau's offidals 
view the programs less as an educatiOIial program (that is, one organized functionally) than as a 
na.Uve American program (lhal is, one organiza:llo benilil cuslomers). Ils educaUonal programs 
could be cornolidated in the proposed department only by sacrificing its special focus on an 
ffi}"ff.ially nf"f'dy population: ' 

The proposed department might give more focused federal attention to education ard 
labor prograulS. TIle proof will be' in the resulls. Bul it never L"'aIl pull logether 1.111 edllcaUon arrl 
labor programs. No matter how successful the cornolidation might prove to be, the new 
dE'partmm will still havf" to solvf" thf" samf! pmhlf'ms (aone thf" c:urT'P.t1t a~ffl: How to 
coordinate activities with other agencies performing closely related function;;. We can never 
reorganize our way out of this dilemma. And as sodal problems become more complex and the 
soluUoll.s more inlerrelated, iliis problem will only grow. A criUcal elemenl of planning for Ute 
cornolidation, therefore, must also be tackling those problems that cornolidation can never solve. 

Condnsion 

TIle proposed, merger of ooL wiLh 00&1 ani EEOC raises massive issues wiL!wl whidl 
the propoSal does rot even begin to deal. It might be attractive to cornolidate related functions 
and dp.vf"lop a' nf"W philosophy (or thf" foof"ral rolf! in lahor and ooucational iSSUffi. Thf"rp.is littlp. 
assurance in the proposal, however, tha.t the con;;olidation in itself will save substantial amounts 
of money, that it will improve setVice delivery, or that it will build the founclation for a truly 
fresh defilliUon of the federal role. 

Thf" proposal, Ii~mnc;t rec;tructurine ~Is afoot in thf" c.apital, hui!ds larBf>ly on 
symbols: fewer departments, reduction;; in staffing, cuts in programs. The goal seems at the core 
to be deman>tratirig that government, by some measure, is "smaller." There is little in the 
reslructuring proW-run itself lhal will produce a sntaller goverllmenl. Any signifkrull reducUons 
are the product of program reduction;; or elimination;;, which could occur inlepen:lently of the 
rffltructurine. Coupline thf" reductions with tbP. rec;triJdurine not only makPs it hard to . 
differentiate the real is!.-ut!S. It also makes it farharuer to create the administrative strudure­
. required to fulfill the mission the Congress dc£incs. . 

Decisions about which agendes ,?ught to have cabine~ rank ard which ones ought to be 

http:Thf"rp.is
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prograuis? However UlallY job lrai.ni.ngprograulS we ollghllo have, lhere seelllS Lo be a 
strong consensus that more than 150 is too many. That consensus really speaks to two 
diff~t is.crups: Maldne thE> joh trainine ~!;tP.m more ~amlt¥js to itc:; rustomP.n>, both !;tatE' 
governments and dtizens receiving training; and redudng the overlap that can drive costs 
up. A careful look at the motivation for the merger proposal can help provide a base for 
relhinkingbolh the uUSsionan.l operations of the prograalS. 

• 	 Coordination It What i:c; t~ cont'lP.dion among thP. reffUlatrny, information mllffticm, and 
grant making pieces of the current agerdes1 The merger debate has revealed substantial 
concern about integration of the existing elements. . . 

• 	 Performance. Why rot close the programs down? What value do they currently add? 
StlP1:1Ol1ens of the existing structure have fol.1ro some elements within the three age-fries 
hard to defend. The reason quite apart from the merits of iniividual programs, is that 
the existing agen:ies have little evideoce on the effectiveness of existing programs. GPRA 
howevt!l', pruvid~ a way of strengthening information abuut re..ults ani thereby 
improving the debate. Regardless of what ha:ppcr:6 to the merger proposal, an aggressive 
stratf'eY to do what (~PKA ·dP.mand!; would improvE' thP. mana8P.mP.nt and function of trn. 
existing agencies. 

• 	 Stnlcture. Why do wer¥!t!d so many field uffic..'es1 1bat is the strong~t c..un.l:!I"Il many 
merger proporrnts voices on:c they move into the details of con;olidation. Indeed, the 
existen:e of 1,200 field offices creates the appearance of enomlOUS redundan::y. rot. 
which has by far the most extensive field office system, needs to revisit the question of 
how best to organize its· field staff to fulfill its mission. 

The core issue uniting all of these qu.::stiors is the critical role of leadership. Top leaders 
- political appointees an:!. the selli.or career civil servallts - shape the sense of mL,c;ion driving 
federal departments. They define the culture and create many of the incentives that bring the 
culture to life. The merger proposal thus most sharply raises the question of what role federal 
exec..utive bran:h leaders oUght to play anl how they <.:an play it to improve the effec..tiv~ of 
their agcndcs. 
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CFOA 
IX)Fd 
OOL 
EEOC 
GAO 
GPRA . 
HHS 
RIF 

List of Acronyms 

OUef Financial Officers Act 
I~partmf'nt of !-duration 
Department of Labor 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
Gen'!cal ACC.."Olulting Offil."'e 

Government Performan:e and. Results Act 
Department of Health and Human Services 
raluc.tions in fun:e 
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Figures and Tables 

Source for Figure 1: Wyatt Company, Best l)ractices in Corporate Restructuring (Washington: Wyatt 
Company, 1994), p. 40. 

Figure 1 . 

Factors Promoting Success 


Based on a clear business imperative 

Handled downsizing in a humane manner 

Senior management visibility 

Clearly articulated vision/objectives 

Effective employee communications 

Line management commitment 

Employee involvement in change 

o 20 40 60 80' 
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Table 1 
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OlfICe 

Pro~rnm Arlminislrnlion 
\;ivil r(ighls 

Bosic Educolion 
Hiyher Euuculiun 
Workforce Troining 
Workploce Modernizolio~ 
Employee Benefits 

IOTAL 

!lumbef ofsloff 

IIdqrlrs field 
4,fi04 7.403 
2.530 	 2,111 

596 255 
834 647 
745 1.062 
895 5.650 

1.375 1.625 

11579 13.753 

Tobie 4 

."~ 

. i/o.of i'efeed 1-::-::.-.__._-_._..._.....
In Held Iidoll. tJrJf j)(;[.i/ l !. c' .. 

,')4% 714 x x 
45% ~ )125 
30% x !".-. :22 
44% x10 

·59% . 295 x x 

x86% 491 
75 'j54% 

'54% 1.232_.,t._ .. _ .~. 

SCJI)rce: Generol Accounting Office. fedc!r(J1 ilh;rwnlzolion: (or.!lre5shjnol Fn,ijlcis(.11 k 
/dIe! Ref/or!. /fE/fS-P5-flO (.iV!le 1, IPP5). 
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Deparbl1ent 
OfEducation 
Spared, Again 

Opponents Win Cuts 
In Several Progra.ms . 

I ' By WILLIAM H. HONAN 

! WASHINGTON, July 13 - The [)e. 

: partment of Education, which has 

: c:ome under intense fire in recent 

. weeks from Congressional c:onserva­

: lives who want to dismantie it, has 

'survived for another year, though 

: the reprieve apparently exacted a 

price. • 

The House majority leader, Dick 
'Armey of Texas, who scorns the 
department as an example of "trick­
Je.down inc:ompetence,"acknowl- I 
edged last week that he CouJd not 
muster the votes this session to pass , 
e.lther of two, bills cO abolish the. 
departmenL 

Nancy Landon Kassebaum, the 
Kansas RepubUcan who is chairman 
of the Senate c:ommlttee that over· 
sees the Education Department, 
agreed that it had survived the latest 
challenge. ". didn't vote for a sepa­
rate Department of Education, but I 

now that we have it, the task is to ' 
make it efficient," she said. 

Since President carter took part 
'of the old Department of HealIb, 
Education and Welfare to create the 
department'15 years 880, conterVa· 
lives have sought to scuttle iL But 
they were not able to mouat a .11-' 
GUS threat until Republicans tooIE 
over Congress last November. Once 
that happened. they not only pner­
ated support for abolishing the Edu­
cation Department, but movemenu 
were also begun to close the Eneray 
and Commerce Departments. 

Conservatives are disturbed by 

what they See as the Federal Gov· 

ernment's using education as a ,way 

of reaching into state and local af­

fairs. They are uncomfortable with 

many of the department's programs 

- including holdovers from Presi­

dent Lyndon B. Johnson's "Great 

Society" - to promote desegresa­

, tion and uphold women's rights. , 

The latest, proposal to abolish the 
department was introduced several 
weeks ago by Representative Joseph 
Scarborough, a freshman Republi­
can from Florida. His plan would 
have kiIledthe department outright 
and would have shifted only a very 
few programs to other agencies. The 
measure attracted 109 c:o-sponsors, 
including Mr. Armey, Tom DeLay, 
the majority whip, and Bob living­
stOn, chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

The Scarborough bUl alSo had the 
support of the cOnIervative Chrta­
tian Coalition, an umbrella group 
whole Contract With the American 
Family denounces the Department 
of Education for undue interference 
tn state and local affairs. 

Defenders of the department ar­
gued that the control of education 
continues to be local, that national 
standards are voluntary and that the 
department is an' Important advo­
catefor improvmg educaUon, partic­
ularly for lmpoverished'students. 

While moderate Republicans 
joined with Dem.ocrata to save the 
department, the survival under the 

'House plan would cost about $3.• 
billion. Last Tuesday, the House A~ 
propriatlons Subcommittee ended 
more ttumso of the department's 
programs and reduced budgets for 
many others. 1bose cuts go before 
the tun committee and eventually 
will be considered by the House. 

The HOWIe bUl woUld eliminate 
Goals 2000, a $403.4 mUIlon-a-year 
program designed to help states up­
grade trairUn& for teachers aDd de­
Yelop more rtaorous courses. 
, TiCli. functing for EducaUon for,

"me 'Dtadvaataged, which provides 

support ,for students experiencinl 

academic: cItrftculties in financl8l1y 

strapped scbDois would be reduced 

by ,1.2 bUJloa, or 17.9 percenL FI­

nancinB lor bUinguaI educatiOD 


, would decline by SO percent to $103 

mi1lJon. Vocattonal and AdUlt EcIuca­


, tion wauId be reduced by 23 percent 
'to JUM over 'I billiaa. 

Marshall ~mlln. unoer Secretary 
of Education, estimated that the cut 
in Title I would affect 1.1 million 
students, including 67,800. in New 
York City. And he said that cuts to 
the sate and ONg Free Schools pro­
gram would reduce service to about 
44 miU.IOn children. 

These cuts, Cited as part of reduc-, 
ing the deficit, can be explained by 
the PoIiUcaI predicament of Con­
gressmen like John Edward Porter, 

, a moderate Republican from Illinois 
, . who IS chairman of the House Appro­

priations Subcommittee. 
Mr. Porter, who was chaUenged in ! 

his last two Republican primaries by 
a far more conservative candidate, 
reaU2ed thaUI did not vote to abolish 
the department, he needed a dele .. i 

apinst the ineVItable charge that he 
had gone soft on government spend­
in&. So be led the drive to cut the 
department's budget by almost S4 
bWiIa 

L.ut week, he spoke warily about 
the mauer. "I'D support the depart­
ment unIeIa IOmebody finds a way 
to I&Ye a III.tIe sum of money by 
IettlnInd of it,.. be said. 

The nextphue of the battle will 
, .. supporters rally to reduce the· 

Porter cuts, and they take comfort in 
the presumption that me Senate will 
be less vehement about the depan­
ment than the Houe. 
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FAX COVER SHEET 
DOMESTIC POUCY 

DATE: 	 nlvlE; S :30 pm 

TO: 	 h-~ k:- UoHe,~ c.{O UL!\V\i l ­

Pt-e,,-&e 	'dlsh:tM-c ~ Wll ~C ~1NL(f~) Us(; t --r1AOlvttl'Y\·) ~ tA~l.uj 

~ ·Co..~S +wiA'!. j Turf Pe+u$"!flc.j k\1lc,kG,.( G,~) ~~~>+, 
. ·~ts 

PHONE: LtOI-soll Fl\\fI: lfOI-1-. D 7S 

FROi't'1: 	 Jeremy Ben-Ami; Gaynor !k.Cown; Mike Schmidt 

Domestic PolicY. Council 

PHO:\E: 12112) 4:'1,. 2216 


CO\ \\ 11:~T'; Please read ASAP! 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

MEMORAND~ 

ALL EDUCATION STRATEGY GROUP 

Jeremy BeD-AiDi . 

Gaynor MeCoWil 

Mike Schmidttt'S"~\G, ) 


July 14, 1995 

Action Plan and Division of Responsibilities 

Please find below an action plan which was agreed to at today's meeting. If you have 
any questions, additions. or changes, please tax us at 456-7028. . 

Thanks. 

.IYk Remo!Wble ferson D~ Dite 

Plan and organize meeting on state­
by-state numbers on the effects of 

Republican budget CUts in education; 
plan release of numbers for late next 

week 

Ken Apfel (OMB) Meeting to be held on 
Monday 7/17/95 

Change the reguJar Thursday 5:00 
meeting with education groups to 

Tuesday in order to brainstorm other 
possible events (in addition to the 
state-by-state release and the AFT 

speech) 

Susan Frost (DOE) Meetings to be held on 
Tuesday 7118/95 and 

Tuesday 7/25195; meetings 
return to their regular time 

thereafter 

Brainstorm further ideas re: how to 
help out the legislative eftorts of 

Rep. Obey 

Ken Apfel 
Gene Sperling 

Obey·needs something 
before the bill hits the floor 

at the end of next week 
'" 

State-bJ:-.state Release Michael Schmidt 
(Ope) 

Submit plan to Jeremy Ben-
Ami by Monday 7/17/95Coordio.ate the efforts of Legislative 

Affairs re: distribution on Capitol 
Hill 

State-iD:-sate Release Emily Bromberg Submit plan to Jeremy Ben-
Ami by Monday 7/17/95Coordinate the efforts of 

Intergovernmental Affairs Ie: 
distribution to statellocal officials 
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State-bI-atRte Release 
Coordinate a strategy for regional 
media coverage of planned events 

Lori McHugh 
Media Affairs 

Gaynor McCoWn 

Suhmit plan to Jeremy Ben-
Ami by Monday 7117/95 

State-hI-state Release 
Coordinate outreach to non-DC 
education groups and/or local 

chapters of DC groups 

Michael Schmidt 
Susan Frost 

DOL 
Nationa! Service 

Submit plan to Jeremy Ben-
Ami by Monday 7/17/95 

Julx 28 AFT SDeech 
Speak to intergovernmental reps and 
coordinate local events on 7/28/95 to 

revolve around the AFT speech 

Emily Bromberg 7119/95 

JuII 28 AFT Sgeech 
Contact educational groups and 

perform group outreach 

Su.~an Frost 
OPL 

Michael Schmidt 

7/19/95 

:lul~ 28 AFT Sl!eecg 
. Contact opinion leaders and press 

offices 

Michael Schmidt to 
coordinate with 
relevant press 

offices 

7/i9/95 

Examine the calendar carefully to 
ensure it is accurate and 

comprehensive; report all 
additions/changes 

ALL 
PARTICIPANTS 

ASAP 


