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has no intention of transferring land to Cali-
fornia for our regional disposal facility. I
cannot help but agree. There is no scientific
basis for further testing prior to construc-
tion or legal requirement for a Supplemental
EIS. These demands are purely political, and
made for the sole purpose of delaying, if not
terminating, the Ward Valley project. It is
clear that, once these demands are met,
more demands will be made. In short, be-
cause President Clinton doesn’t trust the
states to assume the obligations which Gov-
ernor Clinton asked Congress to give the
states, he has proven that the LLRW Policy
Act does not work. Faced with this lack of
political will to implement the policy he
himself once supported, many now question
the wisdom of expending further resources in
a futile effort to further that policy.

The intransigence of the Clinton Adminis-
tration in connection with the Ward Valley
land transfer leaves me few options as Gov-
ernor of California. The Ward Valley site is
clearly the best site in California for LLRW
disposal, a fact upon which my predecessor
Governor Deukmejian and former President
Bush agreed. All other sites, including the
alternative site in the Silurian Valley,
present potential threats to public safety not
found at the Ward Valley site. The Silurian
Valley site is also located on federal land,
and there is no reason to believe that the
Clinton Administration has any greater mo-
tivation to transfer that site.

Consequently, to continue the effort to es-
tablish a regional disposal facility, Cali-
fornia would need to identify a site on pri-
vately-owned land which would be tech-
nically inferior to War Valley and would be
unlikely to license in accordance with Cali-
fornia’s and my own uncompromisingly high
standards for the protection of public health
and safety. For these reasons, I would per-
sonally oppose identifying any other poten-
tial disposal site in California.

Therefore, as Governor of California, I am
compelled to inform you that, because the
Clinton Administration has made compli-
ance with our obligations impossible, Cali-
fornia will be unable to provide a regional
disposal site for your state and the other
states of the Compact during the tenure of
this president. California will continue to
seek title to the Ward Valley land, but will
devote greater resources to a repeal of the
LLRW Policy Act, and to the enactment of
federal legislation making the federal gov-
ernment responsible for the disposal of
LLRW.

The Department of the Interior has for-
mally announced that California’s LLRW
generators are not harmed by its inter-
ference with the opening of the Ward Valley
LLRW disposal facility because they have
access to the disposal facility in Barnwell,
South Carolina. Given the public safety
threat to the good citizens of South Caro-
lina, and the additional costs and exposure
to liability to users, I find this suggestion
questionable. Nevertheless, in order to make
this an even marginally acceptable solution,
I am calling upon the federal government to
do all of the following:

Assume responsibility for assuring contin-
ued access for all California generators of
LLRW to Barnwell;

Subsidize the amount of any transpor-
tation costs to Barnwell which exceed trans-
portation costs to Ward Valley;

Ensure that California generators obtain
any necessary permits for transportation
across the United States and to Barnwell;

Indemnify California generators and trans-
porters for any liability which might result
from the necessity to transport California
waste from coast to coast; and most impor-
tantly,

Hold California generators, including the
University of California and other state enti-
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ties, harmless form any federal or state
cleanup related (Superfund or CERCLA) li-
ability which they might potentially incur
as a result of using a waste facility which is
on a substantially less protective site than
Ward Valley and which has already experi-
enced tritium migration to groundwater.

If LLRW generators in your state have
problems with storage or with use of Barn-
well similar to those of California genera-
tors, I urge you to join with me in demand-
ing similar relief.

Sincerely,
PETE WILSON.

————

WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE
LEGISLATION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, on a
separate subject, let me say I strongly
support the efforts of the majority
leader to repeal the President’s Clinton
4.3-cent-per-gallon fuel tax. I also be-
lieve strongly that the efforts of the
majority leader in this area will result
in some relief to the consumers of
America.

In my State of South Dakota, agri-
culture and tourism are the two most
important industries. This is just the
time of the year that farmers are driv-
ing their tractors, truckers are hauling
agricultural supplies and produce and
seeds, and tourists are beginning to
come to see Mt. Rushmore and the at-
tractions in southwestern South Da-
kota. They need immediate relief from
high fuel prices.

I also support the Justice Depart-
ment’s antitrust probe into the recent
price increases. Certainly, we need to
know if price fixing is occurring. How-
ever, past antitrust investigations have
failed to produce conclusive evidence of
illegal activity. We need to take action
now. I hope the Congress can avoid pro-
cedural delays and give immediate re-
lief to millions of Americans at the gas
pumps.

Let us remember that this Senate
has been stalled by filibusters through-
out this session. I know that the na-
tional media has stopped using the
word ‘‘filibuster,” but that is what is
happening. The Senate is tied up in
knots. The approach of the opposition
in this Chamber has been nothing more
than gridlock and filibuster.

Therefore, I hope we repeal the fuel
tax very quickly. We are ready to do it.
Members of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee have discussed this. We are pre-
pared to act.

———

THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, on
yet another subject, I hope that the
Federal Communications Commission
follows the intent of Congress regard-
ing the recently passed Telecommuni-
cations Act. I was privileged to be able
to author and chair the Joint House-
Senate conference committee on tele-
communications. But I fear that some
of the deregulation and some of the
good things in that bill are being taken
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away by regulators who are now writ-
ing the regulations for that bill.

I have asked in our committee that
we hold a hearing and bring those Com-
missioners before the Commerce Com-
mittee. I know many Members of the
Senate have written to me urging such
a hearing because they are concerned
that the intent of Congress is not being
followed.

The telecommunications bill was a
very well-written bill. We had a check-
list for the entry of companies into the
regional, local telephone business and
also for entering into the long-distance
telephone business. Those rules are set.
Also, the whole issue of the States’
power and participation with the
States’ public utilities commissions
was clearly written out in that bill.

I was just this morning told by one of
our good public utilities commissioners
that the States’ powers are being un-
dercut by the Federal Communications
Commission. So we must be vigilant in
trying to remind the Federal Commu-
nications Commission that their No. 1
guideline in the implementation of reg-
ulations is supposed to be intent of
Congress.

I remember in Clark Weiss’ law class
the importance of ‘“‘intent of Congress”’
for administrative law. That is the key
that these agencies are supposed to fol-
low. But that has been abandoned in
this Government because now the
agencies are more powerful in some
cases than Congress. That is unfortu-
nate.

But the Federal agencies, when they
write the regulations, the foremost
thing in their mind is supposed to be
intent of Congress and not going off
and starting to legislate all over. If
they want to be legislators, they can
go out and run, as I am running this
year, and submit their name to the
public. But they are not legislators.
They are regulators. They are a regu-
latory agency, not the legislative
branch of Government. I will plead
with the FCC to remember that as they
write those regulations. Mr. President,
I yield floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

———

WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE
LEGISLATION

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
understand we are on the pending busi-
ness and there are no time limits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of the actions
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taken by the majority leader earlier
this week. Just to outline, we have the
underlying proposal, which is the effort
to reimburse the Dale family for the
costs they have that they were un-
justly burdened with. That has been
objected to by the other side.

The majority leader has come for-
ward with a full-ranging proposal that,
first, repeals the 4.3-cent gas tax that
was imposed on America by President
Clinton in August 1993; second, would
grant the other side their vote for
which they have sought on raising the
minimum wage; and third, would call
for a vote on what is characterized as
the TEAM Act, but which is properly
described as giving American workers
the opportunity to meet without
threat to the National Labor Relations
Board, to meet with management to
discuss the general improvement of
their work environment, an idea that
came to us out of a tough competitor,
Japan, where they had experimented
with management employees orga-
nizing themselves into various work
groups to improve the product and to
improve their competitiveness. We
have before us these three very impor-
tant proposals.

Mr. President, when President Clin-
ton was running for the Office, he told
the American people that a gas tax was
the wrong thing to do. He said it was
the wrong thing to do because it was
particularly offensive or hard on low-
income families and on the elderly. I
would expand it. I think it is not only
hard on low-income families and the el-
derly, but it creates a hardship among
small business people. It is particularly
difficult for rural communities who are
confronted with long distances to trav-
el. I think it has been just one more
brick on the back of our middle-class
families.

Yesterday, May 8, Mr. President, was
the first day that an American wage
earner could keep their paycheck. That
is pretty remarkable, Mr. President.
May 8 was the first day that wage earn-
ers could keep their paycheck. Their
paycheck for their own needs, his or
her housing needs, transportation, and
all the things we ask of the American
people.

You ask, rightfully, anyone listening
to this, “Well, what happened to all the
paychecks from January 1 to May 7?” 1
can tell you. All of those paychecks
went to a government. As hard as it is
to believe, from January 1 to May 7,
every dime earned is taken by the gov-
ernment, taken out of the resources of
that family. When we take a snapshot
of an average family in my State, they
earn about $45,000 a year, both parents
work and they have two children. By
the time the government sweeps
through their checking account and
you add on that family’s share of regu-
latory costs, which is now about $6,800
a year, and by the time you add on
their share of higher interest rates be-
cause of the size of the Federal debt
imposed on America by the Congress
and the President of the United States,
that is about $2,100 a year.
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At the end of the day they only have
half of their wages left to do all the
work that we ask that family to do for
our country. That must make Thomas
Jefferson roll over in his grave. If you
read through his works he warned over
and over of the propensity of the Gov-
ernment to take the rightful wages
away from those that earned them.
That is exactly what we have done in
this United States of America.

Repealing the gas tax is a long way
from redressing and correcting this
horrible imbalance. It would have been
much better if the $245 billion in tax
relief—children’s tax credits, elimi-
nating the marriage penalty, alleviate
the pressure on those living off Social
Security—if all those things we sent
the President had been signed into law,
then we would have put about $3,000 to
$4,000 back into the checking account
of the family I just described. What a
difference that would have made. That
is the equivalent of about a 10- or 20-
percent pay raise for that family. When
you think of the responsibilities we put
on those families, that kind of resource
is an enormous difference.

Repealing the gas tax, one piece of it,
will help. It will put somewhere in the
neighborhood of $100 to $400 back into
their checking account. It will be used
a lot better there than having been
shipped off to the Federal Government.

Just to cite some figures here, we
have just gotten a report from the Her-
itage Foundation. This 4.3-cent gas tax
on motor fuel, $168 million was re-
moved from Georgia and shifted up
here to this burgeoning Federal Gov-
ernment. On diesel fuel, another $28.5
million was shipped up to Washington.
And in jet fuel, of course, we have At-
lanta Hartsfield International, $27.5
million, for a total $224 million. That is
a quarter of a billion dollars taken
right out of the State, right out of the
homes, right out of the businesses and
shifted up here so that we could have a
larger Federal Government.

Now, Mr. President, I think leaving
the quarter of a billion dollars in Geor-
gia, in those families, in those busi-
nesses, in those communities, in those
school districts makes a lot better
sense. We have heard people say, ‘“Well,
that does not amount to much.” If it
does not amount to much, why are
there so many headaches about giving
it back? If somebody wants to worry
about it, let us let the folks at home
worry about it. This quarter of a bil-
lion dollars being used by our families,
businesses, our communities, makes
much better sense.

Mr. President, the report goes on to
say, ‘‘The poor and lower middle class
will be the biggest beneficiaries of this
repeal.” Susan Perry, the senior vice
president of the American Bus Associa-
tion, testified on May 3 before the Sen-
ate Finance Committee that as a result
of higher fuel costs since the imposi-
tion of the fuel tax, there are fewer bus
stops. The very poor, the very elderly,
and the very rural are mostly affected
because they disproportionately ride
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buses. And the fuel costs are passed on
to passengers.

It is a regressive tax. I suspect that
is why the President, during his cam-
paign, said it was not a good idea. It
only became a good idea after he was
elected. Because three-quarters of
those Americans earning Iless than
$10,000 per year commute to work in
privately owned autos, a flat tax rate
falls disproportionately on these poor
as a percentage of their income. In
1987, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
data show that the poorest 20 percent
of Americans devote 8.8 percent of
their expenditures to gasoline and
motor oil, while the wealthiest 20 per-
cent devote only 3.1 percent of their ex-
penditures to gasoline and motor oil.

There is another feature of the gas
tax the President imposed on America
that I disagree with, and that is that
the tax was taxed on a user fee con-
cept, but was not used to build better
roads or safer roads. The tax was im-
posed on the user of gasoline and motor
oil, but it was shifted into other ex-
penditures and a growing Government.
It is regressive. It is hurting the mid-
dle-income family, hurting our commu-
nities, and it was not used in a dedi-
cated form for highways and safer
roads.

This tax should be repealed, and it
should be followed, Mr. President, by
other reductions in taxes, so that we
can get more money in the checking
account of the average American fam-
ily, where it belongs, so that they can
do the things they need to do to raise
America.

Now, Mr. President, a second feature
of the proposal that Senator DOLE put
on the floor was, as I mentioned a mo-
ment ago, entitled the TEAM Act. The
TEAM Act merely adds a short provi-
sion to section 8(a)(2) of the National
Labor Relations Act, to make it clear
that employers who meet together in
employee involvement programs to ad-
dress issues of mutual interest, as long
as they do not engage in collective bar-
gaining, or attempt to, they can meet
and discuss general conditions in the
workplace. The President, in his State
of the Union Address, in 1996, said,
“When companies and workers work as
a team, they do better.” So does Amer-
ica.

His Secretary of Labor, Robert B.
Reich, has said, on December 14, 1995,
“Many companies have already discov-
ered that management practices fully
involving workers have great value be-
hind their twin virtues, higher profits
and greater productivity.”

Those quotes are correct. So why is
the other side so energized to keep this
modern idea from coming into law?
Many American companies are intimi-
dated from having these kinds of ses-
sions for fear of the current law, and
that ought to be changed.

Mr. President, yesterday, I had two
separate groups of employees of compa-
nies—a large numbers of employees—
contact our office, who think this con-
cept is superior and belongs in the
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workplace. They want to be able to en-
gage in these kinds of activities in
their companies in Georgia so that
they can improve what they do, so that
they can compete, so that they can
protect their jobs.

Mr. President, one of those compa-
nies engaged in this kind of activity
produced a $6 million annual savings
by one of the work groups that had met
together between employees and man-
agement for 6 months. They produced a
$6 million savings for that company.
That helps make the company strong-
er, more competitive, and able to hire
more employees, and protects the jobs
of those who work there now.

We were taken by the number of em-
ployees we have heard from seeking
this kind of innovation in the market-
place. Mr. President, candidly, we
ought to be doing a lot more to make
the new workplace modern, as we come
into the new century, with ideas and
laws that relate to the new century.
Labor law, today, is greatly governed
by laws that were written 30, 40, and 50
years ago. Those are old ideas. Those
are restraining ideas, and those ideas
will keep America from competing
with the rigorous competition that is
developing throughout the world. The
workers in the workplace know this,
and they want these changes.

The working family, today, in 1996,
versus 1930 and 1940, is vastly different.
That family, in the mid-1950’s, had one
spouse in the workplace. You could
count on one hand the number of fami-
lies that had both spouses working in
the workplace. Today, you can count
on one hand, almost, the families for
which both spouses are not in the
workplace.

Mr. President, just as an aside, I be-
lieve the Government is principally re-
sponsible for that. You might ask, why
is that? It is because we have pushed
the tax burden higher and higher and
higher, and in order for these families
to fulfill their responsibilities, they
have to have two or more people in the
workplace to keep the family going, to
keep it educated, to keep it housed.

In fact, about a year ago, Mr. Presi-
dent, I did a graph, and I graphed the
new tax burden, beginning in 1950, and
ran it up through 1996. And then I did
another graph. That graph was of the
number of American families for which
both spouses were working. You are
not going to be surprised that the two
lines track each other almost identi-
cally, because as that tax burden went
up each succeeding year, as Congress
spent more, built more, got bigger,
with more programs, it had to take
more of the earnings from that family.
And at the end of the day, that family
had to put more workers in the work-
place.

I do not believe there is any institu-
tion that has had a more profound ef-
fect on the American family than our
own Government, more than Holly-
wood. What other institution would
sweep through an American family and
take half its wages? None.
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So, Mr. President, families in the
workplace today have both parents out
there, and sometimes children. And
they need a new workplace. They need
more flexibility in the workplace. They
need more options in the workplace.

The TEAM Act that Senator DOLE
has put before the Senate this week is
a great first step. It is an initial step,
just like the repeal of that gas tax. It
is a first step going in the right direc-
tion leaving a little more money in
that checking account. This TEAM Act
is a first step to start moving America
to a new, a modern, a flexible, and a
friendly work environment.

Mr. President, by a 3-to-1 margin,
when asked to choose between two
types of organizations to represent
them, workers chose one that would
have no power but would have manage-
ment cooperation over one with power
but without management cooperation.
The American worker wants this flexi-
bility in the workplace.

I am very hopeful that at the end of
this extended debate we will come to a
conclusion on the other side of the at-
tempt to block the repeal, to block the
TEAM Act. They are going to get their
vote on their idea of the minimum
wage which I personally believe will
cause about 500,000 people to lose their
jobs. But they are going to have their
chance. We want a modern provision in
the workplace, a new idea, one that we
have seen make our competitors tough,
and we want to be as competitive as
those other companies in those other
countries.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the time between
now and 1:30 p.m. be equally divided for
debate only.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
distinguished majority whip and I have
had a number of consultations over the
last several hours, and we still have
not reached any resolution to the im-
passe that we are facing. But I do want
to note that over the last couple of
days, as we have had the opportunity
to more closely examine the gas tax re-
peal legislation, it has now been made
evident to us that the offset that is in-
corporated in the legislation falls $1.7
billion short of the revenues needed to
provide for the offset in 1996.

Throughout this debate, we have in-
dicated that we would be supportive
under two conditions. The first condi-
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tion was, of course, that it was ade-
quately offset. By adequately offset,
obviously, we are talking not only
about the source of revenue, but also
about the amount. And, of course, the
second issue was that it be directly tar-
geted to consumer relief and not to the
oil companies, or others.

Unfortunately, given the current leg-
islative draft, as I said, we are told now
that the revenue loss—the addition to
the deficit—would be $1.7 billion in
1996. Clearly, that is not in keeping
with the two criteria that we set out.
Our hope was that we could find an
adequate offset and, for whatever rea-
son, that offset has not been achieved.
It is ironic in some respects that, as
the Budget Committee is now meeting
to find ways to reduce the deficit and
reach a balanced budget in 6 or 7 years,
the very legislation we are now consid-
ering falls short by $1.7 billion of the
necessary offset required to ensure
that this legislation is entirely paid
for.

And so, at an appropriate time—I ex-
pect it will be about 1:30—I will make
a point of order that the amendment is
not fully offset. Because Senator DOLE
is not here, and because Senator LOTT
and I have had the opportunity to talk
about their response, and to accommo-
date the majority, we are going to wait
until 1:30 to officially raise this point
of order.

Mr. President, this situation, again,
illustrates why having separate bills is
so important. Obviously, now, you have
a point of order against an amendment
dealing with gas taxes that has an ef-
fect on the travel legislation, on the
minimum wage, and on the so-called
TEAM Act. So this is becoming more
and more convoluted, the more we get
into this debate and the closer we look.

I think it, again, makes the point
that, unless we can separate these
issues, unless we can have individual
debates and votes on each bill, we are
going to continue to be frustrated by
the complex nature of this very intri-
cate legislative structure that we have
created for ourselves. So I hope that we
can, again, find a way to separate out
the legislation and have a good debate,
a good vote, and deal with these issues
one at a time.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as the dis-
tinguished Democratic leader noted,
Senator DOLE will be back around 1:30.
I am sure that we will have continuing
conversations in between now and that
time, and the leader will be here and
prepared to take action, also.

I want to emphasize that we are con-
tinuing to work to find a way to get
through this process. The Members
clearly want an opportunity to vote on
the gas tax repeal. I understand the
Democratic leader wants a straight
vote on the minimum wage. My under-
standing of the offers we have been dis-
cussing back and forth would provide a
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clear, straight, separate vote on min-
imum wage. We have looked at dif-
ferent ways to approach that, including
different combinations of the three
matters that are pending—the gas tax
repeal, minimum wage, and the free-
dom in the workplace, known as the
TEAM Act. We are still working on
that, and I have faith that we can find
a way to address all of these issues in
an appropriate manner.

We do have some proposals pending
right now that we hope to be able to
agree to here within the next hour, as
to how we will proceed for the balance
of the day, and what time we might ex-
pect votes to occur, and how we would
deal even with Friday and next Mon-
day. So we will continue to work with
that.

With regard to the tax repeal, I indi-
cated privately—and I will do it here
publicly—on behalf of the leader yes-
terday that I thought we could get
some agreement on what amendments
might be offered. I do not think the
leader is opposed to having some
amendments as long as we do not have
a filibuster, as long as they are rel-
evant, as long as there is not a fili-
buster by amendment, and if we could
get an amendment identified.

I know the Senator from North Da-
kota is looking for some way to make
sure that this gas tax repeal actually
gets to the people buying the gas. We
agree with that. We want to make sure
that it actually gets to the people who
have been paying these taxes. We have
some language in the gas tax repeal
that we think addresses that. But if
there is a way to help in a way that it
can be administered to help guarantee
that that actually happens, I would
like to look at that because I want to
make sure that the people of my State
get this 4.3-cent gas tax repeal because
I personally did not think they should
have been paying it in the first place.
That is why I spoke against it and
voted against it in 1993. I thought it
was a tremendous mistake at the time
to start taking on a permanent basis a
gas tax—not for the highway trust fund
to build interstate highways and Fed-
eral highways and bridges that we need
desperately—and move it over to the
deep, dark, black hole of the General
Treasury never to be heard or seen
from again. I thought that was a mis-
take. So I would like to repeal that. I
would like to guarantee that it gets to
the people. If we can identify some
amendments, or an amendment, I
would like to see that. I think the lead-
er would be willing to look at that, if
we could work out an agreement on it.

As to the offset, we have an offset in
our proposal. We think it is a credible
offset. We have a small amount—$2.4
billion, as I understand it—from spec-
trum, plus some savings from travel at
the Energy Department. There may be
some lag time because, if this gas tax
repeal is signed into law and goes into
effect, if in fact the President signs it—
I am not sure; the indication is that
maybe he would or would not. Now I
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think maybe he indicates that he
would, if it were sent to him in such a
way that it did not have things that he
would call poison pills and which he
would call the opportunity for him to
use his poison pen again. But we do
have offsets in this legislation.

The only problem is that the gas tax
repeal would take effect immediately
and for some of these offsets it takes
some time before they actually begin
to start coming in.

But, again, I think we can work out
the offset in such a way that it is fair
and would cover the loss to the Treas-
ury. We do not want to add to the def-
icit. But we also are very committed to
trying to help the working people of
America get this gas tax off of their
backs. We will continue to work on
that.

I point out, also, as the distinguished
Democratic leader has, as I understand
it, that the minimum wage probably is
subject to a point of order. I do not
think the leader would want to have
that happen because I believe it would
be identified as an unfunded mandate
where it would direct that we have the
minimum wage, and it would mean loss
of jobs. So that would be subject to a
point of order.

So I would be inclined, if we get into
this point of order process, to think we
should waive that and not have the gas
tax knocked out because it is a revenue
bill that did not begin in the House, for
whatever purpose, or have the min-
imum wage knocked out. I do not
think the Democratic leader would
want that to happen. If we should by
chance combine those two issues, the
gas tax and minimum wage, we would
not want either of them to be knocked
out by a point of order, whether it is a
revenue measure our unfunded man-
date, because with minimum wage you
are mandating that small businesses
throughout this country have to bear
the burden of this increase, which I am
convinced would lead to the loss of jobs
of people who need them the most.

But there are these arguments on
both sides. I think a good-faith effort is
being made to work through it to see
how we can address the offsets and how
we can address guaranteeing that the
gas tax repeal gets to the people we
want to get it—and that is the working
people, the people who drive long dis-
tances, paying for this unfair gas tax
to go into spending by the Federal Gov-
ernment. But we will have a chance to
work on this further here in the next 30
or 40 minutes. I will be glad to talk
with the distinguished Democratic
leader and others, and then we will
communicate with the majority leader
when he returns.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I know there are at
least two Senators on our side who
wish to speak, and I see those on the
majority side as well.

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota, and 10
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minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island as the allocation of
the time that we have remaining.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry. That would mean 15 min-
utes. So we would get at least 15 min-
utes on our side to offset that. So we
should have enough time to cover the
speakers that we have.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to use 5 minutes of
the time on our side to talk about the
issue that is before us.

This has been going on for some
time. I have not been privy to the in-
ternal workings of it. But I have to tell
you, I am a little bit disappointed in
the system where we have gone now for
almost 2 weeks and have effectively
done nothing. It seems to have been
perfected on that side of the aisle—the
idea of being able to keep things from
happening. Let us talk about what we
are really doing here.

As I recall, the Dbasis is the
Travelgate question, the question of re-
imbursing those employees who were
unfortunately, and I think perhaps un-
fairly, accused regarding their fees in
the Travelgate affair at the White
House.

We are talking about minimum wage,
which I do not happen to support. I
think it takes more jobs than it cre-
ates. But I am certainly willing to have
a vote on it. I think it is interesting.
You get accusations about politics. The
minimum wage did not come up for 2%
years when the Democrats controlled
the House and the Senate, as well as
the White House. But suddenly—I guess
it was just happenstance—when the
AFL-CIO was here, they promised to
give $35 million for the election, this
issue came forward. I am sure that was
an accident.

The TEAM bill, which seems to me to
be pretty hard to argue against, is an
opportunity for people to work with
their employer to find ways to deal
with issues that affect them as a busi-
ness person. It seems to me that is a
great idea. There seems now to be ques-
tions about whether it can be done, and
that needs to be clarified. I support
that.

The tax reduction, I think, is one of
the most important things that we
have talked about here. I was in the
House when this came up. I voted
against it for several reasons. One is
that it does not have anything to do
with the maintenance of highways. It
does not have anything to do with
roads. Someone in our hearing this
morning said, ‘“Well, why don’t we do
the 10 cents that came up earlier?”
There is a significant difference be-
tween the two. This one goes into the
general fund for social programs, or
whatever. The other one goes to the
maintenance of highways, which has
traditionally been our system, where
the gas tax goes for the maintenance
and building of the highways.
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The other is, of course, that it is an-
other tax that is added on. It is a tax
that some claim is used, of course, to
balance the budget. I would like to sug-
gest that we ought to be a little more
proud about balancing the budget if we
reduce the spending rather than raising
taxes, rather than talking constantly
about how we are coming closer to bal-
ancing the budget because we had the
largest tax increase in our history. In-
stead, we might talk a little bit about
how we might reduce the size of Gov-
ernment. I think people in my State
say the Federal Government is too big,
that it costs too much. But instead we
talk about how we are going to balance
the budget by raising taxes.

I am a little surprised that that tax
increase passed at all, of course. The
President said, and I quote from 1992.
“I oppose Federal excise tax increases
for gas.” That is when he was cam-
paigning. After he was elected, then he
started with a Btu tax and ended up
with this one. Bill Clinton said in 1992,
commenting on the gas tax proposal,
“It sticks it to the lower income, mid-
dle-income retired people in the coun-
try, and it is wrong’’—talking about a
gas tax.

So, Mr. President, I think we ought
to move forward. I understand that this
is the deliberative body. I understand
the rules that, when I ask about them,
I usually am told, ‘““Well, they have
been that way for 200 years.”” But their
needs to be a way for us to move for-
ward. We are here to solve problems.
We are not here to find ways to keep
from solving them. I think we ought to
move forward. I am pleased with what
I hear from the leaders that we might
be in a position to move forward and
make some decisions.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

The Senator from Rhode Island has
been allocated 10 minutes.

The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will
not take the entire 5 minutes, and I ap-
preciate the indulgence of my col-
league.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. I listen from time to
time, and I wonder some morning
whether we will not come out to hear
the other side blame the President for
thunderstorms and tornadoes that
rolled across the Midwest the night be-
fore. It seems to be a popular sport in
the Senate. I guess I understand that.

However, I wanted to just comment
for a moment on what it appears to me
the vote will be on soon. It appears to
me that the proposal to reduce the gas
tax by 4.3 cents is a result of the gas
price spiking up 20 or 30 cents in recent
weeks. Some have come to the floor
and said let us reduce the gas tax by 4.3
cents per gallon. I said this morning
that is like treating a toothache by
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getting a haircut. There is no relation-
ship between the two.

The 4.3-cent-per-gallon gas tax put on
25 years ago was put on to reduce the
deficit. The deficit has been reduced in
half. The fact is after the gas tax was
put on, for market force reasons the
price of gasoline came down, having
nothing, of course, to do with the tax.

Those who say let us reduce the gas
tax now might listen to the oil com-
pany executives who are telling us
there is no guarantee that the gas price
is going to come down if you repeal the
4.3-cent-per-gallon gas tax.

So the question is, which pocket will
be the beneficiary of some $30 billion in
the next 7 years—the big pocket of the
oil industry or the pockets of the driv-
ers? There is no guarantee it is going
to be passed on to the drivers.

The point I want to make is this. My
understanding is that the bill brought
to the floor by those who want to
change the Constitution to require a
balanced budget, by those who say
today they are working in the Budget
Committee to produce a balanced budg-
et, will now result in a vote by a point
of order on the budget; that we will be
required to vote to waive the Budget
Act, as I understand it, because this
proposed repeal of the gas tax will in-
crease the Federal deficit by $1.7 bil-
lion to the end of this fiscal year and
by $2.8 billion by January 1. The offsets
they propose will come apparently in
1998.

So we will have the interesting pros-
pect that those who are bringing a bill
to the floor saying we want to balance
the budget also come to the floor to
move to waive the Budget Act to allow
the budget deficit to grow, as a result
of their proposal on the gas tax, $1.7
billion in this fiscal year and $2.8 bil-
lion by January 1.

I will not intend to vote to waive the
Budget Act to do that. But that will
apparently be the vote, the vote to
waive the Budget Act and against the
point of order that will be made. It will
be an interesting debate.

I think it makes no sense for us to
begin running backward on this issue
of the budget deficit. The budget def-
icit has been cut in half and is coming
down 4 years in a row, down very sub-
stantially. If you reduce the gas tax 4.3
cents a gallon and to do so will in-
crease the budget deficit, which is
going to happen in this proposal and
which is why the point of order and the
motion to waive the Budget Act to in-
crease the deficit, it does not make any
sense. We will have an interesting de-
bate about that. But that will eventu-
ally be the vote in the Chamber—to
permit a higher Federal deficit in order
to repeal a 4.3-cent-per-gallon gas tax
which o0il company executives say
there is no guarantee it will show up in
the price of gas at the pumps in this
country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. PELL addressed the chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.
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Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to re-
iterate that we should not rush head-
long, like lemmings to the sea, to re-
peal the 4.3-cent-a-gallon gasoline tax.
When this tax was enacted in 1993, it
was specifically dedicated to deficit re-
duction, and experience to date indi-
cates that the gas tax has been helpful
in this regard. Under President Clin-
ton, the deficit, which was at a high of
$290 billion in 1992, has been brought
down to an estimated $144 billion in the
current year. Why repeal this tax,
when to do so will slow down or reverse
this favorable trend and add billions of
dollars to the deficit? Rather, we
should consider raising, not lowering
the gasoline tax in order to further re-
duce our deficit.

I join the senior Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. BYRD] in expressing the
thought that we should not accept even
a temporary repeal.

It has been suggested that the funds
with which to finance this repeal may
be found by cutting education spend-
ing, requiring banks to pay more to the
savings association insurance fund,
cutting Energy Department expenses,
and/or, selling off unused wavelengths
on the broadcast spectrum. The dis-
parity of these suggestions seems to in-
dicate that there exists no credible
consensus as to exactly how we will be
able to pay for this ill-advised tax cut.

Probably for these same reasons, the
States show no inclination to cut the
tax. Across the country, State gasoline
taxes often exceed the Federal tax of
18.4 cents per gallon. The State tax on
gasoline in my home State of Rhode Is-
land is the second highest in the Na-
tion, at 28 cents. Yet no State legisla-
ture thus far has moved to cut their
gasoline tax, reasoning wisely, that it
helps stave off operating deficits, ena-
bling States to balance their budgets.
A task, I might add, which they seem
to perform better than we.

I recognize that higher gas prices im-
pact adversely upon commuters and
those whose daily livelihood depends
upon the availability of low priced fuel.
But it should be noted that the price of
gasoline today, when adjusted for infla-
tion, is as low as at any time since
World War II. With prices relatively
low, demand for gasoline has been
steadily rising; motorists today are
driving more, at higher speeds, and in
cars that are less fuel-efficient than in
years past. In consequence, we now de-
pend on foreign suppliers for close to
half of the oil we consume.

Partly as a result of this dependency,
we now have a temporary shortage of
supply, making it unlikely that prices
will go down in response to this tax de-
crease. Rather, the forces of the mar-
ket, inexorable as they are, will delay
a drop in the price of gasoline until
sometime later this summer, when sup-
plies are expected to increase. To quote
the Los Angeles Times, ‘‘the grim les-
sons about over-dependency of the
1970’s are being forgotten, and the con-
servation ethic is slipping away.”

Finally, there is absolutely no cer-
tainty that the oil companies will pass
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this rebate on to the consumer. Econo-
mists across the spectrum, ranging
from William Niskanen of the Cato In-
stitute to Phillip K. Verleger at
Charles River Associates, agree that
the 4.3-cent-a-gallon cut will benefit
the oil industry, not the consumer. The
total effect of this gesture will be to
add $2.9 billion to the Federal deficit
over the next 7 months, while transfer-
ring the same $2.9 billion to the pock-
ets of refiners and gasoline marketers.

I urge my colleagues to resist the si-
ren’s song of the inevitability of this
tax cut. Economist Michael Toman of
Resources for the Future is quoted in
the Washington Post as describing such
a cut as ‘“‘nutty.” I would simply add
that it is wrong-headed and ill-con-
ceived. It should be rejected.

Mr. President, several weeks ago,
when the Senate Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee met to mark up S.
295, the TEAM Act, I once again spoke
of my longstanding interest in innova-
tions in the conduct of labor-manage-
ment relations. As I said at that time,
I have been particularly interested in
the efforts of many European countries
to involve workers in policy delibera-
tions at all levels of corporate bureauc-
racy. In Europe, this practice is re-
ferred to as ‘‘co-determination,” and
means that management and labor sit
on the same board.

While it is not suggested that what
works in Europe would work here in
the United States, the notion of worker
involvement is no less valid. Now, after
years of regrettably bitter, conten-
tious, and even violent interaction and
with the ever-increasing demands of a
high-technology workplace in a global
economy, a more collaborative process
has developed that brings workers and
employers together on an ongoing
basis. Companies ranging from Texas
Instruments and IBM to Harley-David-
son motorcycles have instituted ongo-
ing employer-employee work councils.

There is, I believe, little disagree-
ment about the value of these councils.
There is, however, considerable debate
about the current legality of these
groups. We are told by some that this
disagreement produces a chilling effect
that hinders the continued and future
development of employer-employee
work councils.

I have tried for some time to find the
proper balance. During the last Con-
gress, I introduced legislation, S. 2499,
that, among other aspects, established
a formal election process for employee
representatives.

While not introducing legislation
during this Congress, I have continued
to explore other avenues in this area. I
had hoped to offer an amendment dur-
ing the Labor Committee markup that
would give employees the right to se-
lect their own council representatives;
ensure that council agendas were open
to both employees and employers and,
finally, prohibit the unilateral termi-
nation of a council. I decided not to
offer language of this nature, however,
because of a lack of support from both
the majority and organized labor.
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S. 295, the TEAM Act, is certainly
not the answer. The bill, as passed by
the Senate Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee, amends the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act to allow the
employer, I repeat, the employer ‘‘to
establish, assist, maintain, or partici-
pate in any organization of any kind,
in which employees participate to ad-
dress matters of mutual interest.” At
no point in this section of the TEAM
Act is there any mention of employee
rights, nor are employees given the
right to designate their representa-
tives.

I must say I was very encouraged on
Tuesday to hear that the senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] suggested an amendment to the
TEAM Act allowing workers to select
their representatives.

I regret that we find ourselves faced
with the current deadlock. Not only
are Senators prohibited from amending
any of the three issues under consider-
ation but American workers are faced
with the choice of giving up their
rights in return for a raise.

It is clear that the path out of this
predicament is to separate the min-
imum wage increase, the gas tax re-
peal, and the TEAM Act, allow each to
be amended and then individually
voted on.

Furthermore, the only solution to
the stalemate over the TEAM Act—as I
have said for many years now—is to
allow employees to freely select the
employee representatives of the work
councils.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a document titled ‘‘Co-deter-
mination in European Countries,’”’ pre-
pared by my staff, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

CODETERMINATION IN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES
GERMANY

Coal & Steel Co’s (1,000+ employees): Equal
number of worker and shareholder represen-
tation along with an additional independent
member agreed on by both sides.

Joint Stock Company (less than 2,000 em-
ployees): worker reps. hold ¥ of seats on Su-
pervisory Board of company. These reps.
can’t be proposed by the union and must be
elected by all company employees.

Limited Liability Co’s. (500-2000 employ-
ees): worker reps. hold %5 of seats on Super-
visory Board of company. These reps. can’t
be proposed by the union and must be elected
by all company employees.

Others: An equal number of both employ-
ees and shareholders. Depending on size of
company each side has 6-10 representatives.
Trade union must have at least 2 reps, 3 if
the total employee representation = 10.
Other employee groups (blue collar, white
collar, and executives) must also have at
least one representative.

DENMARK

Co-determination laws only cover compa-
nies with 50 or more employees.

Workers are entitled to elect 2 or more rep-
resentatives to the company Supervisory
board. Shareholders appoint at least 3 mem-
bers. There is no upper limit to the number
of representatives but shareholder represent-
atives must hold the majority.
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LUXEMBOURG

Co-determination laws only cover compa-
nies that have had 1,000 or more employees
for 3 years. The State also must have at
least a 25% interest in the firm.

Worker representatives account for s of
each Administrative Board. In reality, how-
ever, day-to-day work is handled by a sepa-
rate Management Board that has no require-
ment for union membership.

FRANCE

Nationalized companies have Supervisory
Boards with equal membership of Govern-
ment representatives, worker representa-
tives, and consumer representatives.

There are no legal provisions for worker
representation in private sector companies.

UNITED KINGDOM

Boards of nationalized companies contain
minority worker representation.

There are no legal provisions for worker
representation in private sector companies.

THE NETHERLANDS

There are no legal provisions for worker

representation in private sector companies.
BELGIUM

There are no legal provisions for worker
representation in private sector companies.

Only the most liberal unions in the coun-
try favor worker representatives.

ITALY

There are no legal provisions for worker
representation in private sector companies.

Italian unions view Co-determination as an
effort to dilute worker power. Instead, they
favor worker self-management.

REPUBLIC OF IRELAND

There are no legal provisions for worker
representation in private sector companies.

Source: Intereconomics. No. 78, 1978, pg
200-204.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for 10 minutes.

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

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. ASHCROFT per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1741
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘“‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 5 minutes.

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

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. CRAIG pertaining
to the introduction of S. 1741 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.””)

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have
had continuing consultation with the
Democratic leader and with the major-
ity leader. I believe we have worked
out an agreement as to how we can
proceed for the balance of the day.

I ask unanimous consent that not-
withstanding rule XXII that the clo-
ture vote occur on the Dole amend-
ment at 5 p.m. this afternoon; that the
mandatory quorum under rule XXII be
waived, and the time between now and
the cloture vote be equally divided in
the usual form for debate only.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the
floor for a point of order, I believe,
from the Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have
already articulated the concerns that
we wish to raise about the pending
amendment. I will simply restate, in
its current form, it falls $1.7 billion
short of the revenues needed to cover
the offset the gas tax provisions in fis-
cal year 1996.

At this time, I make a point of order
that the amendment violates section
311 of the Budget Act.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, it has been
brought to my attention that the pend-
ing Dole amendment, which contains
the Democratic proposal for the min-
imum wage increase, violates the
Budget Act by creating an unfunded
mandate.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle have been requesting they get a
clean vote on this minimum wage
amendment for some time now, and it
seems to me if the amendment were to
fall on the point of order just raised,
that our colleagues would lose their op-
portunity for such a vote.

With that in mind, I move to waive
titles 3 and 4 of the Budget Act for con-
sideration of the Dole amendment No.
3960.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. DASCHLE. I renew my request
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I believe now under the
unanimous-consent agreement we do
have time for debate under the agree-
ment. I see Senator GRASSLEY from
Iowa is waiting to speak. I yield the
floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
want to continue my remarks from
this morning and express my support
for the TEAM Act. I support the TEAM
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Act because it would allow employees
the privilege to participate in work-
place decisions, giving the workers a
greater voice in matters of mutual in-
terest such as quality, productivity,
and safety. These are rational things
and ought to be a subject of discussion
between workers and employers. But,
current law prohibits this type of par-
ticipation.

The bill before the Senate would,
among other things, encourage worker-
management cooperation. It would pre-
serve, without a doubt, the balance be-
tween labor and management, while al-
lowing cooperative efforts between
worker and employer. It would permit
voluntary cooperation. It would do it
between workers and employers and
would allow all we want to encourage
to continue working.

Current law prohibits 85 percent of
working folks from talking with their
employers in employee involvement
committees. I know that does not
sound reasonable, but present law pro-
hibits it. It prohibits discussing things
like the extension of employees’ lunch
breaks by 15 minutes; sick leave; flexi-
ble work schedules; free coffee; pur-
chase of a table, soda machine, micro-
wave, or a clock for the smoKking
lounge; tornado warning procedures;
safety goggles for fryer and bailer oper-
ators; ban on radios and other sound
equipment; dress codes; day care serv-
ices, and no smoking policies. We know
that because employee-employer com-
mittees have tried to discuss these
things and their efforts have been
found illegal. The President spoke in
support of this sort of cooperation in
his State of the Union message this
year. He said:

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

Mr. President I agree with the Presi-
dent of the United States. I also agree
with what Secretary Reich said in July
1993. He said this in an article in the
Washington Post:

High-performance workplaces are gradu-
ally replacing the factories and offices where
Americans used to work, where decisions
were made at the top and most employees
merely followed instructions. The old top-
down workplace doesn’t work anymore.

As astounding as it might sound that
a Republican would be agreeing with
the Secretary of Labor, I whole-
heartedly agree. But things said in
Washington do not always come out at
the end of the pipeline in policy the
way that they are really stated. In
other words, rhetoric is not always fol-
lowed through by performance in of-
fice.

Just a few months ago, at a national
union rally in Washington, DC, fol-
lowing a $35 million campaign pledge
made to the Democratic Party and a
grand endorsement by the AFL-CIO,
Vice President AL GORE pledged Presi-
dent Clinton’s veto of the bill that we
are debating on the floor of this body
right now. This bill, in every respect,
fits into compliance with the state-
ments made by President Clinton in his
State of the Union Message and Sec-
retary Reich’s article in the Wash-
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ington Post. The TEAM Act is an act
that does nothing more and nothing
less than legalize workplace coopera-
tion between nonunion employees and
management.

Union representatives tell me that
they fear that the TEAM Act would
prevent them from organizing union
shops. I want to emphasize that this
act does not apply to union settings
and would not undermine existing col-
lective bargaining agreements.

Under the TEAM Act, workers retain
the right, as they should, to choose an
independent union to engage in collec-
tive bargaining. But as it stands now,
if employees choose not to organize—
and 88 percent of the private sector has
chosen not to—they are penalized by
not being able to conduct this sort of
worker-employer cooperation through
committees.

In other words, they are gagged and
prohibited from discussing workplace
issues with their employers. Through-
out this debate, I have heard some of
my colleagues talk about how they
mistrust the intention of management.
My colleagues who make these state-
ments must assume that workers and
managers have a built-in adversarial
relationship, or they want to promote
some adversarial relationships, instead
of promoting cooperation, which this
legislation would allow them to do.

At one time that may have been true,
but that was decades ago and is gen-
erally not true today. The employers,
as well as the employees, whether from
my State or other States—but I listen
primarily to those in my State—tell
me they only want the legal privilege
to form partnerships to promote coop-
erative work environments. They just
want to be able to talk to each other.

One of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle stated that most com-
panies already legally meet with their
employees. But I would like to tell him
about the possible consequences that a
company faces if they choose to do so.

The Clinton-appointed Dunlop Com-
mission invited the Donnelly Corp. to
testify before the commission. This
company was chosen because it was a
shining example of how well employee
involvement in these committees
works. The company was praised for its
promotion of workplace flexibility and
formation of worker-management
teams.

But this public announcement
brought them and their employees a
great amount of grief. The Donnelly
Corp. was slapped with a labor lawsuit
filed by the NLRB. Why? Because of its
progressive operations. The Corpora-
tion was temporarily forced to cease
its employee involvement programs.
The company was accused of breaking
Federal law, a law that the TEAM Act
would reform.

After a long year of litigation, the
case was settled, but the company is
still threatened by possible labor law-
suits, unless the law is changed.
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In 1995, Secretary Reich, when speak-
ing to the Securities and Exchange
Commission, called on the SEC to find
ways to encourage companies to volun-
tarily disclose workplace practices
that contribute to higher profits. He
said he had heard that many companies
were reluctant to provide information
about such programs to the market for
fear that they would be sued.

He said, ‘I believe there is a chilling
effect. Why disclose if you subject
yourself to potential liability?”’

President Clinton, Secretary Reich,
and their own commission, the Dunlop
Commission, up until the union leaders
made a $35 million campaign pledge to
their party, supported reforms of cur-
rent labor law. Now the Clinton admin-
istration has threatened to veto the
TEAM Act in its present form.

The Clinton administration says that
it is not beholden to special interests.
But it seems like with a lot of vetoes,
or a lot of threats of vetoes, this ad-
ministration listens just to trial law-
yers or to labor union leaders. Is it pos-
sible that the same administration
that marches in lockstep with the Na-
tional Education Association and the
Trial Lawyers of America is more in-
terested in a $35 million campaign
pledge than in correcting the wrong
that was done to the Donnelly Corp.?

So I encourage my colleagues today
to recognize the need for the people to
have a real voice in decisions affecting
their workplace and urge them to sup-
port this act.

I know that everybody knows I am a
Republican, and I know everybody be-
lieves that Republicans do not have
any understanding of the workplace or
the labor union environment. So I want
to repeat what I stated this morning
when I spoke about this same piece of
legislation. I had the experience of
working in a sheet metal factory from
August 1960 until March of 1971. I
worked on the assembly line, making
furnace registers for the Waterloo Reg-
ister Company in Cedar Falls, IA, a
company that went out of business in
1971. T was a member of the Inter-
national Association of Machinists
from February 1962 until March 1971. 1
have an understanding of the work-
place environment. I have an under-
standing of the cooperation that is nec-
essary between labor and management
if productivity is to increase. I have an
understanding that you can have work-
place committees and dialog between
labor and management, outside of the
normal collective bargaining process,
and enhance productivity within the
workplace.

Not only does it happen, but we need
to encourage more of it, so that noth-
ing is done in that process to interfere
with the statutory right and the con-
stitutional right that people have to
organize in unions.

I was a member of the International
Association of Machinists for that pe-
riod of time. If I were still working at
that company, I presume I would still
be a member of that union. But the
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union that I used to be a member of,
and most of these other unions that are
stationed here in Washington, are
against this bill. I think that is kind of
like having your head stuck in the
sand, because we are going to have to
increase productivity in the workplace
if we are going to keep up with inter-
national competition. We ought to be
enhancing and doing everything we
possibly can to make our manufac-
turing and our service industries more
productive to meet the competition
from overseas. And this bill would en-
courage that. I do not know why lead-
ers here in Washington cannot under-
stand that.

The people that were on the assembly
line with me in the 1960’s understood
that, even though we did not have the
international competition we have
now. But also I think I learned some-
thing in the process, too, that labor
union leaders here in Washington, DC,
do not always represent the voice of
their leaders at the grassroots. The
people I worked with felt the necessity
of encouraging this cooperation be-
tween labor and management so that
we would be more productive, so that
we could make more money, get higher
salaries, and better fringe benefits.

So I hope that we can pass this bill
and get it to the President. I hope the
President will stick to his message in
the State of the Union, that we have to
enhance cooperation between workers
and employers, because that is what
this bill does.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, 2 weeks
ago today, I attempted to offer an
amendment repealing the 1993 4.3-cent-
per-gallon gasoline tax. Two weeks ago
today, the Democrats objected to that
amendment coming up, and we find
ourselves in a situation where, all over
America, people are talking about the
rising cost of gasoline and diesel fuel.

The President now says he is in favor
of the repeal. Our Democratic col-
leagues say they are in favor of it. But
yvet 2 weeks after I tried to offer this
amendment, we have yet to get an op-
portunity to vote on it. When I tried to
offer the amendment, our Democratic
colleagues said, ‘“Well, we want to vote
on the minimum wage.”” So Senator
DOLE said: ““OK, let us vote on the gas-
oline tax, and let us vote on minimum
wage with a relevant amendment if the
Democrats want to offer an amend-
ment to try to guarantee a pass-
through on the gas tax.”

The majority leader said that he
would allow that amendment to be of-
fered. If they come up with a reason-
able amendment, we will support that
amendment. But the majority leader
said that, with the minimum wage bill,
he would like to try to do something
about an absurd situation which has
had the effect of preventing workers
and managers from using the team-
work approach which has increased
productivity all over the world. The
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National Labor Relations Board has
come in and denied employers and em-
ployees the ability to meet and talk to-
gether about such issues as company
softball teams, appropriate work cloth-
ing for pregnant women, and other
issues involving quality, efficiency and
productivity because the union bosses
believe that somehow their power is di-
minished if people who work for com-
panies and people who run companies
learn how to work together.

So, as a result, we are in a situation
where the American people continue to
await a repeal of the gas tax. I do not
have any doubt in my mind that if we
had a vote on repealing the gas tax this
afternoon, 75 Members of the Senate,
minimum, would vote for it.

The Democrats say they want to
raise the minimum wage. The majority
leader says: ‘‘Great, we will give you
that vote.” Yet, here we are where peo-
ple are affected by rising gas prices,
where we have the ability through leg-
islative action to reduce the cost of a
tank of gasoline when working families
fill up their car or their truck or their
van—about $1 for every fillup. Yet, for
2 weeks nothing has happened.

I wanted to come over today to ex-
press my frustration. I think we ought
to bring up the gasoline tax repeal and
have a vote on it. The 