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When I campaigned in 1992 for election,
I said that the deficit will come down
regardless of what happens, and every
politician in Washington will take
credit for it coming down. One of the
major reasons it will come down, hav-
ing nothing whatever to do with any
politician in Washington, is that we
will finish paying for the savings and
loan bailout. That is moving through
the system like a pig in a python, and
once it finally is digested and taken
care of, you will go back down to the
same level of deficit you had before we
had the bailout of the savings and loan.
A lot of us will look at each other and
say, ‘‘Aren’t we heroes? Look. It has
come down.’’ When in fact all that real-
ly happened is that we are paying off a
one-time obligation, and that was com-
pleted.

The other reason it comes down is be-
cause the cold war is over and we have
had substantial downsizing in the De-
fense Department. The President talks
about 270,000-and-some civilian em-
ployees no longer on the payroll. Yes,
and over 200,000 of those are in the De-
fense Department having to do with
base closures and other downsizing ac-
tivities in the Defense Department.

The structural deficit is as persistent
and pernicious as it ever was, and the
size of the civilian work force unre-
lated to the cold war is as big and as
obtrusive as it ever was, and we are
kidding ourselves with these short-
term numbers to think that something
serious and long term is taking place.
f

THE MINIMUM WAGE
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I want

to talk about the two issues that are
on the floor; first the minimum wage,
and then the TEAM Act. I am willing
to vote on the minimum wage at any
time. I intend to vote against an in-
crease in the minimum wage, and I do
so for the following reasons.

If we increase the minimum wage, we
eliminate jobs, and we eliminate jobs
primarily among middle-class white
suburban teenagers. You may say,
‘‘Well, that is fine. We do not owe these
middle-class white suburban teenagers
anything. So let us eliminate their
jobs.’’ I was a white suburban teenager
in a middle-class family, and I started
work at 14 when the minimum wage
was 40 cents an hour. That dates me, I
recognize, around here. I got a nice
raise when the minimum wage went to
75 cents an hour. I did not need the
money. The money was not the issue.
The issue was that I learned that I had
to be at work on time. I learned that I
had to put in a good time at work.
Looking back on it, the work I did,
frankly, was not significant to the cor-
poration. They could have done with-
out it. But as long as they were paying
me that low wage, it did not hurt them
that much to have me around, and I
liked to think I at least made things a
little more comfortable if not more
profitable.

It was the most significant learning
experience of my young life. It was

more significant than many, if not
most, of the classes I took in high
school. It was more significant in set-
ting the pattern of my life and work
habits in my life than the extra-
curricular clubs that I went to and the
other things I was involved in. It was a
tremendously worthwhile experience,
as I am sure it is for the other middle-
class teenagers who are experiencing
their first work opportunity, a work
opportunity that will be outlawed if we
raise the minimum wage to the point
where the employer says, ‘‘Well, I can-
not afford it anymore, and I will cut it
off.’’

Virtually every employer who has
contacted me on this issue has said, ‘‘If
the minimum wage goes up, I will
eliminate jobs.’’ I say to those who get
so excited about how low the money is,
why is it more moral for a person to be
unemployed at $5.25 an hour than it is
for that person to be working at $4.25
an hour? Somehow, I do not see the so-
cial benefit in having somebody unem-
ployed at a high rate whereas they
could be working at a lower rate in an
entry-level job.
f

THE TEAM ACT
Mr. BENNETT. Finally, on the

TEAM Act, as it is called, I want to
make these observations.

Going back to a headline that ap-
peared in a local U.S. paper—I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
continue for another 3 minutes.

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

Mr. BENNETT. The headline coming
from another circumstance but driving
to the heart of this issue said this:
‘‘Why are the liberals afraid of democ-
racy?’’

This had to do with another cir-
cumstance where liberals were com-
plaining about people voting on an
issue and saying that the Government
should dictate it. Why, said the speak-
er at this particular symposium, him-
self a liberal, ‘‘are the liberals afraid of
democracy? Are they afraid they would
lose? Why are the unions afraid of the
TEAM Act? Are they afraid that work-
ers, speaking for themselves, exercis-
ing democratic rights, will in fact end
up in a circumstance that might be
good for those workers? Do they not
trust the workers?’’

Here are the kinds of things that are
illegal now, without the passage of the
TEAM Act, in terms of discussions be-
tween workers and businesses. They
cannot discuss an extension of employ-
ees’ lunch breaks by 15 minutes. That
is illegal. They have to have the union
discuss that in their behalf. They can-
not discuss the issue of decreasing rest
breaks from 15 minutes to 10 minutes.
You would think they could get to-
gether, exercise their democratic
rights, rights of free speech, to talk
about that? Oh, no. Under the present
law that is illegal. The union has to be
the one to do that.

How about sitting down with man-
agement and the workers to discuss

tornado warning procedures? Oh, no,
we cannot trust the workers to have
that kind of discussion. They may give
away the store. We have to have the
union there to protect their rights. The
union must decide, not the workers
who are directly involved.

How about rules about fighting? Oh,
no, we cannot have that discussion
with the workers. We have to have that
discussion with the union.

Sharpness of the edges of safety
knives? No, we cannot have the people
who actually handle the safety knives
discuss that with management. We
have to have the union there. The list
goes on and on.

I am willing to vote on minimum
wage. I am willing to vote on TEAM
Act. I am willing to vote on the gas in-
crease. I am not willing to have some
people in this body say to us, ‘‘You can
vote on the ones that we think are im-
portant, but we will not let you vote on
the ones that you think are impor-
tant.’’

I say, in closing, to those who are so
concerned about the minimum wage,
why, if it is such a vital social benefit
for so many people, was it never men-
tioned by the then-majority party for
the 2 years that they held both the
Presidency and the Congress? Never
once did it come up when they had the
opportunity to control the agenda, con-
trol the veto, and control the passage
through here. They did not even men-
tion it, let alone raise it. Now, all of a
sudden, it is an amendment that must
be offered to every single bill.

I think the coincidence is that $35
million has been pledged in support of
the President’s campaign by the labor
unions, and the decision has been, sud-
denly, well, it is important. So now we
will bring it up, even though we never
did when we were in charge.

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

ator from Georgia.
f

THE THREE PROPOSALS BEFORE
THE SENATE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, to
lay a framework here, we have three
proposals that are before the Senate of-
fered by the majority leader, Senator
DOLE of Kansas. We have an oppor-
tunity to repeal a 41⁄2-cent gas tax that
was imposed by President Clinton in
August 1993. This is the gas tax that
the President, while campaigning, said
should not be imposed because it is es-
pecially harsh on the poor families in
our country. But when he became
President, he changed his mind and im-
posed a 4.3-cent gas tax that, as I said,
is very, very difficult for the poorer
sectors of our society to deal with, the
rural sectors, rural communities that
have to utilize gas extensively in their
travels and in their work. This has
added a deficit in a family checking ac-
count between $100 and $200 per family.

It is interesting we are discussing
that on this day, because May 8 is the
first day that wage earners get to keep
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their checks for their own housing,
their own food, their own transpor-
tation. From January 1 to yesterday,
every check that was earned by every
worker in America went to the Govern-
ment. It is hard to believe we are at a
point in time in our country where you
work from January 1 to May 7 and you
have to wait until May 8 to keep the
first check that you earned. So repeal-
ing this gas tax is just the beginning of
a series of steps that ought to occur to
lighten that load and push those days
back.

If you ask Americans what date they
think is the appropriate one, they say
March 1. Now it is May 7, and you have
to wait until May 8 until you can begin
to keep what you worked for, for your
own family.

So we are talking about repealing
this gas tax. We are talking about the
minimum wage, which the Senator
from Massachusetts has argued now for
several weeks ought to be passed. I dis-
agree with him, but there would be a
vote on the minimum wage in this pro-
posal the majority leader has put be-
fore the Senate.

I agree with the Senator from Utah
that the minimum wage will hurt those
that they argue it will help. Entry-
level, beginning employees, minority
employees will find it harder to get a
job. That debate has been aired now for
several weeks, and there will be a vote
on that proposal.

Then there will be a vote on legisla-
tion that makes it possible—it is called
the TEAM Act. But basically it is a
proposal that allows employers and
employees to meet together and dis-
cuss the modern workplace. Today,
representative employees from a com-
pany in Lawrenceville, GA, visited our
office and said their working groups
had saved $6 million. A team that con-
sisted of nine employees, people from
the assembly line to plant managers,
chosen by coworkers, met for 6 months,
and they saved that company $6 mil-
lion. They are up here saying we want
that flexibility in labor law.

A small business from Macon, GA—
they employ 30 people in Macon—they
have created a committee called
TRAQ, total responsibility in quality,
made up of employee-selected rep-
resentatives. Top management does
not participate but makes rec-
ommendations. These employees from
this company in Georgia have written
endorsing this new concept. The con-
cept has been endorsed by the Savan-
nah Morning News, the TEAM Act con-
cept, the ability of people to come to-
gether.

Mr. President, do I need to ask unan-
imous consent for another 2 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time is about to expire.

Mr. FORD. If I do not object, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. COVERDELL. I sure will.
Mr. FORD. You will?
Mr. COVERDELL. Yes.
Mr. FORD. So I will not object.
Why do we need to change the law

when these people you are talking
about now are on a team?

Mr. COVERDELL. Because we are a
right-to-work State, and they can func-
tion under the law here. There are
many shops where that is not the case.

Mr. FORD. But 96 percent of all busi-
nesses now, I understand, have the
team concept, but what they do is try
to improve the assembly line, to try to
improve, so that the nuts and bolts
ought to be here on the right instead of
on the left. The Ranger truck in Louis-
ville that was not doing so well, man-
agement and the employees got to-
gether and they were able to learn to
put the truck upside-down and be able
to lean on the machine that tightens
the bolts and turn the truck back up
and were able to do these things. That
is fine. But now are you saying that
these teams will be able to negotiate
wages? Negotiate hours? Is that the
team concept that you want?

Mr. COVERDELL. Frankly, if it were
up to me——

Mr. FORD. Oh, I understand that.
Mr. COVERDELL. It would.
Mr. FORD. But what this law——
Mr. COVERDELL. No; and to respond

to your question—I know neither one
of us want to put a full page in here.

Mr. FORD. I am trying not to, but
some people just say some things.

Mr. COVERDELL. The National
Labor Relations Board has called into
question all of these concepts.

And is it very simple to read what
this act does. It simply would make
this possible. I simply quote Secretary
Reich:

Many companies have already discovered
that management practices fully involving
workers have great value beyond their twin
virtues.

Or as President Clinton said in his
1996 State of the Union Message:

When companies and workers work as a
team, they do better, and so does America.

We could not agree more. So why not
make it possible and make it certain
that no one is under a threat from the
National Labor Relations Board?

Mr. FORD. I say to my colleague,
you take one line out of a statement
and then you do not read the paragraph
before or the paragraph under of the
President’s State of the Union Mes-
sage. My interpretation of that was
that employees ought to be recognized
as assets, to be nurtured and improved
and trained—that was No. 1—so that
management and the employees could
work together.

Second, I think his intent was the
employees should not be used to be
fired so the CEO could get $5 million as
a bonus for that year while they are
out walking on the street. So what he
was saying, as long as the——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senators the addi-
tional 2 minutes has expired.

Mr. FORD. I request 5 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe
the Senator from Georgia——

Mr. FORD. You have the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL. I have the floor.
Mr. FORD. I like what we are doing.

We are having a good time.

Mr. COVERDELL. Let me finish this
statement and I will not object to an
additional 5 minutes.

Mr. FORD. I do not want the meat
loaf to get too hard, and I do not want
to stay around here. I would like to
talk with you now.

Mr. COVERDELL. All right.
Mr. FORD. Because I think the team

concept is fine. I understand that well.
That is to improve the flow of the——

Mr. COVERDELL. I ask unanimous
consent that we have an additional 5
minutes.

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

Mr. FORD. But I like the team con-
cept of working together, making the
assembly line work better, put out a
better product, make more profit for
the employer. But if you take this out,
if you pass this bill, as I understand it,
as my lawyers tell me, then the em-
ployer selects the team and that is the
end of it. He appoints his son-in-law
and a couple of others and that is the
end of it, because you do not allow
what is going on now. You eliminate
the law, and the law then gives the em-
ployer the opportunity to select the
teams.

Now you say, ‘‘Well, that will never
happen.’’ That is what this law says.

Mr. COVERDELL. No; that is not
what this law says. Now I am going to
take my prerogative and finish my
statement.

Mr. FORD. You disagree. Well, I had
fun while it lasted.

Mr. COVERDELL. This is a good de-
bate, because talking about the TEAM
Act or the ability for employers and
employees to work together is some-
thing that actually came out of Asia.
We have all sat back and noticed the
efficiencies that some of the Japanese
companies have. This is where this con-
cept comes from.

This is talking about a new work-
place. Labor law in this country is es-
sentially drawn for industry and the
workplace that is 50 years old. We are
about to go into a new century, and we
ought to be talking about a more flexi-
ble workplace, like this suggests. We
ought to be talking and acknowledging
the fact that the American family is
under severe pressures and anxiety
today. Both of them have to work
today just to keep up with the point I
made a minute ago that half their in-
come is taken by the Government now.

Mr. FORD. Plural; plural.
Mr. COVERDELL. And we ought to

be guiding them to a more flexible
workplace, a more friendlier work en-
vironment. I think the President’s
statement sort of speaks for itself. It is
not a question of interpreting it. He
simply says, this is a quote:

When companies and workers work as a
team, they do better and so does America.

He is right, and we ought to be shap-
ing law that gets us ready for the new
century, that allows a friendlier envi-
ronment, that allows workers and man-
agement to work together. That is
what the TEAM Act will do.
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I might point out that it is not man-

agement that was up here from these
Georgia companies, it was employees
who were up here trying to help en-
dorse these newer concepts for the new
century and the new workplace.

Again, we have three proposals here.
One is to repeal the gas tax that Presi-
dent Clinton and the administration
imposed in August 1993. It is an initial
step to lighten this burden on the
American family. The second is the
minimum wage that the Senator from
Massachusetts just tried to propose for
America. And the third is a modifica-
tion that frees companies not to be
threatened by the National Labor Rela-
tions Board if employers and employ-
ees set up work groups to cover the
very points that the Senator from Utah
espoused.

This is a good law. It actually ought
to be just the beginning. We ought to
be thinking of other forms of flexibil-
ity and other forms of a new environ-
ment in the workplace that adjusts it-
self to the modern workplace and mod-
ern family of employees are having to
contend with.

With that, Mr. President, I am going
to do the leader’s notice for the end of
the day.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I asked for
recognition.

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield——
Mr. FORD. You yield the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky.
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I apologize

for taking so much time here, but I
think what we are getting into is im-
portant. There is no way under the 4.3-
cent gasoline tax any assurance that
the consumer will get it. So all we ask
is let that proposal stand alone and we
will have relevant amendments and a
time agreement. But we are blocked
out of amendments; we have to take it
as is.

Why, you could give an income tax
credit of 4.3 cents, and that would as-
sure that the consumer, the taxpayer
would get the money. We do not even
have a chance to put up that kind of
amendment. You know, a blind hog
every once in a while finds an acorn.
We might come up with a good sugges-
tion, but we are precluded from amend-
ing. That is No. 1.

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. FORD. I am glad to yield—you
yielded to me—as long as I do not go
beyond.

Mr. COVERDELL. I think we heard
the majority leader say to the minor-
ity leader that he was prepared to dis-
cuss an amendment, that he was pre-
pared to meet this evening——

Mr. FORD. But he wants to keep it in
the same package.

Mr. COVERDELL. He did not say
that.

Mr. FORD. Absolutely, absolutely,
that is the whole theme here, and you
have to approve of the amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL. I will say this, I
am encouraged the Senator from Ken-

tucky is talking as though he is pre-
pared to grant some time.

Mr. FORD. We have been prepared all
along, but what you do is put a poison
pill in, and we are not going to accept
the poison pill. Wait a minute. We are
not going to accept the poison pill. You
say this is it, and we say we cannot be
for it if you put that in. Well, you put
that in and so, therefore, we have told
you in advance we cannot be for it.

So we are put in a position of having
to be against it, and I do not particu-
larly like that. But I wanted to tell
you, if I am precluded from offering
any amendment, I think I have the
right, and this side has the right, and
some on that side will have the right to
offer amendments and be quite dis-
turbed about not being able to offer
amendments.

So what we did is we offered three
stand-alone bills with relevant amend-
ments and a time, and you say, ‘‘No, we
want to put it all in a package, and we
have to vote on it as a package. We get
three votes and then a vote on the
package.’’

I do not understand why you will not
take the offer. There must be some rea-
son, because the minimum wage was
the only threat you had. That was the
only threat. Now you are agreeing to
the minimum wage to take it as an
amendment or vote on it. And there is
a majority in this body that will vote
for it, and the majority leader stated
that this afternoon. So the majority
wants to increase the minimum wage
in the Senate. The majority leader
agreed to that.

So, that is one vote. That is stand
alone. That is the only threat you have
had. That is the only thing that the
majority leader has been building the
tree for, so we cannot have an amend-
ment, so we cannot put on the mini-
mum wage.

Now something happened out there
beyond the beltway, and all of a sudden
we are agreeing to the minimum wage,
because you have Senators on your side
who want to vote for the minimum
wage increase.

So we just say there are three bills.
Let them stand alone, let us have rel-
evant amendments, let us do a time
agreement, if that is what is necessary,
instead of putting it in a package and
then having three votes and then the
fourth vote to approve the package.
There is some reason beyond the mini-
mum wage.

Mr. COVERDELL. What we are wor-
ried about is the poison pen.

Mr. FORD. Pill.
Mr. COVERDELL. Pen, the one that

vetoed the tax relief earlier this year,
the one that vetoed welfare reform.

Mr. FORD. The one that signed the
tax in 1990, that was a poison pen too,
my friend?

Mr. COVERDELL. I am talking
about——

Mr. FORD. You want to talk about
the President. There was a history of a
$300 billion deficit when President Clin-
ton took over. It is now $140 billion,

down 4 consecutive years—4 consecu-
tive years—after you built it up over
almost $5 trillion.

You say, we have not done very well?
Let us look at the record. You are say-
ing, we had to swallow the poison pill
to vote for that.

Mr. COVERDELL. You are about to
run past your $389.

Mr. FORD. You got me worked up,
and I am sweating a little bit. But the
thing that really bothers this Senator
is to say that it is all President Clin-
ton’s fault. Why, I even saw one story
that he was responsible—an op-ed
piece—that he was responsible for the
Unabomber. Keep on keeping on, be-
cause he is going up in the ratings. He
is even 16 points ahead in Kentucky.
Will you believe that? I yield the floor.
And I will go to dinner.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, just
in response—I do not speak for the
leader, but I do not believe the package
will be separated, because of the fear of
the poison pen of a veto. So they will
not be taken up in separate votes. I am
sure there can be an accommodation to
other amendments. But the separation
that would allow the President the au-
thority to accept what that side wants
and reject what our side wants is not
likely the case.

Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator
from Georgia yield for a question?

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator
from Georgia agree that at the present
time we on this side of the aisle have
sought to pass a very simple bill, which
has already passed the House of Rep-
resentatives, to reimburse attorney’s
fees and costs to those people who were
wrongfully fired in the White House
Travel Office just a couple years ago,
and that we have been denied the right
to pass that bill without any changes
and without any conditions?

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. It is the underlying
bill to which the majority leader’s
package would be attached.

Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator
from Georgia not agree that we asked
for the ability to debate a repeal of the
gas tax, an unprecedented gas tax, not
for use for transportation infrastruc-
ture, but for the first time in the his-
tory of our country the gas tax in-
crease passed 3 years ago simply went
into the general fund for various social
programs, and we are denied the ability
to deal with that issue standing alone?

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. It was under threat of
amendment.

Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator
from Georgia agree that we now have
before us not only those two together,
but also an increase in the minimum
wage, the very increase in the mini-
mum wage that the other party has
asked for, but at the same time that we
deal with that aspect, the questions re-
lating to labor, that we have wanted to
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ensure that the Senate majority could
work its will with respect to the TEAM
Act, an act which will authorize the
kind of cooperation which is in fact
taking place right now in more than
30,000 places of employment through-
out the country, in which members of a
corporation management and labor can
work together for safer conditions, for
better productivity, for the creation of
production teams and the like, things
that are not specifically collective bar-
gaining, and that we have thought it
was quite appropriate that we deal
with both the minimum wage on one
side of the equation and this one as a
package and ensure that, if we are
going to have one passed along, we
would pass the other as well?

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator from
Washington is correct. He is articulat-
ing very well the balance here. If we
are going to deal with, in my judg-
ment, the old systems of managing the
workplace, I think coming to the new
century is a wonderful time to begin
talking about some of the newer ideas.

Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator
from Georgia agree that the only
offer—perhaps not offer; demand—de-
mand we have from the minority party
is that we deal with these issues in a
way in which those that the minority
party favors are assured to become law
while those that the majority party fa-
vors are assured to be vetoed?

Mr. COVERDELL. As I said a mo-
ment ago, I could not envision us sepa-
rating this thing in a form where the
President’s poison pen versus this poi-
son pill they are talking about could be
applied to the issues we want to be-
come law and he could accept the pro-
visions that they want to become law.

Mr. GORTON. Does the Senator from
Georgia agree that the rationale for
this is that the various labor union
bosses find absolutely anathema any
proposal which would allow informal
arrangements between management
and labor that does not go through for-
mal labor unions, and for that reason
they are perfectly prepared to fili-
buster and are filibustering, and the
President is perfectly prepared to veto,
and will veto a proposal that gives gas
tax relief; and the minimum wage in-
crease, if it is accompanied by this
modern management technique which
so many people, both the management
and labor, whatever their devotion to
lower taxes, whatever their devotion to
a minimum wage increase, they are far
less important than preventing the
passage of the TEAM Act?

Mr. COVERDELL. Well, I agree. It is
a matter of public discourse at this
point that the labor bosses in this city
have publicly stated that they are
going to expend $35 million to desta-
bilize the majority——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senator the time
limit has expired.

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent for another 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. That they will put
100 paid volunteers in some 70 congres-
sional districts. So you do not have to
be a rocket scientist to figure out why
the other side is scared to death of a
procedure or management tool that
those labor bosses do not want.

I might add to that, but the employ-
ees—as I noted just a moment ago, it
was the employees, not management,
who came from my State today and
yesterday asking for this new vehicle. I
think the American worker, unlike the
boss system in this city, the American
worker wants these flexibilities.

Mr. GORTON. Obviously, because
they can only take place with their in-
volvement.

Mr. COVERDELL. That is right.
Mr. GORTON. So those of us who feel

that cooperation, rather than con-
frontation, is the future for America
and labor-management relationships,
that this is the way we will build more
jobs and greater competitiveness, that
the only way we can authorize what in
fact has been going on until it was de-
termined to be a violation of an act
from the 1930’s, that the only way that
we could bring ourselves into the 1990’s
or into the 21st century under this set
of circumstances is to marry this pro-
posal, which otherwise would be fili-
bustered and vetoed.

Mr. COVERDELL. Being filibustered
now.

Mr. GORTON. Is being filibustered
and would be vetoed.

The only way we can possibly get it
into law is to marry it with something
that the other side would like to see
passed and let them determine whether
or not their expressed devotion to a
minimum wage increase is sufficient to
overcome their loyalty to these union
leaders.

Is it not the opinion of the Senator
from Georgia that they have now
shown us that their devotion to a mini-
mum wage increase is far less than
their devotion to following the dictates
of union leaders who say that no rela-
tionship between management and
labor can take place except through
formal labor unions?

Mr. COVERDELL. If this afternoon
and whatever we uncovered from the
Senator from Kentucky, the sensitivi-
ties that were raised here a few min-
utes ago would suggest that you are
right.

Mr. GORTON. I believe that I am. I
thank the Senator from Georgia. If I
may, I express my own opinion that
while I think that a minimum wage in-
crease, at least marginally, would de-
crease jobs and job opportunities, I
nevertheless feel that creating a better
overall economy through the TEAM
Act is worth a compromise which puts
the two of these together and sends it
to the President of the United States
with the hope that the President would
sign them.

I share the regret and opinion of the
Senator from Georgia that devotion to
the minimum wage increase is no more
than lip deep, that it will disappear

once anything else of a more balanced
nature should appear with it.

It seems to me we should continue to
insist that if we are going to do the
one, we ought to do the other at the
same time and in a way which that poi-
son pen of the White House can accept
simply what he wishes and not have to
do something which will really im-
prove the economy and labor-manage-
ment relations in the United States of
America.

I thank the Senator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

underscore that regarding this pro-
posal, 90 percent of the economists
have alluded to the fact that it will
cost hundreds of thousands of jobs. The
proposal we are talking about is part of
a new workplace. It comes from na-
tions that are using it that have be-
come tough competitors of ours. We
better start getting modern labor law
in place if we are going to compete in
the new century.

Mr. MACK. Would the Senator from
Georgia be willing to yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield.
Mr. MACK. Would the Senator agree

it is possible that our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are filibustering
this legislation because, frankly, it is
an embarrassment if this 4.3-cent gaso-
line tax cut were to make its way to
the President of the United States?

Again, what I am trying to draw in
your mind is a picture of the President
of the United States who campaigned
in 1992 that he was going to reduce the
burden on America’s middle-income
families. In fact, I think he proposed a
tax cut for middle-income families.
Then within the first year after he was
elected he introduced and enabled the
passage of a tax plan that would, in
fact, increase taxes on all Americans,
part of which was the 4.3-cent gasoline
tax.

Now, we are in a situation where we
would be saying that we want to give
the President an opportunity to keep
his campaign promise of 1992, but it
puts him in an embarrassing position,
because after he got through saying
the things he said in 1992, he went
ahead and supported the tax increase.

Is it possible our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are engaging in
this filibuster to try to protect the
President from an embarrassing situa-
tion where he will either have to sign
into law something that would reverse
something he has done, or he will have
to veto?

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent we be allowed
to finish our colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes, there are two
promises here. First, the President said
he would lower taxes on the middle-
class as part of the campaign of 1992.
That was substantially reversed. In-
stead of lowering the economic pres-
sure on America and America’s work-
ing families, he reversed it and in-
creased the economic pressure with a
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historic tax increase of which the gas
tax is a significant piece.

Second, he said during the same cam-
paign that a gas tax was regressive and
would be particularly harmful on the
poor and the elderly and should not be
imposed, and then reversed that and
imposed a new gas tax.

So the debate is about reversing
something the President imposed on
the country through his leadership in
the Congress, and more importantly,
reminds us of a promise that was made
that was not kept, which is what the
Senator from Florida has alluded to.

Mr. MACK. I thank the Senator.
Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-

ator from Florida.
f

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 9,
1996

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the

Senate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
9:15 a.m. on Thursday, May 9; further,
that immediately following the prayer,
the Journal of proceedings be deemed
approved to date, no resolutions come
over under the rule, the call of the cal-
endar be dispensed with, the morning
hour be deemed to have expired, and
there then be a period for morning
business until the hour of 10 a.m. with
Senators to speak for up to 5 minutes
each, with the following Senators to
speak: Senator BURNS, 5 minutes; Sen-
ator DORGAN, 25 minutes; Senator
LIEBERMAN, 15 minutes; Senator
BRYAN, 10 minutes.

Further, that immediately following
morning business, the Senate resume
H.R. 2937, the White House Travel Of-
fice legislation.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senate will
resume consideration of the Whit
House Travel Office bill on Thursday.
It is also hoped that we may be able to
consider H.R. 2137, the Megan’s law
bill, during tomorrow’s session. Again,
it is still possible for the Senate to
reach an agreement for consideration
of gas tax repeal, TEAM Act, minimum
wage legislation.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:15 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. COVERDELL. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Sen-
ate, I now ask that Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:07 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
May 9, 1996, at 9:15 a.m.
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