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Earlier this year, Congress decided that unemployment had become so bad in this 
country that it was time to send some Americans back to work. So Congress passed 
an emergency jobs bill -- more than $4 billion in public-works and assorted pork-
barrel projects -- to deal with the unemployment problem. 

It's an old story in Washington: when things get bad enough, put the people to work 
building things. Give them shovels and have them plant trees. 

At the same time the Congress was spending $4 billion to provide short-term 
employment for some of the United States' unemployed, however, it appropriated 
only $255 million for job training. Public works spending does temporarily put 
some people to work, but not many, not for very long and not in occupations where 
they learn the skills necessary for employment in the American economy. 
This Congressional decision, to spend billions on public works and only pennies of 
that on training people for new jobs is woefully short-sighted. 

It is time for Congress to look to legislation that would create permanent jobs with 
a promising future -- by providing money for training, improving skills and 
preparing people to fill the jobs that are becoming available now and in the future. 
Instead of perpetuating the past imbalance of billions for income maintenance and 
pennies for employment training, it is time for us to create a national employment 
policy that emphasizes training people for permanent employment. 

Perhaps it is past time. The American work force has changed, and the world in 
which our workers must compete has changed as well. 

When the 20th century began, the American work force was very different than it 
is today. Then, nearly half of the country's workers earned their living on farms. 
Today, only four percent of them do. The steel industry was in its infancy and the 
automobile industry did not exist. The men and women who would create the 
computer industry had not been born. But in the short time the computer industry 
has existed, we have seen several generations of computers developed. 

And while the work we do has been changing, immense improvements in 
transportation and communications have permanently changed our relationship 
with other developed nations. A case in point is the impact of world trade on the 
United States. Since the Second World War ended, all industrialized democracies 



have seen a rise in the value of trade relative to gross domestic product. Foreign 
economic competition is a challenge facing many countries. 

But for the United States, it has been a more abrupt development. The value of our 
exports -- expressed as a percentage of gross domestic product -- remained 
relatively stable for more than two decades after 1950. But in 1973, the number 
began to change, and in the next eight years it went from about four percent to over 
eight percent. In less than a decade, it had increased by more than 100 percent. 
There's another way to look at the impact of international trade. 

In the early 1960s, only eight percent of the American economy was subject to 
foreign competition, and a decline in one high volume industry was typically offset 
by increases in another. But today more than seventy percent of American industry 
faces competition from foreign industry -- workers in foreign countries are 
competing, in effect, for the jobs of American workers. 

There have been stunning improvements in our workers' skills during the 20th 
century, but it is entirely likely that the technological changes that demanded the 
development of these new skills will be matched and surpassed by changes in the 
last two decades. 

Some estimates indicate that as many as 20 million Americans will need to be 
entirely retrained in the next ten years as their current skills become almost 
obsolete. The American Society of Engineers, for example, estimates that by 1990, 
more than half of the work force on the industrial plant floor will be white collar 
technicians who maintain computer and robotic systems that are manufacturing 
durable goods. 

In the United States today, workers are losing jobs in a shifting economy that 
places higher demand on skilled employment, a process that means dislocation of 
the American worker is likely to accelerate. The continued shift away from 
manufacturing to high technology and service industries is expected to affect 10-15 
million workers over the next decade, a shift that carries with it two fundamental 
implications to which our nation must respond. 

First, many people, no longer needed to perform their traditional roles, may lack 
the skills needed to find work. Second -- and most important -- rapid technological 
advances will create millions of new vacancies in the design, production, 
installation, maintenance and operation of these new technologies and processes. 



But while technological progress is reshaping the fundamentals of the economy, 
and foreign industry is applying its own kind of pressure on American workers, 
many of us are refusing to admit what is happening. 

Martin S. Feldstein, the chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic 
Advisors, has said that perhaps half of the nation's current unemployment is 
structural and not growth-related. 

But many of us see recession as the villain in our economic problems, and for that 
reason what passes for a national employment policy is really an economic policy 
geared entirely to growth. If Feldstein and other economists are right, what we are 
really talking about is a national unemployment policy. Of course, sustained 
growth is essential, but America needs something else: an employment policy to 
insure that our citizens can do the jobs that our economic growth and economic 
change create. 

One would expect to see creative ideas flowing from Congress, but all Congress is 
doing is trotting out old ideas, dusting them off and appropriating money to set 
them in motion once again. Proposals to spend billions of dollars to pay the 
unemployed to lay sidewalks and to plant trees in parks are no help to an 
unemployed worker who lacks job skills, because when the money runs out that 
worker still will not have the skills he or she needs to find permanent employment. 

To truly help that worker -- to give his or her life dignity and purpose and assure 
that the money Congress so quickly spends on income maintenance has an effect 
that lasts more than a year or two -- we need something else. 

We need a comprehensive national employment policy that will be given the same 
priority in Washington as national defense, the maintenance of a sound currency 
and support of a healthy economy. The following program has the potential to start 
taking workers off the unemployment line and setting them on the course to long-
term employment by establishing training as the centerpiece of governmental 
action to deal with unemployment, and by reorganizing government to effectively 
manage this new national employment policy. 

There are several steps in this process. 

First, we should create a National Employment Assistance Program for those 
people now on unemployment whose jobs will not come back. It would offer a 
single package of unemployment benefits, training vouchers and immediate job 



search and relocation assistance. Using some of the funds now allocated to benefit 
payments beyond 39 weeks, plus additional funding through Title III of the Job 
Training Partnership Act, the program would provide a package of opportunity to 
displaced workers; it would include unemployment insurance to help in the 
transition from job to job; and it would provide retraining, and counseling, job 
seeking and relocation assistance to move the individual from a lost job to a new 
job. 

We can substantially reduce the number of current and future unemployed if we 
can begin to retrain people to fill the jobs available today -- and in the process 
avoid situations like the one we witnessed in 1982, when there were more than one 
million unfilled, skilled jobs while 10 million people were unemployed. 

Second, there is a clear need for a program of immediate relief for those on 
extended unemployment benefits, or who have exhausted their benefits, and so 
would not qualify for the regular program. I would propose a two-year, $2 billion 
emergency program that would provide equivalent assistance on a one-time basis 
to a million individuals in the most dire circumstances. 

Third, we must find a way to stop the unemployment line from growing longer as 
it fills with young people who have graduated from high school and cannot find, or 
do not have the skills to find, a job. An additional $1 billion school-to-work 
transition program could assist nearly a fourth of the estimated graduating class of 
1985 -- as many as 650,000 youth -- who might otherwise become unemployed. 
We have tried this program in Delaware, and have brought the same approach to a 
number of other states through Jobs for America's Graduates, a successful school-
to-work transition program. Funds for this inexpensive and highly effective 
program could be made available to local public-private partnerships, or to school 
districts to extend the reach and capacity of our educational system. If such a 
program had been in operation nationwide, it might have prevented the 40 percent 
of our unemployed who are under 24 years of age from becoming unemployed in 
the first place. 

To further help local educational agencies, we must redirect the existing $700 
million in federal vocational education funds, supplemented with the existing $300 
million in federal economic development assistance funds, to improve the training 
facilities and programs of our vocational education system. 



Fourth -- and most necessary -- is the need to create a new governmental system at 
the federal, state and local level that can help organize government programs 
around the principle of employment. 

We need a new management mechanism built on the joint public-private 
partnership concept born in the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982. The 
management of the new program would be entrusted to a relatively independent 
board of private and public sector people able to respond swiftly and effectively to 
the problems and challenges of unemployment, without months of debate and the 
paralyzing influence of special interests. 

This National Employment Training Board would have broad authority over 
employment and training programs. In Congress, it would be necessary to create a 
parallel structure -- a Joint Committee on Employment Policy -- to oversee the 
work of the Board, recommending budget allocations, programmatic changes and 
related actions to the Congress and the President. 

Finally, the federal government must provide small partnership grants to help state 
and local governments prepare their own employment strategies. Job creation is 
often more a local than a national issue, because education, taxation, zoning and 
transportation policies are frequently decisive in changing stagnation into 
economic growth. 

The need for a comprehensive program is overwhelming. After President Reagan 
signed the emergency jobs bill earlier this year, there was talk in Congress about 
more legislation to address the issue of worker training. But Congress went home 
for the year without approving any substantive measures, content to allocate only 
$255 million to prepare unemployed American workers for a very uncertain future. 
There is one other element in our approach to unemployment: education. 
Historically the focal point for reacting to changes in skill needs in the workplace 
has been our education system. Each new generation was sent into the marketplace 
with a set of skills that would serve it usefully for a lifetime of productive 
employment. But now the skills required for continued employment are changing 
so rapidly that "one skill per generation" is no longer sufficient. What's more, the 
nature of evolving technology demands that those entering the work force possess 
a more substantial background in math and science disciplines than what we offer 
today's student. I'm afraid we have been neglecting math and science teaching in 
our education system. We simply are not providing our young people the skills 
they need to enter the world of work. This must be corrected. But the neglect of 
math and science teaching is only a symptom of a more serious problem in our 



schools. I have long believed that the public education system will fall short of our 
expectations until two things happen. 

First, if the objective of the educational process is to prepare people to be self- 
sufficient and self-supporting, then our schools ought to recognize what's 
happening outside the classroom walls and inside the walls of industry. We need 
more business and labor involvement in the selection of curriculum and 
supervision of programs. 

Second, we ought to instill across America the idea that the school system is 
responsible for helping young people find employment. Right now our education 
system takes no responsibility for placing its end product -- the student -- in a job, 
so often our young people fall in the abyss between school work. Jobs for 
America's Graduates is a long step in that direction, but such a program needs the 
weight of the federal government's support and adequate funding to make it work. 

We live in an exciting time. We live in an era which will see major breakthroughs 
in science and major shifts in the application of technology. But at the same time 
we are running the risk of seeing many of our workers left out of this exciting 
future, searching for jobs while employers are searching for people to fill jobs -- all 
for the lack of a comprehensive and far-reaching national employment policy. 
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