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might eliminate it and still maintain 
the central thrust of the legislation; 
and that is that there ought to be some 
standards and goals, but to let the 
States establish their own standards 
and goals. 

This program, Goals 2000, was very 
carefully crafted after a 1983 report by 
then-Secretary of Education Terrell 
Bell, a very conservative educator, who 
found something we all know: That the 
American educational system is in a 
state of disarray. 

Some schools are very good, like the 
high school I went to in Russell, KS, 
with 400 people, small classes, a good 
debating team, and a first-rate edu-
cation. Notwithstanding other distin-
guished universities which I have at-
tended—the University of Oklahoma, 
the University of Pennsylvania, Yale 
Law School—I think my best edu-
cational days were in high school, 
which underscores, at least my view, 
that some schools are very good. It 
also emphasizes the importance of ele-
mentary school. 

But educational standards across the 
country are in a state of disrepair. Re-
medial action is necessary. Some of the 
items coming out of our subcommittee 
involve experimentation with privat-
ization to take over the public school 
system, not competing with private 
school systems, but trying to eliminate 
the bureaucracies in schools in cities 
like Washington, DC, or in Baltimore, 
MD, Boston, MA, Hartford, CT, some 
schools in Florida. 

I am not saying that privatization is 
the answer, or the charter school con-
cept, which is also a program contained 
in the bill coming out of my sub-
committee. But I think it is clear that 
the basic concept of goals is a valid 
one; that there ought to be a measure-
ment, illustratively into the 4th year, 
at the end of the 8th year, at the end of 
the 12th year, but they do not have to 
be necessarily Federal standards. 

I compliment a distinguished legis-
lator in the State of New Hampshire, 
the Honorable Neals Larson, who is the 
chairman of the house of representa-
tives education committee. Represent-
ative Larson is trying very, very hard 
to see to it that New Hampshire would 
accept funding under Goals 2000 in its 
current form. 

Candidly, I agree with Representa-
tive Larson that there are no strings 
attached which are intrusive and that, 
if you take a look at other Federal 
funding for the disadvantaged, for 
school to work, that it is not unusual 
to have some articulation of standards. 
But notwithstanding all of that, let us 
see if we cannot move ahead and find a 
way to accommodate those who may 
have a contrary view. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under a 
previous order, time is limited to 5 
minutes and time has expired. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be permitted to 
proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, stated very briefly, and 
the statement which was submitted 
yesterday will amplify these com-
ments, this legislation will eliminate 
the requirement that the Secretary of 
Education approve and review State 
plans. Secretary Riley has been very 
accommodating and cooperative. He 
has expressed some concerns about this 
legislation. There may be others who 
will have concerns, others who were in-
volved in the original Goals 2000 legis-
lation, and we will make an effort to 
work with them on those concerns. 

As a result of a public meeting which 
I participated in at Nashua High 
School back on September 9, an inter-
esting thought was advanced, and that 
is to have funds go directly to local 
school boards for those States which 
decline to accept Goals 2000 funds. 

Mr. Ovide Lamontagne, the chairman 
of the New Hampshire State Board of 
Education, thought that was an idea 
which would be acceptable. I am not 
suggesting that he made a final com-
mitment to it, but at least from his 
point of view, it had merit subject to 
the power of the State to intervene if 
something extraordinary was done 
which was contrary to the State’s 
views. 

So, Mr. President, I urge my col-
leagues to take a look at the legisla-
tion as a way to amend Goals 2000, as a 
way of seeking an adjustment and ac-
commodation with the House on the 
appropriations process and encouraging 
States which are not now entering into 
compliance with the ultimate view 
that we have to better the education of 
school children in America. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

WORK FORCE DEVELOPMENT ACT 
OF 1995 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 143, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 143) to consolidate Federal em-
ployment training programs and create a 
new process and structure for funding the 
programs, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Kassebaum amendment No. 2885, in the na-
ture of a substitute. 

Ashcroft amendment No. 2893 (to amend-
ment No. 2885), to establish a requirement 
that individuals submit to drug tests, and to 
ensure that applicants and participants 
make full use of benefits extended through 
work force employment activities. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing Ashcroft amendment be set aside 
for the consideration of the amend-
ment being offered by Senator SPECTER 
and Senator SIMON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2894 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2885 
(Purpose: To maintain a national Job Corps 

Program, carried out in partnership with 
States and communities) 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER], for himself, Mr. SIMON, Mr. HATCH, and 
Mr. JOHNSTON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2894 to amendment No. 2885. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend-
ments Submitted.) 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the 
interest of time—and I understand my 
distinguished cosponsor, Senator 
SIMON, will be arriving in the Chamber 
shortly—I will proceed with some of 
the opening considerations. 

This is a carefully crafted amend-
ment which builds upon the work of 
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator KASSEBAUM. It is re-
sponsive to concerns raised by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to maintain the 
Job Corps Program in its current 
structural form with reforms address-
ing many of the needs identified by 
Senator KASSEBAUM and the GAO re-
port. 

In my capacity as chairman of the 
appropriations subcommittee which 
has the responsibility for funding Job 
Corps, I have been intimately familiar 
with the operation of Job Corps. Dur-
ing the 15 years that I have been in the 
U.S. Senate, I have been an advocate 
for its implementation and have 
worked to secure funding of almost $1.1 
billion for the program. 

It is my view, after seeing the appli-
cation of the Job Corps in my home 
State of Pennsylvania and in other 
States, after working assiduously with 
my former colleague, Senator Heinz, 
for the opening of a major Job Corps 
center in Pittsburgh and having seen 
the successful implementation of the 
other three Job Corps centers in Penn-
sylvania, that the current require-
ments operating as a Federal program 
ought to be maintained. 

I appreciate the general concept of 
block grants, but it is a concern of 
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mine that we may be going too far on 
the block grant concept at the outset, 
especially at a time when we have 
given the States great authority on 
welfare reform. To lump the funds for 
Job Corps with the other block grants 
which are being given to the States, in 
my judgment, is an open invitation to 
have these very important funds on job 
training diverted to other purposes. 

There is no question about the need 
for a well-trained American work 
force, and there is no question about 
the importance of people having the 
ability to find jobs. If there is one core 
answer for the problems of crime, it is 
that people are able to hold a job and 
support themselves. I have long been 
interested in providing early interven-
tion including education, job training, 
and realistic rehabilitation for juve-
niles and for first-time offenders. I be-
lieve that Job Corps goes a long way 
toward achieving that objective. 

The legislation Senator SIMON and I 
have crafted and introduced here incor-
porates many of, if not most of, the 
remedies which have been proposed by 
Senator KASSEBAUM, such the provision 
regarding zero tolerance on drugs, alco-
hol, and violence. We have also re-
sponded to integrating the Job Corps 
into the overall work force develop-
ment scheme, which is part of Senator 
KASSEBAUM’s legislation. 

This amendment works on issues 
identified by Senator KASSEBAUM, by 
strengthening State and local ties to 
the Job Corps, and by requiring that 
any plans to operate a center be sub-
mitted to the Governor for comment 
and review prior to submission to the 
Secretary of Labor. This allows for the 
integration of local interests of the 
Governor, but not total discretion to 
abolish the Job Corps or to abolish the 
great strides which have been made in 
so many Job Corps centers. 

The amendment also requires screen-
ing and selection procedures for par-
ticipating at-risk youth to be imple-
mented through local partnerships and 
community organizations with the 
local work force development corps and 
one-stop career centers, again being re-
sponsive to concerns raised by Senator 
KASSEBAUM. 

The Specter-Simon amendment relies 
on Chairman KASSEBAUM’s national 
audit approach, but we submit that 
measure calls for the closing of five 
poorly performing centers by Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and five more by Sep-
tember 30 of the year 2000. We do allow 
discretion to the Secretary of Labor re-
garding this important provision which 
will allow him to close additional cen-
ters after an appropriate audit. 

In essence, Mr. President, what we 
are looking at here is very extensive 
work done by the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources under the direc-
tion of my distinguished colleague 
from Kansas. The GAO has identified 
certain problems which this Senator 
acknowledges to be true. But in the 
context of block grants being made 
this year beyond welfare such as with 

Medicaid, it is my judgment and the 
judgment of the other cosponsors, and 
I think a large part of the Senate, that 
we ought not go too far too fast. 

The Job Corps has been an effective 
program that ought to be corrected, 
but we ought not allow the States to 
abolish the program at their own dis-
cretion. I have total confidence in my 
State of Pennsylvania. However, there 
are other States where that kind of 
confidence does not exist. 

Now, Mr. President, without really 
trying to filibuster or speak at any 
undue length, I note the arrival of my 
distinguished colleague, Senator 
SIMON. However, first I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Utah, Sen-
ator HATCH, 4 minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. Thank you. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise in support of the amend-
ment offered by my colleagues, Sen-
ators SPECTER and SIMON, to maintain 
the Job Corps as a national program. 

Now I have to say that I understand 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas is trying to do and I generally 
support her on this bill. 

With regard to Job Corps, I really do 
not believe it can work unless it is a 
national program, because much of the 
Job Corps Program depends upon the 
in-resident training. People coming to 
the actual Job Corps centers, living 
there, many of these kids culturally 
deprived, economically deprived, child 
abuse, kids that are in real trouble. 
This is the only program that works or 
that we have, in essence, for hard-core 
unemployed youth, and it does work. It 
is expensive. On the other hand, not 
nearly as expensive as if these kids 
wind up on welfare or wind up in the 
drug culture or wind up in the criminal 
culture of our society. 

As my colleagues know, Utah is the 
home of two outstanding Job Corps 
centers. Wever Basin is a conservation 
center that is consistently rated in the 
top 10 centers; Clearfield Jobs Corps 
Center is run under contract by the 
Management Training Corps of Ogden, 
UT, which has a long and stellar his-
tory of managing Job Corps programs 
throughout the United States and has 
been named contractor of the year by 
the Labor Department. We are very 
proud of Utah’s contribution to the Job 
Corps Program. 

The Job Corps itself is unique. It is 
unlike education and training pro-
grams offered under the Job Training 
Partnership Act which I helped to au-
thor, the Carl Perkins Vocational Act, 
which I also worked on, or any other 
Federal initiative. First of all, it is 
geared to those young people who have 
failed in traditional settings and whose 
traditional support systems and often 
their own families have failed them. 

Second, the Job Corps is primarily, 
as I said, a residential program. It is 
designed specifically to get these 
young people out of the streets, off the 
streets, and out of harm’s way, away 
from the influences of gangs and drugs 
and violence. Job Corps centers can 
provide clean, structured, positive, en-
vironments, and they do. 

For many young people, it makes lit-
tle sense for them to spend 8 hours a 
day in a constructive learning situa-
tion only to return at 5 p.m. to abusive 
homes, pressure from unenlightened 
peers, or the temptations of drugs and 
alcohol. 

Frankly, it would be hard for me to 
support the Job Corps if it were only 
another job training program. I think I 
would have great difficulty. I cannot 
justify $1 billion to duplicate some-
thing that States and local govern-
ments are already doing. 

On that score, I think the Senator 
from Kansas is absolutely right. We 
need consolidation, and we need more 
State and local flexibility. 

We learned during last year’s debate 
on the crime bill we have over 150 sepa-
rate job training and youth develop-
ment programs, all having differing 
sets of regulations, reporting require-
ments, and so forth. 

That is a waste of bureaucracy, pure 
and simple. I want to commend the 
Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee for putting together this bill to 
do something about it. This is a com-
monsense solution to the proliferation 
of programs and to the needless ex-
penditure of time and resources just to 
keep up with the paperwork. 

But the Job Corps is not just another 
program. Its residential capability 
makes it different, and I believe the 
current national administration of Job 
Corps is necessary to promote both 
continuity and accountability. For 
that reason, I support the Specter- 
Simon amendment. 

Another reason for supporting this 
amendment is it deals honestly and 
forthrightly with some of the legiti-
mate criticisms that have been raised 
about Job Corps. 

Again, I commend Senator KASSE-
BAUM for holding thorough oversight 
hearings on the Job Corps. The results 
of these hearings as well as the reports 
from the General Accounting Office 
and the Labor Department inspector 
general have identified specific areas in 
which Job Corps must improve. 

No program should be immune from 
congressional inquiry. Any program 
that is doing its job effectively should 
welcome such hearings. Should this 
amendment carry, I encourage the 
Labor Department to continue its scru-
tiny of the program in its efforts to im-
prove the identified areas. 

Those of us who support this amend-
ment to maintain Job Corps as a na-
tional program need to make it clear 
that this is not a hands-off Job Corps 
vote or license for business as usual. 
On the contrary, if Job Corps remains 
a national program, it remains subject 
to national oversight, including con-
tinual progress reports by the GAO and 
the Labor Department inspector gen-
eral. 

In this case, however, the way to ad-
dress these issues is not throwing the 
baby out with the bath water. The 
Specter-Simon amendment makes 
many important reforms in the Job 
Corps. 
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For starters, the amendment ties the 

Job Corps more closely to the inte-
grated job training system being cre-
ated by S. 143. This only makes sense. 
Without making Job Corps a State pro-
gram, we can make sure that Job Corps 
programs are coordinated with other 
State and local efforts. We can also uti-
lize the one-stop career centers to 
make the Job Corps option more avail-
able to young people who could benefit 
from it. 

Again, I want to thank Senators 
SPECTER and SIMON for providing more 
input for State Governors on this 
amendment. I believe this change will 
not only solidify cooperation, but will 
also be an additional check on Job 
Corps contractors. 

I am also encouraged by the codifica-
tion of Job Corps’ guidelines con-
cerning behavior by corps members. 
The zero-tolerance policy on drugs, al-
cohol, and violence must be strictly en-
forced. Of course, it means nothing if it 
is not. 

By including these provisions in this 
amendment, we are giving congres-
sional weight to the efforts of the De-
partment of Labor and individual Job 
Corps contractors and center directors 
to ensure the state of Job Corps cen-
ters. Nothing less than the viability of 
the residential center concept is at 
stake. 

In short, this is a we-mean-business 
provision. Students who want to turn 
their lives around should not have to 
confront the same negative influences 
in Job Corps as they left on the streets 
behind them. 

Finally, the amendment requires the 
closure of the 10 worst performing cen-
ters. We have too many needs and too 
little money to continue to prop up 
consistently poor performing centers. 
The costs of operating Job Corps cen-
ters will continue to go up along with 
everything else. We must make tough 
decisions about where to make cuts. 

It seems to me that one obvious place 
to look is the bottom rung of the per-
formance ladder. While I applaud the 
efforts DOL made to enforce perform-
ance standards, there are still centers 
that have such a long way to go—that 
it is more economical to close them 
than to conserve resources to maintain 
program quality at other centers. 

Mr. President, I believe the Specter- 
Simon amendment is a balanced re-
sponse to the criticisms that have been 
raised about the program, as well as 
desirable of maintaining the Job Corps 
as a national program. I urge Senators 
to support the amendment. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague from Utah, and in-
quire how much time remains on our 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes and thirty seconds remain. 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from Illinois, Sen-
ator SIMON. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Pennsylvania and I 
thank him for sponsoring this amend-

ment and I appreciate the comments of 
Senator HATCH. 

Mr. SPECTER. May I inquire of my 
colleague from Illinois how much time 
he intends to take? We have had some 
requests from other Senators. 

Mr. SIMON. If my colleague can give 
me 5 minutes, that will be great. 

Mr. SPECTER. Five minutes? Fine. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, first of 

all, we are not talking about the Sun-
day school class of Our Savior’s Lu-
theran Church at Carbondale, IL. We 
are talking about a marginal group of 
young people: 79 percent high school 
dropouts, 73 percent have never been 
employed before. While they have prob-
lems, they have been improving. 

This is the placement rate for the 
Job Corps. For those who criticize it 
and say only 36 percent graduate, those 
figures are also gradually going up. I 
point out, U.S. News & World Report 
just came out with the best colleges 
and universities in the Nation and I no-
tice that Wichita State University, a 
great school in my colleague’s State, 
had a 30-percent graduation rate. That 
is not an abysmal rate, when you take 
a look at what is happening. With the 
placement rate, it is not only that you 
get over 70 percent placed in jobs, it is 
also that 79 percent—interestingly the 
same percentage; these are high school 
dropouts—79 percent of the employers 
speak very highly of these young peo-
ple who are marginal, who have really 
been struggling. 

In 1991 the National Commission on 
Children, a bipartisan body of 34 mem-
bers wrote, ‘‘We recommend that the 
Job Corps component of JTPA be ex-
panded over the next decade’’—not cut 
back, as this will do, without this 
amendment—‘‘be expanded over the 
next decade to increase participation 
from its present level of approximately 
62,000 a year to approximately 93,000 a 
year.’’ 

In 1993, the Milton Eisenhower Foun-
dation, commemorating the 25th anni-
versary of the National Advisory Com-
mission on Civil Disorders—listen to 
what they have to say, the Milton Ei-
senhower foundation. 

Next to Head Start, the Job Corps appears 
to be the second most successful across-the- 
board American prevention program ever 
created for high-risk kids. 

What we are being asked to do is 
automatically cut back on 25 Job Corps 
centers and then block grant. There 
are areas where block grants make 
sense, but this is sure not one of them. 
Most States have no experience what-
soever in this field. Here we know we 
have a program that is working, is 
being commended by a great many peo-
ple. 

I will have printed in the RECORD a 
letter signed by Peter Brennan, Sec-
retary of Labor under the Nixon ad-
ministration, Dick Schubert, Deputy 
Secretary of Labor under both the 
Nixon and Ford administration, Bill 
Usery, Secretary of Labor under the 
Ford administration, Ray Marshall, 
Secretary of Labor under the Carter 

administration, Frank C. Casillas, As-
sistant Secretary of Labor under the 
Reagan administration, Malcolm 
Lovell Jr., Assistant Secretary for 
Manpower under the Nixon administra-
tion, and Under Secretary of Labor 
under the Reagan administration, 
Roger Semarad, Assistant Secretary of 
Labor under the Reagan administra-
tion—all them saying we ought to keep 
the Job Corps. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
that printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Times, Letters to the 

Editor] 
KILLING JOB CORPS WILL PUT YOUNG AT 

JEOPARDY 
Job Corps is our country’s successful na-

tional residential, educational and job-train-
ing program for at-risk youth. The Work-
place Development Act (S.143) puts Job 
Corps’ future, and the young people it serves, 
in jeopardy. 

If passed, it will close 25 centers and turn 
over operations of this most comprehensive 
program to the states. In 30 years, no state 
has successfully operated such a program. 
The legislation ignores Job Corps’ solid 
track record and poses a risky alternative. 

This bill, which was amended to the wel-
fare reform bill (H.R.4) is in sharp contract 
to all other proposed consolidation rec-
ommendations. 

Four million young people in the United 
States need of basic education, job skills and 
job-placement assistance only Job Corps of-
fers. Most youths who enroll in Job Corps 
have inadequate education. Most do not have 
the skills or attitudes needed to find and 
keep good jobs. All are from poor families. 

As the largest, most comprehensive and 
cost-effective program of its kind, Job Corps 
is a solution for disadvantaged youths be-
tween the ages of 16 and 24. Seven out of 10 
graduates enter jobs or pursue further edu-
cation. Job Corps should remain a national 
program because it works, is accessible, cost- 
efficient, accountable and helps commu-
nities. 

The American public, Congress and the 
Clinton administration should be proud of 
Job Corps. We implore the members of Con-
gress from other sides of the aisle to con-
tinue support for Job Corps as a distinct na-
tional program. 

PETER J. BRENNAN, 
Secretary of Labor, Nixon Administration, 

New York. 
DICK SHUBERT, 

Deputy Secretary of Labor, Nixon/Ford Ad-
ministration, Washington. 

W.J. USERY, Jr., 
Secretary of Labor, Ford Administration, 

Washington. 
RAY MARSHALL, 

Secretary of Labor, Carter Administration, 
Austin, TX. 

FRANK C. CASILLAS, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor, Reagan Ad-

ministration, Chicago. 
MALCOLM R. LOVELL JR., 

Assistant Secretary for Manpower, Nixon 
Administration, Under Secretary of Labor, 
Reagan Administration, Washington. 

ROGER SEMARAD, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor, Reagan Ad-

ministration, Leesburg, VA. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I think 
the evidence is just overwhelming that 
we should not put the Job Corps on the 
chopping block. This is a program that 
has some difficulties because you are 
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dealing with marginal young people, 
but it works. And when we have a pro-
gram that works we ought to be ex-
panding it and not cutting back on it. 

I urge my colleagues to accept the 
amendment that Senator SPECTER and 
I have introduced. I think it is in the 
national interest. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

yield 7 minutes to the Senator from 
Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). The Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today very reluctantly to oppose the 
amendment from my friends from 
Pennsylvania and Illinois and Utah. I 
say reluctantly because I totally agree 
with their objectives and I totally 
agree with their analysis of what is one 
of the gravest problems this country 
faces and that is the growing number 
of young people in this country who 
are literally growing up in a society 
that is separate from the rest of us. 

Someone has come up with the term 
‘‘at-risk youth.’’ You see these at-risk 
youth when you go into a Job Corps 
center site, as I have in Dayton, OH, or 
in Cincinnati or in Cleveland. You talk 
to these kids—really not kids, young 
adults—and you find they have grown 
up in a family where there is one par-
ent, that one parent may be an alco-
holic or drug addict, where no one in 
the family has worked for years—where 
no one has in the neighborhood, really. 
They do not seem to know anybody in 
the neighborhood who has worked. 
That is not true in every case, but it is 
not atypical. 

The thing we have to keep in mind, 
though, is when we go into a Job Corps 
site and see these young people, for 
every one you see in a Job Corps site 
there are 10, 100, maybe 1,000, maybe 
10,000 more out there in every one of 
our States, so we are just seeing a 
small number of these individuals. 

So I applaud the purpose of this 
amendment but I differ in the ap-
proach. We looked at this issue at 
length in the Labor Committee. The 
committee adopted an amendment that 
I offered that ensures that approxi-
mately 40 percent of the money that 
will be spent at the State level will be 
spent for these at-risk youth and that 
we will not allow the States to cream 
off the top, to just help those young 
people who are between jobs, to help 
just those in the middle class, but that 
the States will be required —the total 
package provides $2.1 billion that has 
to be spent on the at-risk youth. 

Now we move to the question how do 
we spend this money the most effec-
tively? There are those who look at 
Job Corps and say, ‘‘Do away with it.’’ 
They cite the statistics of crime, drug 
abuse, lack of any definable results or 
quantitative results. There are others 
who say very eloquently, ‘‘The Job 
Corps does work and we have to have a 
residential facility.’’ I believe the Sen-

ator from Kansas, who chairs our com-
mittee, has come up with a very ra-
tional compromise and it is a middle 
position. It is a position, I believe, that 
marries the best of both worlds. 

What does it do? It says we under-
stand there are problems with the Job 
Corps. We are going to try to fix those. 
It says, of the 111 or so Job Corps 
sites—we have eight more coming on, 
that makes 119—we are going to take 
25, the worst, in an objective measure, 
and those will be eliminated. But the 
rest will stay in existence. 

I want Members who are listening 
back in their offices to keep this in 
mind. They will continue and they will 
continue under the authority and the 
power of the States. Any State that 
might lose a Job Corps site—25. For ex-
ample, let us say Ohio might lose one. 
It may. I do not know. But that money 
would continue to flow to the State 
and that money would have to be spent 
for at-risk youth. It could not be 
creamed off. It could not be used by the 
State for any other purpose but to tar-
get this at-risk youth. That, to me, is 
very, very significant. 

I think it is important to point out 
exactly where this bill stands now. As 
a result of the amendment that I of-
fered and other changes that were 
made, and the good work of the chair-
man, the Workforce Development Act 
now targets $2.1 billion of the funding 
on Jobs Corps and other education and 
training programs directly on the prob-
lems of at-risk youth. 

States have to spend roughly 40 per-
cent of job training dollars in this bill 
on the at-risk youth problem. They 
cannot cream off the easy part for the 
job training problem. They have to 
tackle the tough cases. 

The bill provides us a framework 
based initially on a residential concept 
for Job Corps. But it requires that a 
major portion of this money be tar-
geted at this at-risk youth population. 

I believe that this legislation now 
represents a rational compromise. In 
this compromise, States must target 
the at-risk youth population. But 
along with this requirement, or man-
date, they are given flexibility—flexi-
bility that I think is essential if we are 
to empower the States and to encour-
age the States to develop a full-fledged 
program for at-risk youth. 

States should not be in a position to 
turn and say, ‘‘Well, the at-risk youth 
is the Federal Government’s problem. 
The at-risk youth is what we have Job 
Corps for.’’ I do not think so. I think it 
is much better if it is integrated to the 
State’s entire program to deal with all 
of the at-risk youth in the State. 

This compromise keeps most Job 
Corps centers in place. But it shifts 
control of the centers to the States to 
promote a greater focus on local jobs. 
The goal of the compromise is to make 
sure States see helping at-risk youth 
as an integral, very significant part of 
their mission. 

The specific issue of the future of the 
Job Corps Program is of great concern 

to myself and my colleague from Penn-
sylvania and other Members on the 
floor. Some people, as I said, want to 
abolish Job Corps. Some want to keep 
it with the status quo and make some 
minor changes. I believe the com-
promise that we have come up with 
will actually rescue Job Corps and 
start it down the path of truly fixing 
it. 

It is clear that many of these at-risk 
youth that I have talked about will 
continue to need the kind of residential 
education that Job Corps provides. I 
think we need to keep that option 
open. That is why Job Corps was not 
abolished in this compromise. That is 
why the Labor Committee bill provides 
for a great deal of flexibility in how 
this fund for at-risk youth will be used. 
Indeed, the bill cures what has been 
one of the major complaints about the 
Job Corps program in the past—the 
fact that Job Corps is a nationally ad-
ministered program that does not re-
spond to the needs of the local labor 
markets. I will come back to that in a 
moment. 

One of the key insights into a recent 
American political discourse is that we 
need to rebuild the sense of commu-
nity. My friend from Indiana, Senator 
COATS, has talked about that. He has 
spoken eloquently on the need to re-
build the ties that make for a success-
ful civil society. 

But let us look at a typical Job Corps 
experience. A young woman or young 
man from Detroit, MI, may be sent to 
a Job Corps Center in Dayton, OH, and 
that Job Corps Center in Dayton, OH, 
may be run by a contractor from Utah. 
Then when that young man or that 
young woman goes out to find a job, 
the agency that is charged with help-
ing that person find a job may be based 
in Atlanta, GA. You lose the sense of 
community which I think most people 
truly understand is essential if the per-
son in the Job Corps is not only going 
to be trained but if they are going to 
have a real job afterward, 6 months or 
12 months later, because that is the 
true test of whether it works or not. 

The problem with the current system 
is that very few people involved in this 
process have any real ties to the local 
community or to the particular young 
adult being trained. 

This is an extremely disjointed proc-
ess, not a focused, locally oriented ap-
proach. More often than not, the young 
person does not remain in the commu-
nity where a Job Corps center is. The 
person quite naturally tends to go 
home. I think a truly successful Job 
Corps Program should look at that 
young person not just as another client 
who is shipped somewhere, but as a 
member of the local community. 

That is why streamlining the job 
training program into block grants to 
the States is how we have done it in 
this bill. We have also decided to shift 
the Job Corps Program to the States. 
There is a much greater chance that 
Job Corps will succeed in rescuing an 
at-risk youth if that program is tapped 
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into a local community—local youth, 
local employers, and local jobs. The 
Job Corps needs to be part of a focused, 
comprehensive, locally oriented sys-
tem. I think that is very, very impor-
tant. 

So let me conclude by saying, Mr. 
President, that everyone on this floor— 
as I look around at all the Members— 
has a great concern about at-risk 
youth. The only issue today is how we 
best serve these at-risk youth. 

I believe that the continuation of Job 
Corps—and an improved Job Corps pro-
viding for residential services but inte-
grated into a State system—is really 
the only way that we can go. It is a ra-
tional approach. It is a rational com-
promise. I think it has a much greater 
chance of success than continuing the 
current system. 

So, I ask my colleagues—again, I say 
this quite reluctantly—to defeat this 
amendment and assure them that when 
they look at this bill they will find it 
is a bill that has considered at-risk 
youth, and not only has considered at- 
risk youth but has put a star behind 
that term, and say we care, we care 
about the at-risk youth in this society, 
and that this Congress, this Senate, is 
not going to forget about them but, 
even more importantly, the States are 
not either. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 
Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twelve 

minutes and thirty seconds. 
Mr. SPECTER. I yield 3 minutes to 

my distinguished colleague from Rhode 
Island with whom I served for many 
years on the authorizing committee, 
and who knows the subject very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague. 

Mr. President, when the subject of 
Job Corps was being discussed on the 
Senate floor at an earlier time, I spoke 
about solutions to, 

The important problems and challenges 
facing our young people: the need for origi-
nality and new ideas; the need for knowledge 
to combat ignorance; and, above all, the need 
for broadening the horizons for youth, so 
that each young man and young woman in 
the United States can develop the best of his 
or her talents in a climate of maximum op-
portunity. 

I delivered those remarks in March 
1964 during debate on President John-
son’s poverty program, which created, 
among others, the Job Corps Program. 
Thirty-one years later, the problems 
and challenges are surprisingly, and 
unfortunately, the same. I doubt any of 
my colleagues would disagree with the 
importance of allowing our young peo-
ple to develop to the best of their abil-
ity. 

For many, colleges and universities 
are the places they go to develop their 
talents; still others find vocational 
schools or service in our Armed Forces 

to be the place. Regrettably, Mr. Presi-
dent, there remain some young men 
and women who do not even know what 
their talent is. 

They are referred to as poverty 
youth. In reality, they are young 
Americans who, through no fault of 
their own, lack the skills needed to get 
an education or find a job. 

It is for these people that Job Corps 
was created, has flourished, and must 
continue. It is just as important today 
as it was 34 years ago to do all we can 
to look for new ideas to old problems; 
to replace ignorance with knowledge; 
and most important, allow all of our 
young people, no matter who they are, 
where they live, or how much they 
make, to discover their special talent 
and go on to develop that talent. 

This is why I am a cosponsor of and 
will vote for the Simon-Specter amend-
ment. I am pleased the amendment 
calls for a review and closing of any 
centers that are not serving their stu-
dents. I am also pleased about the 
strong emphasis the amendment places 
on community involvement. The hear-
ings held by the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee certainly 
pointed out the strong, positive impact 
an involved community can have on 
the success of a Job Corps Center. Most 
important, I am pleased that the 
Simon-Specter amendment keeps the 
Job Corps Program as a national pro-
gram. This, I feel, is vital. 

My only lingering regret, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that my own State of Rhode Is-
land is one of four States which so far 
does not have a Job Corps Center of its 
own. I continue to hope that this omis-
sion can be addressed in the context of 
strengthening and improving the pro-
gram. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

would like to yield 7 minutes to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. I be-
lieve the intent to preserve the Job 
Corps is a good intent. The Job Corps 
in the main has been a program that 
has had a substantial amount of suc-
cess. However, the purpose of S. 143, of 
this piece of legislation, is to give not 
just the States more flexibility but 
provide, for the first time, taxpayers 
with a real system of accountability, 
requiring States to develop a plan, 
present benchmarks for that plan and 
suffer monetary penalties if they do 
not meet the objectives under the plan. 

This says we are not just going to 
block grant money back to the States 
and allow them to willy-nilly spend the 
money. This legislation creates, for the 
first time, an accountable system and 
allows Governors and people in the 
States to preserve their Job Corps Pro-
gram, but it says that we are going to 
transfer primary responsibility for any 
Job Corps Center to the State in which 
the Job Corps Center is located. 

States rather than the Federal Gov-
ernment under this legislation, we be-
lieve, are in the best position to man-

age and operate these centers and, 
most important, to integrate them 
with their statewide work force devel-
opment system. 

I would actually make the case that 
this is a good area for us to begin to 
consider what kind of swaps we might 
be able to work with the States en-
tirely. We are not only talking about 
giving the States responsibility. We are 
collecting a lot of taxpayer money here 
and shipping it back to the States to 
do a function that I believe is largely 
something that the States do better 
than the Federal Government anyway, 
which is to work with small business, 
to work with big business, to work 
with educational institutions to try to 
develop programs that will help indi-
viduals acquire skills they need to ei-
ther get in the work force for the first 
time, which is typically what Job 
Corps does, or to acquire the skills to 
enable them to move up the economic 
ladder. 

I actually would love to get into a de-
bate, into a discussion as we talk about 
shifting more power back to the States 
about whether we want to not just 
shift power back to the States but 
whether we want to shift all funding 
responsibilities. I think it was a mis-
take for us to block grant, for example, 
Medicaid and give Medicaid back to the 
States under a block grant program. I 
did not support the welfare bill because 
I do not think income maintenance 
programs can be run by the States. But 
some kind of a swap as we are trying to 
decide what does the Federal Govern-
ment do well and what do the States do 
well it seems to me to be appropriate 
rather than just assuming that every-
thing ought to be shifted back to the 
States. 

Some things the Federal Government 
does quite well. One of them, however, 
Mr. President, I do not believe is in the 
area of job training and economic de-
velopment. There I believe very strong-
ly the States should be given the prin-
cipal responsibility and be given not 
just flexibility but as long as they are 
asking us for tax dollars that we on be-
half of our taxpayers need to hold them 
accountable for what is going on. 

Again, this legislation, S. 143, as I 
said yesterday when I spoke on it, is 
one of the very small number—in fact, 
I only have two on my list right at the 
moment—of changes in the law where I 
am certain a couple of years from now 
people on the street in Nebraska are 
going to come up and say, ‘‘You know, 
that work force development legisla-
tion, I have a job today because of 
that. I am earning $5,000 more a year 
because of that. My family survived as 
a consequence of that legislation.’’ 

This piece of legislation will produce 
real change that people will appreciate 
at the local level, where they are ask-
ing increasingly, what is this Congress 
all about? What are you doing that is 
relevant to our lives? 

The other one, I point out again for 
emphasis, is S. 1128, the health insur-
ance reform legislation. Mr. President, 
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25 million Americans will benefit if we 
end the practice of excluding people on 
the basis of preexisting conditions and 
allow people to port their insurance 
from one job to another. 

Last year, in the debate over health 
care, it seemed no one was for that, 
and this year it has become popular to 
suggest it; 25 million Americans ben-
efit from that. Again, by coincidence, 
it is sponsored by the Senator from 
Kansas and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. S. 143, like S. 1128, will enable 
you in townhall meetings to have peo-
ple stand up and say: This one made a 
difference in my life. My family is 
stronger; my income is higher; I have 
that job; I have adjusted to the mar-
ketplace; I have skills and am able to 
do things I was not able to do before. 

So those who are wondering whether 
or not you are voting against Job 
Corps, you are not voting against Job 
Corps by voting against this amend-
ment. Job Corps is still alive under S. 
143. We do not kill Job Corps with this 
proposal. 

I have a letter—I suspect all my col-
leagues do—with a very impressive list 
of many of my friends here in Wash-
ington, DC, advocacy groups urging me 
to vote for this amendment. I will vote 
against this amendment and say to my 
friends and those at-risk youths I be-
lieve the States will in fact do a much 
better job. 

We have a Job Corps facility in Ne-
braska. My guess is my Governor is 
going to say it does a good job; they 
are going to integrate it into their 
plan; they are not going to shut down 
the Job Corps Program in Crawford, 
NE, but they are going to integrate it 
into their development program. If it 
fails to do the job, Mr. President, they 
will know that they cannot come back 
to Washington and have the Congress 
bail them out. They will know if they 
do not do the job, they will have to 
turn to their legislature and their own 
Governor and try to make a losing pro-
gram still get funding by the tax-
payers. 

So I believe this amendment should 
be defeated because I think it actually 
undercuts long-term the support for 
the Job Corps Program. It is much 
more likely that this particular piece 
of legislation does the right kind of 
empowering, does empower people at 
the local level, empowers small busi-
ness to participate in economic devel-
opment markets, enables us to turn to 
taxpayers and say these 90 different job 
training programs have been consoli-
dated into one and we have tough re-
quirements for benchmarking and 
tough requirements for standards. You 
know that you are going to get your 
money’s worth in this program and 
much more likely that taxpayers will 
be satisfied as well. 

Perhaps most important for me, S. 
143 is going to empower people at the 
local level to get involved, trying to 
figure out what we can do to make sure 
that half of the graduating class that 
goes directly into the work force has 

the skills that the market says they 
need in order to get a job. 

Increasingly, I talk to citizens who 
say: We are cut out of it; we do not 
seem to have much power, much oppor-
tunity. We try to get to our school 
boards to get help but we are not able 
to. 

Mr. President, I request 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I yield the Sen-
ator 2 minutes. 

Mr. KERREY. I say in conclusion, 
Mr. President, I think the amendment 
is well intended and I understand there 
is strong support for the Jobs Corps. I 
have been a strong supporter of Job 
Corps as well. But it is much more 
likely to survive if the taxpayers say: 
We are getting our money’s worth if it 
is integrated into the State plan for job 
training and economic development. 

So I hope my colleagues who support 
Job Corps will oppose this amendment 
and make sure that S. 143 does in fact 
empower the people at the local level. 

Mr. SPECTER. Will my colleague 
yield for a question on my time? 

I just have one very brief question. I 
inquire of my colleague from Nebraska 
if he would see a difference between the 
Job Corps in a State like Nebraska, ad-
ministered by a Governor like Gov-
ernor KERREY, or a State like Ohio, by 
my distinguished colleague, Senator 
DEWINE, compared to some of the other 
States in the United States where with 
a block grant we might not be so con-
fident that we have Job Corps main-
tained? 

Mr. KERREY. It is entirely possible 
that you are going to get situations 
where Governors are less friendly to 
the Job Corps than I would be or he 
might be, I say to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, but one of the things 
that I have a difficult time with in gen-
eral when it comes to Federal pro-
grams is people at the local level say: 
We know this thing is not working but 
the power to determine whether it sur-
vives reverts back to Washington. 

And again I wish to say for emphasis 
there are some things that I do not 
want to shift to the States. I do not 
want to shift income maintenance to 
the States. I do not want to shift Med-
icaid to the States. I would like to em-
power people to make more decisions 
when it comes to health care, empower 
them to make more decisions. I do not 
want the Federal bureaucracies to con-
trol all the decisions, but when it 
comes to job training and economic de-
velopment I really see it as a State 
role. 

I would love to get into a discussion 
of how we get a swap with the States 
taking over things that are Federal re-
sponsibilities but saying to them where 
it is a State responsibility, you are 
going to be required to come up with 
your own money. 

I would say to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania as well—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

Mr. KERREY. I know from my own 
State of Nebraska, when people cam-

paign for the office of Governor—I sus-
pect it is similar to Pennsylvania—the 
No. 1 question they have to answer is, 
What are you going to do to create 
jobs? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KERREY. Economic development 
is so important, no Governor is going 
to get away with shutting down a Job 
Corps center that is doing a good job. 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator HARKIN be added as a 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
would like to yield myself 7 minutes on 
the bill. And then I will yield 5 minutes 
on the bill to the Senator from Iowa. 

I want to speak in support of the 
amendment. I must say I was in such 
agreement with my good friend, Sen-
ator KERREY, yesterday, and I am at 
difference with him today. We are talk-
ing about the same subject matters. 
But I very much appreciate his long-
standing interest in terms of the train-
ing programs that have been developed 
out of the Human Resources Com-
mittee under the leadership of Senator 
KASSEBAUM. 

I want to also pay tribute to Senator 
DEWINE, although I differ with him on 
this issue as well. He has spent an 
enormous amount of time as a Lieuten-
ant Governor and in our committee in 
working across the partisan lines to 
bring focus and attention to at-risk 
youth in this country and has made it 
one of his priorities. I think all of us 
that care about the issue of at-risk 
youth are very much in his debt at this 
time and look forward to working with 
him down the road on other ways that 
we can be more effective. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
support the Job Corps amendment. The 
committee bill on this issue is a classic 
case of throwing out the baby with the 
bathwater. I strongly support the basic 
purpose of the bill, which is to consoli-
date the current overlapping and often 
confusing array of Federal job training 
and job education programs. But it 
makes no sense to eliminate the Job 
Corps, which is a program that is not 
broken and does not need this kind of 
fixing. The Job Corps is a Federal pro-
gram that works, and it deserves to re-
main a Federal program. It works ex-
tremely effectively to bring hope and 
opportunity into the lives of tens of 
thousands of disadvantaged young men 
and women every year. And it works 
extremely cost effectively as well. 

A study in the 1980’s found that the 
Job Corps saves $1.46 in future costs for 
crime and welfare for every $1 invested 
in the program. And there have been 
more than 200 IG reviews of the Job 
Corps Program, and they have been 
overwhelmingly in support of the Job 
Corps Program over the period of these 
last 30 years. 

I will just quote briefly the IG report 
of 1991 where it says, ‘‘85 percent of the 
investment in Job Corps resulted in 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:01 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S11OC5.REC S11OC5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES14968 October 11, 1995 
participants receiving measurable ben-
efits.’’ The GAO report of 1995: ‘‘Job 
Corps is serving its intended popu-
lation. Employers who hire Job Corps 
students were satisfied with the stu-
dents’ work habits and technical train-
ing.’’ 

Mr. President, the Job Corps has its 
problems, like any social program, 
dealing with the difficult challenges of 
assisting disadvantaged youth and 
helping them to become productive and 
responsible citizens. We can deal with 
the program’s problems. No one is try-
ing to sweep them under the rug. But it 
would be very wrong and highly coun-
terproductive to use these problems as 
a pretext to turn the entire Job Corps 
over to the States and abandon the 
many positive features that far out-
weigh the problems in this innovative 
Federal program. 

Any fair assessment of the Job Corps 
demonstrates its success. The Job 
Corps is a unique residential program 
that provides education and training 
for at-risk youth. It is national in 
scope. A third of Job Corps partici-
pants are enrolled in centers outside 
their own States. That means Job 
Corps can offer a real choice to young 
men and women about the kind of ca-
reers they want. If the Job Corps cen-
ter in their State does not provide that 
kind of training, they can enroll in a 
center in another State that does. If we 
fragment this national focus and turn 
the Job Corps into 50 separate pro-
grams, at the option of each State, the 
obvious advantage of this impressive 
national capability will be lost. 

There is no question that Job Corps 
has succeeded in fulfilling its mission. 
In 1994, 73 percent of all the Job Corps 
participants were placed in jobs, joined 
the military, or went on to some form 
of further education. I will point out, 
in response to points that were made 
earlier about the issues of account-
ability for the Job Corps that included 
in the Specter-Simon amendment, 
there are required evaluations which 
look at placement rates, verified after 
13 weeks, learning gains, placement 
wages, dropout rates, enrollees obtain-
ing GED’s—all different assessments 
and evaluations of the programs so 
that we will have a closer review of the 
success of the programs and also its 
challenges. 

Finally, there is talk by some oppo-
nents of Job Corps of eliminating ex-
cessive Federal bureaucracy. The total 
bureaucracy consists of a grand total 
of about 190 officials. Some bureauc-
racy. It should be obvious to everyone 
that three to four officials per State 
cannot manage the Job Corps if we 
turn the program over to the States. 
The committee bill is a prescription for 
increased Job Corps bureaucracy, not 
reduced bureaucracy. 

For all these reasons I urge the Sen-
ate to save the Job Corps. This is a 
vote for a Federal program that works. 
It is a vote for hope and jobs and oppor-
tunity for young men and women 
across the country who need our help 

the most. For them Job Corps is a life-
line. The Senate should preserve it, not 
cut it off. 

Mr. President, I yield 7 minutes to 
the Senator from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for 
yielding me this time off the bill. I did 
want to support the amendment and be 
a cosponsor of the amendment because 
I feel so strongly that Job Corps has 
done an outstanding job. There have 
been problems. Yes, there have been 
problems. I believe that we have ad-
dressed those problems. I believe this 
amendment addresses those problems. 

But just to arbitrarily close 25 cen-
ters around the United States and then 
to turn this back over to the States 
with almost no benchmarks at all, I 
think would be the death knell for Job 
Corps, and it would be the end of it. 
Job Corps, as has been stated so many 
times, I am sure, by people who have 
spoken on the floor of the Senate here, 
Job Corps serves our most disadvan-
taged youth. These are not young peo-
ple who have gone through high school 
and gotten good grades, maybe got a 
job; these are hardcore, unemployed, 
disadvantaged youths. To close them 
down would be a big mistake. 

Despite the disadvantages of the 
youths that come into this program, 
the program has succeeded. The last 
comprehensive study of Job Corps 
found each $1 invested returns a $1.46. 
Last year, 73 percent of Job Corps stu-
dents found jobs or entered higher edu-
cation after leaving the centers. I chal-
lenge any State-run job training pro-
gram to match that kind of figure. You 
cannot find it anywhere—73 percent. 
Now, they may place them, but in the 
Job Corps center that we have in Iowa, 
95 percent of those found jobs with an 
average hourly wage of $6.20 an hour, 
and not minimum wage, more than 
minimum wage. 

We have a Job Corps center in 
Denison, IA. I have to tell you, Mr. 
President, when this thing first started 
in Iowa, the Job Corps center, they 
took over an old junior college that 
had gone under. When it first started in 
Denison—Denison is a small commu-
nity, community of about 6,700 peo-
ple—when they thought about this Job 
Corps center there and they were going 
to bring these inner-city kids in and 
kids who had been on drugs, there was 
a public outcry, and it just about did 
not succeed in being located in 
Denison. 

Finally, some cooler heads prevailed. 
They opened it up. And I can tell you, 
Mr. President, it has so much support 
in Denison and the surrounding coun-
tryside you cannot believe it. I know 
my friend from Nebraska was saying 
that we have got to get more local 
level involvement. You cannot get 
more local level involvement than 
what you have in the Denison, IA, Job 
Corps Center and, I daresay, a lot of 
other Job Corps centers around the 
country because they work closely 
with businesses in the community. 

They are taught by people with skills 
in different occupations. They go out 
and work among people, so they get to 
understand what it is like to be in the 
work force. And the people in the 
Denison area have supported it over-
whelmingly since it has come in. Five 
hundred kids a year go through there. 
And I might add it is one of the handful 
of centers that provides child care for 
students. 

The child development center there 
opened in 1993. It allows parents to 
keep their children with them while 
they are enrolled in training programs. 
So a young mother, maybe with one or 
two kids, can come there, go through 
the program and keep her children 
with her. Children from 6 months to 2 
years are in a developmental child care 
program. And at the Denison Job Corps 
Center, for children 3 to 5, we have a 
Head Start Program. 

So, again, it is fully integrated with 
developmental for early childhood, 
Head Start, and allow these kids to 
stay there with their parents. 

As I said, Job Corps in Denison is the 
third largest employer. It has 121 full- 
time employees and a $3.4 million an-
nual payroll. And the center gives back 
to the community. It makes civic con-
tributions. They built a new press box 
at the high school athletic field. The 
kids went out and built it. They con-
tributed to the community. They built 
a new stage for the Donna Reed Per-
forming Arts Festival that we have an-
nually to commemorate the hometown 
of Donna Reed. 

So, again—I do not know—when I 
hear people say that we need more 
local involvement, you cannot get 
more local involvement than what we 
have in the Job Corps Center in 
Denison, IA. We talk about turning it 
back to the States so they do not come 
to the Federal Government when they 
get in trouble. The fact is, under the 
bill, if you turn it back to the States 
with almost no benchmarks, they 
would not run to the Federal Govern-
ment because there is nothing for them 
to meet. 

But under the amendment, we set up 
benchmarks, we set up strict guidelines 
on drug usage and that type of thing, 
and we make sure that they meet cer-
tain stringent guidelines. So we have, I 
believe, addressed the problems that we 
have confronted in some Job Corps cen-
ters. 

I am not going to stand here and say 
every Job Corps center has been the 
epitome of correctness and that they 
have been run right. But to just take a 
blunt meat-ax approach and cut them 
out is, I believe, the wrong way to go. 
I believe this amendment is the right 
way to go. It solves the problems. It 
keeps the centers going. It, indeed, 
closes 10, but not the 25, and it sets up 
the strict guidelines we need to make 
sure we do not have these problems in 
the future. 

I urge those who want to make sure 
that we instill in these young people 
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family values and a work ethic so they 
can get out of the environment they 
are in and put them in a new work en-
vironment in a community, you cannot 
beat the Job Corps for what they are 
doing. It is one of the best investments 
we have ever made. I certainly hope we 
do not do away with it, and I support 
the amendment wholeheartedly. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
the distinguished sponsor of the bill, 
Senator KASSEBAUM, would yield, I 
would like to ask her a few questions 
about the impact this bill would have 
on Kentucky. Would the Senator yield 
for some questions? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Yes, I would be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Our State has six 
Job Corps Centers. These centers cur-
rently receive a total of approximately 
$51 million annually to operate. Does 
this bill target any of the Kentucky fa-
cilities for closure? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. This bill does not 
target any particular facility, in Ken-
tucky or elsewhere, for closure. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The bill does pro-
vide that 25 centers will be closed over 
a 2-year period. How will the decisions 
on closure be made. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. The bill man-
dates that there be a national audit, 
over a 2-year period, of all Job Corps 
Centers, and that the national board 
make recommendations, based on ob-
jective performance criteria, to the 
Secretary of Labor. The national board 
will recommend that the 10 worst per-
forming centers be closed in the first 
year after the audit, and that 15 addi-
tional poorly performing centers be 
closed in the following year. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will particular 
States, for example, with a dispropor-
tionate number of centers compared to 
the State’s population, be targeted for 
closures? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. No, there is no 
national formula established in this 
bill, based on geographic or population 
considerations. For allocating Job 
Corps funds, the only factors will be 
performance related. In fact, section 
161(c) specifically provides that each 
State will continue to receive the same 
amount of funds for Job Corps even if 
any of the States’ centers are closed. In 
that case, the State could then use 
those funds for other at-risk youth ac-
tivities. 

Among the factors that will be exam-
ined to determine the closure of cen-
ters are: Whether the center has expe-
rienced high incidents of criminal or 
violent activity; the physical condition 
of the facility; the degree to which the 
center has State and local support; and 
the costs of the center compared to 
other centers. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Kansas for her explanation. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I appreciate the 
interest of the Senator from Kentucky 
in the impact of this bill upon his 
State. And, I would point out that, in 
the section of the bill dealing with 
other training programs, the State of 

Kentucky, according to the Congres-
sional Research Service, will receive 
more funds than it currently receives. 
The reason for this is that the bill al-
ters the funding formula for job train-
ing programs, and based on the new 
formula, Kentucky should receive a 4.2 
percent increase in job training funds. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator for her assistance. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
speak today in support of the Simon- 
Specter amendment to the Workforce 
Development Act, which seeks to save 
one of America’s most important pro-
grams—Job Corps. 

For over three decades, the Job Corps 
has received bipartisan support and has 
created a tradition of success. In this 
time, Job Corps has empowered 1.6 mil-
lion of America’s disadvantaged youth 
to become responsible, tax-paying citi-
zens. 

Job Corps has proved its worth as a 
time-tested national program for at- 
risk youth. it is the only program of-
fering a unique combination of residen-
tial education, support services, job 
training, and placement services. 

This amendment reflects inspector 
general and Department of Labor testi-
mony and General Accounting Office 
data that do not suggest or recommend 
State block granting as a means to im-
prove Job Corps accountability. 

The Workforce Development Act, as 
it currently exists, would close 25 Job 
Corps centers, one-fourth of the total 
Job Corps network. This represents an 
abandonment of $500 million in Federal 
facilities and the loss of thousands of 
jobs. The act would also currently end 
universal access to Job Corps for stu-
dents and creates State restrictions for 
Job Corps programs. 

The Specter-Simon amendment takes 
a much more rational approach to Job 
Corps consolidation. The amendment 
would simply close 10 Job Corps cen-
ters—5 by 1997 and 5 more by the year 
2000, providing weaker performing cen-
ters time to improve. It would preserve 
Job Corps as a national program and 
protects national partnerships that 
provide essential support, training and 
job placement services along with uni-
versal access to Job Corps for all eligi-
ble at-risk youth, regardless where 
they reside. 

Last year, 73 percent of Job Corps 
students found jobs with an average 
wage of $5.50 or returned to higher edu-
cation after leaving the program. 
These numbers speak volumes about 
the success of the Job Corps Program. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to seek out Federal programs within 
each of their States that have proven 
track records. This is clearly one of 
those programs that has year-in and 
year-out provided the necessary direc-
tion of millions of disadvantaged young 
Americans. 

I applaud the work of my col-
leagues—Senators SIMON and SPECTER, 
for their leadership, which strives to 
maintain a program so vital in each of 
our States. I believe this amendment 

will improve a Job Corps Program al-
ready demonstrating continued suc-
cess. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
would like to lay out in some detail 
why I have reached the conclusion that 
something is seriously wrong with the 
Job Corps Program. 

I know this program has broad bipar-
tisan support. The Secretary of Labor 
has called Job Corps the crown jewel of 
all Federal training programs. We have 
a Job Corps Center in Kansas, and I ini-
tially supported that effort. 

I strongly support the concept of a 
program that truly helps at-risk youth 
finish their high school education, ob-
tain marketable job skills and get a job 
on which they can build a career. But 
Job Corps, as it is not operated by the 
Department of Labor, falls far short of 
delivering on those promises. 

For years, Job Corps has claimed it 
places 80 percent of its participants in 
jobs, the military, or in higher edu-
cation. I was surprised to learn, how-
ever, that half of the students dropped 
out in their first 6 months. Despite the 
fact that more than 50 percent of the 
students find their own jobs, Job Corps 
claims the majority of those dropouts 
as successful placements. 

I also learned that Job Corps is by far 
the most expensive job training pro-
gram operated by the Federal Govern-
ment, with a budget of $1.2 billion. 
That translates to a cost of $23,000 for 
each student placement, far more than 
the average State college tuition. 

A year ago last June, I asked for a 
briefing by the Department of Labor 
inspector general, which has been mon-
itoring Job Corps regularly for the last 
several years. One of the most trou-
bling of the inspector general’s findings 
was Job Corps’ extremely high dropout 
rates. One-third of new trainees drop 
out within the first 90 days and, as I 
said, 50 percent leave within 6 months. 

The IG also found that only 12 per-
cent of students were being placed in 
jobs requiring the skills they learned 
in the program. The vast majority of 
jobs found by Job Corps graduates were 
low-paying, low-skill positions. 

The inspector general also questioned 
Job Corps’ claimed placement rate of 80 
percent. The IG found the actual num-
ber was closer to 60 percent. However, 
even this number is misleading because 
a job placement is defined by Job Corps 
as being on the job for only 20 hours. 

In addition to poor performance and 
high dropout rates, the IG found very 
little accountability for Job Corps op-
erators. The Department of Labor rare-
ly took action to improve or upgrade 
centers that performed poorly year 
after year after year. 

The inspector general also told me 
about an aspect of Job Corps about 
which, up until that time, I knew very 
little about. In addition to operating 
Job Corps Centers, the program also 
contracts out to employers and labor 
unions for advanced training programs 
for Job Corps graduates. 

The inspector general examined one 
of these advanced training programs 
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for computer skills and found the cost 
to be almost $37,000 per student. Yet, 
the contractor placed only 9 percent of 
the students in jobs using the data 
processing skills they learned in the 
program. 

Almost half of the program’s stu-
dents dropped out and were not placed. 
Nearly one-fourth of so-called success-
ful placements last less than a year in 
the job. And yet, Mr. President, this 
contractor had his contract renewed 
without competitive bidding. 

In fact, none of these advanced train-
ing contracts—worth over $40 million— 
are subject to competitive bidding. 
Again, we found poor performance and 
little accountability within Job Corps. 

On October 4, 1994, the first oversight 
hearing in more than a decade on Job 
Corps was held by the Senate Labor 
and Human Resources Committee, and 
then-Chairman KENNEDY, at my re-
quest. 

The essence of the testimony pre-
sented by the Department of Labor was 
that Job Corps was still an extremely 
successful program with minor prob-
lems. Reports of violence in the centers 
were dismissed as minor occurrences 
blown out of proportion. 

Yet following the oversight hearing, I 
began to receive disturbing phone calls 
and letters from parents, former Job 
Corps students and Job Corps employ-
ees about the violence that existed 
throughout the program. 

On December 13, 1994, Job Corps pro-
vided me with information on serious 
incidents of violence and drug use on 
Job Corps centers. I was told that 23 
homicides were committed by Job 
Corps students between 1992 and 1994. 

For the same period, there were near-
ly 300 sexual assaults, 993 incidents of 
violence, and 416 serious drug-related 
incidents, all taking place on Job Corps 
centers. 

Worst of all, according to Job Corps’ 
own figures, the program admitted 
4,520 students with a criminal record, 
and 9,678 students with a history of 
psychological or emotional problems. 

Mr. President, this flies in the face of 
the statute, which requires that Job 
Corps enrollees be screened in order to 
prevent admission of students who will 
disrupt the program. It seems this re-
quirement is routinely ignored. 

In January of this year, the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee held 
two days of oversight hearings to ex-
amine performance, accountability and 
the incidence of violence at Job Corps 
sites. 

Only days before the hearings, a 19- 
year-old girl was murdered by three 
other Job Corps students just outside 
the fence of the Knoxville Job Corps 
center. The police described the mur-
der as ‘‘ritualistic.’’ 

Testimony at the hearing confirmed 
the pervasiveness of violence and lack 
of discipline throughout the program. 
The most compelling witnesses were 
the students themselves. Rhonda 
Wheeler lasted 10 days at the McKin-
ney Job Corps Center in Texas. 

As for the violence on center, I saw twelve 
fights in the ten days I was there . . . I went 
to clerical class because that was one of my 
choices. Five minutes after I got there, two 
students started punching each other. Both 
were bleeding and one student picked up a 
typewriter and threw it at the other . . . Ille-
gal drugs were rampant at McKinney . . . It 
was another one of those things that was 
part of the atmosphere of the place. 

Fred Freeman, Jr., a former student 
at the Woodstock Job Corps center in 
Maryland, made this statement: 

The second night I got my ‘‘blanket 
party.’’ This was standard treatment for new 
guys. A blanket party for those not familiar 
with the term is when you are sleeping in 
your bunk, somebody suddenly throws a 
blanket over you, and eight to ten guys take 
turns punching and kicking you. I told the 
residential advisor after it happened. He said 
he would report it, but nothing ever hap-
pened. 

Two weeks later, Freeman said: 
Someone turned out the lights in the room 

and I was kicked and punched by him and his 
buddies. About 20 guys jumped me, and I got 
kicked from head to toe. After they left, my 
roommate took me down to the duty officer 
and they took me to Baltimore County Hos-
pital. I had two cracked ribs and my right 
temple was swollen up like a balloon . . . No 
one got disciplined for the incident. 

Shortly thereafter, the Knoxville Job 
Corps center was ordered closed by the 
Department of Labor. The McKinney 
Job Corps center was also closed, 
thanks in no small part to the compel-
ling testimony of the young witnesses 
before the Committee. 

Following the hearings, the Depart-
ment of Labor agreed to take action to 
strictly enforce a One-strike-and-your- 
out policy on violence and drug use. 
Job Corps also identified, in conjunc-
tion with the inspector general, more 
than 25 Job Corps centers considered to 
be problem centers due to violence and 
consistent low performance. 

While the new policy has helped, I am 
sorry to say the violence continues. 
About 6 weeks ago, a 20-year-old Job 
Corps student in Oklahoma was mur-
dered by two of his classmates. 

Last June, the General Accounting 
Office released the results of a study I 
requested they conduct of Job Corps. 
These results only reinforced the in-
spector general’s earlier conclusions. 
Mr. President, I think the title of the 
report speaks for itself: ‘‘High Costs 
and Mixed Results Raise Questions 
About Program’s Effectiveness.’’ 

The GAO reviewed outcomes for 
nearly 2,500 students terminees from 
six Job Corps centers. This is some of 
what they found: 

Nearly 70 percent of the students 
dropped out before completing voca-
tional training. Of the 30-percent who 
graduated with a job skill, nearly two- 
thirds found no work or found a low- 
paying, no skill job. 

The percentage of students obtaining 
jobs that matched their training was 
only 13 percent. This corroborates the 
IG’s earlier findings. GAO also found 
that half of the graduates who do get 
jobs only lasted two months or less at 
first job. 

Mr. President, I know that Job Corps 
is circulating information to show that 
their performance has recently im-
proved. My colleagues should be aware 
that none of the recent figures have 
been independently audited, and if 
their past records are any indication, 
Job Corps numbers are unreliable at 
best, intentionally misleading at 
worst. 

The GAO also found that national 
training contractors who get paid sub-
stantial sums for finding students jobs, 
accounted for only 3 percent of all job 
placements. They also questioned the 
current Job Corps policy of awarding 
nine major national training con-
tracts—at a cost of $41 million annu-
ally—without competitive bidding. 

The report also noted that 84 percent 
of Job Corps vocational training is in 
construction, a field in which the num-
ber of job openings have steadily de-
clined. 

Mr. President, why are we spending 
tens of million of dollars for training 
for jobs that don’t exist? It is little 
wonder Job Corps’ placement rate is so 
low. We do a great disservice to our 
youth if we give them the expectation 
of a job where none really exists. 

The inspector general continues to 
question the improper use of millions 
of dollars spent by Job Corps contrac-
tors, including some of those awarded 
contracts on a sole source basis. 

Some of the costs these contractors 
claimed were identified by the IG to in-
clude: liquor and dry cleaning bills for 
more than $100,000; travel to China and 
South America by the president of one 
group; The son of the contractor’s col-
lege tuition; $500,000 for an office in 
Tokyo; $300 a night rooms in resort ho-
tels; and excessive salary increases and 
bonuses for company executives. 

More recently, the inspector general 
found that Job Corps was forced to 
write off nearly $1.76 million owed by 
terminated students during program 
years 1992 to 1994. The write-offs were 
partly the result of job placement 
bonus payments to students which 
later proved to be nonexistent. 

Mr. President, I could go on and on 
with more facts and figures. But I 
think the case for reform is clear. Even 
more compelling than the facts and fig-
ures are the complaints I have received 
from students and staff across the pro-
gram, as recently as this past weekend. 

Let me conclude with an excerpt of a 
letter I received from a Job Corps re-
cruiter, dated August 1 of this year. He 
writes: 

I could not morally, ethnically or con-
sciously send my friend’s children and com-
munity members of Northeastern Wisconsin 
to these (Job Corps) centers and expect them 
not to be harmed physically and emotion-
ally. . . . 

. . . All in all, the program is very dys-
functional and mismanaged at all levels of 
operation. It needs to be reorganized. The 
best way of doing this is to block grant it to 
the states. Let the states have responsibility 
for assisting young adults into the pro-
gram—the states have a stronger commit-
ment in helping become productive and well- 
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rounded individuals. This is not happening 
under such a mismanaged oversized federal 
bureaucracy . . . 

Mr. President, the amendment of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania will only 
perpetuate a national program that has 
clearly gone awry. I urge my col-
leagues to support true reform of the 
Job Corps Program, and reject the 
Specter amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
must reluctantly oppose the Specter 
amendment. This is clearly a difficult 
vote for many of us, particularly for 
those of us who strongly support Job 
Corps, because I know there will be 
many who argue that a vote against 
the Specter amendment represents a 
vote against the Job Corps Program. I 
want to make it very clear that my 
vote should not in any way be inter-
preted as a lack of support for the Job 
Corps Program. Quite the contrary is 
true. I have been a strong supporter of 
local Job Corps programs, and I believe 
my vote only reinforces that support. 

Job Corps is our Nation’s oldest, 
largest, and most comprehensive resi-
dential training and education program 
for unemployed and under-educated 
youth. It is also one of the best-loved 
Federal programs we have in place, and 
it has had strong bipartisan support 
over the past three decades. I have 
heard all the accolades showered on 
Job Corps here on the floor. I join my 
fellow Senators in their praises and I 
share in their endorsement of the pro-
gram. 

However, as Senator KASSEBAUM has 
pointed out, over the past decade, Job 
Corps has fallen short of its promise. 
At any one time, Job Corps serves 
around 44,000 young men and women at 
a cost of around $23,000 per individual. 
That is a hefty investment. For the 
most part, it has been a worthwhile in-
vestment. But as hearings have shown, 
and as the Department of Labor and 
the inspector general have reported, 
there is increasing evidence that the 
program is not meeting the needs of 
students or remaining fully account-
able to the taxpayer. 

Clearly, reform is in order. Both sides 
of the aisle acknowledge this, the ad-
ministration acknowledges this, and 
even Job Corps, I think, would ac-
knowledge this. And I think Senator 
KASSEBAUM and Senator SPECTER 
largely agree on how we go about im-
proving the program. For example, 
both require a zero tolerance policy on 
drugs, alcohol and violence. Both re-
quire an external audit to determine 
which centers are not operating effi-
ciently and closes those that perform 
poorly. Both require increased commu-
nity participation and integration into 
the State’s overall workforce develop-
ment system. 

I also want to make it clear that the 
underlying bill language does not 
eliminate Job Corps. Nor does it elimi-
nate or reduce the funding for the pro-
gram. Both the Specter amendment 
and the underlying bill acknowledge 
the role of the Job Corps Program, and 

there is certainly no intention of abol-
ishing the program. 

However, there is one major disagree-
ment between the underlying bill and 
the Specter amendment. While the 
Specter amendment maintains the 
Federal oversight of the program, the 
Kassebaum bill places management for 
the program where it belongs: with the 
local communities. 

In New Mexico, we have two out-
standing Job Corps Centers, one in Al-
buquerque and one in Roswell. I have 
visited these centers, and I have seen 
first hand the kind of work they do. 
They each have a no-nonsense ap-
proach to placement and training, and 
they get results. They each have a 
proven record of success, and I antici-
pate they will continue with this track 
record under a statewide workforce de-
velopment system. 

I know local Job Corps have ex-
pressed concern that if we turn man-
agement over to the States, their ad-
ministrative costs will go through the 
ceiling. The Department of Labor, for 
example, has estimated that the num-
ber of full-time staff will increase by 
6.1 full-time administrative staff per 
center, and that annual administrative 
expenses will increase by $650,301 per 
center. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I don’t think 
the Department of Labor is giving 
these centers enough credit. New Mexi-
co’s Job Corps Centers can do a better 
job than that. New Mexico’s Job Corps 
Centers already actively seek strong 
community involvement. With in-
creased local activity and control, our 
local centers can manage themselves 
more efficiently and can make an al-
ready successful program even better. 
But the Department of Labor would 
have us believing otherwise. 

If I sound as if I have high expecta-
tions of New Mexico’s Job Corps Cen-
ter, it is because I do. Are my expecta-
tions unrealistic? I don’t think so. If 
Job Corps is truly made an integral 
part of the statewide system—and if 
our Governors seek the input of Job 
Corps Administrators when developing 
their State plans, as I believe they 
will—I think the returns will be enor-
mous. 

I have full confidence that New Mexi-
co’s centers will continue in their re-
markable records of success. When 
they have shown such promise, such a 
commitment to these young men and 
women, and have shown that their pro-
grams do make a difference, I think it 
would be a shame not to let them take 
control of their own programs. Why 
must we continue to insist that Fed-
eral management of the program is 
necessary to maintain the integrity of 
the program? Again, let’s give our local 
centers a little credit. 

I do not believe this program marks 
the end of Job Corps. If anything, I be-
lieve it marks a new beginning for a 
program with a great deal of potential. 
My vote today reflects my commit-
ment to ensuring that Job Corp lives 
up to that potential by sending the de-

cision-making home and into the hands 
of those who have shown that they can 
produce results: the local communities. 

Mr. President, I want to thank New 
Mexico’s Job Corps Centers for all their 
input during this debate, especially the 
input of Sue Stevens, program director 
of admissions and placement. I want 
them to know that my vote reflects my 
full confidence in their abilities to con-
tinue Job Corps’ tradition of excellence 
in New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
how much time is remaining on my 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas has 3 minutes and 30 
seconds; the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has 2 minutes and 30 seconds. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I yield myself 10 
minutes on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
would like to answer some of the ques-
tions that have come up during the 
course of this debate, but first I would 
like to thank the Senator from Ohio 
for an excellent statement on exactly 
why the language that is in the bill an-
swers the concerns that we have for the 
population being served by Job Corps 
centers. This is one of the reasons I 
must oppose the amendment offered by 
Senator SPECTER and Senator SIMON. 

What is of concern to us is the at- 
risk youth population. The Job Corps 
is not on the chopping block. The same 
amount of funding will go for Job 
Corps centers. The Denison center in 
Iowa is an excellent Job Corps center, 
and there is not any reason to believe 
that operation will necessarily change, 
except it will be under the responsi-
bility of the State instead of the Fed-
eral Government. This means the State 
can contract with a private contractor 
to continue running the center or any 
center that is being run by a private 
contractor. That does not change for 
those centers. 

As to the question about whether a 
Governor will be responsive, any Gov-
ernor worth his salt is going to care 
about the population of his or her 
State. Certainly, the most vulnerable 
population is the one that we are try-
ing to reach with improving and build-
ing on what was started with the Job 
Corps Program. The Job Corps was an 
excellent idea and is an excellent pur-
pose still. 

But, Mr. President, I hear over and 
over again that this is a very difficult 
group of young people to train and we 
should not expect a high success rate. I 
could not disagree with this view more. 
I think we do a disservice to the very 
young people that we are wanting to 
reach, and we are sending them a mes-
sage that somehow they are at risk and 
this is the best they can do. When we 
fail to challenge at-risk youth we peg 
them by saying that the best they can 
do are menial jobs. Many times that is 
where they ultimately end up after 
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spending time in the Job Corps Pro-
gram, and we will never help them to 
move toward a better future. 

I will be glad to yield in just a mo-
ment. 

Mr. HARKIN. I just have one ques-
tion. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
feel very strongly that in our desire to 
try and improve upon the record of the 
Job Corps centers. We are really want-
ing to say that we need to be able to 
look at a different delivery service that 
will help us meet a growing population, 
at-risk youth, and which I think can be 
held to greater success by stronger ac-
countability. 

Frankly, I think it is rather patron-
izing to suggest that these children 
cannot be motivated and accept the 
kind of discipline that they need to 
have to be higher achievers. We must 
do better, and we can do better. 

Father Cunningham of Detroit, MI, 
who runs a program called Focus Hope, 
and has done a superb job with that 
program, takes inner-city youth from 
Detroit and turns them into machin-
ists and engineers. He has a remedi-
ation program which increases the 
math and reading levels of at-risk 
youth at the third and fourth grade 
levels in 7 weeks. It can be done. I have 
seen other programs that do the same 
thing. He has a 6-month machinist 
training program that places graduates 
in jobs, often on an auto assembly line 
in Detroit earning $12 to $15 an hour to 
start. He has created a university-level 
school of engineering to train these 
same at-risk youth to be engineers at 
Chrysler and Ford and General Motors. 

How has he done that? He does that 
by challenging them to be the best that 
they can be, by really making sure 
that they themselves are going to be 
self-disciplined enough to care about 
the program and strong work require-
ments that they have to meet. 

That is what the Job Corps is sup-
posed to be all about. I think we have 
seen a population that has changed 
since the beginning of the Job Corps 
Program, and we need to recognize 
that change and provide some of the re-
quirements that will allow it to be 
what it should be. 

I feel very strongly that we must rec-
ognize that we are falling short of the 
promise that the Job Corps Program 
has made. At a cost of almost $23,000 
per student each year taxpayers are 
not getting their money’s worth. More 
importantly, the at-risk youth for 
whom the program was designed are all 
too often being left empty handed as 
well. 

The placement rate was mentioned 
by the Senator from Iowa. Different 
figures will meet different facts. Maybe 
it is 73 percent; maybe it is a much 
lower rate. But the important thing is 
that the placement rate in the Job 
Corps Program right now is being 
based on finding a job for 20 hours. If a 
person finds a job for 20 hours, that 
then is the placement rate on which 
that percentage is based. I do not think 

that is really the kind of figure that we 
need to strive for and I think we do a 
real disservice to the youth who are in 
the program. 

In short, I feel strongly the Job Corps 
must change. Rather than leaving as-
sistance for these vulnerable young 
men and women in the hands of the 
Federal Government, as the amend-
ment before us offered by Senator 
SPECTER and Senator SIMON would do, 
S. 143 would return the program to 
where I believe it best belongs—the 
community. 

I suggest, again, what S. 143 does not 
do, because there have been many 
myths that have gone around about 
what would be accomplished under the 
Workforce Development Act. It does 
not eliminate the Job Corps, and it is 
not just another job training program. 
It does not eliminate residential capa-
bility. That is entirely a decision that 
would be made by the Governor, and 
my guess is that where there is a resi-
dential program that is going well it 
will be maintained. 

It does not reduce funding for the Job 
Corps, and Senator SPECTER, the chair-
man of the Appropriations Sub-
committee for these funds, has always 
maintained a strong support funding 
level for Job Corps. It is in a section of 
a bill for at-risk youth. And if that 
amount of money is not used on the 
Job Corps center, as designed for use 
by the State, it stays with the at-risk 
youth program. It cannot be used 
somewhere else. As the Senator from 
Ohio says, it puts a star behind the at- 
risk youth, which is where we want to 
focus. It does not prohibit the use of 
Job Corps centers by private contrac-
tors. It will not prevent well-run cen-
ters from operating. It will not prevent 
construction of newly proposed cen-
ters. It does not prevent a State from 
recruiting nonresident students. It 
links Job Corps centers to the commu-
nity and statewide training systems es-
tablished under the bill. It gives 
States, not the Federal Government, 
the primary responsibility for the oper-
ation of the Job Corps centers. It elimi-
nates wasteful national contracting 
abuses documented extensively by the 
GAO and the inspector general. It 
closes the 25 consistently poor-per-
forming centers as determined by an 
independent audit. It establishes 
strong antiviolence and antidrug poli-
cies at the Job Corps centers and re-
forms the entire program by returning 
Job Corps to local control, which I be-
lieve can be and is a proven recipe for 
success. 

I just suggest, Mr. President, that we 
sometimes have to be willing to be in-
novative and take some risks. This is 
not to, in any way, diminish the con-
cept or the idea of the Job Corps pro-
gram. It was a great concept when it 
was initiated. I believe it continues to 
have merit. I suggest that we are in a 
different time, with a different at-risk 
population of youth today that need to 
be addressed in a different way. It is 
not the same young men and women 

today that need assistance that were 
once there when the program started. 
We have to be willing to change it here 
and provide some different guidance to 
make it a more constructive, success-
ful program. 

Mr. President, I reserve any time 
that I may have remaining. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, how 

much time remains on my side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania has 2 minutes 
30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield 1 minute 15 
seconds to my cosponsor. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, someone 
said this does not kill the Job Corps. It 
sure severely wounds it. I have not had 
a letter from a single Governor saying 
we want to do this. Yet, the Job Corps 
in Denison, IA, and Golconda, IL, 
across State lines, takes care of people. 
That will not happen anymore. 

Look at the language of the bill: 
The State shall use a portion of the funds 

made available through the allotment to 
maintain the center . . . 

A portion. That means 5 percent, 50 
percent. Mostly, these are residential 
right now. You can be sure if the State 
can save that money and use it for 
some other purpose, they are going to 
knock out those residential centers. 
Make no mistake about it, if you vote 
against the Specter-Simon amend-
ment, you are voting to severely wound 
the Job Corps. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
know the proponents of the amend-
ment wanted to speak last, so I will 
yield myself 2 minutes on the bill. 

Mr. President, the reason for the job 
Corps is probably more urgent today 
than at any other time. We set na-
tional priorities. We said the Head 
Start and other national programs are 
a national priority. We take the title I 
program for young people to try and 
bring them up, to try to make sure 
they are going to be competitive in our 
public education system. I think if we 
look around this country, these are the 
individuals that, without at least a 
helping hand, are going to fall into the 
class of the criminal element in our so-
ciety. 

This is the last best chance. The only 
problem I have with the Senator from 
Kansas is when she says we have prob-
lems and therefore we ought to take 
this rather dramatic step which, as I 
think the Senator from Illinois points 
out, can really undermine or end the 
program. 

We say, let us do the evaluation and 
strengthen the program, let us build on 
this program, let us find out what 
needs to be done and deal with its par-
ticular problems. That is what this 
issue is. Are we going to give a focus 
and attention to the young people of 
this country that need focus and atten-
tion the most? I believe that is what is 
behind this amendment. I hope that it 
will be accepted. 

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

(Mr. GORTON assumed the Chair.) 
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Mr. SPECTER. I thank my colleague 

from Massachusetts. 
Mr. President, I agree with my dis-

tinguished colleague from Kansas when 
she says that we have a different group 
of youth. But I say that the differences 
in our society today from when the Job 
Corps was established, simply under-
scores the need for intensive job train-
ing and intensive care and intensive ef-
fort be made to see that the young peo-
ple in America are trained to hold jobs 
and do not require welfare or enter the 
crime cycle. 

My colleague and cosponsor from Illi-
nois puts his finger on a key point, and 
that is that under a changed position 
of the bill there would be only an obli-
gation to use a portion of the funds. Al-
though we have $1.1 billion allocated, 
that really is not too much. 

Mr. President, the four Job Corps 
centers which are available in my 
home State of Pennsylvania have done 
really an outstanding job. I had occa-
sion to visit the Job Corps training 
center in Denison, IA—an outstanding 
job. My able staffer, Craig Higgins, has 
visited Job Corps centers across the 
country and finds an outstanding job. 
It is true that there are some that need 
to be closed. Our bill, in a more modu-
lated way, provides for closure of 10 
Job Corps centers, plus more closures if 
it is determined, after an audit, that 
more ought to be closed. 

I believe that in an era where we are 
looking to block grants, we ought to 
proceed with a bit of caution, and that 
a program like Job Corps, with reme-
dial reform measures, as suggested by 
GAO and Senator KASSEBAUM, will en-
able Job Corps to complete this very 
important function. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at this point a letter to me 
from the National Job Corps Coalition, 
setting forth an impressive list of spon-
sors be printed in the RECORD; that a 
letter from the Pennsylvania Job Corps 
Leadership Coalition, with a recitation 
of a considerable number of student 
success stories, as compiled by the 
Pennsylvania Job Corps Leadership Co-
alition, be printed in the RECORD; that 
an open letter to Congress from the 
Secretaries of Labor and Assistant Sec-
retaries endorsing the Job Corps center 
be printed in the RECORD; that a letter 
from Mayor Tom Murphy of the city of 
Pittsburgh be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL JOB CORPS COALITION, 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 

Washington, DC, October 6, 1995. 
Hon. ARLEN SPECTER, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SPECTER: On behalf of the 
more than 70 undersigned organizations rep-
resenting business, labor, non-profit, advo-
cacy and volunteerism, we are writing to ex-
press our collective and strong support for 
the Job Corps amendment that you and Sen-
ator Simon will offer during consideration of 
S. 143, the Workforce Development Act. 

This amendment reflects 3 decades of solid 
bipartisan support for Job Corps and its tra-

dition of success. Over the past 30 years, Job 
Corps has empowered more than 1.6 million 
of America’s dis-advantaged youth to be-
come responsible, tax-paying citizens. 

We support the Specter-Simon Job Corps 
amendment because it preserves Job Corps 
as America’s time tested national program 
for at-risk youth. It is the only program of-
fering a unique combination of residential 
education, support services, job training and 
placement services. The amendment incor-
porates reforms suggested by the Inspector 
General, Department of Labor, Congressional 
testimony and General Accounting Office 
data. It should be noted that none of these 
reports and studies have recommended a 
state block grant approach as a means to im-
prove or strengthen Job Corps’ performance 
or accountability. 

We are encouraged that the amendment 
preserves universal access to all eligible at- 
risk youth in need of Job Corps comprehen-
sive services—regardless of where they live. 
Additionally, the amendment will continue 
to provide these youth access to strong na-
tional and regional labor markets for job 
placement. Overall, the Specter-Simon 
amendment codifies the strongest reforms to 
the program in Job Corps history. We sup-
port these reform efforts. 

Senator Specter, we appreciate that you 
recognize that S. 143, as currently drafted, is 
counter to all other evaluations, rec-
ommendations and reforms offered in the 
spirit of helping young people through Job 
Corps. Your amendment will maintain Job 
Corps so that another 1.6 million youth will 
be able to participate in our nation’s most 
effective residential education and training 
program. 

Respectfully, 
LAVERA LEONARD, ED.D., 

Chair, National Job Corps Coalition. 
ORGANIZATIONS COMMITTED TO SUPPORT THE 

SPECTER-SIMON JOB CORPS AMENDMENT 
AFL–CIO Appalachian Council; AFL–CIO 

International Brotherhood of Painters and 
Allied Trades; AFL–CIO International Union 
of Operating Engineers; AFL–CIO National 
Maritime Union of America; AFL–CIO 
United Auto Workers; Alpha Kappa Alpha 
Sorority, Inc.; American Youth Policy 
Forum; Association of Jewish Family & Chil-
dren’s Agencies; Bread for the World; Career 
Systems Development Corporation; Cavillo 
and Associates; Center for Law & Social Pol-
icy; Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma; Child 
Welfare League of America, Inc.; Children’s 
Defense Fund; Chugash Development Cor-
poration; Coalition on Human Needs; Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico; Council of Jewish 
Federations; Coyne American Institute; Dau, 
Walker & Associates; Dynamic Education 
Systems, Inc.; and DMJM/HTB. 

Education Management Corporation; Em-
pire State Organization of Youth Employ-
ment Services; Fresh Air Fund; FEGS—New 
York City; General Electric Government 
Services; Grand Rapids Public Schools; 
Home Builders Institute, the educational 
arm of the National Association of Home 
Builders; International Masonry Institute; 
ITT Job Training Services, Inc.; Jobs for 
Youth—Boston; Jobs for Youth—New York; 
Joint Action in Community Service; League 
of United Latin American Citizens; Manage-
ment and Training Corporation; The MAXI-
MA Corporation; MINACT, Inc.; National 
Assocation of Child Care Resource and Refer-
ral Agencies. 

National Child Labor Committee; National 
Association of Social Workers; National Con-
gress of American Indians; National Youth 
Employment Coalition; National Urban 
League; Operative Plasterers and Cement 
Masons International; Opportunities Indus-
trialization Centers for America; Pacific 

Education Foundation; Puerto Rico Volun-
teer Youth Corps; Res-Care, Inc.; Teledyne 
Economic Development Company; Texas 
Educational Foundation; The EC Corpora-
tion; Training and Development Corporation; 
Training and Management Resources; Trans-
portation Communications International 
Union; Tribal Council of the Confederated 
Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead 
Indian Reservation; and Tuskegee Univer-
sity. 

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America; U.S. Conference of May-
ors; U.S. Department of Agriculture—Forest 
Service; U.S. Department of the Interior— 
Bureau of Reclamation; U.S. Department of 
the Interior—Fish and Wildlife; U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior—National Park Service; 
U.S. Department of Labor; University of Ne-
vada—Reno; Utah Youth Employment Coali-
tion; Vinnell Corporation; Wackenhut Edu-
cational Services, Inc.; Women Construction 
Owners and Exces.; Women in Community 
Service; American G.I. Forum Women; 
Church Women United; National Council of 
Catholic Women; National Council of Jewish 
Women; National Council of Negro Women; 
YWCA of U.S.A.; YWCA of Los Angeles; and 
Youth Build USA. 

PENNSYLVANIA JOB CORPS 
LEADERSHIP COALITION, 

Edwardsville, PA, October 5, 1995. 
Sen. ARLEN SPECTER, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SPECTER: I write on behalf 
of the Pennsylvania Job Corps Leadership 
Coalition to applaud your efforts to save Job 
Corps. The Amendment you and Senator 
Simon are cosponsoring is testimony to your 
support of this one-of-a-kind program. It is 
also a credit to your leadership and vision, 
as you have forged a bipartisan alliance that 
institutes reforms but retains Job Corps’ na-
tional mission. 

The PJCLC continues to be adamantly op-
posed to the Job Corps provisions of the 
Workforce Development Act (S. 143) as its 
passage would be detrimental to the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania and its four Job 
Corps campuses. S. 143 mandates the closure 
of 25 centers, but exempts those states with 
one or no centers. The burden of center clo-
sures would fall disproportionately on states 
with more than one center, such as ours. 
State management would force an untested 
Pennsylvania administrative system to oper-
ate the most complex and challenging of pro-
grams for at-risk youth. 

The failure of your amendment would con-
stitute a national tragedy as thousands of 
young people would be deprived of the oppor-
tunity that is Job Corps. Its passage will 
mean the chance of the American Dream for 
millions more. Thousands of Pennsylvanians 
stand tall in their support of the Specter/ 
Simon Amendment to S. 143. Thank you for 
your unwavering commitment to and stead-
fast support of Pennsylvania and America’s 
Job Corps. 

Sincerely, 
ERIC S. LERNER, 

Chair. 

PENNSYLVANIA STUDENT SUCCESS STORIES 
Anthony R. Bowling, 25, graduate of the 

Keystone Job Corps Center.—Anthony is the 
first black police officer hired in Hazleton, 
PA. After graduating from Job Corps, he 
earned an associate’s degree in criminal jus-
tice from Luzerne Community College, 
where he was named to the Dean’s list. 

Mark Berry, 25, graduate of the Philadel-
phia Job Corps Center.—Mark completed his 
training in business-clerical and is now em-
ployed as a computer analyst for PNC Bank 
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in Philadelphia. He earns $25,000 a year. He 
attends college in the evenings, and he’s ma-
joring in business management. He wants to 
eventually operate his own computer pro-
gramming business. 

Etta Jones, 20, graduate of the Keystone 
Job Corps Center in Drums.—During her 
year-and-a-half stay in Job Corps, Etta 
earned her GED and enrolled in Luzerne 
County Community College through the Job 
Corps center’s partnership with the college. 
She earned an associate’s degree in human 
services. Now she works with mentally chal-
lenged individuals at the Allegheny Valley 
Schools. Her goal is to become a supervisor 
in the near future. 

Delroy Bolton, 18, graduate of the Pitts-
burgh Job Corps Center.—Delroy trained in 
carpentry for his year-and-a-half in Job 
Corps. He served as president of student gov-
ernment. Now, he is employed as a carpentry 
apprentice for A&B Contractors in Pitts-
burgh. 

Robert Hunt, 18, graduate of the Pitts-
burgh Job Corps Center.—Robert, a very re-
cent Job Corps graduate, described himself 
before Job Corps as ‘‘a menace to his neigh-
borhood.’’ After nine months in the program, 
he says: ‘‘I am a better person. I will con-
tinue to be a positive person.’’ He earned his 
GED through Job Corps and was vice presi-
dent of the student government. He is now 
employed as a maintenance technician with 
ICF Corporation in Philadelphia. 

Shao Xu, 28, graduate of the Keystone Job 
Corps Center in Drums.—Shao earned an as-
sociate degree in architectural engineering. 
He is currently a student at Temple Univer-
sity in Philadelphia completing a degree in 
architecture. 

Crystal Mouzon, 22, graduate of the Phila-
delphia Job Corps Center.—Crystal is now 
employed as a secretary earning $18,000 a 
year. ‘‘I’m a positive role model for the first 
time in my life,’’ she said. 

Grant Johnson, 20, graduate of the Red 
Rock Job Corps Center.—Grant trained in 
landscaping and is currently employed as a 
groundskeeper for Ninety Four, Inc. in 
Wilkes-Barre, PA. 

Abby Eisenbach, 17, graduate of the Red 
Rock Job Corps Center.—Abby trained in 
building and apartment maintenance and is 
currently employed as a carpenter for Eric 
Anjkar, a custom wall builder. Abby’s resi-
dential advisor described her as a ‘‘young 
woman with extremely low self-esteem from 
a troubled family who needed the structure 
Job Corps provided.’’ While in Job Corps, 
Abby earned her GED. She was a dorm lead-
er, a Big Sister, and a member of the Stu-
dent Government. 

AN OPEN LETTER TO CONGRESS: KEEP JOB 
CORPS A NATIONAL PROGRAM 

Job Corps is our country’s most successful 
job training and education program for at- 
risk youths because it is a national program. 
The Workforce Development Act (S. 143), 
puts Job Corps’ future in jeopardy. If passed, 
it will close 25 centers and turn operations of 
our nation’s most challenging residential 
education and job training program over to 
the States. In 30 years, no state has success-
fully operated such a program. The legisla-
tion ignores Job Corps’ solid track record of 
success and invites a risky and tenuous fu-
ture. 

This bill is in sharp contrast to all other 
job training consolidation recommendations 
including the House of Representatives CA-
REERS Act of 1995, which has strong bipar-
tisan support. 

Four million young people in the U.S. are 
in need of the basic education, job skills and 
job placement assistance only offered by Job 
Corps. Most youth who enroll in Job Corps 

have inadequate education. Most do not have 
the skills or attitudes needed to find and 
keep good jobs. All are from poor families. 

Job Corps is a solution for them. Over the 
years, Job Corps has helped 1.6 million young 
men and women become self-sufficient citi-
zens. Job Corps is the nation’s oldest, larg-
est, most comprehensive and cost-effective 
residential education and training program 
for disadvantaged youth between the ages of 
16 and 24. Seven out of 10 graduates get jobs 
or enter further education. Job Corps works. 
Job Corps should remain a national program 
because: Job Corps is cost-effective. 

Job Corps is a public-private partnership 
that ensures consistently good residential 
education and training services for young 
people. Residential services are among the 
most complex services offered to youth. Few 
states have the expertise or desire to take on 
this challenge. 

Job Corps returns $1.46 for every dollar in-
vested in it through increased taxes paid by 
graduates and decreased costs of crime, in-
carceration and welfare. 

Job Corps uses economies of scale to offer 
comprehensive services, including basic edu-
cation, job training, counseling, social skills 
training, medical care, and leadership train-
ing. All this costs just $65 a day per student. 

Job Corps is accountable. No other job 
training program is so rigorously monitored. 
Job Corps is evaluated on national, regional, 
and local levels, by the private and public 
sectors, and by the Inspector General and 
Government Accounting Office. 

Job Corps is also fiscally accountable to 
America’s taxpayers. Those who complete 
the Job Corps program boost their earnings 
by 15 percent. While in Job Corps, young peo-
ple jump an average of two grade levels. 
They are most likely to complete high 
school and attend college. 

Job Corps is accessible. Job Corps has al-
ways been available to all eligible youth. 

If the Workforce Development Act of 1995 
passes, local youth will not have equal ac-
cess to Job Corps. All young people in need 
of Job Corps’ comprehensive services should 
have the opportunity to succeed—like mil-
lions before them—regardless of state bound-
aries. Job Corps graduates should also be 
able to continue crossing state lines to take 
advantage of strong job markets. 

Job Corps is a part of its community. Job 
Corps centers work for youth and for their 
communities. Job Corps students across the 
U.S. have completed more than $42 million in 
construction and service projects for their 
communities, including flood and disaster 
relief. 

The American public, Congress and Admin-
istration should be proud of Job Corps. We 
implore the Members of Congress from both 
sides of the aisle to continue your support 
for Job Corps as a distinct national program. 

PETER J. BRENNAN, 
Secretary of Labor, 

Nixon Administra-
tion. 

W.J. USERY, Jr., 
Secretary of Labor, 

Ford Administra-
tion. 

RAY MARSHALL, 
Secretary of Labor, 

Carter Administra-
tion. 

FRANK C. CASILLAS, 
Assistant Secretary of 

Labor, Reagan Ad-
ministration. 

MALCOLM R. LOVELL, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary for 

Manpower, Nixon 
Administration, 
Under Secretary of 

Labor, Reagan Ad-
ministration. 

DICK SCHUBERT, 
Deputy Secretary of 

Labor, Nixon/Ford 
Administration. 

ROGER SEMORAD, 
Assistant Secretary of 

Labor, Reagan Ad-
ministration. 

CITY OF PITTSBURGH, 
Pittsburgh, PA, September 1, 1995. 

Hon. ARLEN SPECTER, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SPECTER: I understand that 
the Senate will be taking up Senator Dole’s 
welfare reform package (H.R. 4) in the next 
few weeks. I am writing to express my con-
cerns about the decision to incorporate Sen-
ator Kassebaum’s workforce development 
consolidation legislation into this package. 

First, as you know, I support efforts to 
consolidate our nation’s training and em-
ployment programs. Members of the Pitts-
burgh Private Industry Council, appointed 
by me, assure me that clients, service pro-
viders and employers will all benefit from a 
more coherent workforce development sys-
tem. 

I do not believe, however, that welfare re-
form provides an adequate context in which 
to address workforce development consolida-
tion. Although many welfare recipients re-
ceive services, employment and training pro-
grams benefit a much broader clientele. In 
order to ensure their diverse needs are con-
sidered, workforce development legislation 
deserves its own forum. 

Such a forum would provide you and your 
colleagues with the opportunity to analyze 
the provisions of the Workforce Development 
Act in depth. At least two aspects require at-
tention. First, local governance is still an 
issue. Although the legislation refers to local 
workforce development boards, there is no 
guarantee that these employer-driven boards 
will continue to play a strong role in the 
planning and implementation of employment 
and training programs. Having worked close-
ly with the Pittsburgh Private Industry 
Council, I understand the extent of expertise 
and experience that members bring. 

Second, the legislation contains a provi-
sion that jeopardizes the future of Job Corps. 
The Pittsburgh Job Corps center is vital to 
the region. Since 1972, it has provided oppor-
tunities for disadvantaged youth to develop 
the attitudes and skills required for produc-
tive employment. Given the high rate of un-
employment, particularly among African- 
Americans, employment and training pro-
grams like Job Corps represent a critical 
component of our economic development 
strategy. 

The proposed legislation would transfer 
governance of Job Corps to the states with-
out providing any incentives for continued 
operation. Furthermore, twenty-five unspec-
ified centers would be closed. In light of the 
evidence demonstrating Job Corp’s success 
with at-risk populations, these measures are 
unjustified and should be stricken. 

In summary, I urge you to support efforts 
to decouple the Workforce Development Act 
from H.R. 4. If these efforts are not success-
ful, I request your assistance in ensuring 
that my concerns about local governance 
and the future of the Job Corps program are 
addressed. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Sincerely, 

TOM MURPHY, 
Mayor. 
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Mr. SPECTER. I urge my colleagues 

to support this amendment. I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
five seconds remain. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. How much time 
remains on my side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 3 minutes 30 seconds remaining. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I yield briefly to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I would 
like to respond to the Senator from Il-
linois and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. They are absolutely correct in 
what they read. But the rest of the 
story is that all of that money, in that 
area, that title, has to be spent for at- 
risk youth. So it is not a question of 
the State being able to take part of 
that money and divert it over here for 
some other purpose. You cannot even 
use it for some other purpose that has 
to do with job training. It has to spe-
cifically be targeted at at-risk youth. 
To me, that is the significant part. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

appreciate the observation made by the 
Senator from Ohio. He is exactly cor-
rect. In the section of the bill that is 
‘‘At Risk Youth’’ there is an authoriza-
tion for $2.1 billion, of that, $1.1 billion 
is for Job Corps. 

If there are any savings to be found 
in Job Corps with the elimination of 
extra administration layers that 
money stays with the at-risk program 
in this section. 

I cannot stress enough that those 
centers being well run will continue to 
be well run. I appreciate the Senator 
from Pennsylvania saying that the in-
tensive training and intensive care are 
things that we would all want to ac-
complish with these initiatives. 

I believe strongly that it can be bet-
ter done by the State than by the Fed-
eral Government at this point in time. 
I hope that my colleagues would oppose 
the Specter-Simon amendment. 

I yield the floor and yield my time 
back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 25 seconds remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that it is the desire of the 
leader to conclude the debate on this 
and then move to the conclusion of the 
Ashcroft amendment, of which there 
was a 20-minute time. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that a memo-
randum to me from Craig Higgins and 
Jim Sourwine be printed in the 
RECORD, as well as a table on the im-
pact of the Job Corps in Pennsylvania. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MEMORANDUM 

OCTOBER 10, 1995. 
To: Senator Specter. 
From: Craig Higgins and Jim Sourwine. 
Re: Staff visits to Job Corps Centers. 

As per your direction, outlined below is a 
description of staff visits to Job Corps cen-
ters. 

TIMBERLAKE JOB CORPS CENTER 
January 1990, staff visited the Timberlake 

Job Corps Center outside of Estacada, Or-
egon. Estacada is a small town located high 
in the Cascade mountains about 2 hours from 
Portland, Oregon. It is a Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps center operated by the Forrest 
Service serving about 250 students annually. 
The strength of their training programs was 
in forestry related jobs, however, they did 
offer vocational training in some construc-
tion trades, culinary arts and building main-
tenance. What was most striking was that 
the majority of the students were not from 
Oregon, but from large urban areas, such as 
Detroit, Chicago and Los Angeles. Most of 
the kids had been uprooted from their 
‘‘street life’’ in the city and been transported 
high in the mountains of the Northwest to 
study and receive vocational training. There 
was nothing else to do but to study. The 
nearest town was 8 miles down the mountain 
and was not much more than a gas station, 
a country store, and a post office. Therefore, 
according to the staff, the kids worked hard 
to finish their training so they could get 
back to ‘‘civilization.’’ Additionally, the 
staff reported most of the students who com-
pleted their training did not return home to 
the big cities, but found jobs in the North-
west. 

The Kassebaum bill establishes Job Corps 
as a state-based program and would elimi-
nate the possibility of students from Chicago 
or Detroit from receiving training from a 
center in Oregon, Pennsylvania or Arizona. 
For some kids, being far from the home envi-
ronment is just what they need. 

WOODSTOCK JOB CORPS CENTER 
In 1988 or 1989, staff visited the Woodstock 

Job Corps Center located in Randallstown, 
Maryland. This was a large center which 
served approximately 500 students annually. 
The majority of the students came from the 
Baltimore/Washington area. The bulk of the 
training offered was in the construction 
trades and the culinary arts. This was a 
clean, well organized, center on property 
which had once been a monastery. Center 
staff reported having good ties with local 
businesses in the construction trades, which 
made job placement once the training was 
completed easier. The one problem identified 
was the difficulty in getting to jobs in subur-
ban communities due to the lack of transpor-
tation. 

At the time of the visit, Center staff re-
ported that while there were discipline prob-
lems, they were controllable and were not 
unexpected given the size of the center and 
the severely disadvantaged population they 
served. In recent years, however, the Center 
has had more serious problems with violence. 

IMPACT OF JOBS CORPS IN PENNSYLVANIA 
[Data for Program Year 1994 (July 1, 1994–June 30, 1995)] 

In percent— 

Average 
hourly 
wage 

Total 
overall 

placement 
rate (all 

terminees) 

Place-
ment rate 
job train-

ing 
match 

Keystone JCC ....................................... 74.8 68.0 $5.61 
Philadelphia JCC ................................. 90.4 61.0 6.28 
Pittsburgh JCC ..................................... 74.8 47.9 5.37 
Red Rock JCC ...................................... 80.1 66.5 5.53 

Pennsylvania Composite rates ... 80.0 60.9 5.70 
National rates ............................. 73.0 47.0 6.16 

Note: Pennsylvania provided service for approximately 3,000 at-risk youth 
of which 65% were from Pennsylvania and 35% were from other states. 
Students average 2 grade level gains in an average of 7.5 months. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in con-
clusion I say that Congress has over-
sight; the committee, chaired by the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas, 

can correct any problems which arise. 
When they do arise from time to time, 
that action can be taken. 

I very much think we ought to keep 
this Job Corps with the corrections, 
but keep it a national program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator PELL be added as an 
original cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to lay aside the 
pending amendment offered by Senator 
Specter; that the Senate resume con-
sideration of the Ashcroft amendment 
numbered 2893; that there be 20 min-
utes of debate equally divided in the 
usual form on that amendment, to be 
followed by 4 minutes equally divided 
for debate on the Specter amendment, 
to be followed by a vote on or in rela-
tion to the Specter amendment; fur-
ther, that following that debate there 
be an additional 4 minutes debate on 
the Ashcroft amendment numbered 
2893, to be followed by a vote on or in 
relation to the Ashcroft amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2893 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the Ashcroft amend-
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2893. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is lo-
cated in the RECORD of Tuesday, Octo-
ber 10, 1995.) 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for providing this 
time for explanation and debate re-
garding the amendment I have pro-
posed. 

The amendment which I have pro-
posed is an amendment which would 
allow us to target and focus our scarce 
job training resources on individuals 
who would be most likely to use those 
resources effectively, most likely to 
benefit from training. 

The amendment requires random 
drug testing for all job training appli-
cants. The number of the individuals 
tested and the frequency would be left 
to the localities. The amendment 
would also ask the States to test par-
ticipants in the program based on a 
standard of reasonable suspicion. If an 
applicant or participant tested positive 
they could reapply after 6 months from 
the date of disqualification but they 
must show for reapplication that they 
passed a drug test within the last 30 
days. 

Mr. President, as the chart behind 
me indicates, 89 percent of all the man-
ufacturers test for drug utilization; 88 
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percent of all people in the transpor-
tation industry. It is true that in the 
financial services sector only 47 per-
cent of employers test for drugs. The 
fact of the matter is, however, we are 
not in the business of developing mu-
tual fund managers. We are talking 
about applicants and participants who 
will seek jobs in major industries like 
manufacturing and transportation. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that if 
we have a scarce resource, we ought to 
focus it on individuals who will be able 
to get jobs at the conclusion of the pro-
gram. Those individuals who are going 
to be placed are the ones who are drug- 
free. 

Let us not perpetuate the myth that 
you can travel down the road of drug 
utilization and job development at the 
same time. You cannot. The truth of 
the matter is if you want a job, you are 
going to have be drug-free. These are 
the facts, and to suggest otherwise is 
both inaccurate and inappropriate. 

So a vote ‘‘yes’’ for this amendment 
is a vote for the belief that a finite re-
source should be focused on individuals 
who are employable. 

Are we interested in saving millions 
of dollars for the taxpayers? That is 
what the American people have asked 
us to do. Why should we spend thou-
sands of dollars to train individuals 
who are going to hit this wall? Do we 
want to reduce the $140 billion compa-
nies lose to drug-addicted workers 
every year? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 6 minutes. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield myself an-
other minute and 30 seconds. 

The National Institute on Drug 
Abuse indicates that $140 billion a year 
is lost in this country from theft, loss 
of productivity, accidents, and absen-
teeism related to drug use. Let us send 
a clear message that drug use is incom-
patible with the kind of productive em-
ployment necessary to our survival. 

I think an intelligent policy is to say 
that we should have a random drug 
testing policy. Random testing will 
send a clear signal that drug utiliza-
tion and job training are incompatible. 
A message that the Congress has failed 
to send in the past, but that we can and 
should send today. 

Mr. President, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Missouri 
would require applicants and partici-
pants in job training programs to sub-
mit to drug testing. I am opposed to 
the amendment because it represents 
an unwarranted and unprecedented in-
trusion into the privacy of the thou-
sands of ordinary Americans who use 
job training services. 

In addition, the amendment is a cost-
ly and unfunded Federal mandate. One 
of the innovations of this job training 
bill is the degree of flexibility it gives 
States and localities. The Ashcroft 
amendment is completely out of step 
with that goal. 

Drug testing has an important role in 
certain job training settings, just as it 

has in certain workplace settings. But 
the proposal by the Senator from Mis-
souri is overbroad, excessively expen-
sive, and an example of the intrusive 
Federal policy role that this bill is de-
signed to combat. 

The vast majority of the people who 
will use the job training services au-
thorized in this bill are upstanding 
citizens, not criminals. They are dis-
placed defense workers. They are blue 
collar workers who have been laid off 
as a result of a factory closing. They 
are professionals seeking to improve 
their skills in specialized fields. 

The Ashcroft amendment says to 
these people: If you want this assist-
ance to try to improve your skills and 
obtain employment, you have to agree 
to submit to a Government test for 
possible drug abuse. I do not believe 
that the privacy of ordinary citizens 
hoping to improve their job skills 
should be routinely invaded in this in-
trusive manner. 

The Government uses drug testing 
today for airline pilots, train conduc-
tors, and other employees involved in 
sensitive public safety tasks. If pro-
grams funded by this bill train people 
in sensitive jobs, there is nothing that 
would prohibit drug testing. 

But routinely testing of everyone is 
too extreme. We do not do it in other 
programs, and we should not do it in 
this one. 

We do not drug-test people seeking 
Government assistance in financing a 
mortgage; we do not drug-test flood or 
earthquake victims applying for dis-
aster relief; we do not drug-test crime 
victims seeking assistance from the 
Federal Office of Victim Services; we 
do not drug-test farmers seeking crop 
subsidies. 

We do not drug-test corporate execu-
tives seeking overseas marketing as-
sistance from the Commerce Depart-
ment. 

Why are job training recipients sin-
gled out for this stigma? No case has 
been made that this population is more 
susceptible to drug abuse than the pop-
ulation at large. 

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Missouri requires drug test-
ing in two situations. First, every ap-
plicant to a job training program is 
subject to testing on a random basis. 
Second, participants in training pro-
grams are subject to testing based on 
reasonable suspicion of drug use. Both 
random basis and reasonable suspicion 
are undefined concepts. They raise the 
specter that excessive distinctions will 
be made based on stereotypes and prej-
udices. 

As we have often been told, Wash-
ington does not have all the answers. 
We should not replace one set of Fed-
eral mandates with another set of Fed-
eral mandates. This bill is designed to 
maximize local flexibility, but the 
Ashcroft amendment goes in the oppo-
site direction. 

Indeed, the Ashcroft amendment 
would actually preempt some State 
laws. A number of State legislatures 

have addressed the circumstances 
under which drug testing can be uti-
lized, but the Ashcroft amendment 
would actually override the considered 
judgments of those legislative bodies 
and put in place a one-size-fits-all Fed-
eral mandate. 

Drug testing on the scale con-
templated by this amendment would be 
enormously expensive. By some esti-
mates, 1 million Americans use the job 
training services included in this bill. 
The Department of Health and Human 
Services estimates that the average 
cost of a drug test is about $35. 

That means it would cost $35 million 
each year to administer an average of 
one test to each person. Either this 
amendment saddles local governments 
with a huge unfunded mandate, or it 
eats up a large portion of the Federal 
funds made available under this bill. 

It is also important to note that drug 
testing technology is not infallible. De-
pending upon the type of testing tech-
nology that is used, as many as 4 per-
cent of all drug tests result in false 
positives. That means that if a million 
drug tests are administered, some 
40,000 Americans might be inaccurately 
labeled as drug users. 

Of course there are often opportuni-
ties for appeals and confirmation tests 
and retests. But we should think long 
and hard before we adopt this amend-
ment and subject tens of thousands of 
ordinary, law-abiding Americans to the 
Kafka-esque nightmare of being falsely 
accused of drug use. 

The amendment requires those who 
test positive for drugs to obtain drug 
treatment. But who will pay for treat-
ment? Right now, only a third of the 
Americans who need substance abuse 
treatment receive it because insurance 
coverage and public funding are inad-
equate. At the very moment that we 
debate this proposal, the Appropria-
tions Committees of Congress are 
poised to slash Federal support for 
drug treatment. The House has already 
passed a bill that cuts Federal spending 
on drug treatment and prevention by 23 
percent. 

In light of that fiscal reality, it 
makes no sense to institute a massive 
new Government drug testing program. 

Perhaps the intent of the Ashcroft 
amendment is to require local govern-
ments or job training programs them-
selves to pay for the treatment of those 
who test positive. That would at least 
guarantee that treatment is available, 
but it would cause the price tag of this 
amendment to reach an even more pro-
hibitive level. 

Finally, the amendment is objection-
able because it may deter people who 
need job training services from seeking 
them. The threat of an intrusive drug 
test may put off drug users and non- 
drug users alike. We want to encourage 
people to improve their skills. We want 
to encourage the unemployed to be-
come employed. We should not erect 
barriers to the services authorized in 
this bill. 

Job training programs do not need 
the Federal Government to tell them 
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how to deal with drug abuse. They have 
the tools they need. Where drug testing 
is appropriate, it will occur. But a 
sweeping Federal mandate is com-
pletely unnecessary and excessively ex-
pensive, and I urge the Senate to reject 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, this amendment is a 
complete conflict with the whole spirit 
of the legislation. Rather than the Fed-
eral Government and Congress setting 
the rules, leave this up to the States 
and local communities. 

I have concerns about the privacy 
issue, concerns about the cost issue, 
preempting State laws, the whole 
issues on quality control for random 
tests and what the circumstances are, 
what the definitions would be for rea-
sonable suspicion. There are all kinds 
of reasons. 

Mr. President, 6 years ago we had a 
very similar amendment. It was fo-
cused on welfare recipients. We say we 
have scarce resources and we need to 
be careful with our spending. But sim-
ply because they are on welfare should 
we require drug testing? The Senate 
said no and that amendment was 
soundly defeated. 

I do not know what it is about the 
workers of this country. The Senator 
has in effect said that the displaced 
Raytheon workers who built the Pa-
triot missile ought to be required to 
take some kind of a test. 

In this legislation, under the na-
tional activities, if there are hurri-
canes, as we have just had, there will 
be members of communities in south 
Florida who will be eligible for help 
and assistance. What does the Ashcroft 
amendment say? You have to go out 
and take a drug test. If you are going 
to have people take a drug test, what 
about farmers? Are we going to say, be-
cause we have had national disasters, 
you are going to have to go out and get 
a drug test? We do not say that to the 
small business men and women. We do 
not say that to all the students in the 
country. We do not say that to all the 
people who are going to get generous 
tax breaks on mineral rights. We do 
not say that cattle growers who are 
going to get benefits from the Federal 
Government must take a drug test 
first. Why are we picking out workers 
in this country? Where is the case for 
it? Where is the justification? Where is 
the right to do that? Yesterday it was 
the people on welfare. Today it is the 
American workers. The case has not 
been made. It is a mandate to the var-
ious States and communities. You are 
going to be preempting the States. 

If there is a justification, for example 
in terms of safety, if there is a jus-
tification in terms of security—like 
airline pilots and those who are in pub-
lic transportation—they have the right 
to go ahead and do that now. There is 
no prohibition against them doing it 
now. There is no prohibition, if they 
set up training programs where public 
safety is at risk, that prohibits them 
from going ahead. We give that flexi-
bility to the local community. So why 

should we superimpose a Federal man-
date on it? It makes no sense. The case 
has not been met. 

It may be a feel good amendment, 
but when we talk about scarce re-
sources going to training—we see sig-
nificant cuts in these programs in any 
event. And for the reasons the Senate 
soundly defeated a similar amendment 
just a few years ago, that targeted 
those individuals who are poor and 
needy and need some help and assist-
ance, this amendment should be de-
feated as well. I do not think we ought 
to put at risk the workers of this coun-
try, who, generally because of the 
downsizing or because of mergers, are 
thrown off and become unemployed. It 
is clear that all they are trying to do is 
get into a training program and get a 
job, why should we threaten their 
rights of privacy. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? The Senator from Mis-
souri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I re-
gret the fact that not everyone in the 
Senate was in attendance last night 
when we debated these issues. 

The Senator raises the question of 
why deal with job training? It is be-
cause reality is going to deal with job 
training applicants and participants on 
drugs. Mr. President, 89 percent of the 
employers will test for them in manu-
facturing; 88 percent in transportation. 
Why do we not move that test up and 
help people get started down the right 
path, instead of going through some 
kind of training and then being hit by 
this wall. We do not have that problem 
in farming. There is not going to be a 
drug test that keeps a farmer from sell-
ing his cattle. That issue is totally spe-
cious. 

I do not know why we choose to dis-
cuss the welfare situation here, but we 
just passed a welfare bill that provides 
that States may suspend benefits to 
welfare recipients who test positive for 
drugs. I do not know what we did in 
1986, but I know what we did in 1995 and 
that is part of the welfare reform meas-
ure we just passed. 

The point is we do have scarce re-
sources. Why waste them on individ-
uals who are not going to be employ-
able when they are through with the 
work training program? Since the re-
sources are scarce, let us focus them on 
the individuals who are responsible 
enough, who care enough about their 
families, who care enough about their 
future to be able to benefit from the 
training program because they are not 
high on drugs. Let us not stick our 
heads in the sand, while someone else 
is sticking a needle in his arm. 

Let us say if you have to be drug free 
to work then drug testing ought to be 
a fundamental part of your training. 
You have to learn to be drug free be-
cause that is the way the work force is 
going to survive. It is that simple. 

Let us not perpetuate a myth that 
somehow you can go down the dual 
highway, one of the roads being drug 

utilization and the other road being job 
training or job seeking. The truth of 
the matter is, American industry is 
clear. Mr. President, 77 percent of all 
employers test for drugs, 89 percent in 
manufacturing, 88 percent in transpor-
tation. 

We ought to send a signal loudly and 
clearly to individuals who are part of 
our training program. Part of your 
training is to adopt a lifestyle which 
will be productive and which will result 
in employability, not to persist in a 
lifestyle which will send you slamming 
into a wall of unemployment and de-
spair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 more minutes. The fact of the 
matter is, many of the defense-related 
industries require reasonable cause, 
not just suspicion or random selection, 
which the Senator has talked about 
here. I do not know why the Senator 
has a feeling that all displaced work-
ers, like the 12,000 workers that were 
laid off when Chemical Bank and the 
Chase merged the other day in New 
York City, is where the problem is. 
Why is it that the Senator believes 
that workers are more at risk than 
farmers are? Than family-farmers are? 
Where is the justification to say the 
workers who work in the States of this 
country, that work in plants, work in 
small business—may even be a home-
maker, because homemakers are in-
cluded in here—where is the Senator’s 
justification for it? It just is not there. 
We have asked for the justification. He 
has not been able to demonstrate it. 
And I fail to understand why we would 
single out those individuals. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I am pleased the 

Senator asked the question, because I 
have the answer. The farmer who gets 
assistance does not have to pass a drug 
test before he sells his cattle. But the 
employee who seeks training will have 
to pass a test before he can be hired. In 
the latter case, the benefit is denied, 
the benefit for which the training was 
undertaken. That is the answer to your 
question. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I lis-
tened. I was prepared to yield. I fail to 
understand why the farmer who gets 
price subsidies, which are taxpayers’ 
dollars, are not expected to have a drug 
test but our workers are. I am not out 
there to say every farmer who gets 
price supports ought to have this kind 
of test, because the case has not been 
made for any such test. 

If we are going to say about farmers 
or small business men and women the 
case has not been made, then they 
should not be tested. Why are you 
going to say the workers ought to be? 
That is what the Senator is saying. 
You have not made the case that there 
is a requirement, you have not shone 
that there is a need for it, and you do 
not set any other kinds of standards. 
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You say, return this activity to the 
States. What are the States going to 
do? They are going to use the least ex-
pensive methods, which in many in-
stances are the most faulty systems. 

There are standards which are estab-
lished and should be established when 
you are talking about public safety and 
transportation, which are going to pro-
vide for the safety and well-being, the 
lives of the public. There should be 
standards and there should be adequate 
inspection and investigation and tests 
when necessary. We support that. 
There is nothing in the bill that denies 
anybody the opportunity to do it. But 
to suddenly say to those workers who 
are going to be affected by national ac-
tivities, because of the hurricane you 
are going to be tested, or the home-
makers, you are going to be tested. The 
Senator has not made the case. 

I just wonder why we ought to be 
doing that, let alone preempting, which 
the Senator would do, any of the State 
laws that provide protections in terms 
of privacy, or set requirements in 
terms of various standards. You are 
preempting a number of State laws 
that are in effect, and you are effec-
tively running over those. 

The case has not been made for it. If 
the States want to be able to do it, 
there is no prohibition under the 
Kassebaum amendment. If there is a 
need for it, desire for it, if it is nec-
essary, you can do it. I do not think 
the justification has been made that we 
should do it for all of those covered by 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Mis-
souri has 1 minute 56 seconds, the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, 3 minutes 12 
seconds. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, this 
is a simple amendment. We have a lim-
ited number of dollars we devote to job 
training. We can either train people re-
gardless of whether they use drugs, or 
we can decide to train people who are 
drug-free. If we train people who are 
drug-free, there will more people who 
will get jobs than if we train both the 
drug free and abusers of illicit drugs. It 
seems to me, if our ultimate objective 
is to train people to be employed, we 
should train people who care enough 
about working that they are willing to 
put aside a lifestyle of drug addiction 
and abuse. 

In the end, the reason this amend-
ment is worthy of our consideration is 
that 77 percent of all firms test for 
drug use. So, we can continue to waltz 
people along in the sleepy myth that 
you can be on drugs and get a job or we 
can embrace the truth. 

Why waste the $2,000 or $4,000 in 
training a person only to have them 
disqualified when they get finished 
with the training? That is the dif-
ference between the farmer. That is the 
difference between the welfare recipi-
ent. There is reality at the end of the 
training. It is called employment and 
you cannot get it if you are on drugs. 

I urge the Members of this body to 
respond, to allocate our training funds 

to individuals who are drug-free. 
Thank you. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes and 12 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is 
interesting that in the Senator’s 
amendment it provides that if an indi-
vidual applicant fails the drug test, 
they can seek treatment through a 
drug treatment program. How much 
does the Senator think will be allo-
cated for drug treatment programs? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I am 
not sure how much is available in drug 
treatment programs. There are drug 
treatment programs. 

Mr. KENNEDY. How much does the 
Senator allow in his amendment? Does 
he expect the drug treatment programs 
to be paid for out of this? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. No. There are sepa-
rate funds available in every jurisdic-
tion for drug treatment programs, 
some of which are Federal funds and 
some of which are State funds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does the Senator 
know what happened to those treat-
ment programs in the appropriations 
bills this last year? They have been re-
duced by close to a quarter, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

This amendment just does not make 
any sense. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2894 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). There are 4 minutes re-
maining on amendment No. 2894 offered 
by the Senator from Pennsylvania, 
Senator SPECTER. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 

much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 2 minutes. Senator KASSE-
BAUM has 2 minutes. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I would be pre-
pared to yield back time. 

Mr. SIMON. I will take 1 minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, there is 

no question that without the Specter 
amendment, we severely wound Job 
Corps. It is the only program we have 
working with at-risk young people 
which is really working, and working 
effectively. When the legislation says 
they have to use a portion of the 
money that we give to them to main-
tain Job Corps centers, they can use 
this for parole agents. It is revenue 
sharing with the States. It really is im-
portant. If you believe in helping at- 
risk young people in our Nation, pass 
this, the Specter-Simon amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
want to say in closing that I think we 
have had a good debate on the pros and 
cons of the needs of the Job Corps Pro-
gram and at-risk youth. 

I suggest that this debate is about 
whether the Federal Government 
should continue in the same way as it 
has in running the Job Corps programs, 
or whether the States can do a better 
job. Can the local community be more 
involved and bring about a greater 
sense of accountability and responsi-
bility for helping this very vulnerable 
population, which with the right set of 
guidelines and expectations can 
achieve more than it has done. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Specter-Simon amendment, and to 
be willing to invest in trying to 
achieve even greater success with the 
Job Corps Program. 

I yield back any time that I have re-
maining, 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the Specter-Simon amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] is absent 
due to a death in the family. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 57, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 485 Leg.] 
YEAS—57 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Warner 
Wellstone 

NAYS—40 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bond 
Brown 
Chafee 
Coats 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Roth 
Simpson 
Smith 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 

NOT VOTING—2 

Cohen Moynihan 

So the motion was agreed to. 
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SIMON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2893 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, their will now be 4 
minutes for debate on amendment No. 
2893, offered by the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. ASHCROFT]. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 

for order in the Chamber. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will please come to order. 
There will be 4 minutes of debate be-

fore the next vote. The Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Thank you, Mr. 
President. This amendment would pro-
vide for random drug testing for indi-
viduals in job training programs. The 
truth of the matter is that 89 percent 
of all manufacturers, 88 percent of all 
those in the transportation industry, 77 
percent of all employers provide for 
drug testing prior to employment. If 
we expect for people who move through 
our job training programs to be really 
employable, we need to ask them to 
participate by getting drug free in the 
process. We need to send a clear signal 
that being on a track of drug use and 
job training or employability are in-
compatible and inconsistent tracks. 

We have limited job training re-
sources. We do not have enough to go 
around. Let us make sure that we use 
them well by saying that those individ-
uals who are drug-free will be the indi-
viduals for whom we provide job train-
ing. To ask that individuals undergo 
random drug tests in job training is 
merely to reflect the reality of the 
marketplace where 89 percent of manu-
facturers will require it. 

Let us not perpetuate a myth that 
somehow drugs are compatible with 
employment and that productivity and 
achievement are compatible with 
drugs. Let us say that we provide for 
random drug testing that will focus our 
job training resources on those who 
care enough to be drug free and will be 
employable upon the completion of the 
program. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 11⁄2 minutes. 
Mr. President, there are job training 

programs where this kind of testing is 
appropriate. When we talk about public 
safety, when we talk about the air-
lines, when we talk about the rail-
roads, that is appropriate and that is 
permitted under this bill. 

Effectively, what this Senator is say-
ing is that every worker in this coun-
try is somehow under the suspicion of 

drug usage. The case has not been 
made. The people eligible for these ben-
efits are the people in Florida who suf-
fered under Hurricane Opal. They are 
going to be the homemakers, they are 
going to be the displaced workers, they 
are going to be the 12,000 workers from 
Chemical Bank and Chase Bank 
squeezed out as a result of mergers. 

The case has not been made. Ran-
dom, there is no definition of random. 
Reasonable suspicion, there is no defi-
nition of what reasonable suspicion is. 
There is no definition of what the cost 
is, plus preempting the States. 

In the Kassebaum bill, if there is a 
desire and need for that kind of testing 
it can be done locally. Why should we 
have an additional Federal mandate 
that is going to interfere with the 
workers of this country? We do not re-
quire it of farmers who get various ben-
efits. We do not require it of small 
businessmen. We do not require it of 
defense contractors. We do not require 
it in the timber industry or the mining 
industry or those who use the public 
lands for grazing, who all get benefits. 
Why should we say to the workers who 
have been displaced with downsizing or 
mergers that you are going to be sub-
ject to this random testing? It was 
tried 6 years ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 30 sec-
onds. 

We had a similar amendment to do it 
for all welfare recipients. That was re-
jected overwhelmingly. For the same 
reason it was rejected for welfare re-
cipients, we ought to reject it for the 
workers of this country. 

I yield back the remainder of time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 2893. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] is absent 
due to a death in the family. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 486 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Bradley 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 

DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lieberman 

Lott 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Reid 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—43 

Akaka 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 
Ford 
Graham 
Grams 
Harkin 

Hatfield 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 

Mack 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Cohen Moynihan 

So the amendment (No. 2893) was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2895 
(Purpose: To reduce the Federal labor 

bureaucracy) 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, on 

behalf of Senator GRAMM of Texas, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE-

BAUM], for Mr. GRAMM proposes an amend-
ment No. 2895. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 201, strike lines 18 through 22 and 

insert the following: 
(B) SCOPE.— 
(i) INITIAL REDUCTIONS.—Not later than the 

date of the transfer under subsection (b), the 
Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of Edu-
cation shall take the actions described in 
subparagraph (A) with respect to not less 
than 1⁄3 of the number of positions of per-
sonnel that relate to a covered activity. 

(ii) SUBSEQUENT REDUCTIONS.—Not later 
than 5 years after the date of the transfer 
under subsection (b), the Secretary of Labor 
and the Secretary of Education shall take 
the actions described in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) with respect to not less than 60 percent 
of the number of positions of personnel that 
relate to a covered activity, unless the Sec-
retaries submit (prior to the end of such 5- 
year period) a report to Congress dem-
onstrating why such actions have not oc-
curred; or 

(II) with respect to not less than 40 percent 
of the number of positions of personnel that 
relate to a covered activity, if the Secre-
taries make the determination and submit 
the report referred to in subclause (I). 

(iii) CALCULATION.—For purposes of calcu-
lating, under this subparagraph, the number 
of positions of personnel that relate to a cov-
ered activity, such number shall include the 
number of positions of personnel who are 
separated from service under subparagraph 
(A). 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. This amendment 
pertains to provisions of S. 143 dealing 
with reductions in the Federal work 
force, as we consolidated offices at the 
Federal level to oversee the new work 
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force development system. This lan-
guage was worked out with the Senator 
from Texas, and I believe it is accept-
able on both sides. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I urge 
the support of the amendment, which 
clearly is in focus with what the inten-
tion is for this legislation—that is, the 
reduction of personnel and manpower. 

There has been a dramatic reduction 
in the period of the last 3 years. That 
flow line we expect to continue. This 
establishes some additional benchmark 
to be able to achieve it. 

I think it is a reasonable amendment. 
I hope it would be accepted. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 2895. 

The amendment (No. 2895) was agreed 
to. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
would like to discuss the important 
issue of encouraging competition be-
tween the private and public sectors in 
the delivery of training and employ-
ment services at the State and local 
levels. 

As you know, the Workforce Develop-
ment Act consolidates nearly 100 sepa-
rate education and job training pro-
grams into a single, universal work 
force development system through 
block grants to the States. 

I want to commend the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, the National Association 
of Manufacturers, the National Federa-
tion of Independent Business, the Na-
tional Alliance of Business, and other 
business groups for their efforts to help 
shape legislation to restructure the Na-
tion’s education and training system. 
These representatives of the business 
community are advocating a com-
prehensive work force development 
system that is market-based, cus-
tomer-driven, and that gets results. 

Would the Senate majority leader, 
my colleague from Kansas, please com-
ment on the role of business in restruc-
turing Federal training programs? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I agree 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas. America needs a work force 
that is trained for private sector occu-
pations—especially those generated by 
small businesses and entrepreneurs— 
that will help ensure a competitive 
U.S. economy. I believe the system 
must be private sector driven to ensure 
it is flexibile and responsive to the 
evolving dynamics of the labor market, 
international competition, and techno-
logical advances over the coming years 
and decades. 

I believe small business should be 
able to compete with the public sector 
in the delivery of training and employ-
ment services and in the operation of 
the one-stop centers. If the consolida-

tion of Federal programs is to ade-
quately reflect the realities of today’s 
labor market, business—particularly 
small business—absolutely must play a 
lead role in ensuring workers are 
equipped with the skills needed by 
America’s employers. Incorporating 
competition and free market principles 
into training services at the local level 
will also encourage public sector pro-
grams to operate more effectively. Op-
portunities for private-public sector 
competition in the implementation of 
local work force development plans is 
an area strongly pursued by U.S. busi-
ness interests. In particular, I want to 
recognize the work by the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce and the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers in this area 
and welcome their input in education 
and job training services on behalf of 
small business. 

Does the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee agree on the unique 
role of small business? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
the bill I introduced enables both local 
chambers and small businesses to com-
pete with the public sector in the 
course of restructuring the Federal 
training system. I believe local cham-
bers of commerce—in addition to small 
businesses—are uniquely positioned to 
operate one-stop centers and to serve 
as training providers. Today, local 
chambers are leading the way in many 
of the Nation’s most innovative and ef-
fective work force development initia-
tives. I understand the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce has undertaken a major ini-
tiative to mobilize local chambers of 
commerce to be in the vanguard in this 
effort to revolutionize training for 
America’s private sector. 

Similarly, regional and local affili-
ates of the National Association of 
Manufacturers serve as a strong inter-
mediary source in bringing business, 
education and government leaders to-
gether at the State and community 
level to form meaningful and sustained 
work force development programs. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Kansas for opening dis-
cussion on the important role that 
business brings to the table. With 
strong private sector input, efforts to 
turn primary responsibility for edu-
cation programs to the State and local 
levels will hold much promise. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I appreciate the 
comments from the Senate majority 
leader on this important issue and I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a letter from the cham-
ber of commerce with an accom-
panying statement. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Washington, DC, October 5, 1995. 
MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE: 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, rep-
resenting 215,000 businesses, 3,000 state and 
local chambers of commerce, 1,200 trade and 
professional associations, and 73 American 

Chambers of Commerce abroad, urges your 
support for the Workforce Development Act 
(S. 143), which is scheduled for floor consider-
ation on October 10. 

The Workforce Development Act, spon-
sored by Senator Nancy Kassebaum (R-KS), 
contains many provisions that the Chamber 
supports. S. 143 would consolidate and decen-
tralize roughly 100 federal education and 
training programs into a simpler, integrated 
block grant system for states. The bill also 
would enable small businesses and local 
chambers of commerce to compete with the 
public sector in the delivery of education and 
training services; recognize the important 
role of business in the design and implemen-
tation of the new system; and promote the 
effective use of technology and the develop-
ment of labor-market information to orient 
education and training services. 

In additional to these provisions, the 
Chamber is encouraged that the Workforce 
Development Act maintains the important 
goal of preparing students and workers for 
skills needed in the modern workplace. S. 143 
aims to achieve this goal by adopting many 
new approaches to workforce development. 
Examples include promoting the use of 
vouchers rather than funding streams for in-
stitutions and programs; establishing user- 
friendly, one-stop delivery centers where in-
dividuals and employers can share and ob-
tain relevant job information; opening the 
door to new measures of accountability rath-
er than relying on the old measure of bu-
reaucratic processes; and encouraging the 
creation of effective business-education part-
nerships. 

Many, if not most, of these provisions are 
found in the Chamber’s policy statement on 
restructuring the federal training and em-
ployment system. A copy of this statement 
is attached, for your review. 

For American business, the knowledge and 
skills of employees are the critical factors 
for economic success and international com-
petitiveness. The Workforce Development 
Act embodies language that can help achieve 
this end by creating a world-class workforce 
development system that is responsive to to-
day’s skill needs. Again, we urge your sup-
port for S. 143, and your opposition to any 
weakening amendments. Doing so will dra-
matically enhance the possibility of enact-
ing meaningful workforce development legis-
lation during the 104th Congress. 

Sincerely, 
R. BRUCE JOSTEN, 
Senior Vice President, 

Membership Policy Group. 

STATEMENT ON RESTRUCTURING THE FEDERAL 
TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SYSTEM 

The U.S. Chamber recognizes that Amer-
ica’s training and employment system is in-
adequate to meet the demands of rapidly 
evolving technologies and intensifying glob-
al competition. The current system is frag-
mented and duplicative, and often fails to 
provide workers and employers with the fast 
and effective training and placement serv-
ices they need. Equally compelling is the 
fact that growing numbers of workers are be-
coming permanently displaced through 
structural changes in government policy and 
corporate restructuring, as opposed to cycli-
cal changes in the economy. These weak-
nesses in the existing work-to-work transi-
tion system need to be resolved. 

The U.S. Chamber, therefore, supports re-
structuring the federal training and employ-
ment system to make it more responsive to 
the needs of dislocated workers and skill re-
quirements of employers. To be effective, it 
is essential that the new system reflect the 
following principles: 
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The business community must be centrally 

involved in all phases of the restructured 
system’s design, development, operation, and 
evaluation. 

The new system must not impose any new 
federal mandates or regulatory burdens upon 
employers. It must not be financed through 
the creation of a new tax or an increase in 
any current tax on business. 

The new system should assist workers in 
pursuing job search and placement assist-
ance, career advancement, and a career 
change. Services must be delivered as 
promptly and effectively as possible to help 
employers make quicker and less costly con-
nections with prospective employees. Train-
ing services must reflect the local and re-
gional skill needs of employers. 

Information regarding career and training 
services should be offered competitively at 
the local level. Service providers may in-
clude representatives of the private sector. 
The creation and governance of the stream-
lined system must be business led. Attempts 
should be made to factor in the education, 
employment and training programs of all 
federal agencies. 

There must be sufficient state and local 
flexibility incorporated into the design and 
implementation of the new re-employment 
system. Provisions to maintain account-
ability and standards of quality at the state 
and local level should be a part of the na-
tional restructuring plan. 

The current labor market information sys-
tem must be strengthened and enhanced. 
Voluntary occupational skills standards 
should be integrated into this system, so dis-
located workers can know exactly what 
types of skills they will need for certain oc-
cupations. 

In addition to strengthening state and 
local flexibility, the private sector should be 
encouraged to compete for the delivery of 
education, employment and training serv-
ices. One way to help spur local competition 
and encourage public sector programs to op-
erate more efficiently is to put financial re-
sources directly in the hands of individuals 
to pursue private or public sector postsec-
ondary education and training. The overall 
goal should be to improve the learning and 
achievement of individuals and help them to 
succeed in the workplace of the 21st century. 

Block grants are considered a viable mech-
anism for diminishing control from the fed-
eral government and increasing state and 
local flexibility. State and local workforce 
development plans emerging from the block 
grants must maintain the goal of preparing 
students and workers for skills needed in a 
high performance workplace. Appropriate 
performance and skill standards and ac-
countability measures should be incor-
porated into state and local programs that 
emanate from the block grant system. 

Mr. SIMON. Is it not your under-
standing that nonresidential programs 
for at-risk youth described under sec-
tion 161(b) (2) and (3) of the bill, could 
be provided by local, community-based 
organizations? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Yes, of course. 
The States could elect to provide these 
services through such organizations or 
other organizations in the private sec-
tor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2896 
(Purpose: To make amendments with respect 

to museums and libraries) 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator JEFFORDS and myself and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] 

for himself and Mr. JEFFORDS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2896. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the House 
of Representatives recently approved 
the Careers Act which contains exten-
sive provisions regarding library serv-
ices. This is the companion bill to the 
legislation we are now considering and 
the bill the House will bring to con-
ference, Senate bill 143. 

I am of the mind we should have li-
brary services provisions formally on 
the table when we go to conference 
with the House. Thus, the amendment 
now being offered would include the In-
stitute of Museum and Library Serv-
ices reauthorization as part of S. 143. 

Those provisions stress the impor-
tance of both museums and libraries to 
literacy, economic development and 
most importantly, the work force de-
velopment, all of which are relevant 
and important to the bill now under 
consideration. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment is or should be considered non-
controversial, and I urge its approval. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I rise today in sup-
port of the amendment offered by my 
distinguished colleague from Rhode Is-
land, Senator PELL, and myself which 
would incorporate the Institute of Mu-
seum and Library Services as part of S. 
143, the Workforce Development Act of 
1995. 

Libraries have been key players in 
developing literacy programs and it 
only makes sense to include the Insti-
tute for Museum and Library Services 
[IMLS] as part of this bill today. The 
problem of illiteracy is of great con-
cern to me and I believe that we should 
not pass up this opportunity today to 
recognize the power and purpose that 
libraries have in dealing with this 
problem and finding solutions to it. Li-
braries have made a positive impact in 
communities throughout the Nation 
and have been instrumental in enhanc-
ing educational and lifelong learning 
opportunities. Because of its focus on 
literacy as well as workforce and eco-
nomic development, I believe that en-
suring that the IMLS is part of the S. 
143 is an action which will benefit indi-
viduals in all of our States. The Pell/ 
Jeffords amendment today represents a 
holistic and winning approach to life-
long learning. 

Mr. President, I am especially 
pleased that the Artifacts Indemnity 
Act has been included as part of this 
amendment. The Indemnity Program, 
created in 1975, has been an extraor-
dinarily successful program. I believe 
that there has been only one claim for 
a very modest amount of money since 
it first began 20 years ago. Over the 

years, I have had many opportunities 
to speak with museum directors who 
have shared with me their thoughts on 
the importance of this program along 
with frustrations regarding the dif-
ficulty they have had in getting insur-
ance for their exhibitions to travel 
throughout the United States, or for 
bringing some of the great U.S. exhibi-
tions to their region. In response to 
those conversations, an extension of 
the indemnity program for domestic 
exhibitions has been included. We have 
also moved administration of this pro-
gram to the Institute of Museums and 
Library Services, which I believe is a 
sensible and logical change that will 
only enhance the program’s successes. 

So again, I would like to thank the 
Senator from Rhode Island for offering 
his assistance in crafting this amend-
ment and look forward to its adoption. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
do not believe there is an objection on 
either side of the aisle regarding this 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is right. 
We appreciate the Senator bringing 
this to the attention of the Members. 
We hope it will be included. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I urge the adop-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2896) was agreed 
to. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2897 

(Purpose: To make technical amendments) 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE-

BAUM] proposes an amendment numbered 
2897. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On line 19, strike lines 5 through 14 and in-

sert the following: 
(35) WELFARE RECIPIENT.—The term ‘‘wel-

fare recipient’’ means an individual who re-
ceives welfare assistance. 

On page 50, strike lines 7 through 12 and in-
sert the following: 

viduals to participate in the statewide sys-
tem; and 

(N) followup services for participants who 
are placed in unsubsidized employment. 

On page 65, lines 5 and 6, strike ‘‘section 
103(a)(1)’’ and insert ‘‘this subtitle for work-
force employment activities’’. 

On page 69, line 10, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 
a comma. 

On page 69, line 14, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 
‘‘or’’. 
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On page 70, line 7, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 

‘‘or’’. 
On page 70, line 14, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 

‘‘or’’. 
On page 70, line 19, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 

‘‘or’’. 
On page 70, line 20, strike ‘‘to’’ and insert 

‘‘for’’. 
On page 71, line 12, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 

‘‘or’’. 
On page 71, line 21, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 

‘‘or’’. 
On page 96, strike line 6 and insert the fol-

lowing: 
(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) NEGOTIATION AND AGREEMENT.—After a 

Governor submits 
On page 96, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following: 
(B) WORKFORCE EDUCATION ACTIVITIES.—In 

carrying out activities under this section, a 
local partnership or local workforce develop-
ment board described in subsection (b) may 
make recommendations with respect to the 
allocation of funds for, or administration of, 
workforce education activities in the State 
involved, but such allocation and adminis-
tration shall be carried out in accordance 
with sections 111 through 117 and section 119. 

On page 108, strike lines 10 through 12 and 
insert the following: 

(A) welfare recipients; 
In subparagraph (B)(ii) of the matter in-

serted on page 114, after line 14, strike ‘‘re-
duce’’ and insert ‘‘reduce by 10 percent’’. 

In subparagraph (C)(iii) of the matter in-
serted on page 114, after line 14, strike ‘‘stra-
tegic plan of the State referred to in section 
104(b)(2)’’ and insert ‘‘integrated State plan 
of the State referred to in section 104(b)(5)’’. 

After subparagraph (D) of the matter in-
serted on page 114, after line 14, insert the 
following: 

(E) DEFINITION.—As used in this paragraph, 
the term ‘‘portion of the allotment’’— 

(i) used with respect to workforce employ-
ment activities, means the funds made avail-
able under paragraph (1) or (3) of section 
103(a) for workforce employment activities 
(less any portion of such funds made avail-
able under section 6 of the Wagner-Peyser 
Act (29 U.S.C. 49e)); and 

(ii) used with respect to workforce edu-
cation activities, means the funds made 
available under paragraph (2) or (3) of section 
103(a) for workforce education activities. 

On page 175, line 25, strike ‘‘; and’’ and in-
sert a semicolon. 

On page 176, line 2, insert ‘‘and’’ after the 
semicolon. 

On page 176, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

(E) career development planning and deci-
sionmaking; 

On page 176, line 11, strike the period and 
insert ‘‘, including training of counselors, 
teachers, and other persons to use the prod-
ucts of the nationwide integrated labor mar-
ket and occupational information system to 
improve career decisionmaking.’’. 

On page 184, lines 18 through 20, strike ‘‘, 
which models’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘didactic methods’’. 

On page 222, line 10, strike ‘‘from’’ and in-
sert ‘‘for’’. 

On page 239, line 19, strike ‘‘of’’ and insert 
‘‘of the’’. 

On page 248, line 23, strike ‘‘98-524’’ and in-
sert ‘‘98–524’’. 

On page 250, line 11, strike ‘‘and’’ and in-
sert ‘‘and inserting’’. 

On page 255, line 25, add a period at the 
end. 

On page 290, line 14, strike ‘‘to’’ and insert 
‘‘to the’’. 

On page 290, line 17, strike ‘‘(a) IN GEN-
ERAL.—’’. 

Beginning on page 290, strike line 23 and 
all that follows through page 291, line 5. 

On page 292, strike lines 9 through 12 and 
insert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(a) of the Wag-
ner-Peyser Act (29 U.S.C. 49b(a)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

On page 293, strike lines 2 through 13 and 
insert the following: 

tion.’’. 
On page 294, lines 9 through 14, strike ‘‘sub-

section (b)’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘(2)’’ and insert ‘‘subsection (b)(2)’’. 

On page 296, line 12, strike ‘‘to’’ and insert 
‘‘to the’’. 

On page 304, line 6, strike ‘‘members’ ’’ and 
insert ‘‘member’s’’. 

On page 309, lines 20 and 21, strike ‘‘tech-
nologies’’ and insert ‘‘technologies,’’. 

On page 311, line 7, strike ‘‘purchases’’ and 
insert ‘‘purchased’’. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
this is an amendment that bears tech-
nical and conforming amendments that 
I believe has been cleared on both sides 
of the aisle. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we 

urge the acceptance of this amendment 
and appreciate the working out of the 
technical issues which have been in-
cluded in this proposal. 

We urge the Senate to accept it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2897) was agreed 
to. 
THE REPEAL OF THE MC KINNEY ACT PROVISIONS 

FOR HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH 
Mr. DOMENICI. I would first like to 

thank Senator KASSEBAUM for her ex-
cellent work on this long-awaited leg-
islation to improve the delivery of 
America’s work force training and edu-
cation programs. This is a mammoth 
task well done, and I look forward to 
final passage this morning. Let me say, 
however, that I have a serious concern 
about homeless children that I would 
like to clarify with the Senator. 

The legislation before us in its 
present form repeals the McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act provisions for 
the Homeless Children and Youth Pro-
gram. I believe this is an oversight and 
I agree with the chairman’s intent to 
repeal the McKinney Act job training 
provisions to include them in this 
much improved legislation for those 
purposes. Unfortunately, the repeal 
language includes a repeal of the pro-
gram for homeless children. This crit-
ical program helps homeless children 
to enroll in and attend school. 

Before the McKinney Homeless As-
sistance Act, almost half of all school 
aged homeless children were not in 
school at any given time. The very 
poor attendance was caused in large 
part by school policies that did not 
take into account the unique problems 
of homeless families. 

Residency requirements, for example, 
often prevented homeless families from 
enrolling their children in school be-
cause by definition a homeless family 
did not have an address that could be 
used to prove residence in a district. 
Furthermore, because a number of 

shelters only allowed people to stay for 
30 days at a time, homeless families 
were often forced to move from shelter 
to shelter. 

If these shelters were zoned for dif-
ferent schools, as is often the case, the 
children were forced to transfer as fre-
quently as the families moved. This is 
a most difficult hurdle for any family, 
and more so for homeless families. Fre-
quent school changes impede rather 
than promote the education of home-
less children. Transfer of records be-
tween schools slowed the process even 
more, often keeping children out of 
school for weeks at a time. 

To address this problem, we created 
the Education for Homeless Children 
and Youth Program in the McKinney 
Act. This program for homeless chil-
dren requires States and local govern-
ments to ease the types of barriers I 
have described and to improve the sup-
port mechanisms for homeless children 
in schools. This program also provides 
money to States to identify homeless 
students, ease transfers and place-
ments, and provide tutoring and school 
supplies. 

I am proud to say that this program 
has made a difference. Since 1987, 
school attendance by homeless children 
nationally has risen from 50 percent to 
82 percent and continues to increase 
each year. These improvements occur 
despite the fact that the number of 
homeless children continues to rise 
with the number of homeless families, 
as reported by the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors. 

For homeless children, education will 
be their best chance to break the cycle 
of poverty. This McKinney Act pro-
gram ensures that homeless children 
will have access to that chance. Now is 
not the time to repeal this program. 

I understand, Senator KASSEBAUM, 
that you have indicated your support 
for the continuation of the McKinney 
Act Education for Homeless Children 
and Youth Program. Since the tech-
nical language of S. 143 repeals this 
program along with job training for 
homeless adults, I also understand that 
it is your intention to revisit this mat-
ter in conference. 

I hope the Senator can reassure me 
that it is not her intent to repeal the 
McKinney Act program for homeless 
children, and that she will work in con-
ference to assure that the final bill 
contains explicit protections for home-
less children so that the progress we 
have made in helping homeless chil-
dren continues. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Yes, I support 
the McKinney Act program for home-
less children, and I appreciate the ef-
fort of the Senator from New Mexico in 
bringing this matter to the attention 
of the Senate. I assure the Senator and 
the Senate that I will work in con-
ference to protect this program for 
homeless children by accepting lan-
guage to ensure its continuation. I 
thank the Senator on behalf of home-
less children and their families. They 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:01 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S11OC5.REC S11OC5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S14983 October 11, 1995 
know the full benefits of this McKin-
ney Act program for school placement 
and support and should have every as-
surance of its continuation. 

f 

NOTE 
Due to a printing error, a statement 

by Senator HARKIN on page S14840 of 
the RECORD of October 10, 1995, appears 
incorrectly. The permanent RECORD 
will be corrected to reflect the fol-
lowing correct statement. 

SUPPORT OF THE PROVISIONS PERTAINING TO 
INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on 
Disability Policy, I would like to take 
a few minutes to discuss the applica-
bility of S. 143, the Work Force Devel-
opment Act, to individuals with dis-
abilities. 

I would like to compliment Senator 
KASSEBAUM, the sponsor of the legisla-
tion and chair of the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, and Sen-
ator FRIST, the chair of the Sub-
committee on Disability Policy, for in-
cluding specific provisions in S. 143 
that will enhance our Nation’s ability 
to address the employment-related 
needs of individuals with disabilities, 
including individuals with significant 
disabilities. I am particularly pleased 
that these provisions were developed 
on a bipartisan basis and enjoy the 
broad-based support of the disability 
community. 

On January 10, 1995, the Labor Com-
mittee heard testimony from Tony 
Young, on behalf of the employment 
and training task force of the Consor-
tium for Citizens With Disabilities. 
CCD urged the Senate to recognize the 
positive advances made in the 1992 
amendments to the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 and to take a two-pronged ap-
proach to addressing the needs of indi-
viduals with disabilities in our jobs 
consolidation legislation. I am pleased 
that the Senate bill adopted this two- 
pronged approach. 

Under prong one, S. 143 guarantees 
individuals with disabilities meaning-
ful and effective access to the core 
services and optional services that are 
made available to nondisabled individ-
uals in generic work force employment 
activities and to work force education 
activities described in the legislation, 
consistent with nondiscrimination pro-
visions set out in section 106(f)(7) of the 
legislation, section 504 of the Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973, and title II of the 
Americans With Disabilities Act. 

The commitment to ensuring mean-
ingful and effective access to generic 
services for individuals with disabil-
ities is critical. Advocates for individ-
uals with disabilities have often ex-
pressed concern that many current ge-
neric job training programs such as 
JTPA have not met the needs of indi-
viduals with disabilities. Ensuring ac-
cess to generic services is critical for 
many people with disabilities who can 
benefit from such services. 

The promise of access to generic 
services is also illustrated through 

other provisions in S. 143. The purposes 
of the bill—(section 2(b))—include cre-
ating coherent, integrated statewide 
work force development systems de-
signed to develop more fully the aca-
demic, occupational, and literacy skills 
of all segments of the population and 
ensuring that all segments of the work 
force will obtain the skills necessary to 
earn wages sufficient to maintain the 
highest quality of living in the world. 
The content of the State plan set out 
in section 104(c) of S. 143 must include 
information describing how the State 
will identify the current and future 
work force development needs of all 
segments of the population of the 
State. The term all is intended to in-
clude individuals with disabilities. 

The accountability provisions in S. 
143—(section 121(c)(4)—specify that 
States must develop quantifiable 
benchmarks to measure progress to-
ward meeting State goals for specified 
populations, including at a minimum, 
individuals with disabilities. 

Under S. 143, State vocational reha-
bilitation agencies must be involved in 
the planning and implementation of 
the generic system. For example, under 
section 104(d) of S. 143, the part of the 
State plan related to the strategic plan 
must describe how the State agency of-
ficials responsible for vocational reha-
bilitation collaborated in the develop-
ment of the strategic plan. Under sec-
tion 105(a) of S. 143, the work force de-
velopment boards must include a rep-
resentative from the State agency re-
sponsible for vocational rehabilitation 
and under section 118 of S. 143, local 
work force development boards must 
include one or more individuals with 
disabilities or their representatives. 

Under prong two the current program 
of one-stop shopping for persons with 
disabilities, particularly those with se-
vere disabilities, established under 
title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
as amended most recently in 1992, is re-
tained, strengthened, and made an in-
tegral component of the statewide 
work force development system. 

The current vocational rehabilitation 
system has helped millions of individ-
uals with disabilities over the past 75 
years to achieve employment. Since 
the 1992 amendments, the number of in-
dividuals assisted in achieving employ-
ment each year has increased steadily. 
In fiscal year 1994, 203,035 individuals 
achieved employment, up 5.8 percent 
from fiscal year 1992, the year just 
prior to the passage of the amend-
ments. Data for the first three quarters 
of fiscal year 1995 show a 8.4 percent in-
crease in the number of individuals 
achieving employment as compared to 
the first three quarters for fiscal year 
1994. 

In fiscal year 1993, 85.7 percent of the 
individuals achieving employment 
through vocational rehabilitation were 
either competitively employed or self- 
employed. Seventy-seven percent of in-
dividuals who achieved employment as 
a result of the vocational rehabilita-
tion program report that their own in-

come is the primary source of support 
rather than depending on entitlement 
or family members. 

The percent of persons with earned 
income of any kind increased from 21 
percent at application to 90 percent at 
closure. The gain in the average hourly 
wage rate from application to the 
achievement of an employment out-
come was $4.36 per person. Of the indi-
viduals achieving employment in fiscal 
year 1993, their mean weekly earnings 
at the time of their application to the 
program was $32.20, compared to $204.10 
at closure, an average weekly increase 
of $164.90. 

In 1993, the General Accounting Of-
fice [GAO] found that an individual 
who completed a vocational rehabilita-
tion program was significantly more 
likely than an individual who did not 
complete the program of working for 
wages 5 years after exiting the pro-
gram. In addition, the GAO found that 
individuals who achieved an employ-
ment outcome demonstrated four times 
the gain in wages compared to the 
other groups studied. 

I am also pleased to share with my 
colleagues the positive impact that vo-
cational rehabilitation is having in my 
home State of Iowa. During fiscal year 
1993–94, 5,717 Iowans with disabilities 
were rehabilitated through the Divi-
sion of Vocational Rehabilitation Serv-
ices [DVRS]. At referral to DVRS, 33 
percent have weekly earnings; at clo-
sure the rate went to 98 percent. Aver-
age weekly earnings rose from $49.94 at 
referral to $229.45 at closure. In addi-
tion, the Iowa Department for the 
Blind provided 765 blind persons with 
vocational rehabilitation services. At 
closure the average weekly income was 
$352.00. Seventy-three percent of those 
rehabilitated found work in the com-
petitive labor market, including work 
in occupations such as psychologist, 
tax accountant, teacher, food service, 
and radio repair. 

Mr. President, as I explained pre-
viously in my remarks, under S. 143, 
title I of the Rehabilitation Act, as 
amended most recently in 1992, is not 
repealed; rather it is retained, 
strengthened, and made an integral 
component of the statewide work force 
development system. 

For example, the findings and pur-
poses section of title I of the Rehabili-
tation Act are amended to make it 
clear that programs of vocational reha-
bilitation are intended to be an inte-
gral component of a State’s work force 
development system. Further, the 
amendments clarify that linkages be-
tween the vocational rehabilitation 
program established under title I of the 
Rehabilitation Act and other compo-
nents of the statewide work force de-
velopment system are critical to en-
sure effective and meaningful partici-
pation by individuals with disabilities 
in work force development activities. 

Section 14 and section 106 of title I of 
the Rehabilitation Act pertaining to 
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