v -

TALKING POINTS ON BLOCK GRANTS

1.

When people say "block grant" they mean very dnfferent things

— consolidation of other programs
— programs wrth greater ﬂeXIblllty and fewer requirements

People advocate biock gr'ants for very different reasons

— cut paperwork
— more flexibility

- — consolidation of programs

- eliminate programs

- — cost savings

| support what helps students - Responsible block grants

: Elerhents of a responsible\ "block grant'

— clear national priorities

— flexibility for states and localities on how to achleve them ‘
— accountability for results ,

- ensunng equity for those most at risk

Goals 2000 School to Work ESEA are "responsible block grants "

(Governor Tommy Thompson descnbed School-to-Work as a block grant. ) '

ResponS|ble block grants can cut paperwork increase ﬂexnbrllty
consolidate programs to make them more effectwe and ehmmate

‘programs that are no longer needed

- We are already domg this:
o reduced paperwork (Goals application 4 pages)

o increased fiexibility (Goals and STW are state-generated reforms;

~ waivers; charter schools);

o reduced regulations (Goals and STW none; ESEA fewer; doing thorough
review of all regulations);

0 proposed eliminating 41 programs for a savings of $700 mmlon by FY96
and consolidating an addmonal 27 mto broader authorities
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The prbblems with "irrespo’nsi.ble" block Agrtants
A.  No clear national priorities or accountability =

Without: clear purpose, there can be no accountability and, often no
improvement in teaching and learning. Money is used on unconnected
activities and key elements of school improvement can be lost. Examples:

~ In the early 1970’s, studies showed Title | funds were being spent
to carpet principais’ offices, buy band uniforms and build swimming

 pools. Title | was then focused on basic skills instruction. As a
result, disadvantaged and mmonty students began to close the
prewously ex;stmg gap in basic skills test scores. ‘

In tight budgets, professional deve!opment. is first thing to be cut
because it is not tied to jobs and fails to produce immediate tangible
results. This occurs even though the critical role of professional
development in school reform is widely recognized. The new Title
Il program is designed to respond to this reality.

A Chapter 1 director ihv KY had a room full of computers, but no one
knew how to use them or teach their students how.

However, high poverty schools often have been able to use the clear focus
“in Title | schoolwide to leverage overall reforms. By asking schools to look
at upgrading entire program, develop alternatives to what they are doing,
and adopt research based strategies, schoolwides can make it easier for
those who want to, to do the nght thing. ,

B. - No targeting of resources on those most at risk

in 1981, the emergency school aid program was consolidated into the new
‘ Chapter 2 "block grant" authority that did not contain specific targeting
provisions. The result: Chapter 2 funds were spread across all districts,
and the high poverty schools lost significant funding. In response,
Congress created yet another targeted federal education program: the
magnet schools program. . '

Historically, school districts have ténded to distribute Title | funds to as
- many schools as possible, which often results in many high poverty
. schools receiving amounts too small to make a difference. Without some
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targeting parameters, districts often cannot wrthstand the pressure to serve »
as many schools as possible. S - .

Ido not support cutting mvestment in educatson because these cuts .
will hurt students :

Re-naming grants as "block grants" should not be used as a veil to |
conceal cutbacks in ald ‘ :

The notron in Congress today IS that.you can bock grant programs and
then cut funding without having any negative affect on students. The
theory is that education programs are bureaucratic and costly to run —
and that if we blockgrant them states and district can be more effi crent and .
cuts in funding wrl! not hurt children. :

" This is a myth. There is no big admlnrstratrve cost for states and districts.
Chapter 1 is an example: .

Dollars spent on federal program implementation at the local level
‘tend to be lower than the costs of administering non- categoncal
state and locally-supported efforts.

— Districts devoted -a greater pert:entage of their Chapter 1"‘
expenditures to classroom services (73%) than other district funds
(62%). ,

TMoreover data from GAO, the US Chamber . of Commerce and the
- Department of Education show that the costs associated with
‘administering federal programs vary widely across states and districts.
This suggests that the costs depend in large part on choices that each
state and district makes in how they administer their programs. '

Quotes from local educators

March 8 article in Educatron Week raises points made by varrous Iocat.
educators:

o Without targeting and accoUntability, ‘districts may use funds intended for
poor children to buy everything from airplanes to carpeting.



.
. An elementary school pnncrpal in Tennessee says “I'm telling you.
I've been there | know." : ,

A local supenntendent in Wrsdbnéin says: "Id like to do away with "
the paperwork. . . . But if it involves milhons and mrlhons of dollars, -
- someone has to admrnrster it."

o Need to go s!owly.

A deputy state superintendent in Utah who is a former aide to Orris
hatch says: Congress is "just moving so rapidly. They ought to take
a year out and study what they are doing."

Most Department fundmg is drrected at a few critical natrona!
purposes . ,

We have about 140 elementary and secondary educatron programs about
45 percent of our total budget. _ ( . .

Most of this funding goes to States and school drstncts through just a few
major programs focused on critical needs: helping all children learn to
high standards, ensuring schools are safe and drug free, training teachers,
preparing students for the transition from school to work and serving
children wlth disabilities. .

Just eight major. formula grant programs — “Goals 2000, Tlt!e I
Eisenhower Professional Development, Safe and Drug Free Schools,
Impact Aid, Innovative Education Program Strategies, Vocational
- Education Basic Grants and Special Education state grants — account for
80 percent of Federal elementary and secondary education funding.

The same is true of Federal support for postsecondary education. We
‘administer about 70 postsecondary programs funded at more than
$15 billion in 1995. :

More than 90 percent of our postsecondary dollars are delivered through
just six student aid programs: Pell Grants, Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grants, Work-Study, Perkms Loans, Federal Family Educatron
Loans, and Direct Loans.
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What this means is that most of our dollars are already delivered in
essentially block grant form, but with some targeting on important national
purposes as defined by Congress, and with accountability that allows us

to tell taxpayers in California, for example, how their money is bemg used
in South Carolina.
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EFFECTNENESS OF HAJOR FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Question: What do we know about the effecuveness of major federal educatlon

programs? ..

Answer: Federal programs have been effective in mcreasnng ‘access to higher
education, increasing access of minorities and low-income students to quality

' eduwtlon and supportmg a national effort for challengmg standards for aII children.

The Higher Educatlon Act of 1965 made financial aid wldely tvallable for
coliege students, particularly those from middie and low-income :
famllnes, fueling a drarnatlc rise in college enroliments.

—

Enrollment in postsecondary edueatnon increased four-fold between
1958 and 1990, from 3.2 million to 13.8 million. :

Minority enrollments in hngher eduwtnon have risen dramatncally, with
black enroliments increasing by 600. percent from 1970 to 1990.

- Title land IDEA incmased the access of low-incoma, mmonty and

disabled students to quality educatnon

. —

Minority students achieved substantial gains in science, reading, and
math between the 1970's and 1992. (T he achievement gap for black 9-
year-olds was reduced by 36 percent in science, 32 percent |n reading,
and 24 percent in math, aoeordlng to NAEP).

~ Prior to the enactment of the IDEA in 1975, when one million children

with disabilities were excluded from school altogether. Tooday,

"graduation rates are up;-57 percent of youth with disabilities are

competitively employed within § years of leaving school.

Federal education Initiatives in the 1980's and 1990’3 have focused
attention on the need for oxcell’ence and hlgh standards in education.

The proportion of high school graduates taking the core cumculum
recommended in A Nation at Risk tripled between 1982 and 1990, from
13 percent to 40 percent.

- Participation in Advanced Plaoement (AP) oourses tnpled from 1982 to

1994 (to 450,000).

Overall student performance in scuence math, and reading has

~ increased. For example, math proficiency for 8-year olds mereased

from an average score of 219 in 1978 to 230 in 1982.

s



FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION
HISTORY

lmportant federal role for over 100 years in K-12 and post-secondary
land grant college system (Morrill Act, 1862)

established office of education in 1867 (research & statlst;cs)
vocational education (Smith Hughes Act, 1917)

Gl bill (1944 — sent 2.2 million veterans to college) . ‘
National Defense Education Act for math and science. (1958) :

OO0 00O

, NAT!ONAL DEFENSE

0 Armed Forces this year will recrmt almost 200 000 young americans

o To pre‘serve military preparedness their goal is for at least 90% to have a

' high school diploma and at least 60% to have above average skills

STRONG ECONOMY

o Education foundation of better economic perfonnance In this century

educational increases in the workforce accounted for almost 30% in the
growth of the nation's wealth; advances in knowledge (better education,

R&D, and new technologles) accounted for 55%.

o  High returns to education for individuals. In 1992, the average annual
- earnings for those with a bachelor's degree were almost twice those with
only a high school diploma; and two and one-half tlmes those who did not

finish high school.

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

nation.

- EQUITY AND CIVIL RIGHTS

o  Children who are dasadvantaged disabled. or have limited enghsh ,

proﬁcxency must not be left behmd
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REEPONSE TO BRODER CHARGE THAT nepuwum 18 /TOP HEAVY’

‘When I first took office, we set some priorltiee for
what needed to be acccmplished.

We decided that our zu_tw_

;gggzg;_p;gg;gmg--coals 2000, ESEA, 80h001 to-Work,
Direct Lending, overhaul of the research function, etc.
recognized that the structure of the Department needed
to be addreesed. 4

e rtn g
‘ g;;ng:n;g. We've done this through such efforts as the
' development of a Department mission and strategic plan;’

integrated program reviews, the use of consolidated .
plans, and a significant reduction in requlations and
paperwork in elementary and secondary education
programs; restructuring the Office of Education
Research and Improvement; and initiating the Direct
Lendlng program on a sound footlng

' We have a solid record of accompllehment in theee

areas.

While we knew that the basic structure of the |
Department also needed attentzon, we also recognized
hat a t vide zatiol nat

gng gggartmeg;. I bel:eved then, and I believe now,
that it was more important to focus our attention
-externally--on how our programs impact on students,
schools and institutions of higher education, parents,
teachers, and state and local education agenciel--than
" on how we are organized internally, or how many

: assistant secretaries we have. .

While our program overhaul and management improvements
continue full force, we have also been working closely .
with Vice President Gore and the Administration’s

" National Performance Review II to logk carefully at

ways in which the Department could be further
streamlined. In the near future I expect to announce
the steps we will take to further streamline the agency

- and reduce management layers.

'8ince this review is still underway within the

Executive Branch, I cannot offer detalils on our plans

| yet.


mailto:D@partment.within

&)

T . —— ekl -
&lMPORTANCE OF DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION < Y4 e n ng, . ’M‘
o - National Voice for Education | TT 9 L e

= Challenging .standards for all children ational
Goals/Charlottesville . » )
- Nation at Risk : - 1 G‘“&':’/)

— A seat in the Cabment

o  Access to hlgher catlcn creatmg the middle class 2
e =15% of all stude om federal government :
- = in last 20yearsave received a federal student loan
- college enrollmen s have nsen : ‘

[o) A clearmghcuse of good |dees catalyst for solutlons
* — research (AskEric; demonstrations; charter schools)
— technology |
- facilitating exchanges of - mformatlon between 50 states and -
16,000 school districts A o
- seed money for effective strategies (ex: Tech Prep has spread
widely; federal support has spurred states to adopt thls strategy Wlth
their own funds) : o

0o A supportwe partner to states commumtles schools and colleges
' — Goals 2000 ‘
- School to Work

o) Supporting elements essential to good schools
- safe and drug free schooils
- high standards
— teacher training
= family involvement

o  Ensuring no children are left behind |
- Disadvantagedf disabled, limited english proficient

Gl simesme———
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.0 Given competing needs and fiscal strains at state and locaJ/l'evel, assist
) , commumties by targeting resources to thg most needy. A

0 ESEA focuses to raise academic achievement of poer and disadVahtéged .
E students. Since the law was enacted in 1965, aefiievement gap between

black and white students narrowed s;?sla«lally‘ N . '
o @, close to a million children with disabilities were entirely
' excluded from school.”Now they are in school, and many are in the

regular classroom. ' . :

‘o . Student financial aid has helped millions of poor and middle-class students
go to college. - - - - R o

FOUNDATION FOR.DEMOCRACY’" AND RESPONS!BLEA CITIZENSHIP
0. About 44% of welfare recipients are school drop outs. |

0 </§2% ;f ‘all people locked up in jail and prisons are drop outs.

e Sttt "

0 Education is a powerful welfare and crime eliminati ran/ America
simply cannot afford_nof to invest.in education. | | o
ply cannof renot to invest.in ¢ : |

e

TODAY IS THE-EDUCATION ERA: ADDRESSING THE "HUMAN DEFICIT"

o New Demands: technology, interational competition

.~ o _In this decade;” ’ eing_created require some_form of pdst |

-

.-~ secondary training./ Even more require a high school dipioma

" PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR EDUCATION

o m&g& reducing funding for the ,Depyartment of Education‘wh‘ilebnly
/ 15% support this. Wall Street Journal poll, March 1995. |

{
§

| o 8T% support the balanced budget amendment. But, 6nly 22% favor
\ Qba_iaﬁcr"ﬁg the budget by cutting spending on education — a drop of 598%.
\ New York Times/CBS poll, December 1994.. B E




~ OPPORTUNITIES FOR SAVINGS

Question: What do you see as opportunmes for cosf savmgs over the next few
years? . A

. Changmg law to J_QLLQQL(‘&DLDILQQI.LQMM&ZMH&MQ& s
through 2000. This, added to-the $6.8 billion from Student Loan Reform - ( 2
' g1

Act of 1993, wmmmnummmzm

L,
e

® Ehmmatngﬁmo.g@ms as proposed in the Presldent s Budget mu_s_a_y_e ; |

. Fom ras_ ’

. S,ao-n:)s ‘et e net *\w‘k siveentsy | | \\ﬂ



- MANAGEMENT 'IMPROVEMENTS
Question: How are you,impro\ring management of the Department?

~ Answer; When | came to the Department there were signiﬁoant management
"problems. GAO identified problems in the areas of leadership, program B

- monrtonng. financial management and student aid admlmstratron

Full-scale effort to tmprove management lndudes - '
® strategic plan — which inc’:ludes detailed performance_indicators. = - -.o_ |

‘e - successfully implemented the Direct Student Loan program to
save at least $12 billion by FY 2000; simplified the loan process
‘for students, their parents and schools

° 'strengthemng the s tudent ﬂnancral aid gatekeegrng process -
as a result defaults are down (22 percent to 15 percent) and loan

 collections are up.by hatfu bdlon a e, BUEIN

e shifting the emphasis of program_monitoring from compliance,
. which focuses on reporting requirements, to performance, which
focuses on techmcal asslstanoe to improve student euwems ﬁ«w———-‘—

K. treamlrmng the Dep_artments grants process. The Department
" has improved the timeliness of grantee notification, distributed

funds electronically, srmphﬂed review procedures and ellrrunated
unnecessary requrrements :

X lmproved customer service b{ re’ducina reaulationg and
paperwork in new programs such as Goals 2000, which is-
~ operated without any regulations and minimal paperwork and
Tltle I, where regulations will be dramatrmtly reduoed

) | Reducing the size of the Qegartment Even as we hire additional -

staff to implement Direct Loans, we are able to reduce overall

staffing. in areas other than Direct Loans, we will reduce staff by
221 in 1996 and by another 386 by 1999 — for a8 percent total

reductlon ‘between 1993 and 1999. : e ‘

. NP&\:L'
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STATE BURDEN TO ADMINISTER FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Question: States and districts comp!am about how much personnel they need
“to apply for and admtnlster Federal programs What are you doing about
this? ,

& ;swer:

P .
e :RR{educmg the tlme required to oomplete apphcatnons and plans in a
(o) ays 2 - .

e New leglslatnon greatly reduoes requirements and increases ﬂexrbmty
- Also reducing regulatrons :

,,,,

[t

‘o Fewer apphcatnons Reductlon is bemg achieved through a number of
strategies: ,

-- longer-term plans, so that States and dlstncts submlt plans less |
frequently

—~  single plan to cover many: programs Under new ESEA, States
and districts have option to submit only one plan that covers
various ESEA programs and, if they want, Goals 2000: Educate
- America Act, the School to Work Opportunities Act, the Perkins
Vocational Education basic state grant program, and other
programs that the Secretary may designate.

- multr-year grants to reduce the nurnber of tlmes States and
districts must apply.



CHANGES IN REGULATIONS PROCESS

Question: Could you describe changes in how the Department deals wrth
regulations since you became Secretary‘7 .

Developed a set ot@ for when and how to regulate We

are applying these ¢o sense criteria to all our programs. The
result wnll be far fewer, shorter, less presenptwe regulatnons

—~

| Whether to regulate

When essential to promote qualrty and equallty of opportuntty in
education. |

'~ 'When a demonstrated problem exists and cannot be resolved

wsthout regulatton

_ When entities or situations to be regulated are so drﬁerent that a

umform solution does more harm than good

When necessary to provide legally bmdmg tnterpretatlon to
resolve ambiguity.

How to regulate:

Regulate no more than necessary.

Minimize burden. and promote multtple approaches to meetmg
statutory requurements :

Encourage federally-funded activities to be tntegrated with State
end local reform activities.

Ensure that benefits justify costs of regulatlon

Establtsh performance objectwes rather than specrfy the manner
of compliance. _ A

Encourage ﬂexxblltty so that institutional forces and mcentlves
aehteve the desired result '

¥



APPLICATION OF NEW REGULATORY PRINCIPLES
Quegﬁgn: How are you Aappiying theée new reéulatofy principles?
swef;' | ~‘
@ No regulations fd; Goals 2000 or School to Work

‘@  NO regulations to implement Eisenhower Préfesslonai Development,
Safe and Drug-Free Schools program, and waiver provisions of the -
Improving America’s Schools Act.

e Minimal regulations for Title | — most of which are being develbped
~ through a statutorily-mandated negotiated rule-making process which
- included parents, teachers, principals and state leaders.

: 4
e  Eliminating obsolete and unnecessary regulattons - o tho @Jam

revytad :
° Making regulatory process more customer friendly

— intemet
— voluntary negotiated rulemakmg ("reg neg") '
- —regional meetings on regulations (1994-e!ementary and secondary,

bilingual, specnal ed and student aid)

‘ . Bfw*“""'r\ g,, MD((Nf\QM

N



NEW WAIVER AUTHORITY

Question: Can you explam more about the new waiver authonty you keep
mentlomng’?

Answer:

Goals 2000: Educate America Act permits us to waive tnany statutory

~ and regulatory requirements applicable to key department programs.

Waivers may be granted when the Secretary determines that a
requirement impedes the applicant’s ability to carry out a Goals 2000
State or local improvement plan. The Secretary can grant wawers to
States schoot districts and schools. .

'IASA prowdes for broad waivers to States, school districts and schools |

of IASA statutory and regulatory requnrements with narrow exceptions
similar to those in Goals 2000. There is an especially broad waiver
authority for public charter-schools — extending to any ED statutory or
regulatory requnrement t

Schoot-to—Work Opportunmes Act prowdes for waivers of statutory and
regulatory requirements of JTPA and Perklns as well as of relevant

IASA programs.

Created a Waiver Actzon Board that will provude one-stop shoppmg for o
education wauvers . ‘ ‘

./0’



~ ED-FLEX

Que;_tion:» What is Ed-Flex?

: &!SWGT’

Under Goals 2000, States wnth approved ptans may apply to be Ed- Ftex., :
States.. ‘

The Secretéry may authorize up to six selected States 1o have the fU!

. power to waive the ESEA and Perkins requxrements without having to -
; seek the Secretary's approval. -

A notlce inviting appllcatuons under thts program has been pubhshed
and provuded to every Govemor and Chlef State School Officer.



In your testirgony, you suggested that there are a number [V myths and mxscenceptlons about
Goals 2000. What do you have in mind? ~

Goals 2000 Qtargeted by a small but vocal and organized group who are' -
spreadin mlsmformatxo about what is actualiy in the Act./ These critics claim that

- requires outcome-based education
— requires sex education in the schools
—requires the use of polww_grds
—-discourages individualism
- requires government mtervennon into famlly and how families raise their chxldren

p— U L

% NOTHING COULD BE FURTHER FROM THE TRUTH -- DECISIONS'
REGARDING HEAIJ}IE/EBBC}LHQ%S\\CURRICULUM AND TEACHING
METHODS ARE ALILOCAL DECISIO ;

fotntntabtns — — : ;

QThe Ag/t,prohlblts the federal govemment from making these decxsxons

V«:____A_" I urge these Critics” 1o sto isleading the ubhc yvi’ h untruths A

Goals 2000 provxdes flexible funuo d_communities to desxgn their OWN

aﬁﬁbach to improving their schools Qg states across the country are using the funds to
support teacher training, computers in the sChools, and communmes in their efforts to

develop their strateglc ﬁlans for school 1mgrovem/‘ nts.

P T

P .~

cro-terall te and local offjcials who are actually participating
Q.if an of,t ese accusations are truesz They will confirm they

. in _the Gals 2000 progra

T are not,



http:2009Jrr.g.g.ra

Myth:

Reality:

Myth:

Reality:

GOALS 2000 will lead to 4 federal gw of local education.

- Section 318 of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act makes it absolutely clear that

there are no mandates, and there will be no federal takeover:

"Nothmg in thlS Act shall be construed to authorize an ofﬁcer or employee of the
Federal Government to mandate, direct, or control a State, local educational agency, or
school’s curriculum, program of instruction, or allocation of State or local resources or
mandate a State or any subdivision thereof to spend any funds or incur any costs not
paid for under this Act." Section 319 of the Act again clarifies that Congress
“reaffirms that the responsxbxhty for control of education is reserved to the States and
local school systems.”

Partmpauon in GOALS 2000 is completely voluntary

The goal of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act is to encourage local community-
based actions that meet pressing educatxonal needs, help more students achieve to
higher standards, increase parental participation, and improve teachmg GOALS 2000 .
prov1des federal support for local and state reforms.

The leglslatlon doe wte any parucular/gducanon phi
a local decision. '

*aggroa h that hat is

GOALS 2000 focuses on upgradm academic achxevement and prepanng students’ for A
the world of work.

Each state, school district, and sch e ermm\s what con it wants students to -

1eamf and whether that content should focus strictly. on coré academic. and basic skills
or should also include other areas. J/Th Che federal govermment will not be involvedn

those kmds of—lee@
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Myth: 0 creates the National Education Standards and Improvement Council
- - (_(NESIC), which will act as a "national school board" and. control what i is taught in the
classroom. ‘ ‘

Reali‘ty: ‘NESIC was initiall ommended in 1992 by a b1part15an group, authorized by .
o Congress and @ﬁgg’ﬁf Séc?etary Lamar Alexander, and cochaired by Governor -

Carroll Campbell (R-SC) and Governor Roy Romer (D-CO). The council included,

among others, Representanve Goodlmg, Senator Hatch, Lynne Cheney, ard Chester -

Finn.

The purpose of the counc11 was to provide an mdependent review of the quality of
model national and state academic standards being developed by professional
organizations in each discipline. These standards would be submitted voluntarily.

There was no requirerhent that a state receive certification as a condition of
participating in any federal education program, such as Chapter 1, Drug-Free Schools,
vocational education, or GOALS 2000.

NESIC also would not review a state’s school 1mprovement plan developed under
GOALS 2000.

NESIC was to be comprised of 19 members, including educators, employers, and state
and local officials, appointed by the president from nominations made by the National
Education Goals Panel (comprised of governors, state legislators, Congress, and the
adm1mstratxon), the House and Senate leadersmp, and the secretary of education. .

Despite the carefully delineated authority prov1ded to NESIC under the GOALS 2000
Act, many people are concerned about any nanonal certlﬂcatlon of standards.

Upon recommendation by the National Educanon Goals Panel on January 28, 1995 I
asked the president not to appoint NESIC. s ‘

_ The House has already passed a bill that w111 ehmmate the Council. I supported this
action. . . '
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Myth: GOALS 2000 requires the use of thecational history standards recently released.
Reality: " Under GOALS 2000, states and school districts determine their own dcadémic -

standards that ourline what they want their children to learn. -

If they choose, states and communities can use voluntary national standards developed
by professional organizations as models to design their own challenging standards.
Several statés are adopting parts of the model national standards while others are
developmg their own standards.

Natlonal standards are voluntary No funds are tied to the use of these standards or of
any subset of these standards. No law or regulation requires their use in any way.

Although the release of the history standards has evoked a great deal of controversy, .
“efforts to develop voluntary national standards in other content areas, coordinated by
such groups as the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, the Center for Civic.
‘Educat:on and the National Geographxc Society, have been well received.

- Drafts of these standards have been revrewed by hundreds of teachers and other .
concerned citizens. The standards represent what teachers and scholars believe students
should know in subject areas such as math, geography, civics, and the arts by certain
points in their education. The much acclaimed math standards, released in 1989, are -
being used in classrooms across the nation.

T e
P .

Myth:’ : GOALS 2000 will encourage the proliferation/efﬂool-based health clinics, and move
' schools away from the fundamental duty of M&W'dn of '
reproductxve servwes : '

Reality: - The focus of the GOALS 2000:. Educate America Act is improving student
: achievement, greater parental participation, discipline and safety in our schools, better . -
teaching, higher hxgh school graduation rates and greater rates of adult literacy.

'G.OALS 2000 does not change,the fact that decisions regarcimg school-based health
clinics and the distribution of contraceptives remain a state and local responsibility.

In addition section 1018 of the Act requires that states and local communities that
choose to use federal funds for health programs develop procedures to encourage ;
family parucxpatlon in such programs. :



Myth:

Reality:

Myth:

Reality:

Myth:

Reality:

‘f"/'
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OALS 2000 is anothe burdensome federal program with a multitude of rules and

regulations. PR _ /) o |

GOALS 2000 is a "responsible block grarit "

It sets broad objectxves and goals, but allows the states to determme the means to reach
them. ,

The Department of Education has not, and will not, issue any regulamons for GOALS
2000.

The Department of Education has designed a streamlined application proceduré for
states that cuts paperwork considerably. The initial application for states to request

-GOALS 2000 money is only 4 pages long, asks only for mformanon reqmred by law to

award funds, and ehmmates numerous forms,

e
e

GOALS 2000 does not promote mnovatlve approaches to school reform.

——,
e e

GOALS 2000 encourages the creation of new innovative partnerships, and provides
historic flexibility and waiver authority. For example, Massachusetts is using its

- GOALS 2000 funds to support the creation of 14 charter schools.
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on standards for student acthememw -

GOALS 2000 reflects an unwavering commxtment to results. - Developing and
implementing challenging standards for what students should know and be able to do in

" key subject areas, and effectively measuring student performance against these

standards, are cornerstones of the bill. States and school districts--not the federal -
government--will define and monitor these standards. The federal government wxll not

be mvolved In monitoring 1nd1v1dual schools or teachers.

The Act also prowdes for establishing opportumty-to-learn standards or strategies,
which are very carefully defined to reflect the essential areas related directly to
teaching and learning: quality and availability of curriculum, mstructlonal materials,
and technologies; the capacity of teachers to provide quality instruction in each content
area; and the access of teachers and administrators to professmnal development. The
opportunity-to-learn standards or strategies are mtended to serve as a gulde and their

- implementation is volantary



Myth :

Reality:

—

The GOALS 2000 Act is the result of the hberz&__gcilon estabhshmcrﬁ's wrs}tht. _

GOALS 2000 passed the Congress with strong_mpamsanjupport and has been
endorsed by natronaT business organizations, including the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce the National Alliance of Business, the Business Roundtable and the
Nanona] ‘Association of Manufacturers. '

. The GOALS 2000 Act supportggfl_s,d,lmmi(:m reform ageﬂda that was spearheaded by

governors of both parties /It is a balanced bill, one that p@gc_ig;_mmm%hrp

, and some st to support grassroots, bottom -up reform.

N

May 10, 1995 k:\shared\g2k\myths



2000 A Pregress Repar

For the first ﬁmc in?history. under GOALS
2000, the secretary of education has the au-
thority to waive statutory and regulatory re-

quirements of many other federal education -

programs, such as Title |, the Safe and Drug
Free Schools Act. or the Carl Perkins Voca-
tional Education Program. Waivers are

granted if the requirements of other programs

imerfere with the ability of a state, school dis-
trict. or individual school to carry out its own
approach to educating students to challenging
standards. In order to be eligible. a state de-
velops a statewide education reform.plan.

Once the plan is completed. every school dis- .

trict and school in the state—regardless of
whether it receives funds under GOALS
2000—is efigible to request federal waivers,
as long as the state has approved its local edu-
cation improvement plan.

GOALS 2000 also includes the Ed-Flex
- Demonstration program. which extends this
waiver authority even further: Under this pro-

gram, the secretary delegates the new waiver
authoriry to six states. in this way, the federal
government can-leam how 1o better support
effective local reforms and responsible state
leadership. “In Febriary 1995, Oregon was
selected as the first Ed-Flex state. lis local
school districts or schools that encounter fed-

eral obstacies to their improvement efforts can

request waivers from state education officials
in Salem, Oregon rather than from federal of-
ficials in Washington. D.C.

New Ways of Doing Business

implementing GOALS 2000 has also

‘bmughl about some significant changes in how
the U.S. Department of Education is doing '

business. For cxampic‘

* No new negulanons are being
issued

To preserve flexibility for states and lo-
calities included in the GOALS 2000 Act. the
Education Department is not issuing regula-
tions to specify how states must xmpiemcm
the law.

* The application process is
streamlined

. Inthe past, applying for federal education
funds required completing lengthy paperwork.
answering numerous questions, and filling out
scores of assurances. . This process was rein- .
vented for GOALS 2000. States need answer
only four questions to receive first-year funds.
On average. state funding awards have been
granted in less than a month following sub-

- mission of the application. Forty-six states.

the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico have
applied for and received funds under this
streamlined process. Ohio has applied and will
receive funds shortly. B .

- For those who ask “What can [ do to improve our schools?” there is GOALS 2000, which offers new tools and opportu-
nities o states and communities to improve teaching and learning, and achieve high standards in education. Srates and
communities have responded to this offer, as demonstrated in the chart below and the examples on the following pages..

INVER VI NHENE Y

(GOALS 2000 State Subgrant Awards
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p\&rwce teacher education, and

ible 10 apply for the mbgmnu. For this resson. the
may be fower thnn ‘f every district had been chglbic .

L/ In Massachusens, the state believes that some districts that may have nppized for fundmg desided to wait until the next round
of apphcaxzons when 3 larger pool of money s anuc:pazed :

£/ ln Omgon the number of districts Lhm applied and that are eligibie renm the new alignment of districts that is 10 occur on

i NWOTE: Disuiets could have submined up 1o three different types of app!:cmons Also. 3 district could be involved with 2
i . consorien of other diswicis wn submiting an application.




: HOW CAN CON S HELP THE DEPARTMENT o
[PROVE TEA NING"

e ———

I welcome your recommendafion: owmrk/ but together the - -
bipartisan COngress and this Administrtion have done a great deal over the last two years
to help support improved learning in America -- -
&__,-——\__,,.__,.---—-‘—“—"'WL.—
Goals 2000 Act, School-to-Work Acg, Reauth f_the Elemenmﬂ\
Secondary Education Act -- all promot(mammum ﬂex1b_vnhty an(mproved .
/"‘-——_-_-—\‘\ .
/N Allow us the opportun\f’fy to xmglement these new laws and bu1ld new partnerships wnth

states and communities (G-
rm——— AR Np—y. —

prom——

.. At the same time, I will continue toCalso focus o unprovmg Degartment management
_,-—-h
efﬁmendy and Qexlblhty - ,
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' OVERALL POINTS TO MAKE |

- This movement for educational improvement and re_for@e state’
and y/caLleve "The Governors at the Education-Sum ent
" Bush in 1989 4sked for federal assistance a | |
-and local improvement efforts--we have delivered on t at reques through
Goals 2000. And now vn‘tuall every state is partlcxpatmg
e e G *? » ¥ 4
" CGoals 2000 is not an intrusive program--xt promots grassroots commumty
involvement in“éducation. As a former Governor, I know how important - -

~ this is! | 3 %ﬁvu %w”w‘f a—{mJ %5 lte dop ﬂw

WHY ARE NEW HAMPSHIRE AND V]RGINIA NOT PARTICIPATING
IN GOALS 20007 |

- It is i'mpoftant to remefnber that only(two states of- SO\are not now
| participating in the Goals 2000 program. o o _'_ ,

Wlen asserts that the absencegf federal regm for this -
/’ ~ program make it impossible to determine how the program will be

~/  implemented. / I must confess, in my eight years as Governor of South
,/ Carolina and nearly two and a half years as Secretary of Education, this is
\ the_first time I can_remember a _govemor complammg about a lack of

federal regulation. - L
A o \,ng_ \.,._.,Q \.A.’)o"\cuox- \..n-'(\\ i\im \*Wmﬂ»&. G-d 1“M

‘\C"‘ﬁ . oyl 63 - -~ orter—of—6v lS %‘k
oo | Z008-as-are _.I;Qms eacher anc busmess groups in the stat but-thestate |
’ board-amdthe GOvernor : stHens-abor Progrs . We-have

| T \ Ons Soppeiing
- WHAT ABQUT MONTANA?Y,  Trecerscié »%» M 5 b (i
\..___________‘___/

\

The Governor and the Chief State School Officer support Goals 2000 / In
this state, the state le islature voted to keep the state f participating in
.yearz We. , : oge. '\’\r\\% sy VA C\\‘--Zg. uu.,w. m

\., \&ML roexd Sred Sreas
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* WHY IS THERE OPPOSITION TO GOALS 2000?

There is a small byt vocal group spreadmg mlsmformatlon about Goals
2000-n9£_@§ﬁ;:71\€L’fﬁMe you to ask any state and local official
who is ally participating and implementing the program if the
accusatlons are true./ They wi l confirm they are not! ‘

I also believe that some are using Goals 2000 for polmcal purposes--to bash
public educatlon or President Clmton .

Our children’s future is too lmportant for this kind of political mudshngmg
We need to come together as a'nation to help all our children recneve a

quallty education. -



BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES |

Question: Why not just give States and corhmunitnes the resources to do the :
job and get out of their way? Why not just use block grants? .

Answer: | support responsuble blockgrants,” by whnch l mean programs with
the following elements: ‘
— clear national priorities
— flexibility for states and low!mes over how they achleve those
.goals ,
= ensuring equity for students most at-risk
- acoountablhty for results

e Our new legislation — Goals 2000 the School fo. Work Opportunities Act
— can be considered block grants of this sort. ,

° Since the Federal Government provides only 6 percent of education
~ spending, it must be used strategically. Simply giving Federal money to.
‘schools without clear goals or focus or aocountablhty is a poor use of
the taxpayer's money.

e  Typical blockgrants have no focus or acoountability. The pressure is to
give a little something to everyone and there is littie assurance that they
will address the fundamental problems of our schools. Our recent '
evaluation of the Chapter 2 blockgrant shows that the impact of Federal
dollars in that program is barely discernable and it is not possnbie to -
evaluate the effectiveness of the expendltures

° Blockgrants wm not produce cost savings, unless combined with
' sagnrﬁcant cuts, because the cost of admlmstenng the Federal programs -
is not high.
'— ED's administrative expenses are only about 2 percent of our
budget
~ for higher education, only 1 peroent of funds are used by
~ colleges and universities for administration
-~ for K-12, States use only an average of 6 percent for administration
~and districts use only 4 percent for administration. On average, a
higher percent of Federal Title | dollars goes to the classroom than
does State educatlon doliars. :



1.

) TALKING POINTS ON BLOCK GRANTS

When people say "block grant" they mean very dlfferent thmgs

— consolidation of other programs | A
— programs with greater flexibility and fewer requirements

~ People advocate block grants for véry different reasons

— cut paperwork

- more flexibility

- consolidation of programs
- eliminate programs .

— cost savings

| support what helps students - Responsible block grants

Elements ofa responsmle "block grant:
~ clear national priorities

- —~ fiexibility for states and localities on how' to achfeve them

- accountability for results ,
— ensuring equity for those most at risk

Goals 2000, School to Work, ESEA are "responsible block grants."

. {Governor Tommy Thompson described School-to-Work as a biock grant.)

Responsible block grants can cut paperwork, - increase flexibility,

~consolidate programs to make them more effective and eliminate
programs that are no longer needed. :

We are already doing this:

o reduced paperwork (Goals application 4 pages),

o increased flexibility (Goals and STW are state-generated reforms;
waivers; charter schools);

o reduced regulations (Goals and STW none; ESEA fewer domg thorough
review of all regulations);

o proposed eliminating 41 programs for a savings of $700 rmmon by FY96
and consolidating an additional 27 into broader authorities




2 .
The problems \mth "|rrespon5|ble“ block grants

A. No clear natlonal priorities or accountablllty

Without clear purpose, there can be no accountability and, oft'en,_no '
improvement in teaching and learning. Money is used on unconnected -
activities and key elements of school improvement can be lost. Examples: -

In the early 1970's, studies showed Title | funds were being spent
to carpet principals’ offices, buy band uniforms and build swimming
pools. Title | was then focused on basic skills instruction. As a
result, disadvantaged and minority students began to close the -
previously existing gap in basic skills test scores. ~

-~ In tight budgets, professional development is first thing to be cut
- because it is not tied to jobs and fails to produce immediate tangibie
~results. This occurs even though the critical role of professional
development in school reform is widely recognized. The new Title

Il program is designed to respond to this reality. ‘

. A Chapter 1 director in KY had a room full of cornputers but no one
~ knew how to use them or teach their students how. '

However, high poverty schools often have been able to use the clear focus

“in Title | schoolwide to leverage overall reforms. By asking schools to look
at upgrading entire program, develop alternatives to what they are doing,
and adopt research based strategies, schoolwndes can make it easier for
those who want to to do the nght thing. \

B. No targeting of resources on those most at risk

- In 1981, the emergency school aid program was consolidated into the new
Chapter 2 "block grant" authority that did not contain specific targeting
provisions. The result: Chapter 2 funds were spread across all districts,
and the high poverty schools lost significant funding. In response,

. Congress created yet another targeted federal educatlon program: the
magnet schools program .

Historically, school districts have tended to distribute Title | funds to as
. many schools as possible, which often results in many high poverty
- schools receiving amounts too small to make a difference. Without some



targetmg parameters dlstncts often cannot wlthstand the pressure to serve
as many schools as possible. . ,

ldo not support cuttmg mvestment in education because these cuts
will hurt students ‘ :

_Re-nammg grants as "block grants should not be used as a veil to
conceal cutbacks in ald ' o

The notion in Congress today is that you can block grant programs and
then cut funding without having any negative affect on students. The
theory is that education programs are bureaucratic and costly to run -
and that if we blockgrant them states and dlstnct can be more efficient and
cuts in fundmg will not hurt children.

This is a myth There is no big- admlnlstratlve cost for states and districts.
Chapter 1 is an example: . .

Dollars spent'on federal program implementation at the local level
tend to be lower than the costs of administering non-categorical
state and locally-supported efforts

- Dlstrlcts devoted ‘a greater percentage of their Chapter 1‘
expenditures to classroom services (73%) than other district funds
(62%)

Moreover, data from GAO, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the
Department of Education show that the costs associated with
~ administering federal programs vary widely across states and districts.
This suggests that the costs depend in large part on choices that eac o
state and district makes in_how they administer their grograms r

Qootes from local educators

March 8 article in Education Week raises points made by various local
: edUcators ' :

o Without targetmg and accountabtlrty districts may use funds intended for,
poor chrldren to buy everythrng from airplanes to carpetlng
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An e|ementary school pnncrpa! in Tennessee says "I'm tellrng you.
Ive been there. | know " .

A local supenntendent in W’asconsm says: "I'd like to do. away with
the paperwork. . . . But.if it involves millions and mlllrons of douars
someone has to adm;nlster lt "

-0 Need to go slowly.

A deputy state sup'erintendent in Utah who is a former aide to Orris

hatch says: Congress is "just moving so rapidly. They ought to take
a year out and study what they are doing." A

Most Department fundmg is dlrected at a few crmca! national

 purposes

We have about 140 elementary and secondary education programs about -
45 percent of our total budget. .

Most of this fundmg goes to States and. school districts through just a few
‘major programs focused on critical needs: helping all children learn to.
high standards, ensuring schools are safe and drug free, training teachers,

- preparing students for the transition from school to work, and serving
children wrth disabilities. ' :

~ Just elght major forrnula grant programs — ‘Goals 2000, Title |,
Eisenhower Professional Development, Safe and Drug Free Schools,
iImpact Aid, Innovative Education Program Strategies, Vocational
Education Basic Grants and Special Education state grants — account for
80 percent of Federal elementary and secondary education funding.

The same is true of Federal support for postsecondary educaiion We
administer about 70 postseoondary programs funded at more than
$15 billion in 1995 o . ‘

More than 90 percent of our postsecondary donars are delivered through
just six student aid programs: Pell Grants, Supplemental Educational
Oppertunity Grants, Work-Study, Perkins Loans Federal Family Educatlon
Loans, and Drrect Loans



. T
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‘What this means is that most of our dollars are already' delivered in

essentially block grant form, but with some targeting on important national
purposes as defined by Congress, and with accountability that allows us
to tell taxpayers in California, for example, how their money is being used
in South Carolina. ‘
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- SOOMMNSIGUNDERSON PROPOSAL |

. Question; What is ybur position on the WGUnderson | proposal?

Answer | did pot come to Washrngton to defend bureaucracy | came to
create a lean and effectwe Department :

° We are moving on our own to reduoe bureaucracy, streamline,
- consolidate, and save taxpayers’ e are mterested in any
proposal to help improve aching and leammg ,

Y “ 'The Geadhé‘Gunderson proposal would create a "mega-bureaucracy”
' by combining the Departments of Education, Labor and EEOC. (it

- shifts and consolidates some fun ,ggons but does not set forth any steps
to improve educatlon) it dqwn rades the im rtan of educatrgn and
ellmmates the ”bully pulpit". B

e Such a "mega-bureaucracy” would decrease accountabrlrty and
efficiency, make education information and programs less accessible to
customers, ‘and excesswe!y concentrate decision making. . :
— - For example, it would establish an AssistantSecretary for

Workforce Preparatron and Policy who would have responsibility
for over $38 billion in program funds, more than the entlre
Department of Educatron budget -

° Such massive bureaucracy burldlng ‘would distract attention from our
important task of improving education. We would spend years
rearranging organizational boxes rather than contlnumg our efforts at
strearnlrmng the Department ,

wWovid {e%‘ho much m reﬁulcdmg Rmot»on S

 @ducaton gt Yole ¥ wo ke prepal m -
\/tb(a“‘f WGU—I\\\ ‘

, less aché: AR b,«i{or our M*"""“’f‘s

L4

. Lan 5@ o.n%s w4 con;afadéf\oﬂ
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Mr. Gunderson estimates that his proposal would save $4 billion a year.
However, most of this sawWM be from eliminations and consolidations of
pcograms — savings that can be - and are bemg - achieved by Education and

Labor.

e  Claimed savings of $4 billion:

P : A . . t
00 million m the consolidated total of $1.9 billion for Eise r -
Professonal Developmeént, Charter Schools impact Aid, Safe and Drug
Free Schools and Imovatwe Educat:on Programs ,

< -$100 mllhon by reducmg Blllngual Education

other aéen&es

——
1o e

@;200 mlll IOH by reducing Workplace Safety and Employee Benef t
programs

—$2 3 billion cut from a total of $12 billion for Workforce Preparanon.and

Efelongleamnng progrmas which could be comblned mto”Z block gran_ts |

-$1OQ mllhon from reducmg dup :cate staff ofﬂces andféuttmg cwnl nghts

._..- A e s

unit |
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' ALEXANDERIBENNETTICOATES 'PRO,POSAL

Question: - What is your posiﬁon to the NexanderfBennetUCoates proposal to
abohsh the Department? ‘

Answer: | understand that they have proposed maw
within a Ia[gey; department and distributing many fufictions_of the Department
to“fﬁer agencies. i//For example, student financial aid for college would go to
the Treasury Department, thO"Wbor educational research
to NSF, and so on. '

e Needa nanona! volce for edumtxon Without a Cabinet level
department education would be deemphasized at time in our hlstory
when it is more tmportant than ever before

o Proposal would create Yfor schools,
communities, and States./Now, States, communities and others
concerned with education can look to one agency. Under the proposal
they would have to go all over the govemment m

o Less acconrtudil ne coherant p . Rregmedfaha
Creatmg an office in a larger agenhcy i not necessanly more efﬁcnen or more o

‘responsive to local coﬁ‘”‘ms”"When Education was in HEW

° The Office of Education had 71993@2!9_)&38. The Depa'rtment

currently has ehe-thﬁd-fewer employees; »
Sood . .-

'] The Secretary of HEW could not Wh attent:on to educatron .

JORT—

e The lack of attention and large HEW bureaucracy resulted in a lack of
- coherence and responsuveness that lmpeded State and local educators..

During Congressxonal Hearings ,inJQZQ,\on whether a Department of
Education should be created, Terrel Bell testi it for these reasons
creating a Department 'of Education would reduce Federal control of
education. and Federal red tape. |

p ro.\‘%.ws c:onsexvcdwe- OV\-kccb’te - m “JW AQI.
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" FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION
HISTORY

Important federa! role for over 100 years in K-12 and post-secondary
o] land grant college- system (Morrill Act, 1862)

o . established office of education in 1867 (research & statistics) -

o vocational education (Smith Hughes Act, 1917) ‘

o Gl bill (1944 — sent 2.2 million veterans to college)

o National Defense Education Act for math and science (1958)

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

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

STRONG ECONOMY

|
]
.. 5
o Education foundation of better economic performance lnthus century ' g
educational increases in the workforce accounted for aimost 30% in the |
growth of the nation’s wealth; advances in knowledge (better educatlon
R&D and new techno!ogles) accounted for 55%.

o High returns to education for individuals. In 1992, the average annual
‘earnings for those with a bachelor's degree were aimost twice those with
~only a high school dlploma and two and one—half times those who dld not

finish high school. <

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

EQUITY AND CIVIL RIGHTS

o} Children who are d;sadvantaged dlsabled or have hmlted ~english
proﬁcaency must not be left behind. :
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RBBPONSB TO BRODER CHARGE THAT DBPARTHEﬁT I8 /TOP HEAVY’ .

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

We decided that our first p;ig;;gx ggg ;g h

over federa eduq

federal pggg;gms--soals 2000, ESEA, SGhool-to-Work,
Direct Lending, overhaul of the research function, etec.
recognized that the structure of the Department needed
to be addressed. .

: gﬁ;gg;n;g. e rve done this through such efforts as the
' development of a Department mission and strategic plan;

integrated program reviews, the use of consolidated

‘plans, and a significant reduction in regulations and

paperwork in elementary and secondary education
programs; restructuring the Office of Education
Research and Improvement; and initiating the Direct
Lending program on a sound footing.

We have a solid record of accomplishment in these
areas. : . : :

While we knew that the basic structure of the
Department also needed attention, gg_g;gg_;ggggniggg
hat a wide zatior 1 nat

;ng ggpartmen;, I believed then, and I believe now,

~ that it was more important to focus our attention
‘externally--on how our programs impact on students,
schoolg and institutions of higher education, parents,

teachers, and state and local educ¢ation agencies--than
on how we are organized internally, or how many
assistant secretaries we have.

"~ While our program overhaul and management improvements

continue full force, we have also been working closely . .
with Vice President Gore and the Administration’s’
National Performance Review II to look carefully at
ways in which the Department could be further
streamlined. In the near future I expect to announce
the steps we will take to further streamline the agency
and reduce management 1ayers

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



: 'ﬁ; .:‘“i-«p De ar ducation and Labor and. EE(_)C have
v 4 undamentally different missigns, with little overlap: |

Labor and the EEOC are prlmarlly regulatory agencles
(workplace safety, mine safety, workplace equity). ED
. has worked hard to move away from regulations -- to be a
support agency and a partner with states and dlstrlcts.

For DOL: Tr{igggé;;égggbts for only 9% of staff (2,000

of 17;000) and_zza_o budget ($7 of $34 billion) while

ED’s tire m1s510n is helping educate children and
w

adllts. ,

e T

"Good coordination alreadyvex1sts betweenTED and Labor on
issues where the work of the two Departments is related-w
e.g., Scheool-to-Work.

—,

/ \\
o Theproposed savin from the merger would have to come from
( Z __ (program cuts,: not administrative savings
et \M__h,%:.‘_’_..__? a g
ASR—— %\ : ‘ .

_ $20 bil in proposed savxngs over 5 years, only
e $1.6 billion would come from administrative costs; the
e U rest woula come from unspec;fled program cuts.

if cost savings are what Congress is after, the mefger is
not the most effective approach. We are already

consolldatlng and eliminating ineffective programs.

o Merg er would r‘rpafn o m \ i
. | Largeqbu:_(zp éﬁ»uizu‘“*‘ . and aécessible to

parents, V 57?%) 1ess leaders, and
L—— policyma C;F}- HE 7

N \“,‘. N . e X X 5 . . . A
"/}* - Recrgani; W M support education -

-~ [
T imprcyemg T \ (2{9&@&""“‘ e’ i ‘ years rearranging
serving children’s
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OPPOSITION TO BACK TO BASICS REFORM ACT
(FRESHMAN PROPOSAL) '

Proposal significantly reduces/» then proposes to eliminate,
federal role in education I

T N ‘ o
Proposes ( two _major bl grants <§9 billion .
elementary/secondary, §2 billion higher ed) .

Proposeg’to end all f deral programs by 2000 __

Proposed lock granis have no clear _purposes’ and no_‘
accountablhty "It is a block and cu cut_strategy.”

. T

Proposal dlsperses accountabi lty, by spread Jlgfgdeng__pmgrams
around to 5 dlfferent agencies, and by burxmg most programs

- deep V(lthlll HHS

Proposal ‘will foxjce state education officials,. parents, students
 and community leaders to have to deal with S different agencies
‘on education iss,ues;(f' How will that help children?

S e o

Proposal ends national voice for education when education is
‘more vital than ever for this nation. :
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- THERE HAVE BEEN EDUCATION IMPROVEN[ENTS
SINCE DEPARTMENT WAS CREATED

FACTS:

0 Students are takmg more challengmg courses

1982: 1.9%
1992: 23 2%

o VMore students are partncnpatmg in Advanced Placement Courses -

1982: 140,000
1994: 450,000

"o High School drop out rate has decreased
1980: 13.0% ‘ | |
1993: 10.6%

0 Postsecondary enrollment mcreased

. 1980: 49.3%
1993: 62.6%

o  College Completion Up

"1850: 6%

1995: 22%

"o . SAT Performance 1976-1994
Participation in test has expanded:

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

Percentage of minorities taklng the test increased from 15% to
31%

Increased Verbal Scores 1976-1994:

African-Americans: 20 point gain
Other minorities: 15 point gain .

Increased Matﬁ Scores 1976-1994:

African-Americans: - 34 point gain
Native-Americans: 21 point gain
Asian and Mexican Americans: 17 point gain
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- RESPONSE ON BLOCK GRANTS

Believe strongly in provxdmg flex:bnhty and accountabllxty for
results ‘ : e

Goals 2000 and School to-Work already are "responsxble“ l)lock
_grants ' s

‘Willing to consider block grant proposals, if they: -

) have clear national purposes, goals and objectives

o have clear accountability for results ‘

o. provide adequate funding and do_not reduce overall
investments in education

0 do not hamper efforts to target funds to neediest schools
“and communities

Opposed to block grant proposals that drastncall}_’ reduce
funding--While block grants are intended to increase flexibility,
'.reduced fundmg wnll in fact decrease flexibility -

Limited federal dollars need to be strategically targeted for

critical needs--such as children in_poverty and safe schools.
....»,Smlp_Lng money to states without clear goals or

foanllty is'a poor_use of taxpayer’s money. :

(m




EDUCATION DEPARTMENT EF FICIENCY

Department ficien

NS

)
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0

fisTal controls and acceuntablllty

ED has smallest ratzo of s £ to grant volume in federal
government: employee per $6 milTion in grants

The Department is the smallest of 14 Cabinget aqencies
with 5,131 full time eguivalent - employee .;Since 1981,

Department emp have been reduced by 33% and we plan
to cut anot — -

ED has proposed savings of _million in personnel

~ costs from FY 1995 (5,131 FTE) to FY 2000 (less than

Flex1b111t

4,700 FTE)

ED spends )f $33.7 billion budget on
administratiom THe unds are primarily focused on

In our FY 1995 and FY 1996 budgets, we have proposed

eliminating 59 education programs and consolidating 27
. others for a sav1ngs of 4. 1llion by 2006.7? We are

exploring ways in which we can eliminate other programs
hat do not produce results.

We have dfématlcally turned around the regulatory

process. Recently ellmlnated 88 regulations--399 page .
iFall. | /"?é M

Our new laws allow me to grant waivers to statutory and
regulatory requirements’ o

- Reduced paperWork-~eliminated duplicati?e -forms = and

encourage comsoITdated plans from states.

mproved Mana ent

Q

We have uggraded technology and 1nvested in tralnlng of
our employees.

.No regulatlons for Goals 2000 or School-to-Work (f bea%zzs

¥

For the first time in the Department’s hlstory,'the~

stqggﬂt_lgan;nzqgggm has recejved aq_gggngllfled “clean"

opinion from an outsidé auditing firm.
i S

- We are implementing a customer-r onsive Agency. wlth 1-
- 800 -information lines and computer h&lp lines.
W ,___,...—v-"\...__....-t .

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

The new Direct Student Loan pr(;ggﬁi accounts for the increase |
in the S & E budget by 25_‘_70 -- but if we don’t include_ Dlrect
Student Loans, the budget mcrease was onlx 2%

v —— e\
. The total Department staff és well as the staff needed to opemte 5&_‘1
the new student loan program)will be reduced over the next five

years by over 400 emplox_ees, or 8 4%

(The projected reductlon in Dlrect Student Loan staff wnll be
9.5%)

 ap———
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WHY DO WE NEED AN INDEPENDENT <4 # S ¥
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ‘
Education needs a strbng national voice--a cabinet Secreta'ry at
the President’s policy and budget table to focus the nation’s

attention on educational needs and advocate for funds and other
support to address those needs. '

A Department and a Cabinet Secretary focus the nation’s
- attention on education. In 1983, Ronald Reagan’s Secretary of
Education commissioned the report, A Nafion At Risk which
sparked state and local school improvement efforts across the
nation./ George Bush’s Secretary of Education worked with the
Governors mtional Education Goals in 1994,
which provided new momentum to the state and local reforms
alreadv y underway. :

Parents, state offici munity leaders, teachers, and

students need cy to go to for answers to all

education—relate Jue rons/needs /- E80 - &5»4 fEARN
: ' | Ask geic (

 There will be no organized or consistent apgg(;a;h to education
policy if the functions are spw throughout the federal
M

) government

IF THE DEPARTMENT OSED TOMORROW,
| WHO WOULD NOTICEOR CARE?

The 900 000 members of the publlc ¢hat call the Department
every year for information about educatlon

:Poor children and chlldm______g___}yWes who are not havmg
- their needs met by their districts or states. o - Evs. Av' cw.%

College stude nts who depend on the Department of Education to
provide them Ioans | | | =



Question:

Answer:

P 7

History Standards

Many of us in Congress have heard a great deal about the proposed national
standards for American history and world history. What is the situation with

respect to the development of these standards?

‘Let me start by being very clear. / States and communities across this nation are
developing their own apademic standards for what they want children to learn.
Those are the lards that copnt.7 Voluntary ndffonal standards in Civics, ™

science[ history and other areas are models for states to use if they choose to.

The nation’s Governors and President Bush ( hen they established the National %,__ﬂ
Education Goa@ launched a movement focused on improving academic standards prar e
and student achlevement '

s one of the follow-up steps to éstablishing the Goals, then-Secretary Lamar
Alexander and othér members of the Administration funded sever§f national

;@a‘l:wts in the areas of sc1ence’ hlstory, civics and government,
nglis Y geograph)}, the arts/and forelgn language o ‘ o

@5} nne Cheney. Chair of the National Endowment for the Humanities,
i

n conjunction with the Department of Education selected the grantee and fun QE

the history standards project.

ettt Tt

The recently released historx standards, were produced with participation of a

cross section of historians and teachers.ﬁloweve; the release of these documents
marks the completion of only the first stage of a continuing effort.
Smeasaam—=

' - 7,
/ It 13 my understanding that the Council for Basic Education,, with support from

N

-MWM
private foundations, is convening two independent panels to consider the major
crmmsms that have been directed toward the history standards and propose
revisions.

This is an important next step in the Eroce s of ensuring that these hxstogy

standards represent the best scholarshlp and quality.

There has been_much confusion on this 1ssue./The§§__§mnd.a:ds are, and will
always be? voluntary, %3_1_@_»_\/ requires states or. dxstrrctS"to u he Goals
2000 Act asks that states develop theg standards in core
- academic areas of their choosing./So, what 1s most impo ata dlalogu
and debate about academic achievemént take place in each state.

Ultimately, the value of volun national standards will be determined by their
usefulness to communities states and teachers who choose to-draw on them for

ideas. !
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June 15, 1995 « Education Daily

~ Two Panels To Review National History Standards

The Council for Basic Education (CBE) is con-
vening two panels of experts to review volun-
tary national history standards that brewed a
storm of protest.

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

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

"We were concerned that all of t.he‘ debate ahd

controversy about the history standards tmght '

extend into the standards reform movement m
general,” Barth said.

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

- Cathenini

The National Center for History in the Schools,

which drew up the standards, will wait for that
report before issuing revised docu.ments Direc-

tor Gary Nash said.

‘Barth said she hopes "we w;li have a general

statement of principles and some consensus of
the shared issues on the U.S. and world his-
tory" standards.

The two panels include members with a range
of political phxlosopines, Bart.h saxd

Former Minnesotg Gov. Albert Qui
theus hmtovp YeT And
president emeritus of Johns

£
kins Univer-

]

, P
sity, will chair the world history panel.

Members include, a former Edu-

cation Department official and current educa-
tion professor at New York University, and

Evelyn Brooks Higginbotham, an Afro-Ameni-
can studied professor at ard University.
The Pew Charitable Trusts. the John T. and .
ur Foundatiorr and the

Ford%'ﬁ"'d'atmn are fundmg the panels.
—Mary-Ellen Deily



Department of Education Funding

Elementary and |
\ Secondary Education

. 40%

—| Departmental Management .
2%

VoCational/Adult Education
-~ and Rehabilitative Services
12% .

Research/Improvement
1% |

Postsecondary
| Education %
45%

-~ FY 1995
N Budget Service
| June 2, 1995
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Explanation of Department of Education Program Lists

This packet contains two lists of Department of Education programs:

1.

. Fiscal Year 1996 Department of Education Programs, By Office: This list reflects

the number of separate program activities that are administered by each program
office within the Department. The 1995 version of this list is the source of the
‘240 programs” figure that the Department has used in budget documents and
testimony before Congress. The number of programs on the 1995 list actually
totals 243. The 1996 list totals 152 programs — or 91 fewer than in 1995 —
assuming Congressional approval of the Administration’s proposais for
eliminating, phasing out, and consolidating Department programs.

Summary of Program Terminations and Consolidations in ED;j 1996 Budget:

* This document reflects line-items in the appropriations bill funding the

Department's activities. The total number of line-items that would be eliminated,
phased-out, or consolidated by the Administration’s proposals is 68. This lower
number reflects the fact that a single line-item may fund several separate
programs. For example, the single line-item for Education for Native Hawaiians
funds 6 different programs supporting such diverse activities as community-
based learning centers, teacher training, special education, and higher

~ education. Accounting for these separate program activities brings the total -
-decrease in the number of programs that would be administered by the

Department under the President's budget proposal to 91, the same as reflected

in document #1.

Line items funding multiple programs include the following:

Line Item | o # of Programs -

Education for Native Hawaiians

IDEA Deaf Blindness ‘

IDEA Serious Emotional Disturbance
IDEA Severe Disabilities

IDEA Early Childhood Education

IDEA Secondary and Transitional Services
IDEA Media and Captioning Services
IDEA Personnel Development

NbOn~~NNORNNDBAO



FISCAL‘YEAR 1996 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS,

OBEMLA

Bilingual Enhancement Grants

Bilingual Comprehensive School Grants
Bilingual Systemwide Grants

Bilingual Teachers and Personnel Grants
Bilingual National Professional Institutes
Immigrant Education

Foreign Language .Assistance

Number of OBEMLA.programs: , 7

OERI

Research Centers

OERI Field-Initiated Studies

Regional Laboratories

ERIC Clearinghouses

Other Research

Statistics

Assessment

National Library of Education

Eisenhower Prof. Dev. National Act1v1t1es
Technology for Educatlon

Star Schools

Ready to Learn Television
Telecommunications Demonstration

FIE Comprehensive Program

FIE Comprehensive School Health Educatlon
Javits Gifted and Talented Education .
National Diffusion Network

" Regional Math and Science Consortia

Civic Education

International Education Exchange

National Board for Prof. Teachlng Standards
Public Library Services

Public Library Construction

Number of OERI programs: 23
OESE

Goals 2000 State and Local Grants

Goals 2000 National Programs

Goals 2000 Parental Assistance

ESEA Title I Grants to LEAs

ESEA Title I Capital Expenses

ESEA Title I Migrant Program

ESEA Title I Neglected and Delinquent

ESEA Title I State School Improvement Grants
Tit.I Demonstrations of Innovative Practices
Impact Aid Construction

Impact Aid Basic Support Payments

Impact Aid Heavily Impacted Districts’

Page 1

BY OFFICE



OESE

Impact Aid Facilities Maintenance

Impact Aid Increases in Military Dependents
Eisenhower Prof. Develop. State Grants

Safe and Drug-Free Schools State Grants
Safe and Drug-Free Schools National Programs
Inexpen81ve Book Dlstrlbutlon

Arts in Education

Magnet Schools Assistance

Homeless Children and Youth

Women’s Educational Equity

Training and Advisory Services

Charter Schools :

ESEA Comprehensive Regional TACs

Famlly and Community Endeavor Schools

- Number of. OESE programs: 26

OIE

Indlan Education Grants to LEAs

Programs for Indian Children/Demonstrations
Programs for Indian Children/Prof. Develop.
Programs for Indian Children/Fellowships
Programs for Adult Indians

Indian Education National Activities

Number of OIE programs: o : 6
OPE

Federal Pell Grants.

Supplemental Educational Opportunlty Grants
Federal Work-Study

Federal Perkins Loans

Perkins Loans Cancellations

State Postsecondary Review Program

FFEL Stafford Loans ’

FFEL Unsubsidized Stafford Loans

FFEL PLUS Loans

FFEL Consolidation Loans

Direct Stafford Loans -

Direct Unsubsidized Stafford Loans

Direct PLUS Loans

Direct Consolidation Loans
Hispanic-Serving Institutions
Strengthening HBCUs

Strengthening HBGIs

FIPSE Comprehensive Program

FIPSE Special Focus Program

Minority Teacher Recruitment Partnerships
Minority Teacher Recruitment Placement
Minority Science Improvement

National Resource Centers

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships
Undergraduate International Studies.

Page 2



OPE

International Research and Studies Projects
Business and International Education Projects
International Business Education Centers
Language Resource Centers

American Overseas Research Centers
Fulbright-Hays Program

International Public Policy Instltute
Interest Subsidy Grants :

Student Support Services

Upward Bound

Talent Search

Educational Opportunity Centers

McNair Postbaccalaureate Achievement

TRIO Staff Training

Byrd Honors Scholarships

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need
Faculty Development Fellowships

School, College, and Unlver31ty Partnerships-
Howard University - :

HBCU Capital Financing Program

' Number of OPE programs: 45
OSERS

IDEA Part B Grants to States

IDEA Part B Preschool Grants

IDEA Part H Infants and Families

IDEA Research and Demonstrations

IDEA Technical Assistance and Systems Change
IDEA Professional Development ,
IDEA Parent Training

IDEA Technology Development and Support
Vocational Rehabilitation State Grants
Client Assistance State Grants
Training - Long-Term

Experlmental and Innovative Training
Training - Continuing Education
Training - In-Service

Training - Short-Term

Training - Interpreter

Parent Information and Training
Special Demonstration Programs
Migratory Workers

Recreational Programs

Protection and Advocacy

Projects With Industry .

Supported Employment State Grants
Independent Living State Grants
Independent Living Centers

Independent Living/Older Blind

Helen Keller National Center

Rehab. Research & Training Centers
Rehab. Engineering Research Centers
NIDRR Research and Demonstrations

EEEEEEE
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OSERS

NIDRR Dissemination and Utilization. -
NIDRR Field-Initiated Research

NIDRR Research Training

NIDRR Spinal Cord Injury Centers:
Assistive Technology

American Printing House

Nat. Technical Institute for the Deaf
. Gallaudet University

Number of OSERS programs: 38
- OVAE

School-to-Work State Grants

School-to-Work Local Partnerships -
‘School-to-Work National Programs

Vocational Education State Grants

Vocational Education National Programs

Adult Education/Family Literacy State Grants
. Adult Education/Family Literacy Nat. Programs

Number of OVAE programs: ’ 7

Total Number of Department of Education Programs:

Page 4
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SUMMARY of PROGRAM TERMINATIONS and CONSOLIDATIONS
in ED'S 1996 BUDGET

($in 600'5)
* Number of Change from
Programs 1995 Enacted

Program Terminations by 1995 Rescissions =15 -$122,735
Program Terminations in 1996 : 21 . -504,102
Program Phase-outs beginning in 1996 -5 -120,975

‘ : - Subtotal -41 -747,812

Program Consolidations into Broader, More Flexible
Programs, Net ‘ - 27 +46,337

TOTAL PROGRAM TERMINATIONS, .
PHASE-OUTS, AND CONSOLIDATIONS B -68 -701.475

February 23, 1995



‘Program Terminations and Consolidations

in ED's 1996 Budget

Program Terminations by 1995 Rescission

instruction in Civics, Government, and the Law

Dropout Prevention Demonstrations

Eillender Feliowships

Vocational Education Community-Based Organizations
Vocational Education Consumer and Homemaking Education
Eisenhower Leadership Program

"Law-School Clinical Experience

National Early Intervention Scholarships and Partnerships -
National Academy of Science, Space, and Technology
Olympic Scholarships

Teacher Corps

College Housing and Academic Facilities Loan Subsndles {$10 M in new loans)
21st Century Community Learning Centers
Library Literacy Programs

Library Education and Training

Program Terminations.in 1996

Subtotal

Migrant High School Equivalency Program’
" College Assistance Migrant Program
Impact Aid Payments for Federal Property
Innovative Education Program Strategies State Grants (prev. Chapter 2)
Christa McAuliffe Fellowships
Education for Native Hawaiians
HEA lil Endowment Challenge Grants (excludes HBCU set-aside)
Native Hawaiian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts Development
Innovative Projects for Commumty Service
Cooperative Education
Urban Community Service
Student Financial Aid Database and Information Line
Mary C. McLeod Bethune Memorial Fine Arts Center
National Science Scholars .
Douglas Teacher Scholarships
Javits Feliowships
Harris Fellowships
Legal Training for the Disadvantaged
National Writing Project '
interlibrary Cooperation
Library Research and Demonstrations
' Subtotal

($in 000's)

FY 1995

Appro.

$5,899
28,000
- 4,185
8479 N
34,409 /1
- 4,000
14,920
3,108
2,000
1,000
1875
168
750
8,026 /2
4816

T 12273

$8,088
2,204
16,293
347,250
1,946
12,000
6,045
1,000
1,423
6,927
13,000
496
4,000
4424
14,599
7,787
20,244
2,964
3.212
23,700
6,500

504,102

/1 Proposed for consolidation under the Vocational Education Program. ‘(Note: Programs included on

OMB's list of consolidations rather than terminations.)

12 Proposed for consolidation under the Adult Education and Family Literacy Program. (Note:

Program included on OMB's list of consolidations rather than terminations.)

page 1



Program Terminations and Consolidations

in ED's 1996 Budget

($ in 00Q's) -
‘ FY 1995 FY 1896
Program Phase-outs beginning in 1996 Appro. Estimate
Education Infrastructure $35,000 $35,000
Impact Aid Payments for Children with Dlsabnhtles - 40,000 40,000
Training in Early Childhood Education and Violence Counsehng 13,875 9,600
HEA Strengthening Institutions-excludes HBCU's and Hispanic-serving
institutions 80,000 40,000
State Student incentive Grants 63,375 31,375
TOTAL 197,250 120,975
TOTAL AMOUNT OF PROGRAM TERMINATIONS $824,087
Number of Program Terminations by 1995 Rescission -15
- Number of Program Terminations in 1996  -21
Number of Program Phase-outs -5
Total Number of Program Termmatxons -4t
($ in 000's)

. ) FY 1995 FY 1996 -
Program Consolidations Appro. Estimate
Special Education:

Research and Demonstrations $63.000

Technical Assistance and Systems Change - 50,000 -

Professional Development --- 97.000

Parent Training --- 14,534

Technology Development and Support -— 29,500

Deaf-blindness - $12,832 -

Serious Emotional Dusturbance 4,147 -en

Severe Disabilities 10,030 -

Early Childhood Education 25,167 -

Secondary and Transitional Services 23,966

Postsecondary Education 8,839 ---

innovation and Development 20,635 -

Media and Captioning Services . 19,142

Technology Applications 10,862

Special Studies : 4,160 -

Personnel Development - 91,339 --=

Parent Training 13,535

Clearinghouses 2,162 --

Regional Resource Centers 7.218 -
Rehabilitation Services Special Demonstration Programs: — 23,942

Special Demonstration Programs 19,942 ---

Supported Employment Projects 10,8616 -
National Technical 1nstztute for the Deaf: — 43,041

Operations 42,705

Endowment Grant 336

Construction 150 -
Gallaudet University: - 80,030

University Programs 54,244 -

Eiementary and Secondary Education Programs 24,786 e

Endowment Grant 1,000 -

page 2.




Program Terminations and Consolidations
in ED's 1996 Budget

{$ in 000's)
FY 1995 FY 1996
Program Consolidations (Continued) Appro. Estimate
Vocational Education Consolidation:
State Grants $1,141,088
National Programs B— 37.000
Basic State Grants . $955,626 -
Basic Grants Territorial Set-aside 2,015 ——
Basic Grants Indians and Hawaiian Natives Set-aside 15,108
Tech-Prep Education 108,000 e
Tribally-Controlled Postsecondary Vocational Institutions 2,919
State Councils E 8,848
Vocational Education Research 7.851 -
Vocational Education Demonstrations 20,684 -
NOICC 6,000 —an
Adult Education and Family Literacy Consolidation: '
State Grants ‘ ' ' - 479,487
National Programs - 11,000
Even Start 102,024 —
Adult Education State Programs ' 336,506 /3 -
Adult Education Evaluation and Technical Assistance 3,800
National institute for Literacy 4,869 e
State Literacy Resource Centers 7,787 -
Workplace Literacy Partnerships 18,736 -
Literacy Training for Homeless Adults 9,498
Literacy Programs for Prisoners - 5,100 -
~ . ‘ TOTAL 2,069,622

/3 Adjusted for comparability. Includes $84,181 th.ous'ahd for literacy training carried out prior to 1996

Total Number of Programs Consolidated -39
Total Number of Broader, More Flexible Programs 12
Net Change -27

2,023,285

under the Job Training Partnership Act in the Department of Labor; such activities will be incorporated into the
Adult Education and Family Literacy consolidation and carried out by the Department of Education as part of the

Gl Bill for America's Workers.

February 23, 1985
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. The Department of Education:
nghhghts of Mike Smith’s May 23, 1995 Testimony

[Greeting]

‘Good Afternoon, Chairman Horn, Representative Maloney, members of the Committee. Iam
joined today by Don Wurtz, Chief Financial Officer of the Department and former Director of
- Financial Integrity Issues at the General Accounting Office.

[Introduction]

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today. I will take this opportunity to do 3
things: (1) speak to the record of the Department; (2) discuss the changes we are making to serve
the American people more effectively; and (3) talk about the future of the Department

The federal govemment has a particular obllgatlon to undertake activities that are clearly nanonal
in scope. People with more education are more likely to vote and less likely to be on welfare;

" they tend to live more satisfying lives and to contribute to their communities. Federal involvement
in education supports our democracy and our economy. These are not just state and local
interests; they are national interests. In pursuing that national interest, the U.S. Department of
Education acts in partnership to support and encourage states, districts, and schools; education
remains a state and local responsibility.

Our mission at the U.S. Department of Education is to ensure equal access to educatnon and
promote educational excellence.

[Public Support for the Department]

Recent polls show the public's strong support for the Department and its mission.

° In a poll released just last week, over three-fourths of the public (77 percent) oppose
eliminating the U.S. Department of Education to cut the deficit. The same percentage (77
percent) reject cuts to student loans and other education programs to reduce federal
spending (7ime/CNN, May 1995) (Chart 1).

[The Department's Contribution]

But, we are often asked, what do we do at the U.S. Department of Education?

L We provide approximately 60 percent of the nation’s student aid, about $32.5 billion.

Every year, Pell Grants assist 4 million low-income students, loans help 6.5 million low
and middle income students; Federal Work Study aids 700,000 students each year.



® Through the Title I program, we direct $7 billion to more than 6 million children every
year in our highest poverty schools, to strengthen the teaching of basic and advanced
skills. Between 1960 and the late 1980's, the achievement of children from disadvantaged
communities rose, closing the performance gap between disadvantaged students and their
more advantaged peers by one~th1rd to one-half

® We provide nearly $3 billion a year to help communities meet the needs of over 5 million
children and youths with dlsabﬂmes to prepare them for ‘independent lmng, further
educanon and employment.

e Through research, evaluation, and technical assistance, the Department helps people
identify what works in improving schools and children’s performance.

® We provide a national voice for education, a voice for excellence and progress. For
example, every single Department Secretary, Republican and Democrat, has spoken out
strongly for higher standards for student achievement and has encouraged education
reform. : :

Recently, through the initiative of Secretary Riley, over 120 organizations have come
together in a "Family Involvement Partnership for Learning" to support the American
family, the foundation of a solid education. This initiative has been accomphshed without
creating a single new program.

Just yesterday, to extend partnership, the Secretary [joined by Representative Tom Davis,]
launched a reading and writing initiative, to encourage parents, other adults, and older ‘
students to read with younger children. Secretary Riley spoke to me enthusiastically about
Beach Tree Elementary School, which he and Congressman Davis visited yesterday

[The Effects of the Department]

What effect has the Department had over the last 15 years? Wh:le we cannct attribute a direct
cause and effect relationship, I am encouraged by the progress American education has made
since the Department was created in 1980. While U.S. education can certainly do better, there
have been a lot of success stories; education has turned the corner. .

Students are taking tougher courses (Chart 2):
. By 1992, the proportion of high school graduates taking'the core curriculum
recommended in'A Nation at Risk had increased to 47 percent, up from 13 percent

in 1982.

e In addition, pamclpatlon in the advanced placement program has increased
dramatically (Chart 3).



More high school students are taking worthwhile math and science instruction as a
result of state, district, and school standard-setting. The New York Times (May 9,
1995) reports that tougher graduation requirements in New York City public
schools are spurring thousands more high school students to take and pass

coll ege-preparatory mathemancs and science courses.

Student achievement is up, particularly in math and science (Chart 4)‘_' :
Dropout rates have declined (Chart 5).

Postsecondary enrollment and attainment have increased to record levels.

For those who are surprised by these facts, I would point out that American business and
American workers have regained their status as the most productive in the world, an impossible
accomplishment without a more educated workforce. Indeed, in this century, educational
increases in the workforce have accounted for almost one-third of the growth in the nation’s

" wealth. We have a long way to go, but we should be proud of‘ our nation’s schools public and

pnvate

[Size of the Department]

As for the Department itself, we are a. small department with low admxmstmtwe costs, and
we plan on getting smaller.

With 5,131 FTE we already have a sngmﬁcantly smaller staﬁ’ than the 7,700 -
employed in 1979 by HEW and 6 related agencxes to admxmster educanon

~ programs.
Our administrative costs account for only 2 percent of our budget.

. We have the smallest ratio of employees to total budget in the government: 1
. employee for every $6 million in our budget——ﬁmds that provide services for

states schools and students.

We plan on reducmg our staff éven further to less than 4,700 FTE (about 9
percent), a savings of $100 million over S years. ..

[Our Progress in Reinvention]

Now I'd like to g:ve you a few hlghhghts of what we’ve been domg to improve our management.
We have used strategic planmng, conslstent with the Govemnent Performance and Resuits Act,



to guide our efforts.

First, we are streamlining our programs to save taxpayers money, a total of at least
$16.7 billion by 2000.

Overall, in our FY 1995 and 1996 budgets, we have proposed eliminating 59 education
programs and consolidating 27 others. This reduces the number of our programs by over
one-third, for a savmgs of $4.6 billion by 2000. We will shortly propose further

" reductions.

In the student loan program over the next 5 years, we will save $12 billion through
accelerating the Direct Loan program to 100 percent of new loan volume by 1997-98-
(Chart 6). Moreover: ,

We have decreased the student aid default rate from a peak of 22 percent to 15
‘percent and we intend to keep driving it down even further (Chart 7).

We have also mcreased our student loan collection efforts, cutting in half the cost
of defaulted loans to the taxpayer (Chart 8).

The Direct Loan program is a source of savmgs, simplification, and increased

private sector involvement (Chart 9). The program’s customers—schools and

students—have been extremely enthusiastic in their support of the new, more

efficient program. For example, 92 percent of Direct Loan institutions surveyed
- express their satlsfactlon

Second, we are cutting regulations as part of President Clinton’s regulatory
reinvention initiative, under the Vice President’s leadership.

Today we eliminated 88 of those regulations—399 pages in all. That’s 30 percent of
our total regulations. We will shortly be announcing dozens of other regulanons
targeted for elimination, remventxon, and simplification.

~ Third, we are provndmg more ﬂexlblhty to states, districts, schools, and families.

For example, Oregon is the first state to participate in Ed-Flex, a new 6-state
demonstration authority under Goals 2000 that provides an unprecedented opportunity to

* encourage innovation along with performance accountability. Officials in the Ed- Flex

states, not the federal government, decide on waiver requests.

New waiver authority in the Improving Amenca s Schools Act has encouraged
communities such as Palm Beach County, Florida and the Metropolitan District of Decatur
Township, Indiana to request and receive waivers in Title I and other elementary and



secondary programs.
(The Future of the Department)

Finally, I would like to speak about the future of the Department itself The U.S. Department of
Education has a limited but crucial role. We are a national voice for education, a partner in state
and local reform efforts, a provider of access for over 6 million postsecondary students, and a
leader in addressing issues of national concern.

A number of people in Congress and elsewhere advocate abolishing the Department and sending
its programs to a variety of other agencies or merging it with another department.

° These moves would save little, if any, money in administrative costs and may end up
costing more, through duplicated, uncoordinated efforts if programs are split and scattered
or in increased bureaucracy if a merger takes place.

* Moreover, for states, local governments, ‘post'secondary institutions, and other customers,
these proposals would cause confusion, leaving them uncertain about where to go for
information and assistance, or else swamping them in a newly-created mega-bureaucracy.

* Finally, either of the proposed changes would send a signal that the U.S. in turning its
back on education at a critical time in its history.

To quote Secretary Riley, “It is clear that the future strength of our nation lies in the education of
_our citizens and in how well prepared they are to meet the challenges of the 21st century. Thisis
not the time to walk away from our children and (theu‘) education.”

Thank you. I’ll be happy to answer any questions you may have.



 PRESIDENT CLINTON’S COMMITMENT
- TO EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The fundamental -goal of President Clmton s comprehensive economic policy. is to raise the
living standards and expand opportunity for hard-working Americans--so that every
American has the chance to realize the American Dream. While supporting deficit
reduction, open trade, innovation and job creation, the President has recognized that nothing
is more critical to our nation’s future than ensuring that all Americans have the education
and skills they need to succeed in the new economy. The President Has made an
unprecedented commitment to lifelong learning--from the expansion and improvement of

early childhood education to a bold new reform of adult education and training programs.

EDUCATION IS THE KEY TO RISING STANDARDS OF LIVING

In an économy ‘where technology is constantly changing, trade is expanding, and capital is
mobile, education has become the fundamental fauit-line running through the work force.
Most Americans have seen their incomes stagnate over the last fifteen years; the real

| income of the typical family actually declined. Yet college graduates have bucked the

trend. In 1979, a male college graduate earned 39 percent more than a man with only a
high school degree. By 1993, this gap had doubled, and a male college graduate out-earned
his school graduate counterpart by 80 percent. In addition, the availability of health
coverage, pension plans, and other work-related benefits has become closely correlated wnh
education levels.

A BIPARTISAN EDUCATION RECORD

While bringing the deficit down by historic amounts—over $600 billion so far--President
Clinton has also made investing in education a top priority. During the last Congress,
Republicans and Democrats shared his commitment to lifelong leamning, and together they
enacted a historic series of initiatives to expand the amount and the quality of educational
investment in America. Landmark legislation includes: ' '

e Heid Start Amendments of 1994 (signed 5/18/94; passed House 393-20; Senate 98-1).

*  Goals 2000: Educate America Act (signed 3/31/94; passed House 306-121; Senate 63-
22).

+ Improving Aneﬂu s Schools Act (signed 10/‘20/94 passed House 362-132; Senate

77-20).

¢ School-to-Work Oppomiﬂel Act (signed 05/04/94 passed House 339-79; Senate
Voice Vote)

* National and Community Service Trust Act (awd 9/21/93; passed House 275-152;
" Senate 57-40) .

* Direct Lending and Pay-as-You-Can Loans (signed on 8/10/93 as part of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act) -

This year, President Clinton went a step further and proposed expansions and imprévcments
in these and other education investments. In addition, as part of his Middle Class Bill of
Rights, the President has sought to work with Republicans on two new initiatives:

« Education and Training Tax Deduction up to $10,000.
e The G.L Bill for America’s Worker:-comohdanng 70 programs and putting Skill
Grants directlv into workers’ hands.



DRAWING THE LINE ON EDUCATION

Despite the bipartisan efforts that expanded educational opportunities last year, the current
House and Senate budget proposals point to a fundamental divide between the President
and the Republican Congress over the right economic strategy for the nation. While the
President believes that we need to launch an all-out effort to expand educational
opportunity, these budgets dramatically decrease educational opportunity in order to
pay for large tax cuts and meet arbitrary deficit reduction targets. It makes no sense
to cut investments in children and workers in what is supposed to be a budget for the
future. To the degree that the Republican Congress believes that cutting education and
trammg is the way to move our nation forward, the President profoundly disagrees.

EDUCATION TARGETED FOR CUT S

Repubhcan budgets cut domestic discretionary spending by 30 percent in 2002. Rather
than insulate a vital investment such as education from this deep cut, Republicans have
subjected education investments to cuts of equal--and, in some cases, greater--magnitude.

President Clinton will fight the efforts of Republicans to reduce, gut, or eliminate key
investments in education and job training. Following is a brief outline of the
fundamental differences between the President’s approach to education and the Republican
approaches to education - from pre-school through post-secondary training. ‘The details
include proposals from the Republican rescission bill and the House and Senate Budget
Resolutions. '

I. PRE-SCHOOL EDUCATION.

President Clinton has made expanding and improving pre-schooling the starting point for
his lifelong learning agenda. Republicans would slash these investments.

+ HEAD START: Pm:‘dem Clinton Erpandr It by 3760 Million; GOP Curs It by $3
Billion.

- President Clinton expandcd investment in Head Start by $760 million from 1993 to
1995. The President has also reformed the way Head Start works to improve the
quality of teaching and facilities for hundreds of thousands more children.

Republicans propose cutting Head Start by $600 million in 1996 alone and over $3
billion over 7 years. This cut would deny Head Start opportunities to as many as
100,000 children—or force severe cuts in the quality of Head Start programmmg :

II. K-12 EDUCATION

President Clinton has lent national support to local efforts to reform our schools,
recognizing that the federal government is an important partner with states and communities -
in improving K-12 education, setting high academic standards, and ensuring equitable
treatment for all our children. Republicans would eliminate national support for local
reform, leaving students without crucial resources they need to succeed. ,



 SCHOOL-TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES. President Clinton Has Supported A
New 50-State Movement; Republicans Would Stop It In Its Tracks.

President Clinton, with bipartisan support, signed into law the most important
national program ever to ensure that all young people--including the 70% of young
Americans who don’t get four-year degrees--get the skills they need to obtain good
jobs with a future. All states have received planning funds, and eight "leading edge"
states havé programs underway that are getting positive reviews from companies
‘nationwide. Twenty more states will come into the program this year, as President
Clinton has proposed increasing support by 60% for FY 1996 to $400 million.

Republicans significantly cut School-to-Work in their rescission bill and would cut
" fully 20% to 25% in their budgets. These cuts would likely deny the opportunity for

nearly half the states--22 states--to join the program after this year, and reduce

support for the 28 states that will already be implementing programs by year end.

* GOALS 2000. President Clinton Created It; Republicans Would Eliminate It.

~ President Clinton helped create Goals 2000, which supports community and $chool
efforts to raise academic standards and encourage students to work hard meet them. -
Forty seven states are already participating in this program. In his 1996 budget, the
President calls for a $347 million increase in funding for Goals 2000.

Republicans propose deep cuts in Goals 2000 in their rescission bill, eliminating
support for higher standards at 2,000 schools. In their budgets, Republicans would
actually eliminate Goals 2000--undermining what was once a bipartisan effort to
spur bottom-up developmem of goals, standards, accountability and innovation
across the nation.

» TITLE ONE (Formerly Chapter One). President Clinton Has Expanded and
Strengthened It; Republicans Would Cut by over 35 billion and Deprive 700,000
Children of Added Educational Assistance.

President Clinton supports Title One, designed primarily to provide much-needed
resources to students from disadvantaged backgrounds. The program has been
reoriented so that schools have more flexibility to support effective innovations to
help all students to read and write well and meet challenging academic standards.
The President increased Title One funding by $524 million over two years. -

Republicans would -cut Title One by $730 million in 1996 alone. This cut would
mean that over 700,000 children in our poorest communities would be denied the
extra instruction they need to achieve the same high standards as other children.

"+ SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS: President Clinton Has Supported It;
Republicans Would Gut It

President Clinton supports this initiative to make our schools safe from guns,
drugs, and violence. The program funds everything from innovative anti-violence
education and after-school programs to metal detectors and security personnel.



A=

Republicans cut Safe- and Drug-Free schools in half in their rescission, cutting
$236 million and eliminating support for anti-drug and anti-violence efforts serving
nearly 20 million children. In their budget, Republicans propose eliminating the
program and replacing it with a block grant with 30% less funding--thereby
threatening to cut off support for anti-drug and anti-violence efforts serving 39
million children in over 90% of the school districts in the nation. :

N TECHNOLOGY LEARNING CHALLENGE (TECHNOLOGY FOR
EDUCATION): Republicans Would Gut This Clinton Imtzame That Leverages
Private Money for Technology in Public Schools.

Presiderit Clinton has helped initiate this challenge to the private sector to join with

- public school districts to put computers and technology in the classroom. A $50
million federal investment in 1996 will leverage hundreds of millions of dollars in.
private support.

Republicans would eliminate this innovative new program, denying school districts
across the country the ability to participate in this initiative, and halung an effort to
leverage millions more from the private sector.

. SUMMER JOBS. President Clinton Suppom Work Expenences for Youth; the

Republicans Would Cut These Jobs.

President Clinton recognizes that the summer jobs program is an important first
opportunity to get work experience for many low-income youths - especially those
in inner cities where jobs are scarce. Without these opportunities, these young
people might not otherwise have any chance to learn skills and workplace behavior
during their formative years. The President has proposed financing 615,000 jobs.

Republicans have proposed cutting summer jobs by 25 percent--slashing the
President’s request by $300 million in 1996 and eliminating this valuable work
experience for 170,000 at-risk youth each year. Over one million jObS would be
denied to young people over the next seven years. A

I POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

Now more than ever, education and job training are the gateway to America’s middle class.
Studies show that for every year of training a person gets after high school, his or her
earnings rise by 6 to 12 percent. After 15 years in which college costs increased far faster
than inflation but family incomes stagnated, President Clinton has initiated historic efforts
to expand college access. Republican proposals would devastate grants and loans, college
and job training, setting back college access by years if not decades.



~  DIRECT LENDING AND INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION ACCOUNTS. Pre&i&ent
Clinton Supports Expanding These Initiatives; Republicans Want To Raise the Cost to
Students and Reduce Access.

President Clinton supports expanding the new direct lending program and
individual education accounts. With the passage of the Student Loan Reform Act,
104 schools and over 252,000 students are already participating in the program. This
“year more than 1,400 schools -- representing 40% of all loans and the maximum
allowed under this year s authorization -- have committed to enrolling. This
program is already saving $6.8 billion for taxpayers, lowering interest rates for

.- students, and allowing borrowers to choose flexible repayment arrangements --

.including pay-as-you-earn plans through Individual Education Accounts.

Republicans have proposed legislation to reduce funds available for direct lending,
prevent schools from choosing to parncxpatc in the initiative, and cap participation at
40 percent of all loans.

¢ IN-SCHOOL INTEREST EXEMPTION. Republicens Raise Co!lege Costs for 4
Million Students By Up to $3,000 Each.

President Clinton supports the in-school interest ‘exemption, under which four
million need-tested students with Stafford loans do not have to pay interest while
enrolled in school and during the grace penod (s1x months) between leaving school .
and entering repayment. ,

Republicans propose eliminating the in-school interest exemption for these 4 million
students each year. This proposal could have a severe impact on college access;
two-thirds of all Stafford borrowers are from families that earn less than $30,000.
For a four-year undergraduate who borrowed the maximum amount ($17,125) at the
maximum statutory interest rate (8.25%), the chubbcan proposal would increase
costs by $3,150-or 18 percent.

.. PELL GRANTS. President Clinton Raised the Maximum to a Record High;
Republicans Cut It By 10 Percent Or More.

President Clinton has snpponed the Pell Grant program, increasing the maximum
Pell Grant by 12 percent to its highest level ever, $2,620. =

Republicans would freeze Pell Grant funding so that 4 million students will see
their Pell Grants cut by about $250 each. For millions of students, grants make the
difference between going to college and not going--between staying in school and
dropping out. For example, $250 equals approximately 25% of tuition and fees of
community colleges. . .



* AMERICORPS. President Clinton Offers Opportunities to 20,000 Young People
This Year Alone; Republicans Would Eliminate 300,000 Service Opportunities.

Presxdent Clinton created this initiative to enable young people to earn money for
education by serving their communities--teaching, canng for the. sick, making the
streets safer. Already 20,000 Americans are serving in AmeriCorps; hundreds of
thousands more would join over the next seven years.

Republicans cut $210 million in their rescission bill, preventing 15,000 young

people from serving, and in their budgets propose eliminating AmeriCorps, depriving
- at least 300,000 young people of the chance to pay for college through national
__service over the next seven years.

+ EDUCATION AND TRAINING TAX DEDUCTION. Preszdcnl Clinton Supports A
Deduction; With All Their Tax Breaks for the Wealthy, Republxcans Don ’r.

President Clinton supports a tax deduction for middle-class faxmhes with education
and job training expenses up to $10,000. This deduction would provide tax-favored
treatment to education similar to the benefits for other investments like housing and
equipment. It invests in those who invest in themselves and in America.

Republicans do not yet support the education and training tax deduction. With its
$20,000 tax cut for the wealthiest 1%, the Contract with America includes tax breaks
for capital gains, gifts and inheritances in excess of 5600 000, and the deprecxanon
of busmess purchases--but not for educanon.

IV. LIFELONG LEARNING

In order to maintain good job prospects throughout their lives in a fast-changing economy,
Americans need to be trained again and again throughout their lives. President Clinton
wants to support lifelong learning by reforming job training programs and putting =
resources and information dxrectly into workers’ hands. chubhcans just want to slash ]ob
training.

« G.L Bill OF RIGHTS FOR WORKERS (SKILL GRANTS). President Clinton
Supports Skill Grants for America’s Workers; Republicans Want At Least a 25% Cut
in Job Training Funds.

President Clinton’s G.1. Bill for America’s Workers would consolidate or eliminate
‘over 70 job training programs while putting resources and information directly into
workers hands as Skill Grants. Under the proposal, low-income or unemployed workers
could go to a One-Stop Center and learn about the services and track records of job
training programs and community colleges in the fields they wanted to study. Then,
they could apply their Skill Grants to skills training at those institutions. Under the
President’s proposal, there will be 2.1 million Skill Grants.

Republicans would, under the guise of consolidation, use training programs as a bank
to pay for tax cuts, dramatically cutting re-employment and training opportumnes for
2.1 million American workers.
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V. THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

President Clinton’s commitment to a lifelong learning agenda reflects his belief in the
critical role of education in building America’s future, and in the federal government’s role
as a partner in that effort. Everyone acknowledges that states and localities have been and
continue to be the lead on education. But education is a pational interest, and it requires a
_national role to ensure that all children have the Opportumty to reach challenging standards
of academic achievement.

President Clinton believes su'ongiy that education is a national issue, and that
abolishing the Depanment of Education now would be the equivalent of abohshmg the
Department of Defense in the middle of the Cold War.

Republicans want to ab_ohsh the Department of Educanon.



Pubhc Support for Educatlon and the Department

The public views the education system and eduratmnal reform as critical if we
- are to prosper as a nation. ' -

- Eighty-fou: percent agree that our nation’s ability to corpete in'the Chilton, 1993
global economy is directly affected by the quality of our education system.

- Fully 95 percent of respondents believe that it is urgent that the U.S. Harris,

adopt school reforms to make the labor force more competitive, and 1992
81 percent think that to produce a more skilled labor force will require
“changing the present education system in major ways."

~ The Council on Competitiveness rates improving K through 12 €OC, 1994
education as the number one priority for boosting U.S. ‘ -
competitiveness; 91 percent of its members say this should be the top
priority for U.S. policy for the next five years.

The public has expressed willingness to invest more money in educational reform. .

~ Even members of .the public who favor a balanced budget amendment CBS/NY Times,
oppose cutting education spending. When supporters of a balanced 1994
budget amendment (81 percent of those surveyed) were asked if they
would favor such an amendment if "balancing the federal budget
required cuts in spending on education,” only 22 percent said they
would continue to support such an amendment; 59 percent would
oppose it. :

The public has expressed support for the U.S. Department of Education.

-~ Fully 80 percent of Americans think the federal Department of NBO/WS),
Education is necessary and 70 percent say it is "very necessary.” 1995

~ Over three-fourths of the public (77 percent) oppose eliminating the ~ Yankelovich

Pa@en, 1995

Department of Education to cut the deficit. Public opposition to
eliminating the Department was indeed higher than that for reducing

~ cost of living adjustments in Social Security and eliminating the
Departments of Energy and Commerce. The same percentage (77
percent) reject cuts to student loans and other education programs to
reduce federal spending.

SOURCES
CBS/NY Times, 1994 CBS News/New York. Times, Republican Contract Issues Poll, December 1994,
¢ : ,



Chilton, 1993 Chilton Research, Education Excellence Partnership press. release, "Highlights of
‘ ~ Baseline Assessment Study for Education Excellence Partnership on Promoting
Public Awareness and Education Reform," September 30, 1993.

COC, 1994 Council on Competitiveness, Competitiveness Index 1994, July 1994.
Harris, 1992 L. Harris, _"The Public Takes Reform to Heart,” Agenda, Winter 1992.

NBC/WSJ, 1995 NBC News/The Wall Street |ournal, January 1995.

Yankelovich, 1995  Yankelovich Partners, May 14, 1995.



UNITED STATES DEPARIMENT OF EDUCATION
PUBLIC AFFAIRS

- Remarks Prepared for U.S. Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley

HOUSE ECONOMIC AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE
Washington, D.C.
Thursday, June 29, 1995

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to come before the Committee as always, to discuss what we
can do to advance American education together. I would like to submit my testimony for
the record and make some general opening remarks.

We. are now engaged in a great debate about the federal role in education -- indeed about the
future of education in our country. I welcome this debate. If we conduct this discussion
responsibly, it will-be to the benefit of all of our citizens, especially to our children.

Today, our debate centers primarily on the future of the U.S. Department of Education. 1.
want to begin this discussion by thinking through with you the basic criticisms that have been
leveled at this Department. I want to speak to these criticisms because they provide much
of the fire and heat in the continuing debate about the future of this Department.

I want to suggest to the Committee that we need to put some "future” into this discussion ...
that the proposals now before the Committee to eliminate or merge the department will not
meet the demands that will be placed on American education in the 21st century.

I have just come back from trips to California and Oregon -- and I can tell you flat out that
there is a tidal wave of young people coming our way. The central question for this
committee really ought to be this: What can we do to prepare all levels of American
education for the tidal wave of students -- six million strong by the year 2005.

I am concerned that we are starting to lose our focus on the issues that matter -- safe and
disciplined schools, more academic rigor at all levels, parental involvement, the re-creation
of a culture that believes in reading and writing, access to technology for all students, and
the very strong need to ensure access and equal opportunity to higher education for deserving
Americans as costs continue to rise. *

I recognize and welcome any discussion that leads to good and better management. But the
last thing we should 'do is let ourselves get caught in the classic Washington trap of moving
boxes around on an organizational chart.

400 MARYLAND AVE., S.W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-0131
E (202) 401-1576

Our mission is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educationat excellence throughout the Nation.
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Now let me turn my attention to some of the criticism that seems to be fueling this debate.
The first criticism of the Department is simply that it -has no business existing in the first

place. Public education is a state and local function and the federal government has no
business involving itself in the progress of public education.

As a former ‘Governor from a state with a very long history of state’s rights, I am well
acquainted with this type of thinking. And I surely respect the many Americans who
believe that parents need to direct and be more connected to the learning process. I have
spent the better part of the last two years calling for more parent mvolvement in the
education of America’s children. :

So I think I am about as sensitive as anyone to the concerns raised by those who believe that
education is a state and local function. However, the education of America’s citizens -- old
and young -- must be a clear national priority. This has never been more important than
now -- in the mlddle of this "Informatxon Era." But it is a state responsibility and a local

" function. ‘ ‘

This is precisely why Goals 2000 was designed as a "responsible” block grant -- one with
broad national goals and accountability for results -- and it is why Goals 2000 and our new
School-to-Work initiative have no federal regulations. We have made an enormous effort in
the last two years to establish a new regulatory environment in the Department where "less is
better."

I want to point out that the majority of critics who fall into this camp all too often skim over
the long established federal role in providing access to higher education -- which makes up
about half of my Department’s budget.

Some of these same critics lose sight of history as well. They forget that children with
disabilities were denied their Constitutional rights, and that poor children all too often did not
receive a decent and equal educatlon :

So what then is the issue? The issue is really one of trust, and fear that state and local
control of schools is being questioned. Here it might be useful to listen to the words of

- Robert Jones, the executive vice-president of the National Alliance for Business, at a recent
~ National Press Club forum on federal involvement in education:

"When we go from state to state -- I've been in Vermont and Virginia and Texas -- in
listening to these public debates, 99 percent of what they don’t like about Goals 2000
are state legislated issues.'

Mr. Jones makes a point well worth considering. Goals 2000 moves the federal government
away from a top-down, heavy-handed regulatory approach, and toward an entirely new
relationship based on encouragement, support and partnership -- and this process injects an
enormous amount of flexibility into the system.
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This is a new and creative way for the federal government to do its business. I suspect a
good many people just don’t believe it can be done. But it is being done and we ought to
give it a chance. :

The second critique of the Department is that it is a large, bloated bureaucracy with a 1960’s
management structure. Indeed, the Department was plagued with a long history of rapid
turnover of senior appointees. The Office of Student Financial Aid, for example, which
administers the very large and important student loan program, was managed by thirteen

- different directors over the course of fifteen years.

Well, things are different now, and I urge the Committee to take an honest look at what we
have done to give this Department some sound, hard-nosed and practical management. We
have given this Department stable leadershlp at all levels which has led to rapid and
significant progress. -

This is difficult work. -When you are flatténing an organization out, when you are
restructuring and reorganizing at all levels, it’s about the same as gutting a building and
starting over. It’s hard work, but we are getting the job done. :

We have cut red tape, reduced paperwork and cut existing regulations by 30 percent, and we -
intend to do more. Our new reforms, like Goals 2000 and School to Work, as I said
earlier, have no regulations.

By reducing the student default rate (from 22 percent to 15 percent) and increasing
collections on defaulted loans, the Department has cut the costs of defaulted loans by over 50
percent. These management savings alone have offset the administrative costs of running
the entire Department ($500 million per year) during the last three years.

As a result of our efforts, administrative costs absorb just' 2 percent of our budget. We
deliver 98 cents on the dollar in education assistance to states, school districts, colleges and
students.

We have been in the forefront of changé, the use of technology, and making this Department
more efficient. In our FY 95/96 budgets we proposed the elimination or consolidation of 86
programs for a savings of $4.6 billion by the year 2000.

Our new direct lendingv program has received high marks from all concerned. We have
eliminated the completion of 4 million paper forms by using technology, and we have
probably saved a medium-sized forest in the process.

Our current staff of 5,000 is one-third smaller than the 7,700 employees who administered
Federal education programs prior to the Department’s creation in 1979. This reduction was
accomplished even though our services to students in schools and colleges doubled over the
same period of time.
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The small increase we have made in our staffing to improve debt collection and manage
direct lending pays for itself many times over.

I want to urge the Committee to recognize that stability leads to steady progress. If we get
mired in another round of reorganizations, we will have every teacher, principal, college
president, and parent in thxs country staring at orgamzatxonal charts for years to come. It’s.
not the way to go

I didn’t come to Washington to defend'bureaucr’acy or to protect the status quo. I came to
change things for the better. I think we have done that, and that’s why I'm here today.

The third argument for eliminating the Department is the belief held by some that public
education has declined because of federal involvement. This is not accurate, and this
criticism is all too often a back-handed attack on the institution of public education itself.

The improvement of public education began over a decade ago when the American people
tuned in to the now famous report entitled A Nation Ar Risk that was issued by Terrell Bell,
the second Secretary of Education.

‘A decade of steady effort on targetted areas of concern has moved us forward. = For
example, nearly half of all high school graduates now take the tougher core curriculum
recommended in A Nation At Risk.

The number of students participating in the Advanced Placement program has tripled since
1982 while math and science scores have increased for all age groups durmg the same
period.

The dropout rate for 16-to 24-year olds has fallen from 14 percent in 1982 to 11 percent in
1993. And the percentage of high school graduates who have enrolled in college has
increased from 49 percent in 1980 to 62 percent in 1992. This is an extraordinary record of
educational opportunity and our student aid programs now account for almost 70 percent of
all student aid.

Public education surely needs to be more demanding. We haven’t moved fast enough or far
enough, in my opinion, to say we have achieved success. But we are turning the comner and
public education is not flunking out by a long shot.

‘Public education is also at ground zero of almost every social, economic and cultural tension
of our times. And, in some communities -- that are almost dysfunctional -- the local public
~ school often remains the best and only anchor for young people who are trying to pull
themselves up.

~ Let’s remember that, for ajl of its many problems, public education is still sendmg millions
of bright, young students ‘to the finest and most open hxgher education system in the world.



Before turning to the specifics of the proposals before the Committee, I want to make one
final comment about the criticism leveled at this Department, Everyone has the right to
have their say. That's what our democracy is all about. T

But I am concerned that the debate over education and this Department is becoming much
too negative. There is too much intensity to this debate, and you have a lot of
misinformation and myths out there. This Department seems to get blamed for everything
from the disappearance of Amelia Earhart, to the death of Elvis, to last year’s baseball
strike.

[ urge committee members to listen to the conscientious parents and principals who have
rolled up their sleeves to make our schools better, and to the teachers who are working the
extra hours to make a difference. You can have loud voices in a debate and you can have
insistent voices but they are not the majonty

Every poll that I have seen this year shows that large majorities — ranging from two-thirds
to over 80 percent of the American people — see a valid purpose for this Department and
recogmze that balancing the budget should not come at the expense of educauon :

Now, let me make a few comments about the specific proposals before the Committee and

then go to Q&A’s. It seems to me that both the proposed merger proposal and H.R. 1883

have significant problems. Four stand out.

- Both would silence the voice of education in the President’s Cabinet.

- Both would bury Federal education programs deep within mega-agencies.

- Neither realizes savings without substantial cuts in services to students and schools.

-- Both would sidetrack education reform and, in all likelihood, will stunt, if not kill off,
' our efforts to increase flexibility in federal education programs.

I also cannot tell you that I'see Mr. Gunderson’s merger proposal as a positive alternative to .
the proposal to eliminate the Department.

The proposal by Mr. Gunderson has the Director of Mine Safety, the Director of HeadStart
and the person responsible for improving elementary education reporting to the same cabinet
Secretary. I cannot imagine how this works. It’s mix that just doesn’t match.

I also believe that Mr. Gunderson’s proposal places too much of its emphasis on short-term
job training while paying scant attention to the far broader purposes of American education --
‘learning the basics, good citizenship, character development and American values I do not
think the American people see education so narrowly.

In addition to destroying the national focus on education, my additional concern with H.R.
1883 is the block grant proposals. I believe that this block-grant proposal is merely the first
step toward dramatically reducing — and possibly even eliminating — federal financial
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assistance for elementary and secondary education. In addition, it lacks any meaningful
accountability mechanisms. Over time, it will shift focus away from a targeted population
that really does need the help.

‘In conclusion, T want to urge the committee to be cautious before acting and to once again
commend to the committee the value of stability and steady progress. This Department is a
~small but active Department that is changing for the better.

We have a focus, a clear sense of mission and we have an important purpose in contributing
_to the educational advancement of over 60 million Americans of all ages. We are a voice
for excellence and high standards.- We are a catalyst for solutiuons and a clearinghouse for
‘good ideas. We are committed to greater flexibility and a new partnership with the states.
And we are committed to ensuring access to higher education, to creating the middle class of
the future. - ‘ :

In the decade ahead, education will be the touchstone in defining the progress of this great
- nation. As a nation, we are going to have our hands full educating this coming tidal wave
of new students and responding to the concerns of millions of parents who want to be sure
that we are doing everything possible to improve education and to insure access to higher
education. A

I urge the Committee to take the long view ... to see the value of what we are
accomplishing. I will be happy to answer any questions. :




