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So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
Nos. 286, and 287, had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on recorded vote 286,
the Mink amendment and ‘‘no’’ on recorded
vote 287, the Kennedy amendment.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, over the past 35
years, Congress has constructed a centralized
system of vocational education, wasting mil-
lions of taxpayer dollars on a system that all-
too-often serves more as a ‘‘dumping ground’’
for special-needs students than as an effective
means of providing noncollege bound students
with the knowledge and skills they need to be-
come productive citizens.

Congress is considering prolonging the life
of large parts of this system by reauthorizing
the Carl Perkins Vocational Education and Ap-
plied Technology Act (H.R. 1853). While 1853
does eliminate several Federal programs and
State mandates contained in current law, if
further legitimizes the unconstitutional notion
that the Federal Government has a legitimate
role to play in education.

Furthermore, certain language in H.R. 1853
suggests that the purpose of education is to
train students to serve the larger needs of so-
ciety, as determined by Government and busi-
ness, not to serve the individual.

During the discussion of this bill, the case
has been made that constitutionalists should
support H.R. 1853 because it reduces the
number of Federal mandates on the States;
however the 10th amendment does not quan-
tify the extent to which the Federal Govern-
ment can interfere in areas such as education.
Instead, the 10th amendment forbids any and
all Federal interference in education, no matter
how much flexibility the programs provide the
States.

H.R. 1853 represents mandate federalism,
where the Federal Government allows States
limited flexibility as to the means of complying
with Congress mandates. Under this bill,
States must submit a vocational education
plan to the Department of Education for ap-
proval. States must then demonstrate yearly
compliance with benchmarks that measure a
series of federally set goals. The Secretary of
Education has the authority to sanction the
States for failure to reach those benchmarks,
as if the States were the disobedient children
of the Federal Government, not entities whose
sovereignty must be constitutionally respected.

Congress has, so far, resisted pressure
from the administration to give the Department
of Education explicit statutory authority to cre-
ate model benchmarks, which would then be
adopted by every State. However, certain pro-
visions of H.R. 1853 may provide the Depart-
ment of Education with the opportunity to im-
pose a uniform system of vocational education
on every State in the Nation.

Particularly troublesome in this regard is the
provision requiring every State to submit their
vocational education plan to the Secretary for
approval. The Secretary may withhold ap-
proval if the application is in violation of the
provisions of this act. Ambitious bureaucrats
may stretch this language to mean that the
Department can reject a State plan if the De-
partment does not feel the plan will be effec-
tive in meeting the goals of the bill. For exam-
ple, a Department of Education official may
feel that a State’s plan does not adequately
prepare vocational-technical education stu-
dents for opportunities in postsecondary edu-
cation or entry into high skill, high wage jobs,
because the plan fails to adopt the specifica-
tions favored by the Education Department.
The State plan may thus be rejected unless
the State adopts the academic provisions fa-
vored by the administration.

H.R. 1853 further opens the door for the es-
tablishment of national standards for voca-

tional education through provisions allowing
the Secretary to develop a single plan for
evaluation and assessment, with regard to the
vocational-technical education and provide for
an independent evaluation, of vocational-tech-
nical education programs, including examining
how States and localities have developed, im-
plemented, or improved State and local voca-
tional-technical education programs. Education
bureaucrats could very easily use the results
of the studies to establish de facto model
benchmarks that States would have to follow.

Mr. Chairman, the Department of Education
may impose national standards on State voca-
tional education programs by requiring that
States improve the academic component of
vocational education. Integrating academics
with vocational education is a noble goal, but
Federal education bureaucrats may use this
requirement to force vocational education pro-
grams to adopt national academic standards,
upon pain of having their State plans denied
as inconsistent with the provisions of the act
mandating instead that States integrate aca-
demics into their vocational education pro-
grams.

States are also required to distribute their
Federal funds according to a predetermined
formula that dictates the percentage of funds
States must spend on certain federally ap-
proved activities without regard for differences
between the States. For example, H.R. 1853
singles out certain populations, such as dis-
placed homemakers and single parents, and
requires the States to certify to the Federal
Government that their programs are serving
these groups. These provisions stem from the
offensive idea that without orders from the
Federal Government, States will systematically
deny certain segments of the population ac-
cess to job training services.

Another Federal mandate contained in this
so-called decentralization plan, is one requir-
ing States to spend a certain percentage on
updating the technology used in vocational
education programs. Technological training
can be a useful and necessary part of voca-
tional education, however, under the Constitu-
tion it is not the business of the Federal Gov-
ernment to ensure vocational education stu-
dents receive up-to-date technological training.

The States and the people are quite capa-
ble of ensuring that vocational education stu-
dents receive up-to-date technological train-
ing—if the Federal Government stops usurping
their legitimate authority to run vocational edu-
cation programs and if the Government stops
draining taxpayers of the resources necessary
to run those programs.

H.R. 1853 provides businesses with tax-
payer-provided labor in the form of vocational
education students engaging in cooperative
education. Since businesses benefit by having
a trained work force, they should not burden
the taxpayers with the costs of training their
future employees. Furthermore, the provision
allowing students to spend alternating weeks
at work rather than in the classroom seems in-
consistent with the bill’s goals of strengthening
the academic component of vocational edu-
cation.

Work experience can be valuable for stu-
dents, especially when that experience in-
volves an occupation the student may choose
as a future career. However, there is no rea-
son for taxpayers to subsidize the job training
of another. Furthermore, if it wasn’t for Federal
minimum wage and other laws that make hir-
ing inexperienced workers cost prohibitive,
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many businesses would gladly provide work
apprenticeships to young people out of their
own pockets instead of forcing the costs onto
the U.S. taxpayer.

Today, employers can be assessed huge
fines if they allow their part-time adolescent
employees to work, with pay, for 15 minutes
beyond the Department of Labor regulations.
Yet, those same businesses can receive free,
full-time labor from those same adolescents as
part of a cooperative education program.
Clearly, common sense has been tossed out
the window and replaced by the arbitrary and
conflicting whims of a Congress attempting to
do good.

Further evidence of catering to well-estab-
lished businesses can be found within the pro-
vision of H.R. 1853 wherein teachers are in-
structed not to meet the needs and expecta-
tions of students, but rather the needs, expec-
tations, and methods of industry. All edu-
cation, including vocational education, should
explicitly be tailored to the wishes of the par-
ent or those already funding the costs of edu-
cation.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1853 continues the Fed-
eral education policy of dragooning parents
into education as partners in the education
process. Parents should control the education
process, but they should never be placed in a
subordinate role and made to help carry out
the agenda of Government bureaucrats.

Concerns have been raised that vocational
education programs may be used as a means
to force all students into a career track not of
their own choosing, and thus change the
American education system into one of prepa-
ration for a career determined for the students
by the Government. Such a system more
closely resembles something depicted in a
George Orwell novel than the type of edu-
cation system compatible with a free society.
H.R. 1853 attempts to assuage those fears
through a section forbidding the use of Fed-
eral funds to force an individual into a career
path that the individual would not otherwise
choose or require any individual to obtain so-
called skilled certificates.

However, States and localities that violate
this portion of the act are not subject to any
loss of Federal funds. Of course, even if the
act did contain sanctions for violating an indi-
vidual’s freedom to determine their own career
path, those sanctions would have to rely on
the willingness of the very Federal bureauc-
racy which helped originate many of the edu-
cation reforms which diminish student freedom
to enforce this statutory provision.

Mr. Chairman, the Carl D. Perkins Act reau-
thorization may appear to provide for greater
State and individual control over vocational
education. However, H.R. 1853 is really an-
other example of mandate federalism, where
States, localities, and individuals are given lim-
ited autonomy in how they fulfill Federal man-
dates. As H.R. 1853 places mandates on the
States and individuals to perform certain func-
tions in the area of education, an area where
Congress has no constitutional authority. It is
also in violation of the ninth and tenth amend-
ments to the U.S. Constitution.

Furthermore, H.R. 1853 forces Federal tax-
payers to underwrite the wages of students
working part-time in the name of cooperative
education, another form of corporate welfare.
Businesses who benefit from the labor of stu-
dents should not have the costs of that labor
subsidized by the taxpayers.

Certain language in H.R. 1853 suggests that
parent’s authority to raise their children as
they see fit may be undermined by the Gov-
ernment in order to make parents partners in
training their children according to Govern-
ment specifications.

Congress should, therefore, reject H.R.
1853 and instead eliminate all Federal voca-
tional education programs in order to restore
authority for those programs to the States, lo-
calities, and individual citizens.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to express my strong support for
the Carl D. Perkins Vocational-Technical Edu-
cation Act. The Perkins program provides
much-needed vocational and technical edu-
cation to students around the country.

Federal investment in vocational-technical
education is vital for assuring a well-trained
work force for the upcoming century. The Per-
kins Act distributes vocational education funds
to the local level to ensure that our students
are taught the necessary skills to be produc-
tive citizens. Investing more in education and
training our work force to better compete is a
sensible and farsighted way to spend our Fed-
eral funds.

Just last month, I visited Chief Leschi
School in Puyallup, WA. My office helped
them apply for their first Perkins grant. They
won the grant, and they will receive over
$370,000 to put toward vocational and tech-
nology programs. The grant money will fund
computers and equipment for the vocational
department, such as the auto, wood, and print
shops and the photography lab. When I toured
Chief Leschi, I saw how important these
grants could be. I met motivated administra-
tors, high-quality teachers and students who
were eager to learn. It’s critical to provide
them with the equipment and facilities they
need to be successful, and because of the
Perkins Vocational-Technical Education Act,
Chief Leschi will soon have even stronger vo-
cational and technical programs.

Again, I urge my colleagues’ support to re-
authorize the Carl D. Perkins Vocational-Tech-
nical Education Act. The Perkins grant has
made an important difference in the quality to
our Nation’s vocational and technical edu-
cation, and we should reauthorize the program
to ensure it is maintained for the students of
tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
other amendments, the question is on
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN) having assumed the chair, Mr.
EWING, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 1853) to amend the Carl D. Per-
kins Vocational and Applied Tech-
nology Education Act, pursuant to
House Resolution 187, he reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MRS. MINK
OF HAWAII

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Yes, I am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii moves to recommit
the bill (H.R. 1853) to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, with instructions
to report the bill back to the House forth-
with, with the following amendments:

Page 21, line 4, strike ‘‘(b)’’ and insert
‘‘(c)’’.

Page 21, line 6, strike ‘‘(b)’’ and insert
‘‘(c)’’.

Page 21, line 10, strike the periods and end
quotation marks and insert a semicolon.

Page 21, after line 10, insert the following:
(5) in subsection (b)(1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘section 221’’ and inserting

‘‘paragraph (3) of section 201(c); and
(ii) by striking ‘‘section 222’’ and inserting

‘‘paragraph (4) of section 201(c)’’; and
(B) by striking subparagraph (J).
Page 33, after line 12, insert the following

(and redesignate the subsequent paragraphs
accordingly):
‘‘(4) sex equity programs;’’.
Page 34, after line 5, insert the following:
‘‘(e) HOLD HARMLESS.—Notwithstanding

the provisions of this part or section 102(a),
to carry out programs described in para-
graphs (3) and (4) of subsection (c), each eli-
gible recipient shall reserve from funds allo-
cated under section 102(a)(1), an amount that
is not less than the amount such eligible re-
cipient received in fiscal year 1997 for carry-
ing out programs under sections 221 and 222
of this Act as such sections were in effect on
the day before the date of the enactment of
the Carl D. Perkins Vocational-Technical
Education Act Amendments of 1997.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve all points of order against the
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I
take this extraordinary measure in
order to emphasize the importance of
the amendment that was just defeated.

My effort in offering the amendment
was simply to hold harmless, to con-
tinue a vital program that has been in
existence for the past 13 years because
Congress recognizes that unless we set
aside 10 percent of the funding in the
vocational education program, that
these individuals, the displaced home-
makers, the single parents, the preg-
nant women, others in that category
would simply not be provided for under




