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The National ~oundation on 
the Arts and Humanities 

I. Program Description 

Appendix 16 

Agency: The National Foundation 6n the Arts and Humanities 
is independent and is composed of two principal divisions 

A. National Endowment for the Arts 

Budget: FY 1979 budget request: $149.66 million 

Personnel: 222 

B. National Endowment for the Humanities 

Budget: FY 1979 budget reques·t: $145.6 million 

Personnel: 252 

The National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities was 
established in 1965 as an independent agency composed 
of the National Endowment for the Arts, the National 
Endowment for the Humanities and the Federal Council 
on the Arts and Humanities. {The Foundation is simply 
a legis.lative concept and is composed solely of the 
above three components.) Each of the Endowments is 
advised by a 7residentially appointed council, each 
administers i·ts own programs, but they share some 
administrative staff. The Federal Council performs 
a basic coordination function between the Endowments 
and those Federal agencies with cultural programs. 

Both Endowments can be described as having dual goals, 
and each pursues its objective through two types of 
activity: providing financial assistance in the form 
of grants and .performing a national leadership func­
tion in its field~ 

The Endowment for the Humanities makes grants to 
individuals and organizations to underwrite the pro­
duction of knowledge in defined areas of humanistic 
study. The Humanities is empowered with the authority 
to develop a national policy to promote progress and 
scholarship in the Humanities., award fellowships for 
training and workshops and otherwise support scholarly 
work. 
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The Endowment for the Arts makes grants to individuals 
and organizations for the purpose of making the arts rriore 
widely available, preserving national cultural heritage, 
strengthening cultural organizations and encouraging the 
deve1opment of the Nation's best artistic talent. 

II. Problems and Opportunities 

1. Both Endowments are criticized as being elitists 
organizations, giving principal attention to upper­
middle cla·ss needs and lifestyles. Linking the 
Endowments to a broad range of education programs 
might help to expand their audience. , 

2. With regard to elementary and secondary schools, cur­
riculum developers generally have given little atten­
tion to integrating arts into general education. 
Locating the Endowment for the Arts and education 
programs within the same department could result in 
national leadership for gre~ter program integration. 

3. The Endowment for the Humanities already has linkages 
with higher education. In FY 77 approximately $29 
million of $80 million of available grants were awarded 
to institutions of higher education. Of this $29 
million, over a third was for incidential or ~off­
campus" use whereby the university is officially the 
grantee for an affiliated activity, e.g., a museum 
or a public radio or television station.* 

III. Assessment 

Transferring the Endowments for the Arts and Humanities to 
the Department of Education would have the following 
advantages : 

1.. The diversity of the department would be enhanced 
by .the inclusion of the Endowments. 

* Program Grants 
National Endowment for the Humanities 

FY77 {in millions) 

Grants to rion-higher education institutions 
Grants to institutions of higher educatibn 

("Off-campus" grants) 
(Research, dissemination, training) 
(Higher education curriculum, 

innovation, etc.) 
Grants to individuals 

.TOTAL Program Grants 

:·::-<"~~_.._ ... .,..~_~~ .... ~!,--~:-1~'-'·-"'"-':-*"'-\- :-·<;·-.::; .----.·-- --- ·-~ .. ... .._ .. 

(11.2) 
( 9. 3) 

(B. 2) 

$44.6 
$28.7 

6.1 
$79.4 
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2. With regard to the Humanities, non-academic institutions, 
e.g., libraries and museums, provide a bridge to ex­
panding the learning process beyond formal schooling so 
that availability of learning will not be restricted by 
entrance requirements (higher ed) and age {elementary/ 
secondary ed) . 

3. Since the Humanities give institutional assistance to 
higher ed, the involvement, commitment and interest of 
the higher education community to the department would 

·be more likely to be ensured, if the Humanities Endow­
ment were included. 

4. The role of the Humanities will be broadened in view 
o£ its new relationship with Federal education priorities, 
for example, with re.gard to science education . 

. 5. With regard to including the Endowment for the Arts, 
the broader Federal role would serve to redefine the 
concept of education by mainstreaming arts at the local 
level. 

Transferring the Endowments would have the following 
disadvantages: 

1. Transferring the Endowments might inhibit or eliminate 
their advocacy role. 

2. Both the Arts and Humanities have unique programs, 
stressing the quality of activities as opposed to 
stressing maximum delivery of service or benefits. 
Adding such programs to a separate department of edu­
cation would probably not achieve any administrative 
simplification since the education division does not 
currently have procedures designed to accommodate 
the selection and administration of arts and humanities 
grants. 

·3. The President has assured the arts community that he 
would do nothing to impair the autonomy of the arts. 
A decision to transfer the Endowments, particularly 
the Arts, could be interpreted as reneging on this 
assurance. 

4. In the Education Department, Arts and Humanities 
might be subordinate to other priorities. 
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5. Currently, the National Council on the Arts and the 
National Council on the Humanities, in conjunction 
with the chairmen, guide the policy of the Endowments. 
Maintaining the statutorily created councils would, 
to a degree, lessen the policy impact of a Secretary 
of Education and make policy coordination more 
difficult. 

6. There would be political opposition from the Endow­
ments' constituencies to including them in the depart­
ment. 

Because the two Endowments are nominally a part of a single 
agency (the National Foundation), there is a tendency to 
treat the two as inseparable. However, because the National 
Endowment for the Humanities is more closely linked to the 
higher education community, a case may be made to transfer 
this Endowment to the new department, excluding the National 
Endowment for the Arts • 

.. . : . - ·--:.~~ --:"::;.."·. -:: ~-· :-···-. -. · .. - -:···;·:· ~-:'-:.;:-F-:··,._ .... _ ·"'·:-· --;·~_, .. ,,_..,. .. :·~?. 
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Appendix 17 

Indian Schools 

I. Program Description 

Agency: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of the Interior 

Budget: FY 1979 budget request: $19-5.8 million .!/ 

Personnel: Approximately 6,500 

Reservation children attend school through a great variety 
of organizational arrangements. Of those attending school, 
about 75 percent attend public schools and live either at 
home or in BIA dormitories. A small number attend private 
schools, primarily church-affiliated; the balance attend a 
variety of RIA-financed schools: boarding schools on and off 
reservation, day schools, combination boarding/day schools 
and tribally controlled schools, including some that were 
once private. Between 5 and 10 percent of the children living 
in rural areas do not attend school, apparently to avoid 
leaving their families for boarding schools. 

BIA shares the administration of most Office of Education 
programs serving Indians. For example, the Title I set-
aside for BIA schools is transferred to a BIA-consolidafed 
working fund for disbursement.. In 1979 monies for nine pro­
grams will pass through this fund; most are education-related. 
For one program--vocational education--the set-aside is 
administered directly by USOE through contracts with tribes. 
The authorizing legislation for vocational education would 
require that the 1979 set-aside be matched by BIA and trans­
ferred to USOE ,· although the Appropriations Committees may 
not permit this transfer. 

II. Problems and OPportunities 

The following appear to be the major organizational problems 
in the area of Indian schools: 

1. There is no comprehensive F~deral strategy for Indian 
schools. Altho~gh a stated overall Fed~ral Indian policy 
objective is to increase tribal self-determination, the 
tribe has little influence on the schools its children 
attend. BIA, USOE, State governments and local education 
agencies (LEAs) are the primary centers of power. The 
growth and character of schools for Indians will continue 
in large part to be financed through the Federal Govern­
ment, whether those schools be BIA or public. Yet 

.!1 Excludes items not specifically labelled as "education," 
such as indirect costs, school construction and maintenance, 
and other support activities. 
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support for these schools is fragmented, with programs 
for both general types administered by both agencies. 
Coordination between the two agencies is minimal. 

2. BIA has little influence on USOE policy. While $20 
millio~ of Title I funds, $5 million o( handicapped­
educatlon funds and more will flow through BIA schools, 
BIA has little influence on the policies that shape 
these programs. 

3. BIA has been severely criticized for its administration 
of some USOE proqrams, such as education of the handi­
capped, yet there is little that USOE can do to enforce 
its requirements. 

4. BIA 's internal adminis.t.rative system makes the deli very 
of effective educational services very rliffi~ult. 
Critics charge that th.e current system delegates 
excessive power to BIA area directors., some of whom view 
education more as an administrative than a human problem. 
Centralized support systems make effective logistics 
difficult, and currbersome Civil Service requirements, 
as well as the Lsolation of many schools, make the 
recruitment and maintenance of an effe~tive teaching 
force difficult if not impossible. 

5. The future of BIA boarding schools has not been clearly 
articulated. At present, th~ strict enforcement of 
compulsory education laws can result in a first-grade 
child being taken from his or her family if there is no 
nearby educational facility. It is alleged that this 
system promotes truancy among those children wishing to 
remain with their families. The present system needs 
to be more carefully reviewed to see if this disruption 
of families can be avoided, especially for grade-school 
children. 

6. Despite statutory policy direction, there is lj~tle 
movement toward Indian community or tribal control 
over BIA ~choo~s. Present organizational and proce­
dural structures place great obstacles in the path of 
self-determination. A community wishing to exercise 
more influence over its children's education faces a 
virtually insurmountable task. 

III. Assessment 

TransferrLng the BIA schools would have the following 
potential advantages: 



1. If the other BIA education programs {Johnson-O'Malley 
and continuing education discussed in 'Appendix 11) were 
also transferred, it would collocate all Federal Indian 
education programs, facilitating the development o.f a 
comprehensive Indian education strategy for the Federal 
Government. 

2. It would permit better coordination and tracking of OE 
programs in BIA schools, although this could also be 
achieved by a requirement that the Department of Educa­
tion periodically evaluate Federally operated schools. 

3. It would facilitate the development of a coordinated 
data base to help evaluate the educational needs o£ 
Indian children. 

3 

4. If the BIA schools were t~ansferred with proper precau -
tions to safeguard Indian rights, the Department of 
Education would be more likely to respond to local 
tribes and communities and to set appropriate educa­
tional standards and curricula. 

5. By facilitating coordination of policies guiding USOE 
and BIA construction programs, transfer could foster 
the more focused development of schools in currently. 
underserved areas, thereby both decreasing the number 
of children taken from their families and encouraging 
greater participation in schools. 

Transferring the BIA schools would have the following potential 
disadvantages: 

1. It would take the programs out o£ BIA, an agency which 
Indians feel recognizes tribal sovereignty and the trust 
responsibilities of the Federal Government. Without 
great care being taken in the establishment of an Indian 
agency in the new department, adherence to these 
principles could be diminished. 

2. It would create significant administrative problems. 
Eligibility definitions for the BIA and OE programs differ 
and are a major political issue. Indian preference in 
hiring, now applied only in BIA and the Indian Health 
Service, would have to be retained for these programs and 
probably applied to USOE Indian programs also. New 
arrangements for BIA logistical support of the schools 
would have to be developed. 

• : lo ...... '"""' ~ •· -,...,~-~· .,.._:--- •• , •• _:;;:~ . . . ~~t 
.~ 
;_:; 
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3. It would separate the administration of BIA schools from 
the administration of other BrA-administered human 
resources programs. To the extent that potential oppo:r­
tunities for improved coordination exist among these 
programs, it would be lost. Howeve:r, if the administra­
tion of both sets of problems is contracted to the tribes, 
.t:his disadvantage would be eli.rn:L.nat~d-·--------------~--------·-··---·---~----·-~------~----

4. Transfer would probably result in s·ignificant Indian 
political opposition, especially by the tribal leaders 
themselves. 
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Appendix 18 

Child Nutrition 

I. Program Description 

Agency: Food and Nutrition Service, u.s. Department 
of Agriculture 

Budget: FY 1979 budget request: 

National School Lunch 
School Breakfast 
Special Milk 
Child Care Food 
Summer Food Service 
Cornrnodi ty Distribution 
Adminis.trative and Equipment 

Assistance 
Federal·Administratiqn 

Personnel: 600 

1-806 
217 

30 
130 
149 
564 

45 
17 

$2.958 

million 

billion 

Note: The Special Supple~ental Food Program for Women, 
Infants. and Children (WIC) program, which is 
authorized under chi.ld nutrition legislation and 
administered by the Food and Nutrition Service, 
is not considered a candidate for transfer to the 
Department of Education. This program provides 
nutritional supplements to pregnant and lactating 
women and their children and is administered by 
State 'health departments. 

These programs provide cash and commodity assistance to 
participating schools and institutions for meals served 
to children. As·sistance is provided on a "performance" 
basis: that is, participating schools and institutions 
receive a fixed reimbursement payment for each meal 
served. To be eligible for Federal reimbursement, meals 
must conform to Federally prescribed meal patterns. 
Additional Federal reimbursement, which covers .almost the 
entire cost of producing a meal, is provided for meals 
served at no or nominal cost to needy children. Because 
almost three-quarters of the Federal expenditure tmvard 
these programs subsidizes meals served to needy children, 
the programs are classified as income security programs 
in the budget. 



2 

The progr?ms are all funded through State education agencies 
(SEA's}, although considerable administrative activity is 
carried on outside the education system {~, in day care 
centers, orphanages, summer camps)_. SEA's function primarily 
as conduits for Federal funds with respect to these programs; 
they have considerable responsibility for monitoring and 
technical assistance, but little policymaking responsibility. 
Administration of these programs within an SEA is carried 
out by a separate child nutrition unit which has little 
contact with other parts of the SEA. 

Federal expenditures for these programs have increased 
almost sixfold over the past decade, with most of that 
increase consisting of cash. The importance of Federal 
commodity donations to the programs has diminished in recent 
years, as cash subsidies have increased and as periods of 
relative food scarcity have decreased surplus commodity 
stocks. 

II. Problems and Opportunities 

... ' 

1. Child nutrition programs have never been well accepted 
by the education establishment. Many educators view 
the responsibility for feeding children as alien to 
the responsibility for educating them. 

2. Child nutrition programs have received uneven support 
and treatment from USDA officials in the past. The 
programs have been in USDA since their inception 
thirty years ago. USDA officials in the Nixon and 
Ford administrations treated the programs largely as 
"unwanted stepchildren." Current USDA officials, how­
ever, enthusiastically support these programs and con­
sider them vital e1ements of USDA. Secretary Bergland 
and his staff argue that these programs "balance" 
USDA by providing a consumer focus to offset the 
strong producer orientation of other USDA programs. 

3. Commodities selected by USDA for distribution through_ 
the programs may not be particularly desirable from a 
nutritional standpoint, as GAO and others have noted. 
This problem is probably attributable more to conflicts 
in the programs• two legislative objectives (_safeguarding 
children's health and removing agricultural surpluses} 
than to administrative decisions regarding commodity 
selection. Therefore, transfer of these programs may 
affect th~s problem only marginally . 
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4. There are some coordination problems between USDA's 
child nutrition programs, on the one hand, and HEW's 
education and human development programs~ on the other. 
However, these problems are generally minor. The 
greatest opportunities for impir'oving coordination 
exist between the nutrition and human development 
programs (Head Start, Title XX social services). 

III. Assessment 

Transferring the programs would have the following potential 
advantages: ' 

1. Child nutrition programs as well as nutrition education 
programs (described in Appendix 8) would widen the focus 
bf the Department of Education and give added force to 
the movement that encourages educators to see the solu­
tions t,o -problems of learning in a broader perspective. 

2. Transfer could give the child nutrition programs new 
leg~timacy in the eyes of State and local educ~tion 
officials. Some program administrators point to 
location of the programs in State education agencies 
as contributing to acceptance of the programs by 
educators at the local le~el. Location in a Federal 
education agency could enhance this acceptance. 

3. Transfer to a Department of Education that included 
human development programs for children would facilita-te 
coordination between nonschool-based child nutrition 
programs and human development programs. 

4. Transfer would increase opportun.ities for simplification 
and standardization of administrative requirements 
between child nutrition programs and education programs. 
However, differences in these requirements are not now 
seen as creating significant administrative. problems. 

5. Transfer might give greater independence to Federal 
child nutrition program administrators in selecting 
commodities for distribution, thereby improving the 
nutritional value of the commodities. 

The following are seen as potential disadvantages of transfer: 

1. Location of the programs in the Department of Education 
could result in nutrition interests being subordinated 
to education interests. Historicall~, these feeding 
programs have received very limited support from 
educators. 
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2. Transfer of the programs from USDA would narrow the 
focus of that department and could lead to food pro­
ducer concerns dominating concerns of consumers. 
Increasing t'he responsiveness of USDA to consumers 
is a mis.sion that the department has been actively 
pursuing under this Administration. 

3. Transfer of the child nutrition programs at this time 
to the Department of Education could preempt recom­
mendations of the Human Services Study and the Food 
and Nutrition Policy Study, both now underway in the 
President·'s Reorganization Project. 

4 •. There is considerable political opposition to trans­
ferring these programs. Child nutrition advocacy 
groups, the Senate Agriculture Committee, the school 
food service worker's association and USDA officials 
all oppose transfer. 

5. The strong political support that these programs 
have traditionally enjoyed from conservative 
agriculture-oriented legislators would be jeopardized 
by moving the programs out of USDA. 

6. Transfer could cause c6ordination problems between 
USDA and the Department of Education involving 
selection and distribution of commodities donated 
by the Federal government to the programs. 

In summary, we find few compelling arguments for or against 
transfer of the child nutrition programs into the Depart­
ment of Education. The programs are not central to the 
mission of either USDA, as currently structured, or the 
proposed Department of Education and c.an thus serve to 
broaden the focus of either department. The possibility 
that transfer of the programs at this time will preempt 
recommendations of either the Human Services Study or the 
Food and Nutrition Policy Study argues for deferring a 
decision about transfer of these programs~ This latter 
study, in particular, should provide sufficient information 
for us to asse.ss the relative value of these programs to 
USDA and to the Department of Education. · 
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Appendix 19 

INTERNAL S.TRUCTURE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

We have not yet devoted a g.reat deal of attention ·to the 
internal structure of the department since our principal 
effort has been to define its purposes, scope and content. 
Your decisions on these issues will enable us to proceed 
with a thorough examination of the important structural 
issues. 

Senator Ribicoff's bill does raise several structural issues, 
however. Rather than address specifically these issues at 
the April 14 hearings, we intend to suggest some general 
principles and to submit more detailed information in several 
weeks before a bill is marked up. 

Consequently, we are not requesting decisions on structural 
is-sues at this time. This appendix simply identifies and 
discusses six issues we believe should be considered. They 
include: 

I. Mechanisms to improve intergovernmental 
relations. 

II. Interagency coordination. 

III. Internal organization. 

IV. Safeguards to" assure the integrity of transferred 
prog,rams and affected agencies. 

V. Mechanisms for encouraging public involvement. 

VI. Oversight of education programs not in the 
department. 



I. IMPROVING INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

This section describes one mechanism for improving intergovern­
mental relations. It would support the department's goals of 
strengthening State and local capacities to provide education 
and of establishing a partnership amorig different levels of 
government to improve the quality of education. 

Various advocates of a Cabinet-level Department of Education 
have proposed establishing a department-wide, highly visible 
advisory commission. These proposals have three principal 
goals: 

0 

0 

0 

To increase the influence of the department 
by bringing prestigious and knowledgeable 
citizens together to provide a voice for 
educational needs in general and departmental 
policies in particular. 

To buffer the department from political 
consideiations and short-term policy 
fluctuations. 

To represent a· variety of educational 
interests. 

To some extent, advisory commissions parallel local and State 
education agencies with administration guided by policies set 
by independent citizens without being influenced by political 
parties or political issues other than education. 

A. Underlying Principles 

Unlike many Federal program areas, most education 
policies depend for their effective implementation 
on State, local and private agencies. Thus, good 
intergovernmental re.lations are essential to carrying 
out effectively the Federal role in education. 

Many intergovernmental relations problems 
reflect genuine value conflicts between the 
Federal Government and State, local or private 
agencies. Other problems, however, derive from 
Federal policies and procedures that reflect in­
sufficient awareness of and sensitivity to State, 
local and private needs and capabilities. 



The Intergovernmental Council we recommend below 
would increase the visibility of intergovernmental 
issues and would provide a mechanism through which 
the perspectives of State, local and private 
education agencies can be represented. 

B. The Ribicoff Bill 

S.991 creates a National Advisory Commission on 
Education (NACE). We are considering, instead, 
the creation of an Intergovernmental Advisory 
Council on Education. 

S.991 gives a very broad mandate to the NACE. 
The first three of nine duties enumerated in the 
Ribicoff bill indicate the broad scope of the 
Commission's activities: 

0 

0 

0 

Assist the Secretary in the formulation 
of Federal policy with respect to the 
appropriate role of the Federal Govern­
ment in each action. 

Review the administration and operation 
of, and general regulations for, Federal 
education programs. 

Advise the Secretary and other Federal 
officials with respect to the educational 
needs and goals of the Nation and assess 
the progress of the renewal of appropriate 
agencies, institutions, and organizations 
of the Nation in order to meet those needs 
and achieve those, goals. 

The NACE proposal has several disadvantages: 

0 While the NACE might increase the visibility 
giveR to educational issues, it would under­
mine the leadership role of the Secretary of 
Education and confuse the public, which is 
more accustomed to a school board model of 
education governance. The more prestigious 
and influential the members of the NACE, 
the more likely this would be. 

2. 
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0 

0 

0 

If the NACE results in insulating educational 
issues from "politics" as well as other policy 
priorities, as many of its proponents argue, 
it would also reduce opportunities for holding 
Federal administrators and policymakers 

.. accountable and would impede interag.ency 
coordination. 

While the language of S.991 is somewhat 
ambiguous, individuals with "demonstrated 
commitment," "competence," and "experience" 
would be likely to be education profes­
sionals. If so, the Commission's member­
ship would depart from the more varied 
composition of most public commissions and 
boards. Moreover, a commission of distin­
guished citizens would probably be perceived 
as a sort of national school board toward 
which the Secretary of Education should show 
considerable deference. 

The NACE would not be likely to provide 
-increased access to Federal policymaking 
for unrepresented interests. 

The NACE would tend to advocate a more 
extensive role for the Federal Government 
in educational policymaking because of an 
almost unlimited mandate, the lack of a 
specific constituency, and the likelihood 
that interest groups who were otherwise 
unsuccessful in attaining their goals 
would turn to the NACE for assistance. 

Therefore, we think that the NACE would not i:nake a 
significant contribution to improving intergovern­
mental relations and thus to enhancing significantly 
the effectiveness of Federal efforts to increase 
access to and excellence of educational opportunities. 

C. Proposal for an Intergovernmental Advisory Council on 
Educat1on 

An alternative proposal is to establish an Intergovern­
mental Advisory Council on Education. The major dif­
ference between the NACE and our proposal is that the 
latter is designed to strengthen the intergovernmental 
system for the development and implementation of educa­
tion policies. 

3. 



1. Purposes of the IntergoVernmental Council 

The mandate of the Intergovernmental Council 
should be narrow enough to make it clear that 
the Commission should not become involved in 
all policymaking or operating decisions of the 
department. Taking the mandate of the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(ACIR) as a model, the purposes of the Inter-
governmental Council might be: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

To bring together representatives 
of Federal, State and local govern­
ments for the consideration of common 
problems. 

To provide a forum for discussing the 
administration and coordination of 
Federal grant and other programs 
requiring intergovernmental cooperation. 

To give critical attention to the 
conditions and controls involved in 
the administration of Federal grant 
programs. 

To make available tebhnical assistance 
to the executive and legislative 
branches of the Federal Government in 
the review of proposed legislation to 
determine its overall effect on the 
Federal system. 

To encourage discussion and study at 
an early stage of emerging public 
problems that are likely to require 
intergovernmental cooperation. 

To recommend the most desirable 
allocation of governmental functions, 
responsibilities and revenues among 
the several levels of government and 
private institutions. 

To recommend methods of coordinating 
and simplifying tax laws and admin­

.istrative practices to achieve a 
more orderly and less comp~titive 
fiscal relationship between the 

4. 



levels of government· and between 
government and the private educa­
tional systems and to reduce the 
burden of compliance for taxpayers. 

The composition of the Council should also 
mirror to some extent that of the ACIR, with 
appropriate-modifications to allow for rep­
resentation of the education community, 
especially private education institutions. 
ACIR is a 26-member, bipartisan body. 
Members serve for two years and may be· 
reappointed. Nine of its 26 members repre­
sent the Federal Government, 7 represent 
State government, 7 represent local govern­
ment, and 3 represent the general public. 
Of these, 20 are appointed by the President~ 
3 are U.S. Senators appointed by the Presi­
dent of the Senate; and 3 are U.S. Represen­
tatives appointed by the Speaker of the House. 

The noncongressional appointments to the 
Council should be made by the Secretary 
of Education instead of the President and 
should consist of 3 private citizens (who 
could include parent and student represen­
tatives); 3 officers of the Federal execu~ 
tive branch; 4 governors; 3 State 
legislators; and 4 mayors. 

In addition, ACIR requires that Federal, 
State and local legislators be bipartisan 
representatives. 

The Intergovernmental Council should have 
fewer representatives of government than 
ACIR to allm.,r for representatives of local 
and State education boards and agencies and 
private education.. The Council membership 
should reflect the general and educational 
governance structure for education. It 
would be a forum for representation of all 
three levels of government. __ .. 

2. Advantages of the Intergovernmental Council 

The Intergovernmental Advisory Council on 
Education would have the following advantages. 
It would: 

5. 



0 

0 

0 

Give more visibility. to intergovern­
mental issues and greater access to 
policymaking for representatives of 
State, local and private education 
than would the ~ACE proposal. 

Assure that Council members come to 
the Council cognizant of their pri­
mary roles as representatives o-f­
agencies responsible f·or education 
policies or programs. 

Avoid the possibility that members 
woulp. see themselves and be viewed 
as a national school board. 

Serve to allay fears that the new 
department would become a 11 Ministry 
of Education .. or otherwise increase 
Federal control over matters that 
are now the prerogative of State, 
local or private institutions. 

3. Disadvantages of an Intergovernmental Council 

The Intergovernmenta.l Advisory Council on 
Education would have the following disad­
vantag,es: 

0 It would become umv_ieldy because 
of its large size. 

0 It could have difficulty in k~eping the 
Federal role from growing without­

-----decisionmaking responsibility. 

0 Di vers·e constituencies could make 
consensus decisionmaking difficult. 

6. 



II. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

Regardless of which option fo-r the Department of Education 
is chosen, the need to coordinate education and education­
related programs in other departments and agencies will 
remain. 

7. 

There is currently a Federal Interagency Committee on Education 
(PICE). It was established in 1964 by executive order to 
facilitate coordination of education activities. The represen­
tatives from 30 agencies meet once a month to exchange infor­
mation, resolve corninon ·problems, reinforce each other's · --- -------
activities, receive briefings on major issues, review reports 
and recommendations of subcommittees and develop a coherent 
approach to Federal education programs. '-vhere appropriate, 
advice.and recommendations are transmitted to the Secretary of 
HEW and to the heads of agencies for implementation. 

Subcommittees and other working groups are appointed as needed 
by PICE. A PICE staff, headed by an executive director and 
attached to the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education, 
provides administrative and other support for the Committee. 
The PICE staff also works closely with subcommittees and work.,.. 
ing groups. 

Recent experience with PICE has shown that there are a number 
of issues which could be suitably handled by coordination: 

0 

0 

0 

Crises. Crises are, by definition, events 
for which adequate preparation was not or 
would not have been made. Crises which 
require a multifaceted Fed~ral response 
must be handled by coordination. 

Communication. Information which involves 
l1ttle or no cost or which is in the 
interest of the sharing agency will be 
shared. Coordinating committees including 
PICE generally receive highest praise for 
this function. 

Ad hoc problems. Coordinating councils 
must occas1onally be used for ad hoc 
problem solution. Again, as in the 
matter of crises, an organizational 
response is not possible. 

~~~------~--~--------------



0 Policy formulation. Coordinating councils 
can be use£ul for policy formulation since 
they represent a forum at which diverse 
agency interests can be presented. 

8. 

Similarly, FICE has demonstrated that certain kinds of issues 
cannot be coordinated easily: 

0 

0 

0 

Eliminating duplication. Although a coordinat­
ing committee will frequently be called upon 
to remove unnecessary duplication, the author­
izing legislation mandates .two or more agencies 
to have jurisdictibn over a single activity. 

'In this situation, only new legislation can 
resolve the issue. 

Threatening coordination. Agencies will 
no.t happily engage in coordination which 
threatens their own vitality or reflects 
poorly on them. Again, agencies cannot 
violate their own authorizing legislation. 

Policy implementation and evaluation. These 
are act1v1.ties which reqUire a hierarchical 
structure; as such, they are not appropriate 
for coordinating councLls. 

Some issue areas which could benefit from coordination include: 

0 Education and human development. 

0 Education and work~ 

0 Status of research universities. 

0 Sttldent assistance. 

The Ribicoff bill would establish a Federal Interagency 
Committee on Education chaired by the Secretary of Education. 
It would include the Departments of Health and Welfare, State, 
Commerce, Housing and Urban Development, Labor, Agriculture, 
Defense and the National Science Foundation and the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 



9. 

Although we have no recommendation on interagency coordination 
at this ·time, our current thinking would lead us to propose 
retaining FICE in the bill under the chairmanship of the 
Secretary of Education. Further consideration of an expansion 
of functions and membership will be undertaken in light of the 
decision on the scope of the new Department of Education. 



III. INTERNAL ORGANIZATION 

This section describes issues involved in designing the 
internal structure of the Department of Education. The 
Ribicoff bill defines general offices of assistant secre­
taries in the department at the staff and support levels. 

On the basis of other Reorganization Proj~ct dealings with 
the Congress, Congressional testimony of interest groups 

10. 

in favor of an Education Department, and Government 
Operations Committee oversight authority for executive­
level positions, we can expect that the bill will contain 
specific administrative and organizational requirements. 
The final bill is l.ikely to spell out the number, type and 
titles for executive-level officials. Consequently, the 
Administration will need to develop a set of principles for 

,. internal structure, as well as a model organizational chart, 
' to transmit to tne ::ienate Governmental Affairs Committee. 

Simultaneously, we should seek to preserve some flexibility 
for the .Secretary to design the department to meet changing 
priori tie·s. 

In the short run, the internal organization of the Education 
Department should be gtiided by four key principles that will 
enable the department to meet its goals: 

1. Programs \vhich serve similar functions or 
target groups should be grouped together to 
emphasize needed internal and external 
linkages. 

2. Increased visibility should be provided for 
programs located outside HEW's Education 
Division that will be transferred to the new 
department in order to maintain their separate 
identity and mission in the Education Department. 

3. Programs should be transferred intact to the 
new department in order to minimize disruptions 
in the programs. 

4. Opportunities for moving additional programs 
to the department in the future should be 
retained. 

The.se guiding principles should be applied in conjunction 
with Administration and Congressional concerns for improved 
internal management, better intergovernmental relations 
and a clear understanding of the department's leadership 
role. 



s. 991 specifies the following nine executive-level 
officials: 

Secretary for Education (Level I) 

• Supervises and directs the Department 

Under Secretary (Level III) 

• Duties as assigned by Secretary 

Assistant Secretaries 

• Legislation and Public Affairs (Level IV) 

. Administrative and Management Policy (Level IV) 

• Evaluation and Planning (Level IV) 

. Intergovernmentc;tl Relations (Level IV) 

General Counsel (Level IV} 

Office of the Inspector General 

. Headed by an Inspector General (Level IV) 

• Includes a Deputy Inspector General (Level V) 
and Assistant Deputy Inspector General 

• Responsible for investigations, internal and 
external audits, preventing fraud and abuse 
of Federal programs. 

Our major concerns with internal structure outlined in 
S. 991 are the absence of assistant secretary positions 
for major program area responsibilities and too many 
assistant secretary positions for staff-level functions. 
However, there may be enough latitude within the total 
number of Level IV assistant secretaries, to create 
program area assistant secretary positions by reducing 
the number of staff assistant secretary positions.· 

Executive-level IV positions seem appropriate for these 
program area and staff responsibilities: 

11. 



. Elementary and Secondary Education 

• Postsecondary Education 

• Programs for Handicapped Individuals 

• Youth Programs 

Inspector General 

• General Counsel 

Four executive level V positions can be justified on the 
basis of size, complexity and need for organizational 
visibility. These positions would be responsible for 
Research and Innovation, M:anagement and Budget, Office 
for Civil Rights, and Legislation and Intergovernmental 
Relations. 

If a broadly.based department as proposed in Option II 

12. 

is adopted, two additional executive-level V positions may 
be required for Early Childhood Programs and selected 
Indian education programs from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Including the Secretary, Under Secretary 7 General Counsel 
and Inspector General, we conclude that between 12 and 14 
executive-level positions are warranted. Currently, 
however, only three executive level positions exist in the 
Education Division of HEW. In summary, it will be 
necessary to recommend certain amendments to the bill to­
authorize the Secretary to establish the staff and program 
assistant secretary positions he or she wishes and to redefine 
the designated assistants and additional positions if a broad 
department is recommended. 

These changes will involve certain additional costs for 
those positions and functions not now existing in the 
programs to be transferred. Some positions will also be 
obtained from the overhead functions of departments from 
which programs are transferred. Some functions of the 
transferred programs will also be consolidated and certain 
savings effected, e.g., by merging the policy planning 
staffs of the HEiv Assistant Secretary for Education and the 
Commissioner of Education. The additional start-up cost of . __ . 
establishing the new department will be approximately 
$7 mil.lion_. 



IV. PROVIDING SAFEGUARDS FOR 

TRANSFERRED PROGRAMS 

13. 

Some of the programs and functions considered for transfer 
to the Department of Education {e.g., Office for Civil 
Rights, Head Start) have missions that should remain in­
dependent and insulated from the management of the tradi­
tional education programs. In these cases, it is important 
to provide adequate safeguards to protect the character of 
the transferred programs. While the possibility of building 
in such protections is not addressed in S. 991, we think 
that a clear .recognition at this time of the importance of 
such an approach may be necessary to help allay the sub­
stantial concerns of affected programs and their constituent 
groups. Moreover, interest group opposition to transferring 
some programs which they fear will be subsumed by the 
"education es.tablishment" could expand into opposition to 
the creation of a Department of Education. · 

A variety of mechanisms exist to achieve this end. Our 
intention to provide such safeguards can be emphasized 
in our testimony at the time o.f Committee markup, as well 
as in our legislati~e proposal. 

A sample ·Of such devices, followed by examples, include: 

0 Testimony that becomes part of the legislative 
history and can be used to establish Congressional 
intent, e.g., It is our intention in creating this 

__ --~-- ···--department that Head Start should remain a separate 
organizational-entity with its current program focus 
unchanged. -

0 Specific language and provisions in the authorizing 
legislation regardingi for example: 

--Reporting relationships, e.g., the Director 
shall report directly to the Secretary. 

--Organizational relationships, e.g., the Assistant 
Secretary shall be responsible for nutrition 
education and school-based feeding programs. 

--Grade structure, e.g., the head of the Office 
for Civil Rights shall be an Executive Level III. 

--Separate annual reports, e.g., the President 
shall transmit to Congress the director's 
report. 



--Specific details on the management of the 
program, e.g._, a specified percentage of all 
grants must be made to community-based 
organizations. 

--Mandating coordinating relationships, e.g., the 
program director and the heads of affected 
agencies shall be required to meet a certain 
number of times each year. 

14. 

In addition, there are more informalcoordinatinq rela­
tionships that are less restrictive for future pol,icymakers 
and that can be offered as assur.ances by the President or 
his representatives as being implicit in our concept of the 
department, e.g., It will be our policy for the Secretary 
to consult with the Head Start Parents' Organization before 
issuing regulations. Or, alternatively, it is our intention 
to appoint food service professionals to positions of 
leadership in the new department. 



15. 

V. PUBLIC INVOLVE.MENT IN EDUCATION 

A growing body of research indicates the importance of 
public, and especially parental,involvement in educational 
programs as an important means of enhancing the responsive­
ness and effectiveness of schools. As a result, an in­
creasing number of educational programs now require 
parental or public involvement. However, these require­
ments are often only fulfilled sporadically and there 
continues to be widespread criticism of the propensity 
of mos.t professional educators to avoid seeking public 
participation and to deny its legitimacy and usefulness. 
Studies of the role of nonprofessionals in education 
policymaking bear out these concerns. 

There are two possible approaches to increasing public 
participation in education: 

• Assigning government-wide responsibility to one 
agency for monitoring public participation in 
all Federal domestic programs . 

• Creating an Office for Public Involvement in 
the Department of Education. 

These strategies are not, of course, mutally exclusive. 

There now exist many statutory provisions and guidelines 
governing citizen participation affecting, for example, 
prog.rams for handicapped children, vocational education, 
and in the forml11.:ttion of remedial· plans for school _______ -----------·-·-···---
desegregation. However, there is no coherent policy and 

---- no--consistent enforcement of the pr_ovisicns. . .. --

An Office for Public Involvement,whose director would report 
directly to the Secretary of Education, offers an oppor­
tunity to focus major attention on public involvement 
issues in education. The o-ffice- could: 

Monitor all provisions for citizen and parent 
involvement in Federal education programs. 

• Assess the effectiveness of various public 
involvement strategies. 

Provide technical assistance to agencies seeking 
to enhance public involvement or gain its ac­
ceptance by educators . 

• Encourage all relevant programs to develop 
materials designed for parents and to provide 
technical assistance for parent/citizen organi­
zations in collaboration with them. 



Some advantages of this proposal 

• A visible, high-level off~cial would signify 
the importance of public and parental involve­
ment in education • 

• There would a single office responsible for 
monitoring and orchestrating parent/citizen 
participation policy. 

• This approach would stimulate further develop­
ment of new initiatives for parent/citizen 
participation and policies tailored for each 
program. 

Some disadvantages of this approach 

• Without strong support from the agency director, 
the office could become isolated and ineffective . 

• Creation of the office might lead program 
officials to "pass the buck" on public and 
parent involvement issues. 

Since the Office for Public Involvement would be a new 
concept, it should be subject to a three-year s·unset 
provision with renewal required by Congress. 

16. 



VI. OVERSIGHT OF PROGRAMS OFFERING DIRECT 
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 

In addition to the interagency coordination functions of 
FICE described in section II, the department should assume 

17. 

a vigorous role in monitoring and evaluating all direct educa­
tional services offered by the Federal government, as well 
as certain major Federal activities which have a direct 
impact on Federal educational policies and educational · 
institutions. Annual or periodic evaluations of the ef­
fectivene~s of educational programs sponsored by the 
Departments of Defense (DOD schools for children of 
Americans abroad), Interior (Bureau of Indian Affairs 
schools on Indian reservations) and Justice (schools in 
Federal correctional facilities) are among those Federal 
services which. would benefit from an ongoing overview by 
professional educators and evaluation experts in the 
Department of Education. 

Others include non-departmental direct services programs 
for the handicapped, support for instructional technology 
applicable to schools and colleges, and adult and continuing 
educational programs which promote professional development. 
The monitoring would not only include ev~luation studies 
designed to determine the impact of these programs, but it 
would involve various technical assistance and dissemination 
functions which would be aimed at improving the quality and 
success of both innovative and ongoing programs. The 
Department of Education would, in effect, become a valuable 
resource for di.sseminating information among the various 
Federal agencies on educational and training programs that 
have proved effective for particular types of students, 
whether adults, young students or special learners requiring 
spe.cial diagnostic or prescriptive educational services. 

Much of the oversight and monitoring responsibility o£ the 
department can be accomplished by Executive Order, but some 
of these functions may have to be mandated by legislative 
authorization. 
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OFFICE OF' THE 
DIRECTOR 

President 

/ 
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION-

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20550. 

April 1.0, 1978 

. The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

'-·~.--~ .. ,~.·-~-. 

Dear Mr. President: 

I agree with your view that a Depar1:Inent of Education could enh:mce ~ 
ability of the Fooeral Q)vernrnent to serve the cause of quality e:lucation 
for all of our citizens. 

Given a well-conceive::'!. plan for a Department of Education, an argtlr!61t can 
be rrade for transferring the National Science Foundation's (NSF) Science 
Education programs to ttat department. However, the new depar1:Inent, as pro­
pose:l by the Reorgarli.zation Ccrnnittee, does not have a discernible rationale 
and does little nore t.ljan add the scie.."'lce education programs of NSF to the 
general e:Jucation progra"tlS of HEW. Such a department would not provide 
effective managE!!le.'"lt for science e:Jucation activities. I urge ·you to reje=t 
the lLADrganization Ccrn:U.ttee' s recc:mre"'ldations regarding the transfer of 
NSF programs for t.~e following reasons: 

0 

0 

NSF's Science Education programs are highly specialize::'!. 
activities and qualitatively differe.'1t fran the education 
prograrrs of HEW. If NSF's Science Education programs are 
kept \intact in the new department, they will fonn an 
anomalous unit that will be too ST\3.11 to be effective (less 
than 1/200 of the depa.rt:lrent' s b..rlget) ; if instead they are 
dispersed throoghout the new department, they will lose their 
identity and effectiveness. · 

Science Education at NSF, though relatively ST\3.11 (ab:mt 
$78 million or 1/12 of the NSF l::u3get}, continues to l'ave an 
enonrous .impact on the quality of American e:lucation. This 
is because of the thorough integration of NSF's education 
prograiPs with its research activities and because science 
education at NSF attracts and encourages the Nation's best 
scientists to beccrne active in education. Uncoupling scie.'1Ce 
education and scientific research would l'ave a negative effect 
at all levels -- elarentary sch:Jols, high schoo1s, and 
colleges. 

For these reasons, the National Science Board joins me in strongly op::osing 
the transfer of the NSF Science Education prc>grams to the propose:l Depar1:Inent 
of Education. 

cc: Dr. Frank Press 

Sincerely yours, 

~,~--
Ricl'ard C. Atkinson 

Director 

. .-;:· - ... -- ···--:. •.. ·- ... 
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THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20410 

APR 1 0 1978 

Honorable James T. acir.tyre, J'r. 
Director 
Office of Hanager:~ent and Budget 
l'lashington, D. C. 20503 

Dear ~rr. Mcintyre: 

I have reviewed the proposal for the Department of 
Education, and I wholeheartedly support the concept of this 
new Department. Ir:.proving the quality O·f education is one 
of the country's greatest needs, anu I believe that this 
consolidation of education activities will r.:ake Federal 
programs more effective. If I can a·ssist the Adr.'dnistration 
in gaining Cor.gre,ssional approval of this proposal, I will 
be glad to do so. 

Specifically relating to i~UD, there is only one program 
scheduled for transfer -- the College Housing Program. I 
have no objections to this proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 

Patricia Roberts Earris 
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THE SECR:ET.ARY OF' HEALTH, EOUCAT"IO'N,AND W.ELF'ARE 

WASH IN GTO·N, D. C. 2 0·2 0 I 

April 11, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: The Administration's Proposal for a Cabinet­
Level Department of Education 

This responds to Jim Mcintyre's request for comment on 
the Administration's proposal for a Cabinet-level Department 
of Education, which will be unveiled in tes.timony before 
Senator Ribicoff's Government Operations Committee on 
Friday, April 14. 

The draft proposal advanced for your consideration 
includes practically no consolidation of the vast array of 
the Government's edecation, and education-related agencies 
and programs, beyond those that have already been consoli­
dated within HEW 1 s Education Division. As a result, it 
does not speak to the themes of agency and program consoli­
dation and organizational clarification you articulated during 
the campaign, and will draw criticism a·s narrow in conce.pt 
and constituency. As the OMB analysis indicated earlier, 
HEW's Education Division accounts for less than half of the 
Federal Government's t.otal educat.ional commi!tment. 

The proposal fulfills the let.ter of the commitment made 
during the campaign, but continues to lack strong comple­
menting organizational and programmat-ic rationale. Politically, 
these deficiencies may no,t be fatal. The OMB staff analysis 
has fairly identified the hard political obstacles to con­
structing a more comprehensive, more broadly based Cabine,t­
level organization under the "Department of Education" banner. 
But the proposal's weaknesses are obvious. 

At this stage, I believe comments may be helpful 
concerning three Presidential decision choices that are 
highlighted in .the OMB paper: 

1. Head Start and Handicapped Programs 

I s·trongly support the tentative recommenda.tion of the 
Vice President, of White House and of OMB staff that the 
Administration recommend against tr:ansfer of the Head 
Start and Handicapped programs to the proposed new 
Department. 
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2. Civil Rights 

The proposal for a separate Department o-f Education 
creates hard problems concerning the proper future 
location of the government's education-related civil 
rights enforcement functions, now in HEW's Office for 
Civil Rights (OCR). If these responsibilities are 
transferred to the new Department, as the OMB staff 
paper recommends., there is real danger that civil 
rights needs will be subordina.ted to bureaucr.atic 
educational pres,sures. Many committed t-o civil rights 
will so testify -- and rightly so, on the basis of my 
experience -- -mobilizing evidence from the middle 1960's 
experience in HEW when civil rights responsibilities were 
organized under the Commissioner of Education, and from 
other government departments too. 

For these r.easons, I recommend against the immediate 
transfer of civil rights re·sponsibili.ties to the new 
Department. This organizational decision ought to 
wait upon the final design of the Department that 
Congress approves, the identity of your new Education 
appointees, and completion of the ongoing OMB study 
addressing all options for the proper organization of 
civil rights re·sponsibilities on a government-wide basis. 

3. Consolidation of Youth Training and Service Programs 

Unless there is active leadership for this objective 
by key Members of Congress, and support -from organized 
labor, I would dissent from the tentative recommendation 
to transfer and consolidate in the new Department the 
youth training activities in the Department of Labor and 
several youth service programs, including HEW's Runaway 
Youth Program. The HEW Runaway Youth Program has nothing 
to do with schools. It is social service oriented. 

Without these conditions present, this recommendation 
threatens your basic organizational objective by attracting 
oppo.s.ition that would not otherwise be active. 
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Head Start and Handicapped Programs 

The recommendations against inclusion of Head Start 
and Handicapped programs in the new Department is sound. 

While these programs address educational needs of 
many whom they serve, their defining purpose is the 
broader development of people with the complex problems 
that result from economic disadvantage and disability. 
Moreover, the needs of special populations, especially 
those seen as on the negative side O·f the spectrum 
(the poor, the mentally retarded, the delinquent, the 
emotionally disturbed, under achievers) have traditionally 
been viewed by educators as a social we.lfare responsibility 1 

related but basically outside their interests. 

Education is far too narrow a focus for rehabilitation 
services. Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) focuses on 
individuals unable to cope by reason of impairment, 
handicap, or disability. Historically, VR has been 
most concerned with inability to work and earn; lately, 
its concern has expanded to include some who might never 
be expected to work but who might learn to live more 
"independently." In short, the term "rehabilitation"­
implies a deficit of capacity and experience which 
demand·s attention to uncommon social, physical, mental 
health and economic barriers. Approximately one-half 
of rehabilitations are for mental health problems .• 

The aim of rehabilitation is the ability to work 
and/or live independently. Education is only one of many 
means used to reach that end.. Probably mos_t important 
is effective counseling that inspires realistic personal 
goals and maintains the confidence of the client and the 
fam•ily. 

Head Start and Handicapped programs emphasize 
linkages of health, nutrition, income security and 
related family and community based social services. 

·These linkages have not, as you know, been in evidence 
on the agenda of traditional educational interests. 

Head Start and the family of Handicapped programs 
also have systems for the delivery of services that are 
quite dis·tinct from established intergovernmental channels 
of educational assistance. Voca.tional rehabilitation 
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agencies and agencies for the blind, for example, are 
currently organizationally independent of educational 
organization in most States and terri·tories. And Head 
Start employs a delivery system that involves a wide 
range of public and non-profit service agencies in 
municipalities and neighborhoods. 

Especially in the case of Head Start, advocates of 
children's needs believe deeply that the distinctive 
attributes of the program, especially parental involvement, 
and flexible op·tions for the involvement of many community­
based agencies in the delivery of services will be 
jeopardized if the program becomes the responsibility 
of a Department organized to advance and protec't the needs 
of Education (1. e. , educational institutions, education 
interest groups, and educational personnel). Your staff 
has properly underscored the intense political opposition 
that child-advocacy groups, nationally-recogn·ized leaders 
of minority groups, and many interested in issues of 
civil rights will mount against the separate Department 
if the Administration recommends the transfer of Head Start. 

Future Organization of Education-Related Civil Rights Functions 

The creation of a separate Department of Education 
ne.cessarily surfaces for decision the proper, organizational 
location of HEW's Office for Civil Rights, an agency pre­
dominantly engaged in administra-tive enforce~ent of 
individuals' rights in the sphere of Educ_ation. Since 
shortly after the enactment of the landmark Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, the federal government's major educational 
assistance programs, and its education-related civil rights 
obligations have been organized parallel to, but independent 
of one another, under the common authority of the Secre·tary 
of HEW. 

When national Administrations have evidenced a com­
mi-tment to Human Rights, as with President Johnson in 
the 1960's, and under your leadership over the past 
15 months., Civil Rights leaders have felt confident that 
civil rights problems would receive fair consideration 
and just decision at the Cabine.t level of the Executive 
Branch. 
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A decision to include Civil Rights enforcement 
func,tions in a Department of Education will predictably 
cause unease in leaders and groups predominantly concerned 
with the federal connnitment to this area. Many will feel 
that a Secretary of Education, chosen inevitably to speak 
for Education and promote educational concerns·, will face 
s•evere organizational and political limits to his or her 
capacity to hear fairly and decide wisely when educational 
and civil rights interests collide. I also believe that 
many civil rights leaders, and many in Congress, will 
re·sist the transfer of OCR, and oppose the new Department 
itself as the result of these fears. 

There is no obvious answer to the organizational 
problem that a separate Department of Education creates 
in this sensitive area. In the long run, it clearl~ does 
not make organizational sense to sustain the educat1on­
related functions of OCR as a continuing element of HEW. 
In my view, the proper longer-run organizational choice 
is almost certainly between folding them into the new 
Department, or transferring them to an independent, free­
standing civil right·s agency bui.lt around the base, perhaps, 
of a revived and res.tructured Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC). 

My feeling., in short, is that the dec.ision here is 
programmatically and organizationally complex,, and 
exceedingly sensitive politically. I do not believe the 
analysis before you adequately asses:ses present and future 
organizational alternatives, or adequately identifies the 
risks of an innnediate reconnnendation to your basic 
organizational goals. In contrast to the._'OMB staff 
recommendation before you, I reconnnend testimony along 
the following lines: 

• The Administration doe•s not support the 
immediate trans·fer of OCR's educational 
functions to the new Department; 

• The Administration contemplates maiataining 
these functions temporarily in what is now 

.:_ . ..:._ ---- -~--------~--:":. .:....:..:. -'-·-
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HEW, but has begun planning for near-term 
organizational re-alignment; · 

• Within 6-12 months of the enactment of 
legislation creating the new Department,. 
the Administration will advance proposals 
to transfer· the education-related func·tions 
of OCR, in the context of the design for the 
Department of Education that Congress has 
approved, and your already ac,tive study of 
civil rights organization on a government­
wide basis. 

Youth Services and Training Programs 

If it were clear that the Administration could 
establish in the Department of Education (or elsewhere) 
a youth services program that would consolidate the 
currently scattered family of youth programs in the 
Executive Branch, I would readily concur in the tentative 
OMB staff recommendation to transfer the Runaway Youth 
p.rogram from HEW. 

The. Youth Agency wo.rth working for would include 
the youth training functions from the Department of Labor,, 
the Juvenile Justice program in the Department of Justice, 
and the service learJl'ing program of ACTION, in addition 
to Runaway Youth. 

If there is evidence o.f Congres.sional support to move 
the youth training p,rograms out of the Labor Department, 
and a willingness on the part o'f organized labor 'to accept 
these changes, you would derive clear advantages in 
broadening out what continues to be a new Department of 
very narrow political constituency and program mission. 

The staff analysis before you suggests, however, 
that organized labor will vigorously oppose the transfer 
of the youth training and development activities that would 
constitute the heart of the proposed youth agency, and that 
would, indeed, add an important dimension to the new 
Department as a whole. If this re,presents the political 
outlook, I do no·t see any demonstrable advantage in shifting 
problems of program relationship and coordination around 
from existing departments to the new one. 
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Reorganizing the Government's Student Financial Aid Program 

I readily suppo.rt trans:fer of all of the student 
a'ssistance programs presently organized within HEW a·s 
part of the Bureau of Student Financial Aid in the 
Office of Education. I also support the OMB staff 
recommendation to consolidate the Health Professions 
Student Loan Program and the Nursing Loans and Scholarship 
Program in the ·S·tudent assistance arm of the new Department. 

I believe further that the transfer and consoli­
dation of an even broader collection of student financial 
assistance programs across the government would strengthen 
the rationale and support fo·r the new Department. In 
Appendix 9, OMB staff have identified 55 student aid 
programs that. are administered by departments and agencies 
other than HEW. For reasons that are not stated, only 
2 of these 55 programs have been recommended for inclusion 
in the new Department. 

The Administration is certain to be questioned 
closely, in ·this and other areas, as to why more extensive 
transfers and. consolidations of education-related 
responsibilities have not been recommended. Much more 
can be done in the area of student aid. 
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WASHINGTON. D. C. 20250 
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1-\i::: Co::.::-.2~. ts cr. C~t i cr.s ?a ;:.e:r o::: ?rogra::-~-::a tic Content o, a New 
~e~~r~~e~~ cf Ec~cat~o~. for Co~s~terat~on by the Prestdent 

The o:-:3 options paper concerning the pl~oposed Depa•rtment of Education involves 
components of the De:partmer.t of Ag.ricLOitu.re in three areas: (1) the U. S. ID. A. 
Graduate School, (2) the nutriti-on education programs which are authorized by 
child nutrition progtam legislation, and (3) the child nutrition programs. 

Department of Agriculture Graduate School 

As indicated by Ta~ 4 o7 the options paper, u.1 s institution has functioned 
successfully in association \-Jith the Depan:ment of Ag,ri:culture. The continuing 
educati·or. progra:-:1 of the Graduate School has r:~aintained a pragil1atic focus, a-nd 
this pra-ctical orientatio.r~ of the curricula is reinforced by its location in a 
::lepartment which has numeroL:s operational prog,rams and responsibil iti;es. That 
orientation might be diff~c~.:1t to sustain in a depc.rtment whi,ch otherwise has 
essentially no operational responsibilities or traditi-on. 

On the other hand, the GradL:ate School ~·Jould share the basic educati'onal 
mission of a Department of Ecucation, and could contribute substantially to 
such a department by giving it an adult and continuing education dimension. 
The fact that the faculty and stud'ents of the Gradt~ate School are drawn from 
throughout the goverr:tment is perhaps also reason to relocate the school in a 
department centrally concerr:~ed w.ith education. 

l therefore would not be opposed to the transfer of the Graduate School to a 
new Department of Education, if that is cons'idered the pro,per course based 
upon a tho.rough examination of the question. I wis:h to reiterate my support 
for the Graduate School, and my commitment to maintain it- as a fi'rst-rate 
i:nstitution if it remains associated with the USDA. 

Nutriti'on Education Programs Authorized by Child Nutrition Legislation 

Although nutrition .. education·" prog;rams ostensibly would sha~re the same mission 
with a new Department of Education and ar~uably shou.ld be tra;nsferred, l think 
that it would be a mistake to do so. USDA has always had a broad role in 
nutrition education. Recent legislation and the Department•s FY 1979 budget 
request have expanded that role even further, and focused the Department•s 
activities on several specific area.s of concern: 

.. --· --~... t. - -. . •. 
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