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TALKING POINTS

Terminating the

Department of Education
FY 1996 House Budget Resolution

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

“Improving education will take bottom-up reform. 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 attention on schooling, but he risks diluting state and local responsibility by
implying that Washington can actually produce change.” — Alice M. Rivlin, Reviving the
American Dream. ' ' ‘

q ~ TheFY 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 sécon'dary education funding would be moved to HHS.
»  Job training programs. would be moved to the Departmem of Labor.

» - Civil nghts would be moved to the Department of Justice.

" FY 1996 House Budget Resolution ' Terminate the Education Department



| Of all the funding for elementary and secondary educatlon throughout the United States,
only 6 percent of it comes from Washmgton

q " The Republican plan would preserve most of the major education programs: Title | basic

‘ - grants for disadvantaged students, Impact aid for "a" students, special education,
vocational rehabilitation, funding for Historically Black Colleges, Pell Grants, Campus
Based Student Aid, and unsubsidized student loans. -

q The plan also creates a new $800 million Governors' Reform Block Grant.

1 But the proposal eliminates 150 educatlon programs that are dupllcatwe or ineffective.

Included in the plan would be the following:

. Eliminate Funding for Goals 2000. Education Reform will 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 for Title 1 Concentration Grants and BIA Set-Aside.

‘Funding for the Title | program, which 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 Prestdent’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
educatlon contribution.

. Eliminate Duplicative School Improvement Programs. This proposal would
eliminate funding for the following: Education Infrastructure; Inexpensive Book
‘Distribution; Arts imEducation; 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; Ellender Fellowships; Education for Native
Hawaiians; Foreign Language Assistance; Training in Early Education and

* FY 1996 House Budget Resolution , Terminate 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 acti\)ities 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 Schools into
Governors’ Block Grant. This approach will 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
consolidation, 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 revolvmg fund.

, Eliminate State Incentive Grants and State Post-Secondary Review Entities.
Today, all 50 states and the District of Columbia offer this kind of assistance.
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 Education Grants. This proposal would
eliminate funding for the following: the Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education; Alaska/Hawaii Native Culture and Arts; the .
Eisenhower Leadership program; Minority Teacher Recruitment; Minority

- Science Improvement; Innovative Projects for Community 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

FY 1996 House Budget Resolution ; Terminate the Education Department



purposes or could be supported more efficiently by other funding'éources. 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.”

S Phase Out all Special Interest Scholarships. The Committee agrees with the
© Administration’s efforts to “eliminate a number of smaller, categorical programs
that are admlmstratwely burdensome 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 govemments and -
universities.

. Eliminate Funding for TRIO Programs. Although the programs have strong
7 "'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 Education; Javits Gifted and
Talented Education; National Diffusion Network; Eisenhower Regional
Consortium; 21st 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 created 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 of 'Education 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 Depanment can be sxgmficantly decreased.

» - Terminate Bilingual and Immlgmnt Education. Numerous studies have

FY 1996 House Budget Resolution ‘ ' Terminate the Education Department



shown that heavy reliance on the pupil’s native language can delay English
proficiency. Eliminating Federal funding for bilingual education — a mere 3
percent of the total money spent on bilingual education — could free local
school districts to offer the most effective programs for their students.

FY 1996 House Budget Resolution . : | Terminate the Education Department



Oanald F. KetifUW-Madison/Madison Wl
i» )

‘ Drafl ' '
Do no quote or cite without the permission of the author. - [, {\ ad

& (O

- o Lot hee
Restructuring Federal Labor e "L‘}AA
and Education Programs: )
Organizational and Management Issues \7 v

Diel~
J o
R M

Donald F. Kettl' | Dw'

5

@yn/ o o (\"‘:’U]
DA O

July 1995 =Y

“(})Mlx | @ Lné’/

Prepared under conlract lo the US, Departmenl ol Labor. -
l

@-p Leut]
1! _
b\w’/ (epo=

‘Donald F. Kettl is Professor of Public Affairs and Political Science at the University of ,
Wisconsin-Madison and Nonresident Sendor Fellow at the Brookings Institution's Center for &\/ Lt iu
* Public Management. The views expressed here are those of the author and do not necessanly

reflect those of any of these organizations. Copyright © 195 ', B


http:Kefil/lJW-Madi.on/Madi.on

»

Bonald £. KettUW-Madison/Madison Wi

Restructuring Federal Labor and Education Prdgmms DRAFT -1
Contents
TAtrOdUCHOTY - -+« e e e v e et e e e 2
Restructuring Goverrment: Generic Problems . ........... ... ... ... ... ... 2.

Strategies of Orgamization ......... .. ... ... ... .. .. . il 3
Saving Money through Restructuring . ................ e 5
What Restructuring Can - and Can't ~ Do ............... ... ... e 6
PrivaleSeclorExperiemes,...,......................................t, 7
ngnglahvrand qurahm‘npw!al ISSUES oo oo e ‘& A
Budget Savings . . .o v i i i e e e e veen 9
Persormel ReduchorsandOrgamzatwml Corsolidation ...................... 11
FieldOffices . . ... .. ... L 13
Cuture .......... e e e e e Y. 14
Devolubiom ......... e e e I [}
Merging Labor and Educatior: Trarsition Issues . e e e e 16
ReducionsinForee .. ... ... ... .. . L Ll R e 17
Fadliies . .. ... ooir i e e e 18
Techmology ......... e e e e e e e 20
TYQEIEIE ~ - . o v e et e e e e e e e e e e e 21
Tming .......ooovvnenn e e e 21
Leadership .. ... .. . 2
Coordination of Uncorsolidated Programs . ............ ... ... ... ........ 22
ConclUSION - - ¢ vttt it e e e e 23
NOLES -« oo o ettt e e 25
list of Acronyms e et aeaaea i e 29

Figures and’jl'a’bh'ﬁ e e et 30



Donald F, KettyUW-Madison/Madison Wl
»

[AN]

Restructuring Federal Labor and Education Programs .~ DRAFT

Introduction

In the midst of the government-cutting, deficit-reducing campaigns in Washington, an.
intriguing proposal has surfaced to consolidate the Department of Labor with the Department of
Education and the Equal Opporlunily Employment Commission Any organizational
restructuring inev:tably raises critical problems. The merger proposal, prepared by Rep. Steve
Gunderson (R-WI) and George Goodlmg (R-PA), also raises special problems: in combining the
missions of three very different agercies; in developing the organizational structure to do the job;
ard in managing what would prove to be a very difficult trarsition

This analysis of the restructuring proposal proceeds in four sectiors:
*  Generic problems. What general issues does this proposal, like all restructuring proposals,

raise?

. Special issues. What spedal issues are ralsedby the Gunderson-Goodling plan?

. Transition issues. If Congrms were to pass the merger plan, what trarsition isstes would
surface?

. Conclusion. What should we make of this proposal The paper concludes with issucs that
managers of the restructiring will have to solve, and what issues the restructuring

proposal frames for the existing departments even if Congress does not pass the plan.

Restructuring Government: Generic Problems

Reorganization and restnicturing have always been irresistible impulses for public
managers. Some orgarizational structures, quite simply, make government's job work cheaper
and more effectively than others. Corsolidating related programs in a single agency can improve
wordination and reduce costs.  Devising the right field structure can mdke govenmem programs
much more resporsive.

. Organizational structure, however, matters about much more than effidercy and

~ effectiveness. Structure is an important symbol. The Veterans Admiristration was elevated to a
cabinet-level department principally to signal the priorily, both political and managerial, that
decision makers wanted to give to Veterars affairs. The same is true of the creation of the
departments of Fnergy and Hducation in the Carter administration. On the other hand, the
Republican Congiress now proposes to eliminate the Commerce, Education, and Energy
departmmts in large part to demomtrate their commitment to cutting government.

Reorganization plars can a]so serve as valuable smoke screens to deflect debate on painful
policy problems. Many of the restructuring proposals at play during 1995 substitute for the truly
important, more fundamental, but pohhcally untouchable questior: What do we really want
government do? The answer, of course, is that dtizers often want government to do just what it
is doing, bul they wanl the job done with fewer lax dollars and less intrusion inlo Lheir lives.
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Reformers oflen propose restrucluring as a way of domg just thal withoul thinking through
whether they can deliver on their proxmses

The long history of government orgamzanon and reorganization, in the Umted States and
in other governmerts around the world, teaches several fundamental lessors. First, organization
matters. Despite recurring efforts to transform goverrment through procedural changes’ = from
dvil service reforms and radical budget proposals like zero-based budgeting to people-based
etforts like total quality management — managers contimually return to organizational structure
as an essential building block of government performance. Whether we seek to centralize or
decentralize government management, to make bureaucracies tall or short, critical mechanisms
like commurication and coordination hinge on structure.

Second, o one Jorm of organizationt is demonstrably :-upenar lo others. If it were possﬂ:le to
find the "best" organizational structure, we would have discovered it long ago. Different
structures have different advantages. Centralized bureaucrades enhance uniformity of policy;
decentralized bureaucradies make it easier to adapt broad policy to local conditions. It is -
impossible to do both simultarcously, so managers have to confmnt the hard choices that
ditferent organizational forms present.

Third, restructuring is never a once-and-done job. Every orgamzahonal structure solves some

" problems (such as elmurahng duplicative programs) while creating others (such as reduding
resporsivencss to an agency's customers). No organizational strategy is therefore very stable.
Managers must tackle the problems that the current strategy creates. And because every
organizational pattern creates problems, every strategy generates new demands for reform. What
is importart, therefore, is that we think carefully about which problems we most want to solve
ard which ones we are willing to tolerate. If we are not careful about making sure that we
address the right problems, we will surcly lurch inadvertently into new ones that could prove
even worse that the ones we are trying to solve.

s tmteg:es o Orgm:f*aﬁm

The leadmg restruchuring proposals today attempt to corsolidate related hmchons For
example, the Heritage Foundation's report, Rolling Back Government, seeks to reduce the federal -
goverrment to just five departments.! After devolving some programs to state and local
‘goverrmments, privatizing others, and eliminating some altogether, Heritage uses furction-based
corsolidation as its basic building block. The General Accounting Office’s (GAO) January 1995
reporl, Budget Function Classificution, has proven an invaluable handbook for reorganizers.” It -
charts which federal departments share which functiors, and therefore what opportunities exist

" for corsolidation. Kven beyond the epartments of Fducation and | abor, GAQ) also found that at
least 13 other agenaes manage 65 additional job trammg programs.’ -

Funclionally based organizalions, however, are ol the only and cerlainly are not always ‘
the best choices. In a dassic analysis for President Franklin D. Roosevelt's Brownlow Committee,
which established the modern idency, | uther Gulick argued four things. First, he argued*that
there traditionally are four dﬁgwm erent patterrs of organizatior: purpose (or function, such as
supporting higher education or conducting job training); process (such as accounting, plarming,

contract oversight, or grants management); persons or things dealt with (or customers, such as
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mine workers or elementary school students); and pluce (such as the Wesl or inner cilies). Second,
he argued that managers have only these four choices. There are no other options. Third, he
concluded that leaders can emphasize only one pattern. It is impossible, for example, to organize
by both purpose ard place. One scheme inevitably must receive precedence. Finally, he
contended that each pattern presents important advantages but also certain, predictable
disadvantages.  No one organizalional scheme therelore ever can solve all problems. Choosing
the best pattern is a problem of decxdmg which advantages to emphasme and which
disadvantages to accept. -

The federal goverrment has predominantly, but not exclusively, been organized by
urpose. We have departments for labor, educalion, revenue colleclion, {oreign allairs, national
deferse, commerce, housing, energy, and human services. The Department of the Interior is
predominantly place-based; it could be aptly remamed "the | Jepartment of the West." The
" Department of Veterans Affairs is customer-based. It is organized to serve the needs of veterans.

Now, il would be possible lo reslructure federal departments along different lines. The
Department of Veterars Affairs, for example, could be restructured by purpose. Its health care
functiors could be transferred to the | department of Health and Human Services (HHS), its
educational functiors to the Department of Education, and so on. But Congress long ago decided
to consolidate serves for veterans in a single agency. There is an obvious political logic in the
decisiory velerans are a large and power{ul inlerest group. There is also a strong organizational
logic. Organization by customer promotes one-stop shopping. A single office can more easily
coordinate diverse services for veterans than a series of different offices staffed by different
departments ever could. On the other hand, as mumerous studies have pointed out, the quality of
veterans services sometimes suffers because functional experts are not in charge of delivering
them. The political base for the department, moreover, lends Lo slrenglhen political support for

_services organized specifically for veterans. That makes it harder to cut those services or to shift

resources among competing, claims.

Even though we have chosen to make function the primary building block of goverrment
in the Uniled States, most departments deal with the tradeolls by building other units, based on
other principles, in their subdivisiors. Most departments, for example, have process-based units
(including auditing, legal, accounting, and procurement offices). That improves the eftectiveness
of such units by gathering related workers together. Most departments have area-based units
(including field offices) to improve coordination about the functional pieces of the department.
And a few departments have units devoled (o the needs of particular customers (such as offices
for the elderly and children within HHS) to improve coordination and foster responsiveness.

Reformers have always sought the “perfect* form of organization Like the search for the
Holy GralL however, they have spent enormous energy in a fruitless quest. The shifting patterns
of crgarization, goreover, reflect deeper transformatiors in political values. "Executive branch
structure is, in fact, a microcosm of our sodiety,” Harold Seidman and Robert Gilmour, two of our
shrewdest students of admiristrative structure wrote. "Inevitably it reflects the values, conflicts,
arxl competing forces to be found in a pluralistic sodety. The ideal of a neatly symmetrical,
frictiondess organization structure is a dangerous illusion™ The merger proposal needs, therefore,
to be seen in the light of lasting administrative challenges and changing political values.
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Svdﬁng Money through Restrucluring

All reformers, moreover, are lured by government's version of the Grail's promise: 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 reasors lo resiructure governmen!, bul saving money is nol one of them.

The idea seems so simple. We ought to be able to find related programs, consolidate
them, eliminate redundancies, and cut out duplicative administrative layers. That ought to
permit lower spending and fewer government employees. It seems so logical, in fact, that the
straight{orward argument has long attracled followers [rom all parts of the political spectrunt

The only problem with the argument is that it is not true’® The long-standing and
overwhelming evidence, quite simply, is that restructuring in itself rarely saves much morey. It
is such a compelling argument, however, that we must continually struggle to re-learn the old
lessors. "We have lo gel over Lhe rolion thal the purpose of reorganizalion is ecoromy,” Franklin
Roosevelt told two distinguished students of American public administration in 1936. "I had that
out with Al Smith in New York," he said. "The reason for reorganization is good mamgemm.""

Restructuring can improve. the cffectivencss of government programs. It can improve
cuwrdination among related govemmem programs. It can make goverrment programs more
resporsive. It can make it easier for government workers to do a better job. But restructuring
rarely saves money. The old lesson is simple: If we want to reduce gonernment spending, we must
choose to have fewer programs. .

A study of sixleen slale governmenl-reorganizations;-for-example, {ound that-ordy three
produced lasting reducors In mﬁloygga_\j;a%ygm’f At the federal level, reorgarizers
rarely slop to assess the likely savings before they press ahead. Where they have estimated
spending reductions, the amounts have typically been puny. A 1978 analysis of the potential for
reorganizing federal community and economic development programs, for example, estimated
thal the change would save only fowr one-hundredths of one percent of lhe program's budget

- The reasons are simple. First, restru im i s. I'hysical space. .
must be reconfigured, employees must be trarsfared, new phone and computer systems must be
established, and so on. These steps are reither cheap nor easy. ,

Second, if the ams i :F af
Most government agencies begin re3tru adly stretched and st:&ed, R&truchmng
rwither removes the stress nor, in itself, removes the job to be done. If processing a grant
application, conducting an inspection, or moritoring a requires a certain number of hours,
restructuring if¥itself would not change the costs of performing goverrment's core functions.
Savings typically are possible only at supervisory levels. But supervision of many government
programs, espedially those managed by grantees and contractors, is often abysmal already. -
Further reducing supervision is to invite fraud, waste, and abuse. The savings from elmmmtmg
top-level managers, such as dcparmmcnt secretaries and deputy searctarics, are trivial. -~

~ Third, all restructuring efforts create unint consequences, and all uzuntencled
consequeres impose costs. If reformers are both smart and [utky, they will have planned



http:Restructu:ri.ng
http:simply,.iS
http:areumP.nt
http:slraighLfocwa.rd
http:rp.formP.TS
http:KetUlVW-Madi.onMadi.on

Donald F. Kel(llUW-MidispnlMadison Wi

Restructuring. Federal Labor and Education Programs DRAFT 6

carefully enough 1o anlicipate and solve most — but not all — likely problems. If 1ot
unanticipated problems can swamp anticipated savings. The Postal Service's investment in high-
speed sorting equipment has markedly improved the mail system's productivity, but it has also
created enormous personnel problems. The work can often prove mind-deadening. The stress of
coping with spiraling volume and cost pressures has, sometimes tragically, stressed postal
workers.

To repeat: Truly significant savings come about only by rhommg to have less government.
Restructuring offers, in itself, only modest savings at best and substantial unanticipated costs at
worst. There are many reasors to consider restructuring federal agendes, but saving money is

ot one of lheuL

What Restructuring Can — and Can't — Do

Although it is folly to hope thal nslruulurmg can produce significant budgel savings, il
can accomplish other important objectives.

First, restructuring can define powerful symbolb The deuaun dbuut w}nLh goverrmental
activities ought to be cabipet-departme BETEpY woy S od e
adminislralive principle that tells us whelher we should have [ourleen, or l’our, or twenty-lour
cabinet departments. All we can say from the admiristrative point of view is that different
administrative arrangements have different implications. From the political point of view,
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 cabinel department but Lhe Ernvironmental Proleclion Agency not? The answer is political
and symbeolic, not admnrustrauve Cabinet status conveys a higher level of political importance.

Second, restructuring can provide managers with more flexibility. The private sector is
tending to restructure itself into shorter orgarizations with larger spans of control to achieve
betler operalional [lexibility, and the government is following suil. "Taller" organizalions have
more levels, which tend to make commurication harder, but each supervisor oversees fewer
subordinates, which tends to make supervision easier. "Shorter" orgamizations trade a broader
span of control (more subordinates for each supervisor to oversee) for fewer levels and better
commurication. If we corsolidate related federal agendes, we will decrease the president's span
of conlrol bul we will also increase Lhe range of resporsibililies that deparlment secrelaries musl
manage. Likewise, within restructured departments, we must decide how "short” or "tall" to
make them, axﬂmtheprocaswemustsortthroughthesamelssu&s balancing control with
flexibility. Granting more flexibility makes it harder to steer agendies; strengthening steering
reduces the ﬂcxlblhty of those doing the rowing.

The further we push activities down into the bureaucracy, the more indirect oversight
tends to be. High-level agendies tend to receive greater scrutiny. - Lower-level agendies, :
government corporations, privatized-agancies, or-programs-conducted through state and local Cl m
govermments all tend to reccive less. Consolidating agendics therefore tends to decarcase thc \
preﬁ ent's span of control, but it could also lessen his leverage over activities now oc
deeper in the bureaucracy. This will place even more unportame on the Office of Mamgement
.and Budget's reviews. Of course, increasing managers' discretion is a cardinal principle of
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modern management relorm.” The growing complexily of government problems req uires
managers to be more flexible and creative in solving them. The problem is that incre

flexibility requires the creation of rew strategies for promoting accountability and ensuring that
the narrow interests do not gain control over govenmental policy.

Third, resmelurmg can pmwde more coherence lo programs now spread across the ‘
goverrment. The most important but difficult work in administration today is coordinating
programs across agenxy boundaries. The Commerce | epartment must coordinate its
international efforts with the State Department and its domestic development with the Labor
Department. In job training, GAO found that 15 different federal agencies operate job training
programs, and Lhal the number of programs has risen lo 163."" We surely do ol need 163 job
training programs. But it is just as dear that we do not need just one. One of theé TeasOrE thatmm—_
we have so many job training programs is that most were not created as job training programs,
per se, but as veterans programs, or welfare programs, or education programs, or as programs to

up much of the diversity in the federal governmenl's approach. Furlthermore, given Lhe many
reasors for which programs are created, it is often deceptively difficult which should be the
"core” department into which the programs should be corsolidated. The puz7le is finding the
right balarnce between corsolidation to improve efficiercy ard over-orsolidation that hurts the

responsiveness of programs.

Private Sector Fxperiences -

The private scctor, of course, has substantial experience in restructuring.  The last decade,
in particular, has seen a frenzy of corporate reorganization. This experience underlines the need
for caution and careful planming in pressing ahead with government restructuring.

Virtually everyone agrees that government needs to be run better arxd that the private
sector provides a model. But hardly anyone ever looks carcfully at what the private sector really
teaches. In fact, goverrment has developed a nasty habit of embracing private sector reforms just
as the private sector has begun to abandon them as urworkable. Many reformers are now
holding up the private sector's dowrsizing experience as a model. But "you can't shrink to
greatness,” one veteran private sector dowrsizer sdys he has now discovered. Cutting too far, too- ™
fast risks creating "corporate anorexda.™

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

First, restructuring has become a permancent feature of private management. Most private
sector companies have restructured over the last decade, and many managers expected they could
do so once to solvé their problems. However, in a global survey of companies, the Wyatt
Comparyy, a marketing and public relations consulting firm, discovered that two-thirds of
compardes expected they would continue, or even increase, their restructuring into the twenty-
first century. Restructuring cfforts a.rcbcconungapc:mmamtprocmsmbusm:sscs throughout

the world."?

Second, most restructuring efforts have failed to achieve thei._r ambitious goals. Some
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reporls suggesl Lhal up lo 70 percent of privale seclor ' j

Survey o American comp that "few comparies achieved theu- proﬁtabxhty and
experse reduction goals thmugh mt‘mrtunng, and morale and motivation among tbe surviving
employees suffered.”** Six in ten ed

Fewer than half of the coffiparies that also tried to achieve other goals, m:ludmg measing prof-
its andd employee productivity, managed to achieve them.”® In fact, Wyatt concluded, "More often
than not, the results foll dramatically short of corporate restructuring goals.™

Third, the failures have shared common roots. Unsuccessful comparies failed to plan

 their restructuring carefully. Managers failed to think strategically about what they wanted to

accomplish or how they would implement the changes. They terded to view restructuring as a
way to rescuc their operations. They spent little time explaining changes to employees, buﬂdmg
support for them, or helping to define where the company ought to go. Morale of the survivors,
not surprisingly, plummeted, and productivity suffered as a result. .

Fourth, successful compariies likewise have had much in common, as Figure 1 shows.
The main barriers they faced were inside the company. Successful managers developed a
coherent strategy for where they wanted to take the company. Indmd a study by Coopers and
Lybrand, a managemert corsulting firm, fourd that top

WWM%WW Successful managers treated then'
employees humanely. Success{ul compani employees in shaping the change. They

kept employees fully informed about what was happering around them and allowed "people to
rticipate in shaping their destinies."™® Some companies even went as far as to allow employees -

to help decide which jobs would be elimirated and which would be saved.

Success{ul companies, {urthermore, cos lensive Lraining {or Lhe employees who
remained. These steps helped employees dwm%m
uctivity, On one hand, "employee resistance to change most frequently
accounted for their lack of success.” On the other hand, company officials said that a low level of
employee involvement was a mistake they would not repeat.”® In particular, successful managers

did not allow "restrucluring” or "reengineering” lo become a euphemism for "layol{."™"

in short, companies that tried to discormect their restructuring from all of their other
fundamental processes and problems failed. - Comparies that tried to use it as a tourniquet to
stem financial bleeding failed. Managers who tried to impose it on employees failed. Those who
succeeded buill reslrucluring inlo more fundamental change. In facl, restrucluring oflen recurred;
two-thirds of the organizations in one survey made more cuts the next year.” Managers who
believed they could dowrsize once, solve their problems, and return to normal quickly
discovered they were soon back at it, but with even bigger problems to solve. Rstructunng,
takmon1tsownasanerdm1tself led to faulure

Merging Labor and Education: Special Issues

The Gurdlerson-Gouodling plan propuses to corsolidate three exxstmg agerxies — the
Department of Labor (DOL), the Department of Education (DOEd), and the Equal Employmcnt
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) — into a new Department of Education and Employment.?
The existing cabinet secretariats, and the commissioner structure of the EEOC, would be
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Lomohdated into a single secrelarial. There would be a seu'elary deputy seuelary and special
offices for the following functiors: public, congressional, and intergovernmental affairs;

~ management and budget; chief financial officer; pohry and evaluation; adjudication; gereral
coursel; and inspector general.

- The plan would creale three functional assislanl secrelaries: -

. Assistant Secretary for Workforre Preparation and Poliry. This bureau would be comprised of
units from DOL, DOEd, and HHS. It would be resporsible for education and job training
programs and would have three offices: for basic educatiory for higher educatiory and for
workforce preparation and lifelong learning,

. Assistant Secrelary for Civil Rights. - This bureau would be com; of units from EEOC,
DOL, and DOEd, It would be resporsible for enforcement of civil rights laws

. Assistant Secretary for Workplace Policy. This bureau would be comprised prircipally of
units from DOL resporsible for workforce regulation ard irspectiori It would have two
offices: for workplace safety and modernization (including the functiors of the existing
Occupational Safety and Health Admiristration and the Mine Safety and Health
Administration); and an office for employee benefits (including the functions of the
existing Wage ‘and Hour Division and the Pension ard Welfare Benefits Admiristration).

This plan focuses several issues sharply.

Budget Savings

Rep. Steve Gunderson, ore 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 Department.” He adds, "It is essential that we serve the dual
imperatives of eliminating duphute or urmecessary spercling while developing a more efficient
and cffcchvc delivery system.™®

Congressman Gunderson identifies two central aims, which in practice are frequently
uncormected: delivering services better; and spending less money for the services. In fact, the
merger proposal could have one of many different (ursequences. The goverrment could spend
the same amount of money but improve the quality of services. It could spend less money but
deliver services at the same level. . It could spend less money and lower the level of service. And,
with skillful maragement, the govemment could spend less money while improving service
delivery.

There are two critical points here. Firs ices for less is only one of many

i it is the hardest rasuli-taachieve. As the private sector has ’
repeatedly demorstrated, the drive to spend less can often undercut the performance of an
orgarization and, in the long run, prove more expersive. ‘

The savings identified from the proposed merger come from seva'al sources. First, the
-merger would produce administrative savings. (ne cabinet secretariat would be eliminated,
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" which would reduce spending for salaries and supporl. In addilion, supporl [unclions
throughout the merged agencies could be consolidated. Second, the merger would eliminate

- some programs and reduce spending in others. Third, reducing program spending would permit
further administrative savings. If programs are cut, the government would need fewer (or no)
managers to run them. Fmally, the merger could produce unprovements in effectlverms that-

would lower lhe cosls and increase the qualily of services.

Several 1mpartant pomts must he made about these savmgq kirst, the administrative
savings from consolidation are real. .If two cabinet departments are combined, two admiristrative
superstructures would be combined into one. Second, programs could be reduced or eliminated
wilhoul merging the departments. -One is nol a precondilion for Lhe other. Congress could make
any cuts it desired in any programs without changing the orgarnizational structure. Third, while
the merger's proponents hope for performance improvements, these im ements are only
hypothetical. It is hard to separate them from other changes after the fact; it is impossible to
estimate them beforehand. That is why the Congressional Budget Ofﬁce refuses to score planned
performance improvements as savings until lhey are realized.

In his testimony before the House Foomomic and Fducational Opportunities Committee on
Jure 7, 1995, Congressman Gurderson estimated that his merger plan would produce $23.1
billion in savings from fiscal ycars. 1996 through 2000." Table 1, based on
Gurxderson's estimates, a GAQ study, and the author's analysis, shows where these savings would
come from. Just over $1.5 billion in savings over five years, less than 7 percent of the total, .
would come from administrative savings produced through the consolidation. More than half of
the administrative savings would come through elimination of duplicative offices in the
secrctariart. The vast bulk of the savings, $21.6 billion (93 percent) would come through
eliminating programs. The results of this analysis are scarcely surprising. Savings through
administrative consolidation inevitably are modest and the truly significant savings come

through eliminating programs.

Table 2 shows how thesé outlay reductions would affect different parts of the proposed
department. Compared with cutlays in FY 1995, the largest reductions in FY 2000 spending by
far would come in the regulation of workplace safe_tg;(azsmﬁ_@mmm}ﬁd'l would be
administered through the new Office of Workplace Safe Modermizatiory and in job training
programs (an 18 percent cut), which would be administered through the new Office of Workforce
Preparednéss and Lifclong Learming.  The merger antidpates the congressional Republicans' plans

" to devolve most resporsibility for job training to the states through block grants, and in the
process to reduce spending for these programs substantially. It also anticipates a major reduction

in federal regulation and supervision of the workplace, speqally through the current
Occupational Sdfety dnd Health Administration

The merger- plan thus is far more than an organizational restructuring. It 1?1:u'esents a
major change not 6nly in the federal focus on two key policy areas but also a shift in
resporsibility for achieving results. It would be unrealistic to expect to restructure the
departments without cutting programs simultan:ously. It would also be unwise to cut programs
substantially without restructuring the agencics admirnistering them.  Combining the
orgarizational with the policy changes, however, makes it much harder to tell them apart and to
plan effective for either of them. ,
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Personnel Reductions wid Orgunizetionul Consolidution

The merger also anhnpates bs ions in staff i

i this reducnon were achieved, GAQ estimates, the
merger would produce outlay reduchom of $1.6 billion over five years (including savings for
adminislralive cosls connected with pwmmled) As Table 3 shows, Lhe
impact of these reductiors varies widely across the proposed department. Departmental
administration, not surprisingly, would be reduced by 40 percent from the current level. |arge
reductions would also come in the workforce preparation and lifelong learning office (28 percent)
and smaller reductions would come in the workplace safety and modermzanon office (10

percent).

" (GAQO noted that there were at least two strategies for producing the workforce reductions.
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
department would have lo implement additioral reductions in force (RIFs). RIFs impose
substantial short-term costs, for buyouts or other payments to RIFed workers. To cover these
costs, (GAQ) estimated that the department would have to eliminate an additional 1,1(X) positions,
for a total reduction of 4,455 positions.

If the reductions were to be spread more gradually over three years, the rumber of
positions that would have to be eliminated would be shghtly smaller, 4,024. In addition, the
reductions could more easily be managed through attrition and additional cuts would not be
meeded to finance the RIF. And, as GAO puinted out, "Such an approach would allow more time
for strategic planning to identify appropriate functions to be climinated and revision of
admiristrative processes. This approach is typically the one followed by successful private-sector
organizational that dowrsize." This second altermative would require a 9 percent.staffing.. '
reduction in the first and second years, followed by a 7 percent reduction in the third year™ If

© attrition and voluntary separatiors did not reduce staffing to these levels, RIFs would be
necessary, and this would increase the costs.

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

* Workforce levels versus tasks. Successful private-sector downsizing programs have first
determined the job to be done and then malched the job wilh the number of workers and the
skills needed to do it. The merger plan, however, does exactly the reverse. It reduces the
riumber of workers and assumes that the job can be done. This assumption is perilous and has
no basis. Quite simply, no one can know if the assumptiors would hold until after a merger
would implemented. Morcover, they might prove to be too large or too small. The only way to
determine how sigrificantly an orgmmhons workforce can be reduced is to begin by amalyzing
carefully the jobit must do.

The only thmg about which we can be sure is that reducing the existing workfurce by
onc-fifth — through attrition, RIFs, or both — would produce a workforce ill-suited to the now
tasks. Such huge changes, let alone such a big workforce reduction, unsettle workers. Those
with the best opporturities elsewhere often leave. A RIF process can cascade through an agency,
with more senior workers bumping workers with less seriority but, often, with skﬂls better
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"malched lo the job to be done. The corsltellalion of skills produced through such a process never
mirrors what organizations had before the process started and rarely matches well the new
challengm to be faced. ,

The proposed merger, moreover, would create substantial new challenges for the
deparlment. Il would require developing a fresh and energelic vision for lifelong learning. It

~ would require building stronger partnerships with state governments to manage job training
programs. it would require establishing a new strategy for workplace %afety And it would

reqmreﬁndmgaway to do all of these things with less money.

' Accomplishing these lasks with fewer people would require the recruitment, retention,
and retraining of a skilled workforce. Doing this amid a downsizing process that would dispirit
the department's workers would prove an even bigger challenge. The process of downsizing the .
workforce by 20 percent would neither produce the needed workforce and will surely make the
job of building it harder.

* Departmental management. 'Ihe bxggest challenge of the new departments managers would be to
. This is a task of extraordinary
complexity. The staifmg of the secretariat, moreover, would be reduced by 40 percent, compared
with existing levels in the separate agencies. The new department's managers would not be able
lo manage as the separale programs are now being managed. The essence of leadership al the
new department would therefore be the task of defining its mission 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
corsolidaling {urctiors like compuler support, travel, procurement, irspeclor gereral, and human
resources. But if most of the work now associated with the separate entities continues, and that is
the case under any of the proposals under consideration, most of the workers now su ng
that work would continue to be needed. It would be impossible to simply corsolidate all of the
work now being dore in two or'three support offices into one existing office without expanding
its current worklorce.

* Crilical siaff functions. In addition, Congress has mandated that each tederal department
implement sweeping new reforms, including the Chief Finandal Officers Act and the Government
Performarxe and Results Act. These reforms impose huge challenges on the executive branch -

" departments. There are two little-recognized facts in these reforms: No one really knows how to
implement them, since they lie beyord the edge of current management technology in the federal
government; and building the capacity to do so would challenge the department's statf, require
significant u'ammg, and redefine the culture of the organization.

In short, the petsonml and organizalional changes sharply defline more central issues: the
need to shape a Rew mission for the restructured department; to build a new workforce to
. mamage it; to motivate the workforce in the face of daunting challenges; to rise to new
‘resporsibilities, like the Chief Financial Officers Act (CFOA) and the Goverrment Performance
and Results Act (CPRA); and to cope with all of these issues with a scrambled workforce,
trarsformed policy slralegies (induding devolution through block granis), and slimmer resources.
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Field Offices

The argument about administrative savings continues with the asqumphm that many of
the existing 1,200 field offices now responsible for labor and education programs could be
consolidated or closed. Congressman Gunderson argued that “it is simply inconceivable that a
modem, efficient department thal lakes {ull advanlage of the information revolution, and is

of the proper it limits on federal authority, would require the 1,200 field offices that are a
part of these 3 agencies.™

It is unquestionably the case that, following a merger, many field offices could in fact be
corsolidaled  Duplicative offices managing inspeclor general, payroll, personnel, and other basic
functiors could unquestionably be joined. There is also a real opportunity to reduce duplication-
in the confusing array of existing job training programs.

But several basic facts confound the assumptioxé that consolidation, in itself, could
produce big savings in the field offices. Firsl, the exisling organizations have vasily different field

- structures. The Department of Education curremly manages most of its activities from

Washington through only ten district offices In fact, xx [data forthcoming] percent of its staff is O ”
located in headquarters. The Departmgft G lyabor, on the other harl, relies far more on an

extersive field structure of more than {1,000 £§€ld offices. Of its staff, xx pereent is in the ficld

EEQC has 50 field offices. This is sim t a case of similar top-to-bottom frameworks, where

duplicative structures could be merged. Corsolidating the field structure would requme the

skillful melding of very different operational patterrs.

Second, different furctiors require different field organization. | Grant making currmtly
dominates DOEd, and headquarters administration dominates. On the other hand, despite
substantial programs for job training, regulatory activities dominate DOL and EEOC. Regulation
requires not only legal activity at headquarters but also a substantial inspection and litigation
furction in the field. Table 4 shows that of the 1,232 field offices that would exist if all current
offices contimued in a new department, exactly half manage dvil rights and workplace safety.
These two functions are so different that, even if they were housed in the same office, it is
inconceivable that the functions could be merged,

A merged department would not require all of the existing field offices. But bold
assumptiors that ecnough of them could be dosed down, without hurting performance, to
produce substantial savings are simply wnrealistic. Many of the programs, espedially in civil
rights and workplace safety, are already seriously understaffed. They might well need more staff
and better technical support rather than less and, therefore, they present scant opportm‘nty for

significant savings.

A merger would demand that the new department's managers carefully chart a new field
office strategy. Some existing offices could be corsolidated to improve staff support and lower
overhead costs. Some existing support persormel could be eliminated. But the job has to proceed
with an eye first wthe)ubtubedom, and with a dear sense of how different the jobs are that
the new department would have to tackle. The field opcranons carmot be consolidated based on
unproven, unexplored assumptiors.
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Cullure

Mergmg IX)I with DOKd and KX would also create substantial problems in melding
three very different bureaucratic cultures into one. Reformers frequently ignore the existence and
importance of bureaucratic culture, but it is unquestionably a real and important mﬂuerx:e on the

way agexuts operale.

To those who do perceive it, “culture frequently is a fu77y concept with many different
meanings. We can break through disagreements about definitiors to a key. idea: Organizational
culture is the set of beliefs and routines that typically guide an organization's actions.* Culture
corslilules the "unwritlen rules of the game." Allempl change Lhal conllicts with those unwrillen
rules, and failure and frustration results. That is the lesson of reform in American comparnies.
Comsultant 'eter Scott-Morgan surveyed 35() major companies. Vtrtually every one had launched
major change, and 80 percent of them anticipated more {:’g changes in the next few years. But
only 17 percent of the managers were satisfied with what they had done. Nearly 40 percent were
wsalisfied, and almost 70 percent found "unanlicipaled problems and uninlended side effects.”
The reason was that the reforms conflicted with the unwritten rules of the game. Pressing blindly
ahead, Scott-Morgan found, was a "shortcut to a coronary. ™’

Surface similaritics among the three agengics are deceptive. AII three agendies currcntly
manage two functions: They regulate the health, safety, and working conditions of workplaces;
ard they distribute grants, espedially for job training and education Merging related functions,
in the conventional wisdom, ought to permit improved coordination ard elimination of
redurdancy programs. In practice, however, the three agercies have very different cultures, or
ummttm rules of the game.

There are three ways the cultures differ. First, despite the apparert similarities, different
functions in the three agencies have produced different cultures. All three agendies have
regulatory responsibilities, but the legal and administrative paths they follow vary substantially.
EEOC investigates violations of civil rights laws in the workplace. DOL and DOEd have their
own regulalory resporsibililies: DOL for workplace salely, wage and hour violatiors, and the
security of pension programs; DOEA for dvil rights guarantees for equal protection of students
and teachers. But 1X)kd invests most of its administrative energy in making grants for
elementary, secondary, postsecondary, vocational, spedial, rehabilitative, and other educational
programs.

DOL makes grants as well, espeaally block grarts to state goverrments for job training
programs. But the dominant culture of DOL is regulatory. Rulemaking and investigation of
regulatory violations occupies most of the time of most DOL employees. Moreover, this
regulatory activity is very different from that of EEOC. By law, EEOC must accept every charge
of discrimination™. In DOL, regulalory stralegies vary subslantially. Mine safely irspectors must
check every mine évery year, but inspectors for the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration cannot do more than examine a sample of the nation's other workplaces. The
culture of different DOL regulators and inspectors therefore differs substantially within the
department. It differs significantly from the EEOC culture, and the dominant regulatory cultures
of EEQC and DOL is very different from the grant-making: culture of DOEd. Merging such
different cultures would violate the unwritten rules of the game and create huge problems in

.develaping a mngle etferhw vaice for the new deparhne'nt

*
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Second, the three agendies rely very differently on their field offices. DOEd has an
extremely limited field structure, with just ten regional offices. Itisa headquarters-dominant
‘organization, in part because of the regulatory functions it performs but more because its grant
programs are most easily admiristered from Washington. The regulatory ard eriforcement
programs of EEOC and DOL, on the other hand, make them relatively more (ield-dominant
organizatiors. EEOC has field offices in just over 50 dties. DOL manages its regulatory and
enforcement programs through about 1,200 field offices. The reason for the difference is simple.
Grants can be managed from headquarters. Potential grantees can submit applicatiors to a single
office, which coordinates the review, deddes which applications are successful, and approves the
issuance of checks. The enforcement of mulliple and complex regulatory programs, on the other
hand, requires large a network of field offices. Mine inspectors, quite maturally, need to be
located close to mines.. The same is true of inspectors of workplace safety, minimum wage

violatiors, and persion program admirdstration.

‘Dilferent work has quite naturally created different field operatiors. Such dislinclively
different work would continue in a new department it would be impossible to make the field
structures unitorm and still accomplish. the mission. And the very different field structures have
bred different cultures whose integration would pose a major problem for the new department.

. Finally, the three agencies serve distinclively dilferent customers. EEOC and DOL focus
primarily on individuals. Job training, workplace safety, monetary, and civil rights issues all
revolve around individual persons who need training or who might be injured, physically or
economically, by workplace conditions. DOEd, on the other hand, deals primarily with
institutions, espedially schools, school districts, colleges, and universities. Improving the
educalion of studenis is ils mission, but the department lends lo work with those who, in lurn,
work with the students. EBOC and DOL have developed a heavily individual-focused culture
that permeates the attitude of its employees; 1X)Hd has an irstitution-based culture.

It is inconceivable that a-merged department could produce a uniform view of its
cuslomers. In facl, proposals lo consolidate job training programs and devolve more authorily lo
the states in block grants would only sharpen the cultural differerces between the regulators and
the grant administrators. |ike the conflicts buried in the very ditferent functions and field
structures of the existing agencies, the differences over customers create very different approaches
to problems. - These dJiferemes in turn would create stark challenges for the new department's
managers.

» It in fact the three agencies are merged, or if any other agendies are combined, managers
need to begin by understanding several things. Employees in each existing agency has their own
unwritten rules of the game. These rules are the natural product of employees' adaptation to the
problems they have faced. Because dilferent programs produce dilferenl problems, employees
would have adapted differently. So the merger different agendies is likely to force together
employees who.not anly pursue different missions but more subtly operate under ditferent
urwritten rules.

Faced with dramalic change, managers loo often be_heve they can either i mlpose new
patterrs on their employees or assume that they can treat all employees the same. Fither course
is a route to failure because it violates the unwritten rules of the game_ Hven worse, managers
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(oo often allempt lo reengireer themselves out of these problems. The slralegy Lrarsforms the
top level of the organization but fails to penetrate to the front lines because it does not resonate
with the existing patterns of behavior. That, in fact, is the searing lesson of the failure of many
private sector reengineering efforts over the last decade”

[This is neither a case for avoiding change or for handculling lop managers lo the barriers
in the existing system. It is, however, a case for understanding that reform must take account of
the existing culture and recognize that fundamentally ditferent cultures carmot simply be merged
without creating conflict. 1t is a case for recognizing that different missions require different
approaches, and that these different approaches create different cultures. Recogrizing the role
and imporlance of culluge is the first slep lo Lrarslorming il. And Lrars{orming it would
ultimately be a critical job for the new department's top maragement.

Devolution , ‘ , _
There is, finally, an unintended irony in the proposal to corsolidate federal resporsibilities

for education and job training policy into a new strategy for lifelong learning. The proposal has
surfaced in the midst of an equally sweeping plan to devolve federal resporsibilities to state

- governments. Successfully managing a merger would require both Congress and the

department‘s new managers to define a new federal role and 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 strategic dedsions to the states.

This is not an mthcr/ or choice. Improved .coordination of programs at the mnoml levd

* would certainly make state-based decisions more productive. But there are underlying puzzies

that now lie unarswered. 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 dedsions rest? And what would be the core missior: Developing a fresh
federal program for lifclong learning, or transferring policy responsibility to state and local

governments?

The existing departments would have a very difficult time sorting through these issues. If
a corsolidation were to occur in the midst of a trarsition to block grants, the potential for
confusion in defining the new department's mission would be enormous.  And this uncertainty
would, in hun, further sharpen the mission-based conflict over cultures, grant making versus

’ regulatory, that a merged department would have to resolve.

Merging Labor and Education: Transition Issues

Mergmg’the three agendies, including two large and complex departments with
y 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 new technology which would prove difficult in an era of ever-tighter budgets and a
stark focus on cutting spending. A newly merged department would have to solve a series of
extremely tough issues. :
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Reductions m Force

.Achieving the administrative .savihgs anticipated in the Gunderson-Goodling plan would
require eliminating about 4,000 positions. As noted earlier, there are two optiors: eliminating all
of the posmors in a single year, or staging the reductions over several years. .

Fast-track reductions might seem the qmcker route to saving money, but this strategy
would most likely require deeper cuts than could be achieved through voluntary separations and
buyouts.. That, in turn, would require an involurtary reductiorvinforce, which by civil service
rules triggers a host of problems. Severarce payments would have to be made to workers who
involuntarily left federal service. Those payments would drive up the shorl-lerm cosl of the
workforce reduction, which would in turn require the elimination of even more jobs to pay for
the added cost. In addition, any RiF sets in motion a cascading process of "bumping,” in which
workers with higher seniority who lose their current positions can *bump” lower-serdority
workers in other jobs. The process is extremely disruptive. It can produce highly over-qualified,
poorly molivaled workers in many positiors. It also can put the enlire workforce, (rom lop lo
bottom, on edge, since even workers not RIFed can find themselves bumped out of their current
jobs. .

Private sector experience has shown how dangerous and dxsmphvc such big cuts can be,
both to the individuals involved and to the organization. Indeed, a survey showed that
successful companies treated employees, both those leaving and those remaining, in a humane
marmer. In fact, this was second only to a clear sense of mission in shaping success.* A global
study. showed that productivity improvement came best to compardes that created employee:
commitment to company goals and involved employees in dedision making Comparics that
downsized tfirst and asked questiors later were the ones most likely to fail.

Voluntary separations ~— from early retirement, buyouts, and resignatiors — offer a less
disruptive path. This strategy has a better (but not a certain) charce of avoiding the disruptive
RIF process. If taken over a multi-year period, it would allow the department to adapt more
gradually to such wrenching change. GAQ, moreover, has estimated that a multi-year reduction
would actually require the release of fewer workm's to achieve the same spending reduction

There are, in short, two basic paths to reduung the workforce and thereby achieving the
administrative s:mngs forecast in the Gunderson-Goodling plan. Reducing the workforce over a
multi-year period is the easiest and most effective route. It is, moreover, the route that private
sector experience shows conclusively is less disruptive to performance.

That is not to suggest, however, that even a multi-year strategy would rot significantly
harm pcrfonmmc. There are several aritical performance issucs that the merger plan does not
consider.

*  Size The pnvate sector shows that success results from dectdmg fnst what job has to be
dore and then des}grnng the organization so it can best do it. The merger plan
; - '

ge e getoraZOpercentredw:hon
- &dministrative costs has absolutely o foundanon in practice or analysis. Indeed, the job
the new department would be asked to do has yet to be defined. The block grant and
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regtdalory reform debales suggest that it might be very different from the exisling -
agendies. It is, quite simply, impossible to-design an organization or build its workforce
without first deciding what it has to do. To hegin with an arhitrary assumption about its
proper size is to handicap in it doing its job. The result might turn out to be too small, or
too large, but it surely would not be just right. :

. Capacity. It is a certainty, moreover, that the downsizing necessary to meet the 20 percent
assumption would mot produce the workforce with the skills needed to get the job dome.
Such dowrsizing naturally creates strong incentives for aryone who can leave to do so.
These are typically the employees with the most experience and the greatest skills. .Even
voluntary separations leave random holes throughout the organization, depending on who
takes early retirement or buyouts. The result of such downsizing initiatives, even if
ched humarely, is to produce organizational swiss cheese: A workforce poorly

app?oa
matched to the task, and workers stressed by tackling greater responsibility with less help.

Recruitment and retention. The job of redefining the government's role in education and the
workplace would be a complex and difficult task. It would require highly skilled
workers; in many cases, the skills would be ditferent from those of existing workers. The
dowrsizing 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; and

make il harder lo creale a produclive work environment.

In short, the ome certainty of the proposed merger is that the workforce that would emerge 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, not struggling with new tasks

and an organization arbitrarily corstructed

’ F acilities

The Gm\derson—Goodlmg proposal anticipales thal a merged department would be able to
save significant money by corsolidating offices. However, it would be very hard to fulfill this
assumption for either headquarters or field offices.

In Washington, the headquarters buildings of all three agendies are already filled to
capacity |check]|. There are no analyses that suggesl what share of Lhe employment reduction
would occur in headquarters, though a fair assumption would be that headquarters would suffer
significantly more than the 20 percent reduction scheduled for.the three agendies overall. Fvena -
large reduction, however,- would probably not allow the three agendies to be combined in any of
the existing buildings. Closing the EEOC offices at 1801 L Street, NW, is a medium-term

‘possibility, if sufficient office space can be found in one of Lhe exisling departmental buildings.

But for many years, the new department would have to operate out of at least the two existing
buildings, the | X)I. building at 2(X) Corstitution Averiue, NW, and the | X)Kd building at 4(X)
Maryland Avere, SW. The two buildings are about a mile apart. Transportation among
departmental offices would be a major burden and coordination among employe&e would prove
difficull. So, loo, would be Lhe job of building a deparumental identily, which is a signilicant part
of the idea for proposing the merger. Unless these problems were smmcunted, the promise of

. consolidation would soon prove empty
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To achieve the operaling savings and programmalic restructuring assumed in the
proposal moreover, it would be necessary physically to consolidate related units. That would
require, in particular, integrating the civil rights functions (the KEOC, 1XOHd's office of avil rights,
and DOL's office of federal contract compliance) and the job training functions (with program
offices from DOL, DOEd, and HHS). These moves would, in turn, dislocate other offices that
would have lo be moved lo accommodale the corsolidaled unils. Unless offices performing
related functions were consolidated, the promise of the merger would not be met. But if the
consolidations were launched, they would unleash a long chain of moves for other departmental
employees. Coordinating these changes would require sigrificant time, skillful logistical
plarning, and a significant budget for renovation and relocation.

The real driving force for the merger is the assumption that a merged department would
be able to consolidate a significant mumber of its more than 1,200 field offices. This assumption,
however, covers two different issues. Ore is the possibility 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 1o corsolidale existing [ield offices for departmental management, supporl
activities (like human resources and travel), congressional relatiors, and public affairs. Insuch a
corsolidation, it might well be possible to have tewer employees do the work for the new
department ardl to dose existing offices that perform the same furction  However, since DOEd

: ’has only 10 ficld offices and EEOC just 50, DOL's existing ficld struchure would continue to be the V

anchor for the new departmerd. Consolidation of duplicative offices, in itself, would offer little
hope for significantly reducing the new department's field structure.

The other is the possibility that the new department's mission could be reformulated and,
with that reformulation, some of DOL's existing ficld structure could be streamlined.  Carcful
strategic plarming might produce some fresh ways of organizing the department's field
operatiors. Indeed, that might well be possible without the merger. Reducing the rmumber of
field employees might require closing some field offices. Moreover, a major move to block grants
for job training, and an accompanying reduction in federal oversight of the states, could allow the
department to close some of its ficld offices resporsible 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 effectiveness, and there would be only modest opportumnes for further
consolidation.  To begin with, regulatory resporsibilitics for civil rights and workplace cconomic
and safety issues are very different. The same offices and the same inspectors could scarcely be
interchanged. Moreover, there is considerable evidence that federal inspections and legal actiors
in these areas are already too thin to ensure compliance with the law. Reducing the rumber of
field offices would furthen: weaken that compliance.

A merger of the three agencies would certainly allow some corsolidation of Held
operations. Co-ldation 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 are charged with admiristering is repealed or significantly changed.

Most important, if the agencies are consolidated, the field operations would have to be
organized to promote efficient management of the department's programs and responsiveness to
the department's customers. Marglml cost savings would matter little if wage and hour

3
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inspeclors became less accessible, if mine salely experls were moved [urther [rom the mines, or il
the department's lifelong learning managers lost touch with dtizens trying to educate themselves.
Organizing the departmmt from the top down so that it works better from the bottom up ought
to be the principal aim of restructuring. - Arbitrary standards of neatress or assumptions about

across-the-board cuts, imposed from above, could dramatically weaken the department's ability to
performv -

K The moave toward black grants for job training programs raises a subsidiary issue that
must be incorporated into the field office strategy. Despite the rhetoric of block grant proponents.
that the federal government needs simply to devolve authority to state goverrments, it is
inconceivable thal the federal government could simply walk away {rom program oversighl. Al
the very least, there would contirwe to be dvil rights requirements (recipients will not be allowed
to discriminate in the use of the money), broad programmatic restrictions (the money, for
example, would have to be used for job training as opposed to goverrunent salaries or highway
corstruction), and accounting stamiards (recipients would have to report at least generally on
how the money was spent).

" The block grant appmarh raises two critical restructuring issues. First, the balance
between federal control and state discretion will dictate how the field offices would have to be
organized. Even a modest federal oversight role would require a ficld office structure; the more |

- extensive the federal oversight, the larger the field office role would have to be. Moreover, the
hustory of previous federal block grant programs is of quiet but steady increases in oversight and,
hence, of field office responsibility. The organization and role of the field offices would have to
be structured with this role in mind, and in antidpation of future tightering of federal oversight.

Second, devolution will take place in the midst of the requirements of the CFOA and
GPRA. It is unlikely that the creation of block grants would obviate these requirements. These
requirements, in turn, will demand both new managerial 'skills and a strategy for overseeing the
- finarcial management of the block grant programs. The strategy would have to be incorporated
into the broader strategic plan for any merger or restructuring plan. The legal requirements of
CFOA and GPRA, coupled with the irevitable tersions of devolution, will create mxponmﬁ it
fuzzy implications for restructuring the agemes

Technology

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
and better techrwlogy. That is indeed possible for the Gunderson-Goodling proposal, although
there can be only wild corjecture about how marny employc(s an investment in information
technology might replace. No computer can replace mine safety inspectors or determine if -
discrimination his:occurred — and such workers would corstitute a large share of the workforce
of the proposed department. Moreover, many plarmed policy changes would increasé the need
for modernization of computer arl accounting systems. Admirdstration of the block grants that
Congress is now corsidering would require skillful mmgcmcnt of largc quantitics of
information

A careful techrology audit could identify where strategic investments could improve the
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“new deparlment's technology. Fhﬂin’g the money 1o make the ixwesm\;anl, however, is a different
matter. The federal budgetary process is espedially poorly suited to dealing with investient

decisions. There is no capital budget to separate decisions with long-term implications from
short-term operatiors. Technological investments terd to have a pecuhar cost structure: They
require substantial up-front spending in return for long-term savings, often far in excess of the
up-{ront irvesiment. In a budgelary syslem Lhat scores spending on an annual oullay basis, Lhere
is little incentive to make big investments urless those investments yield immediate and large
returns. The system is rigged against investment in technology. But without needed itwestment,
the burden on surviving workers will be even greater.

Training

Many of the Gunderson-Goodling reforms would also require a significant investment in
employee training. The proposal envisions, in particular, new approaches to lifelong learning, job
training, workplace salely and civil rights.” It is one thing to promulgale such fresh stralegies.
But to make them stick, the department's employees will require training to understand fully the
new ideas and to incorporate them into their day-to-day work. Federal Fxpress, for example,
radically redefined its own operatiors only to discover that its maragement ranks were :
hemorrhaging: Skilled managers were leaving the company. A survey of managers who left the
comparny revealed that many of them did rot feel they were equipped to perform their new role.
The solution, FedEx concluded, was to irvest in and improve its management training program.™

The mérgcr anticipateé a new departmental culture, but no culture supporting the more

fundamental changes will emerge without training. Building support for trairing, however, is

even worse than for technology. There is virtually no political support for spending money on
bureaucrats for any reason. That is peculiarly short-sighted. Private sector experience ,
inescapably teaches that real change builds on front-line managers, and that these managers need
strong support and aggressive training if bold idcas are to be translated into action :

Tirning

The private sector also tcaches a lesson with tough political corsequences: The faster an
orgarization's leaders impose change, the harder it is to build the organization to accomplish
what they intend. Rapid change upsets the routine of employees, introduces painful
urcertainties, and makes it harder to deliver high-quality services. This is not a defense of the

~ status quo, an argument against seeking fundamental change, or a brief for worker

obstructionism. It is, quitc simply, a recognition of an unavoidable reality. Changes carmot be
imposed on an organization or its workers. Change must be managed in ways that make :
employe&e allies™of the reform. 4

shown, a more grixdual-transitiert™6 a new departmctal structurc could producc thc same
savings with far [ess da.mage to the organization. Timing is everything, for both human resource
and other issues. Personnel changes must be carefully integrated to questions of space and
technology. These changes in turn must be cormected carefully to new program goals and
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siructures. They must be bolstered by Lraining and leaders' support.

. Most important, decision makers must realize that they can neither simply impose a
change nor assume that, once a change is annournced, they can leave the details to the managers.
As corporate leaders point out, major restructuring of an organization is not a one-time only
evenl. [t is u process that never ends. Too oflen, private managers have viewed resteucturing — -
downsizing, process reengineering, reorganization, or corsolidation — as orwe-and-done
decisions. This perspective encourages both employees and managers 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 turn fails to enlist them in the campaign
lo solve the problems that launched the change o begin with:* Less success{ul organizaliors
have allowed workers to play defense; more successful organizations have encouraged them to
shape actively the transformation that organizations need.

That requires a stark recognition that a change of this magnitude is a long-term event
requiring a long-lerm conunitment. It requires a carelul stralegic plan that defines the job lo be
done, how to configure the new organization to do the job, and which parts of the job need to be
dome first. The fiscal reahty is that mo mgamrahnnal restructuring can, by itself, produce
mearingful budget savings in any time frame that is politically relevant. That scarcely prevents
dedision makers from proposing major reforms, from losing interest once the job proves harder
than expecled, or from doing whal has lo be dore lo pronwle success. Negolialing through these
Cross pressures requires a keen serse of timing: What is reasonable to accomphsh when, and
what has to be done in which order to get the job done,

Lewlership

The debate over restructuring federal labor and educational programs too often slips into
issues of process and structure. - A look at the long list of federal functiors and the large number
of federal agendies respormble for each one quickly leads to proposals to solve the "problem"
through corsolidalion It is nol always dear thal crealing similar programs lo allack related
problems is wasteful. Nor is it possible to eliminate waste solely through procedural and

structural solutions.

In the end. organizational problems are people problems. And solving these problems
requires people-based soluliors. There are many disparale parls lo this puzzle. Bul they resolve
themselves to a basic decisionr Who will be in charge of making the corsolidation proposal work?
The problem is one that requires supremely skillful leadership, a leadership based in part in
defining the new mission, in part in devising processes and structures to support it, and most
critically part in motivating cmployees to make the reforms work. ‘

None of - these steps is possible Mthout leadership. And that leadership mev:tably would ) [
fall to the secretary and top staff of the new department. ‘

Courdinution of Unconsolidaled Programs
No matter how sweeping and successful the Guxxierson—Goodhng consolidation might
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become, it can never pull together ull of the federal governmenl's programs relaled Lo labor and
education. The Department of Commerce manages related information programs. HHS
distributes grants for a vast array of social services that support both education and job trammg
The Department of Interior's Bureau of Indian Affairs has its own education program, and NASA
distributes grants for space education. Congrsss ‘own Library of Congress, of course, is one of
the nation's real educational Lreasures’ GAQ estimales thal seven different major depa:lmenls
and agencies, a host of independent agendies, and the legislative branch all have a piece of the
education, training, and support functions.® Most, but rertam]y not all, of them would be housed
in the new department.

This reflects a basic fact of administrative life that has acquired [resh importance as

society has gotten more complex. There is no way to draw bureaucratic boundaries to encompass

all approaches to any given problem. The Bureau of Indian Affairs, for example, focuses its
education programs sharply on the needs of native Americars. Indeed, the bureau's officials
view the programs less as an educational program (that is, one organized furctionally) than as a
nalive American program (Lhal is, one organized lo benefit customers). Its educational programs
could be consolidated in the proposed department only by sacrificing its spedial focus on an
espedially reedy population.

The proposed department might give more focused federal attention to education and
labor programs. The prool will be in the resulls. But it never can pull logether ull education and
labor programs. No matter how successful the corsolidation might prove to be, the new
department will skl have to solve the same problems facing the current agencies: How to
coordinate activities with other agencies performing closely related functions. We can never

_reorganize our way out of this dilemma. And as social problems become more complex and the
solutions more interrelated, this problem will only grow. A crilical element of planning for the
corsolidation, therefore, must also be tackling those problems that corsclidation can never solve.

Conclusion

The proposed merger of DOL with DOEd and EEOC raises massive issues wilhin which
the proposal does not even begin to deal. It might be attractive to corsolidate related functions
and develop a new philosophy for the federal role in labor and educational issues. There is little
assurance in the proposal, however, that the corsolidation in itself will save substantial amounts
of money, that it will improve service delivery, or that it will build the foundation for a truly
fresh delinition of the [ederal role.

The proposal, like most restmrtunng pmposa]‘; afoot in the capital, builds largely on
symbols: fewer departments, reductiors in  staffing, cuts in programs. The goal seems at the core
to be demonstrating that government, by some measure, is "smaller.” There is little in the
restrucluring program ilself thal will produce a smaller government. Any signilicant reductions
are the product of program reductiors or eliminations, which could occur independently of the
restructuring. Coupling the reductions with the restructuring not only makes it hard to .
differentiate the real issues. It also makes it far harder to areate the administrative structure-

- required to fulfill the mission the Congress defincs.

Decisions about which agendies gught to have cabinet rank and which ones ought to be
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programs? However mauy job Lraining programs we ought lo have, there seems lo be a
‘strong consersus that more than 150 is too many. That consensus really speaks to two
different issues: Making the job training system more seamless to its customers, both state -
goverrments and citizens receiving training; and reducing the overlap that can drive costs
up. A careful look at the motivation for the merger proposal can help provide a base for
rethinking both the mission and operatiors of the programs.

. Coordination 1. What is the commection among the regulatory, information collection, and
grant making pieces of the current agencies? The merger debate has revealed substantial
corxern about integration of the existing elements.

. Performance. 'Why rot close the programs down? What value do they currently add?
Supporters of the existing structure have found some elements within the three agendies
hard to defend. The reason, quite apart from the merits of individual programs, is that
the existing agencies have little evidence on the effectiveness of existing programs. GPRA,
however, provides a way of strengthening information about results and thereby
improving the debate. Regardless of what happers to the merger proposal, an aggressive
strategy to do what GPRA demands would improve the management and function of the
existing agencies.

. Structure. Why do we need so many field offices? That is the strongest concern many
_ merger proponcents voices once they move into the details of consolidation. Indeed, the
existerce of 1,200 field offices creates the appearance of enormous redundancy. DOL,
which has by far the most extersive field office system, needs to revisit the question of
how best to organize its field staff to fulfill its mission

The core issuc uriting all of these questions is the critical role of leadership. Top leaders
— political appointees and the senior career dvil servants ~ shape the sense of mission drivi
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
executive branch leaders ought to play and how they can play it to improve the effectiveness of
their agendes.
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CFOA
DOk
DOL
EEOC
GAO

GPRA -

HHS
RIF

List of Acronyms

Chief Financial Officers Act
epartment of Fducation
Department of Labor

- Equal Employment Opportuhity Commission

Gereral Accounting Office

Government Performance and Results Act
- Department of Health and Human Services

reductions in force
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Figures and Tables

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

Figure1

Factors Promoting Success

Based on a clear business imperative
Handled downsizing in a humane manner
Senior mana‘gement visibility

Cleérly articulated viéion/dbjectives
Effective employee communications

Line management commitment

Employee involvement in change
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Number of stoff | lercent | - Ao.of -
Otice Hiplrs Zeld | mheld | Hdott [0 Liie iiv

Program Administration 4604 7 2403 347 el «x X T
Civil Rights B2 VA R IRNE B TEY IR
Busic Educution 596 255 0% 22 x
Higher Educulion 834 647 447 10 x
[xorkforce Troining |~ 745 1,062 597 2851 x

orkploce Modernization 895 5.650 867 4911 «
Employee Benelils : 1,375 1,625 . 549 5 «
TOTAL 1579 13753 Sam 1830

Savrce: General Accounting Office, Federal Reorgoniaton: Cangressiungl Frapasol fo Herce Svco i e cng 200

Letler Reporl, HEHS=85- 140 (lune 7, 1995)
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| Départment :
Of Education
Spared, Again

Opponents Win Cuts
In Several Programs

By WILLIAM H. HONAN

|

| WASHINGTON, July 13 — The De-
.pamnem of Education, which has
. come under intense fire in recent
, weeks from Congressional conserva-
“tives who want to dismantle it, has
. survived for another year, though
‘ the repneve apparemly exacted a
price.

The House majority leader, Dick
-Armey of Texas, who scorns the
department as an example of “trick-
le-down incompetence,” -acknowl-
edged last week that he could not

muster the votes this session to pass

either of two bills to abolish the
department. -

Nancy Landon Kassebaum, the
Kansas Republican who is chairman
of the Senate committee that over-
sees the Education Depariment,
agreed that it had survived the latest
challenge. ““I didn't vote for a sepa-
rate Department of Education, but
now that we have it, the task is to
make it efficient,” she said.

- Since President Carter took part
of the old Department of Health,
Education and Welfare to creste the
department 15 years ago, conserva-
tives have sought to scuttle it. But
they were not able to mount a seri-

Ous threat until Republicans 100k * by $1.2 billion, or 17.9 percent. Fi-

over Congress last November. Once
that happened, they not only gener-
ated support for abolishing the Edu-
cation Department, but movements
were also begun to ciose the Energy
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 desegrega-
- tion and uphold women’s rights.

P-tS

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 killed the department sutright
and would have shifted only.a very
few programs to other agencies. The
measure attracted 109 co-sponsors,
including Mr. Armey, Tom Delay,
the majority whip, and Bob Living-
ston, chairman of the Appropriations
Committee,

The Scarborough bill also had the

. support of the conservative Chris-
- tian Coalition, an umbrella group
‘whose Contract With the American

Family denounces the Department
of Education for undue interference

- in 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-
cate for improving education, partic-
ularly for Impoverished students.
While moderate Republicans
joined with Democrats to save the

.department, the survival under the

House plan would cost about $3.9
billion. Last Tuesday, the House Ap-
propriations Subcommittee ended
more than 30 of the department's
programs and reduced budgets for
many others. Those cuts go before
the full committee and eventually

-will be considered by the House.
The House bill would eliminate|-

Gosals 2000, a $403.4 million-a-year
program designed to help states up-
grade training for teachers and de-
velop more rigorous courses.

- Title I funding for Education for |
the Disadvantaged, which provides

support for students experiencing
academic difficulties in financially
strapped schoois would be reduced

nancing for bilingual education

. would decline by 50 percent to $103

million. Vocational and Adult Educa-

: uonwmidberedwedbynpem
"to just over $1 billion.

" the department, he needed a defense

. Marshali Smitn, under Secreury
of Education, estimated that the cut
in Title I would affect 1.1 million
students, inchuding 67,800 in New
York City. And he said that cuts to
the Safe and Drug Free Schools pro-
gram would reduce service to about
44 million children.

These cuts, cited as part of reduc-
- ing the deficit, can be explained by

the political predicament of Con-
gressmen like John Edward Porter,

- a moderate Republican from Hlinois
.. who is chairman of the House Appro-

priations Subcommittee,

Mr. Porter, who was challenged in !
his last two Republican primaries by
a far more conservative candidate,
realized that if did not vote to abolish

against the inevitable charge that he
had gone soft on government spend-
ing. So he led the drive to cut the
department's budget by almost $4
billiom.

Last week, he spoke warily about
the matter. “I'll support the depart-
ment uniess somebody finds a way
to save a huge sum of money by
getting rid of it,” he said.

The next phase of the battle will

. s¢e supporters rally to reduce the.

Porter cuts, and they take comfort in
the presumption that the Senate will
be less vehement about the depart-
ment than the House.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: ALL EDUCATION STRATEGY GROUP
FROM: Jeremy Ben-Ami - |
Gaynor McCown
Mike Schmidtis (5 <G )
DATE: July 14, 1995
RE: ~ Action Plan and Division of Reéponsihilities

]

~ any questions, additions, or changes, please fax us at 456-7028.

Please find below an action pian which was agreed to at today’s meeting. If you hAVe

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

Thanks.
Task Rzgg nsible Person Duyge Date )
” Plan and orpanize meeting on state- | Ken Apfel (OMB) Meeling to be held on
by-state numbers on the effects of Monday 7/17/95

week , ,
Change the regular Thursday 5:00 Susan Frost (DOE) Meetings to be held on
meeting with education groups to o Tuesday 7/18/95 and

Tuesday in order to brainstorm olher
possible events (in addition to the

Tuesday 7/25/95; meetings

return to their regular time

state-by-state release and the AFT thereafter
speech) -
Brainstorm further ideas re: how to Ken Apfel Obey needs something
help out the legislative efforts of (iene Sperling before the bill hits the floor
‘ Rep. Obey ‘ o at the end of next week
State-by-state Releasc Michael Schmidt | Submil plan to Jetemy Ben-
Coordinate the efforts of Legislative (DPC) Ami by Monday 7/17/95
Affairs re: distibution on Capitol ‘
Hill
State-py-state Release Emily Bromberg | Submit plan to Jeremy Ben- |
Coordinate the efforts of , : Ami by Monday 7/17/95
Intergovernmental Affairs re:

distribution to state/local officials

@002
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State-by-state Release Lori McHugh Submit plan to Jeremy Ben-
Coordinate a strategy for rcgional Media Affairs Ami by Monday 7/17/95 :
media coverage of planned events Gaynor McCown | ‘

State-by-statc Release ‘ Michael Schmidt | Submit plan to Jeremy Ben-

Coordinate outreach to non-DC Susan Frost Ami by Monday 7/17/95
cducation groups and/or local DOL.
chapters of DC groups ' National Service
| July 28 AFT Speech ) Emily Bromberg 7/19/95
Speak to intergovernmental reps and . '
coordinate local events on 7/28/95 to
revolve around the AFT speech , «
i July 28 AFT Speech Susan Frost 7/19/95
! Contact cducational groups and OPL
perform group outreach Michael Schmidt -

July 28 AFT Speech | Michael Schmidt to 7/19/95

“Contact opinion leaders and press coordinate with
offices ‘ relevant press
' _ : ' offices .

Examine the calendar carefully to |-  ALL ASAP
ensure it is accurate and ~ PARTICIPANTS :
comprchensjve; report all o
~ additions/changes
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