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April 24. 1996

Eric,

This note describes our search for the "Clinton opposed the minimum wage back in 1993" quote,
our findings, and our response. Please contact me with any questions or just to discuss (202/456-

2620)

Claim. As you are aware. Michael Kramer claims that President Clinton said in 1993 that hiking
the minimum wage is "the wrong way to raise the incomes of low-wage earners."
[Attachment 1]

Search. We have conducted an exhaustive search of the following sources and have yet to yield
anything even close to this quote:

. All public presidential transcripts (includes all speeches, press conferences,
remarks, releases, and questions asked of the President at public events).

. All internal transcripts (includes all private interviews on the President’s schedule.)
. Lexis/Nexis search of all wires, transcripts, major papers, and magazines.
. Computerized search of Wall Street Journal and BNA (not available on Lexis

Nexis)

Findings. The only quote we have come up with that even remotely resembles the Michael
Kramer quote is from a speech that Candidate Clinton gave to the National Association of
Manufacturers on June 24, 1992. [Attachment 2]

In this speech, Clinton says: "We can increase the Farned Income Tax Credit by a couple
of billion dollars a year and far more efficiently than raising the minimum wage, lift the
working poor out of poverty."

Public Response. I have also attached for you our response to this claim that we release once
Republicans started accusing the President of flip-flopping on this issue. [Attachment 3]
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Time

February 6, 1995, U.S. Edition
.TION: POLITICS; Pg. 27
LENGTH: 862 words

HEADLINE: THE POLITICAL INTEREST; ‘
Minimum Wage, Minimum Sense

BYLINE: Michael Kramer

BODY:
After 56 minutes of recycled campaign themes, Bill Clinton finally made some
news during last week's State of the Union address: the minimum wage should
climb, he said, because "you can't make a living on $54.25 an hour." That's for
sure -- but as Clinton himself explained two years ago, hiking the minimum is
"the wrong way to raise the incomes of low-wage earners.'

First, some facts about the minimum wage and those who get 1it:

_- About 2.5 million Americans earn the minimum; 1.7 million more take home even
less since the law doesn't cover them.
-_ The minimum was first set at 25 cents an hour in 1938. Inflation has taken a
heavy toll: since it was last raised from $3.35 in 1991, its value has fallen 50
cents.
-- Contrary to popular belief, about 80% of those who get the minimum (or less)
'ng to families with combined incomes above the poverty line (currently
627 for a family of four) and thus are not defined as poor.

Many economists worry about two pernicious effects of raising the minimum.
The first concerns job loss. Standard theory holds that every hike in the wage
triggers employee firings, with the least skilled axed first. That view has been
challenged by several recent studies co-authored by Alan Krueger, the Labor
Department's chief economist. A modest increase, says Krueger, would have
"negligible negative employment effects" -- or, in plain English, next to no job
losses. Negligible, though, is a term of art. Because wage-related costs like
unemployment compensation and payroll taxes rise along with the basic wage, most
experts say the contemplated hike to $5 an hour could cost between 40,000 and
100,000 jobs. "The consensus view has big problems with Krueger's results and
methodology," says Texas A&M labor economist Finis Welch. "Alan ought to
consider the old saw: If you drop an apple and it rises, question your
experiment before concluding that the laws of gravity have been repealed."

But "even if Krueger's right and no one's fired," says University of Texas
economist Daniel Hamermesh, "a raise will deter employers from hiring new
workers. That's bad especially for young minorities -- over 30% of whom are
unemployed -- because they're the people we want in the labor force, so they can
begin learning basic job skills."

The other troubling question is, Who pays? "Businesses don't simply absorb
increased wage costs," says Rob Shapiro, whom Labor Secretary Robert Reich tried
' (and unsuccessfully) to enlist as a supporter of the raise because, as a
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top Clinton campaign adviser, it was Shapiro who once convinced Clinton that
hiking the wage was counterproductive. "They pass them on in the form of higher
- prices, which are regressive because they're borne equally by all. Thus the vast
| jority of the 39 million poor Americans who won't benefit from a raise will be
‘e off, while a very few get more pay."

When Clinton agreed with this analysis more than two years ago, he urged
enhancing the earned-income tax credit instead. "It's better targeted to
low-income people because it pays a supplement to everyone who earns up to 150%
of the poverty line," Clinton told me in 1992. "Those who work full time should
be able to support a family above that line, which is what an expanded EITC can
achieve."

Since many Republicans oppose hiking the minimum with near religious zeal
("I'll fight it with every fiber of my being," says House majority leader Dick
Armey), the President's plan seems dead -- which may explain why some Clinton
aides say the proposal won't be actively pushed.

What Clinton should fight for seems obvious: For openers, the President
should further promote the EITC. Many Americans still don't know they qualify
for it, and many of those who do get it don't realize they're also eligible for
food stamps. Above all, Clinton should invest his dwindling political capital ir
an all-out drive for his job-retraining programs. Upgrading worker skills
remains the surest route to increased incomes. As Clinton says, "What you earn
depends on what you learn; the most effective way to help is to make workers
more productive because wages reflect the value of what people produce."

Alluding to Krueger's work without naming him, the President said last week
t the "weight of the evidence is that a modest increase [in the minimum wage]
not cost jobs." That may be so, but Clinton's calculation was primarily
tical. "We need the energized support of minorities and unionists, our core
group of voters," says a Clinton adviser, "especially if there's another
three-way race in 1996."

That view seems shortsighted for two reasons. First, the Democratic base
alone won't re-elect Clinton, and the swing voters he most needs disdain
old-fashioned liberal solutions like raising the minimum wage. Second, the
President's real problem involves a perceived lack of resolution and stamina. If
Clinton lets his proposed hike die quietly and holds instead to his original
diagnoses and prescriptions (which were right then and are right now), he might
come across more like a President than a perpetual candidate -- and possibly get
the four more years he covets.

GRAPHIC: Picture, PAUL GOMEZ gets the $4.25 minimum wage cleaning up at a
Chicago food market descColor., MICHAEL L. ABRAMSON FOR TIME

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE: February 7, 1995



91 until this year, has risen from $22,500 a year to $149,095 a
.5 percent increase when adjusted for inflation.

However, the minimum wage over that 35-year span increased from
$1.15 an hour to $4.25. When adjusted for inflation, that’s a 23.3
percent decline.

Dole’'s staff, however, pointed out that he supported raising the
minimum wage in 1989 as part of a bipartisan compromise signed by
then President Bush.

The Democratic National Committee’s focus on Dole includes a new
television ad criticizing him for opposing Clinton’s version of the
balanced budget.

'‘The president proposes a balanced budget protecting Medicare,
education, the environment,’’ the ad says. '‘But Dole is voting no.
The president cuts taxes for 40 million Americans. Dole votes no.

Dole says no to the Clinton plans. It‘s time to say yes to the
Clinton plans vyes, to America’‘s families.'’’

Dole has opposed most Clinton spending initiatives but the ad is
somewhat misleading in suggesting Dole '‘is voting no‘’’ on Clinton
proposals. It is true that Dole voted against the only version of
the Clinton budget that was brought to a Senate vote. But what the
ad doesn’t mention is that Clinton’s budget failed on a 99-0 vote
with every Democrat joining Republicans in voting against it.

A DNC spokesman said the ad was airing in selected markets
nationally but would not disclose the markets or the cost of the ad
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HEADLINE: REMARKS OF GOVERNOR BILL CLINTON
DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE

TO THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS
THE CAPITAL HILTON

WASHINGTON, DC

BODY:

GOV. CLINTON: Thank you very much. (Applause.) Thank you. Thank you.
(Continued applause.) Thank you very much.

Thank you very much President Jasinowski. Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for
that warm welcome. Thank you for the critique of my economic plan. (Laughter.)
And I will seek to respond to each of the things that you said as we go along.
Let me begin by saying that this has been an amazing election already. Nothing
quite like it. The candidates have taken to the talk show circuits to relate
directly to the American people, and even there have to endure a fair share of
humbling experiences. I thought I had finally made it as a frustrated mu51c1an
when I got to play saxophone on Arsenio Hall, only to hear him say he was
certainly glad to see a Democrat blow somethlng besides an election.

ghter.)
!tended to go all across the country publicizing my humble roots, only to

d Vice President Quayle saying that I was a member of the cultural elite.
Now, since I may be the last person ever to seek the presidency who once lived
in a home without indoor plumbing, I could not fathom how in the world I made
the cultural elite, but I do think it may have something to do with the fact
that I can spell "potato." (Laughter, applause.)
I have been bewildered by the reports of recent days where apparently Mr. Perot
has been about the business of investigating Mr. Bush and his family and
children. Mr. Bush has complained about that even though we know that the
Republican National Committee has an investigative apparatus that rivals the KGB
at is height. And I have the unenviable position of being just a guy who spent
all of his time trying to investigate the problems of America and what we might
do about them.
This is partly because of the way I have lived the last decade or more, as the
governor of a state, always one of the poorest states in America, struggling to
be more competitive in the global economy -- a state with a falling agricultural
income that was completely beyond my control because of global forces and
national policy; a state with a manufacturing base that when I became governor
was strong, but fragile, very vulnerable to lost jobs because so many of the
jobs were relatively low-skill, low-wage jobs in an increasingly competitive
global economy.
I set about as governor of my state to do something I think our nation ought to
do, to develop a national economic strategy -- except we did it on a state
basis. And we decided we would root that strategy in manufacturing, in trying

eep our manufacturing base and enhance it. We were, I believe, the first

‘e to offer a significant investment tax credit to existing manufacturers
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in this economy so that we can push them back into it in ways that will make

them worthy employees for you. (Applause)

Next, there is a family investment component of this. As your president said, I
scale back but not eliminate all tax relief for middle class people for two
ons; one is there is the essence of fairness. This is a group of people

whose taxes went up while their incomes went down, just the reverse of what

happened to upper income people. That's very important. These are the people
who are paying for the S&L bailout, these are the people who are paying for the
interest cost on the debt, these are the people who are paying for a government
that has lost its way while their own incomes are not going up. The more
important thing is we are also taking a much higher percentage of most families
incomes away from them and away from their children than we were 30 years ago.

The children's tax deduction a generation ago really left a much higher

percentage of people's income to raise their kids, so what I have left in this

program is an election for most middle class taxpayers. You can take a

children's tax credit or a modest income relief in the next few years so that we

can build into this system reward for work and family. We talk about family
values all the time in America, but the truth is we make it harder to raise kids
than just about any country.

We talk about family values but the truth is we're about the only country

without a family policy. That's why I favor the Family Leave Bill, even though

it is unpopular among some employers, our competitors manage to do it, the

Germans, the Europeans, others manage to do it, and I think we have to revere

the rearing of children as still the most important work of any society.

The second thing this program does, which I hope you will all support, is to say

that anybody who is out there working 40 hours a week, raising children, should _

have the benefit of a tax system that lifts them above the poverty line. We can
increase the Earned Income Tax Credit by a couple of billion dollars a year and
more efficiently than raising the minimum wage, lift the working poor out of

o —
great explosion of poverty in the 1980s was among working people. When Los

Angeles broke out in riots, the great unsung heroes in Los Angeles were the

working poor whose children stayed home, who did not loot, who did not burn, who

did not steal, who did not riot. There are millions of people in this country

every day who are living on unsafe streets, in difficult housing, doing

difficult jobs, working like crazy, obeying the law, playing by the rules, who
literally do not make a poverty level wage or a wage above poverty. The Earned

Income Tax Credit made refundable an increase can lift these people above the

poverty line. They will invest that money by spending it in our society. We

will get it back. It's one way of America saying "Hey, we're going to reward

you. If you work hard, play by the rules, you work 40 hours a week, you got a

kid in your house, the tax system ought not to leave you in poverty." I think

it's a good idea and I hope you will support it. (Applause.)

This program also calls for changing the welfare system as we know it. It would
require us to invest some more money in people on welfare, in education :
training, child care, and medical coverage for their children. It would say
once -- then, after we do that, when you can get a job you must take it. You
cannot stay on welfare if there is a job available once we have supported your
children and empowered you to go to work. If no private sector job is available
after two years, then you must do community service work. We have to end
welfare as we know it. It should be a second chance, not a way of life.
(Applause.)

I would say that this program would call for a very tough national system of
pld support enforcement to reinforce these family values. It is a national
dal that we have billions and billions and billions of dollars in



PRESIDENT CLINTON HAS ALWAYS SUPPORTED

THE MINIMUM WAGE AS A WAY TO MAKE WORK PAyY
April 2, 1996

CLAIMS THAT PRESIDENT CLINTON OPPOSED A MINIMUM WAGE
INCREASE ARE JUST NOT TRUE.

. President Clinton has always supported the Minimum Wage -- and he has
NEVER opposed a minimum wage increase. President Clinton has always
supported increasing the minimum wage -- from the campaign in 1992 to the
present. He specifically proposed a 90-cent increase 14 months ago.

. Republican Members point to a 10-word Time magazine quote from 1995 that
alludes to President Clinton’s opposition to the minimum wage in 1993. But.
President Clinton didn’t sav any such thing. The statement Time refers to
does not appear in any transcript, tape, or speech text.

. For four years now President Bill Clinton has fought for several provisions
that would raise the standard of living of hard-working families. including:
increasing the minimum wage, expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit, and
providing health care coverage for working families.

. President Clinton initially focused his legislative agenda on raising workers’
incomes and increasing economic security through expansion of the Earned
Income Tax Credit and health care reform. but he has always supported a
Minimum Wage increase. Together with his EITC expansion. the President’s
minimum wage increase would ensure that no parents would have to raise
their children in poverty.



PRESIDENT CLINTON HAS ALWAYS SUPPORTED

A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE AS A WAY TO MAKE WORK PAY

SUPPORTED MINIMUM WAGE HIKES AS GOVERNOR. As Governor of Arkansas.
Bill Clinton supported two increases in the state minimum wage. And he changed state
minimum wage law to cover more workers.

1992: CANDIDATE CLINTON CALLS FOR EXPANDING EITC AND RAISE
MINIMUM WAGE TO MAKE WORK PAY. In 1992. President Clinton proposed
expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit and raising the minimum wage to keep pace with
inflation in order to ensure that no parent who was willing to work full-time would have to
raise their children in poverty.

In Putting People First, Presidential Candidate Clinton and Vice-President
Candidate Gore proposed to "increase the minimum wage to keep pace with
inflation.” (p. 127)

In the Clinton/Gore Weifare Information packet, Candidate Clinton and
Vice-President Candidate Gore proposed to make the minimum wage a fair
wage, and index it to inflation because "working people shouldn’t have to lose
purchasing power just because of inflation." [Clinton/Gore Welfare Information
Packet. September 9. 1992]

On October 30, 1992, the Star Tribune wrote that Candidate Clinton wants to
"increase the minimum wage to keep pace with inflation and expand the earned

income tax credit to guarantee no full-time workers lives in poverty." [Star
Tribune. October 30. 1992]

AUGUST 1993: PRESIDENT CLINTON EXPANDS EITC AS FIRST STEP TO MAKE
WORK PAY. In 1993, President Clinton took the first necessary step to achieving the goal
of ensuring that anyone who worked full-time didn’t have to bring up their children in
poverty: he expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit to provide a tax break for 15 miilion of
our most hard-pressed households.

In April of 1993, The Washington Post wrote that: "Mr. Clinton's goal is
ambitious: to make sure that in households with children where at least one
person works full-time. the family won’t fall below the poverty line. Under
current law, the maximum EITC benefit for a family with two or more children
was scheduled to rise to $ 2,000 next year; Mr. Clinton would boost the
maximum to $3,370 by 1995. He would aiso raise the benefits for families with
one child and establish a smail new credit for workers without children....On top
of this, Mr. Clinton would try to boost the earnings of the working poor by
hiking the minimum wage." [The Washington Post, April 20, 1993 —- emphasis
added] :



IN 1994 PRESIDENT CLINTON FOUGHT FOR UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE --
WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN THE EQUIVALENT OF A MINIMUM WAGE
INCREASE FOR MILLIONS OF LOW-WAGE WORKERS. NONETHELESS, HE
STILL MAINTAINED HIS SUPPORT FOR A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE.

JUNE OF 1994, THE WASHINGTON POST WROTE THAT: "From
health-care reform to a higher minimum wage to more training opportunities to
increased earned-income tax credits to mandatory fringe benefits. the Clinton
administration wants to increase dramatically the income security of the more
than 6 million American adults whom it classifies as the "working poor.’" [The
Washington Post. June 26. 1994 -- emphasis added]

1995: PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE TO
FULFILL COMMITMENT TO MAKE WORK PAY. On February 3. 1995, President
Clinton put forward his proposal to increase the minimum wage from $4.25 to $5.15 over two
vears in two equal steps. This proposal would directly benefit 10 miilion American workers.

In his 1995 State of the Union, President Clinton cailed for Congress to
raise the minimum wage: "The goal of building the middle class and
shrinking the underclass is also why I believe that you should raise the
minimum wage. [t rewards work. Two and a half million Americans -- 2.5
million Americans. often women with children, are working out there today for
$4.25 an hour. In terms of real buying power, by next year that minimum wage
will be at a 40-year low. That’s not my idea of how the new economy ought to
work.

Now. ['ve studied the arguments and the evidence for and against a minimum
wage increase. [ believe the weight of the evidence is that a modest increase
does not cost jobs. and may even lure people back into the job market. But the
most important thing is. you can’t make a living on $4.25 an hour. Especially if
you have children. even with the working families tax cut we passed last year.
In the past. the minimum wage has been a bipartisan issue, and I think it should
be again. So I want to challenge you to have honest hearings on this; to get
together; to find a way to make the minimum wage a living wage.

Members of Congress have been here less than a month. but by the end of the
week, 28 days into the new year, every member of Congress will have eamed as
much in congressional salary as a minimum wage worker makes all year long."
[State of the Union Address to the Nation, January 285, 1995]



On February 3, 1995, President Clinton proposed raising the minimum
wage from $4.25 to $5.15: "Our job is to create enough opportunity for people
to earn a living if they'll exercise the responsibility to work. That's why we
fought so hard to expand the earmed income tax credit - a working family tax
cut for 15 million families - in 1993; precisely why we're calling on Congress
today to raise the minimum wage 90 cents to $5.15 per hour.

The only way to grow the middle class and shrink the underclass is to make
work pay. And in terms of real buying power, the minimum wage will be at a
40-year low next year if we do not raise it above $4.25 an hour. If we're
serious- let me say this. 100. emphatically- if we are serious about weifare
reform. then we have a clear obligation to make work attractive and to reward
people who are willing to work hard...

If in 1990, because the minimum wage had not been raised in such a long time,
a Republican president and a Democratic Congress could raise the minimum

wage. surely in 1995 - facing the prospect that work. full-time work. could be
at a 40-vear low in buving power unless we act - a Congress with a Republican
majority and a Democratic president can do the same for the American people.”

[Announcement by President Bill Clinton of Minimum Wage Increase, February
3, 1995]

JUNE, 1995. At town hall meeting with Speaker Gingrich. the President
reiterated his support for a minimum wage increase: "The reason that [ am
for it is that I believe that -- first of all, ] know that a significant percentage of
people on the minimum wage are women workers raising their kids on their
own. And [ just believe that we shouldn’t allow -- if we don’t raise the
minimum wage this year. then next year. after you adjust for inflation, it will
be at a 40-year low...

And [ believe. if you go back to when they did it when -- the last time it was
done was. when. ‘89 or something, [ think. on balance, we did fine as a result of
doing it. And I think we shouid do it again. [Remarks by President Clinton,
Speaker Gingrich at Senior Center in Claremont, N.H., June 11, 1995]

In May 1995, President Clinton cails for minimum wage increase: "I believe
it is especiaily important to women that we raise the minimum wage this year.
Women represent three out of five minimum wage workers, but only half the
work force. I have done everything I could to create a climate in which people
are encouraged to be successful parents and successful workers. [ believe that.
That’s what the Earned Income Tax Credit was all about in 1993... But it isn’t
enough. If we do not raise the minimum wage this year, next year it will be in
real dollar terms, the lowest it has been in 40 years. Now that is not my idea of
what the 21st century American economy is all about. [Remarks at Women’s
Bureau Reception, May 19, 1995]



. On Labor Day 1995, President Clinton tells California that the minimum
wage should be raised:"I also think we ought to raise the minimum wage. Let
me tell you. if we don’t raise the minimum wage this year, on January the Ist of
next year. our minimum wage in terms of what the money will buy wiil be at a
40-year low. [ want a high-wage, high-growth. high-opportunity, not a hard-
work, low-wage 21st century. And I think vou do. t00. And that’s what we
ought to do.” [Remarks at the Dedication of California State University at
Monterey Bay in Monterey, California. September 4. 1995]

1996 PRESIDENT REITERATES HIS CALL FOR AN INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM
WAGE

. Speech to Keene State College, New Hampshire. "[A]mong the greatest
heroes in this country are the people who work 40 hours a week and do their
best to raise their kids and only make the minimum wage. If we do not raise
the minimum wage, this vear it will drop to a 40-vear low in terms of what it
wiil buy. There is always a lot taik in Washington about family values. It’s
hard to raise a family on $4.25 an hour. Let’s raise the minimum wage."
[President Clinton. Keene, New Hampshire. February 17, 1996]

. 1996 State of the Union Address. "More and more Americans are working
hard without a raise. Congress sets the minimum wage. Within a year, the
minimum wage will fall to a 40-year low in purchasing power. Four dollars and
25 cents an hour is no longer a minimum wage, but millions of Americans and
their children are trying to live on it. I challenge you to raise their minimum
wage.” [President Clinton, State of the Union Address to Congress. January 23,
1996]
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The Republican "Minimum Wage for Families Act, '
Less Than Meets the Eye

The Congressional majority just can't seem to vote to increase the minim 1m wage, and
they can't seem to stop raising income taxes on hard working Americans. In their latest
missive, they have offered an agenda of phony promises to workers whilt: leaving out the
one thing that could make a difference to millions of people right away — in increase in
the minimum wage.

Representatives Hutchinson (R-Ark) and Ballenger (R-NC) are preparing the “Minimum
Wage for Families Act,” that would restructure the EITC to focus on very ow-wage
families with children. The end is obviously laudable; the means are not:

n The Hutchinson-Ballenger bill would take the EITC away from chil lless workers.

«  Adult childless workers would be denied an increase in the ninimum wage
and, to add insult to injury would have their taxes raised as well.

. This unwise tax policy would effectively raises taxes on one of the
poorest groups of Americans (those who have incomes bel>w $9,200)
and the single group whose taxes have increased most in [ ercentage
terms since 1980.

. This group of workers would owe taxes on income that was below the
poverty line.
n The authors of the proposal can't seem to get their story straight. A mere 24 hours

after announcing the outlines of their plan and in the face of mour ting criticism of
their approach, they have backed away from much of the very skitchy just released
“details,” including the claim that the “minimum wage” for workers with families
would be raised to $7-$8 (one report has dropped this to $6-$7.501).

a They continue to contend that families with children would have tt eir EITC
restructured. Without details, it is impossible to know exactly how they would be
affected, but one thing that we do know is that cutting the EITC fcr childless
workers and illegal immigrants is not enough to yield the $15 billic n budget saving
initially mentioned. Now, they appear to be backing away from tt at level of savings
as well. Nevertheless, several possibilities for how they might res ructure the EITC
exist:

. The cuts in the existing program might take effect immedi: ieiy, vui e
increases delayed. The program could then be budget-ne atral or -positive
over a six- or seven-year horizon, but lose money in the Ic1g run.

. The EITC may be phased out much more rapidly. The au hors may
contemplate a two-tier phase-out linked to the child credit, effectively
reducing or eliminating the credit for low-income workers. (The child credit is
not part of this bill; these savings would not exist until it is 2nacted.)
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With the little that is known to date the proposal seems to be simpiy a restructuring
of the current EITC. /It is not an hourly-wage supplement, and it dc es not raise the
minimum wage.

. It will eliminate the EITC for some workers, (probably) incre 1se the EITC for
very low-wage workers with families with a higher credit rat:, and recapture
the credit more rapidly by increasing the phase-out rate.

. Formal introduction is probably being delayed because eve 1 the authors do
not yet know exactly how it will work. For instance, the draf language talked
about monthly payments instead of an annual supplement, >ut without
specifics on how to do this. (Under current law, workers ca 1 get an advance
EITC but only 200 thousand out of 15 million recipients do. The mechanics -
are difficult.) '

This new proposal appears to be nothing but another shell game.

Last year in the budget bill that the President vetoed, the Congres iional majority
voted to raise income taxes on nearly 13 million working families c >ntaining 14.5
million children by $31 billion, a per-family income tax hike averag: 1g $332 in 1996
alone. :

Even accounting for the $500 child credit and the increase in the s andard
deduction, about 7.7 million families would pay an average of $31¢. in higher taxes
under their pian.

In their last seven-year budget offer this winter, the Congressional majority offered
to raise income taxes on working families by "only" $15 billion, but the President
again said NO to raising income taxes on working families.

Now the Congressional majority says it wants to take the money i tried to take out
of the pockets of working Americans, give some of it back to minin um-wage
workers, and spend the rest on other tax provisions.

Congress shouldn't raise income taxes on workirig ramilies at all. Their proposal
could push employers to lower wages, instead of raising them. Ar d their program
would create a whole new program just to avoid doing what every American knows
is the right thing to do: raise the minimum wage.

EERTSE
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d Republicans Attempt to Avoid Raising the Minimur1 Wage

The Hutchinson-Ballenger Proposal

Reps. Tim Hutchinson and Cass Ballenger have made a proposal which 1 hey claim is an
increase in the minimum wage combined with an expansion of the Earnad Income Tax
Credit (EITC). Itis neither. It is simply an attempt to distract attention fror 1 their failure to
raise the wages of low-income families.

What the Republican proposal would do:

1. Cut the EITC by $15 billion over six years. Although the description of the proposal
is vague, it sounds as if the Republicans are bringing back their faile 4 attempt to cut
the EITC. This includes eliminating the credit entirely for childle ;s families with
incomes of less than $9520.

2. Create a new three-tiered Federal payment to low-wage workers:
For workers in families without children 50
For workers in families with one child up to $2.75 jer hour
For workers in families with two or more children up to $3.75 per hour
q The amount of the Federal payment would depend on what the employer pays.

3. The Federal minimum wage would remain at $4.25 per hour.

The sponsors indicate that they intend for this program to be integrated i ito the $500 per
child tax credit proposal which was in the vetoed Republican budget bill.

This proposal is not an increase in the minimum wage. It is a subsidy to employers
who do not pay their workers a livable wage. This creates a wage su )sidy that varies
with family size; why should a childless worker be paid $4.25 per hour wh :n a worker with
children who is doing the same job be paid up to $8.007?

The key economic question is what incentives are created. This proposal t as incentives to:

1. Employers to cut the wages of workers who make less than $7.00 (for 1 /orkers with one
child) or $8.00 (for workers with two or more children) and let the Federal jovernment pick
up the cost.

2. Increase fraud in the EITC rather than reduce it. Under this proposal, i | minimum wage
worker in a family with no children who receives the EITC would get no |‘ederal payment
and would lose his entire EITC. However, he can gain $5500 from this pro yram if he claims
to have a child, or $7500 for two non-existent children.

The Republican sponsors claim that this would save $15 billion over six ' rears, but do not
indicate how. This is the same amount that the last Republican budget in J anuary proposed
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. to cut from the EITC, so the sponsors have obviously failed to include the c >sts of the new
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' MEMORANDUM FOR GENE SPERLING

FROM: SETH HARRI
DATE: APRIL 22, 1996
SUBJECT: _ COMPENSATORY TIME/FLEXIBLE TIME

In response to your request, attached are summaries of two
pending bills relating to "“comp time" and "flex time."

H.R. 2391 by Representative Ballenger still resides in the
House Economic and Educational opportunities Committees. S. 1129
by Senator Ashcroft is in the Senate Labor and Human Resources
Committee. Its House companion, H.R. 2723, is also in the EEO
Committee.

please let me know if you need any additional information.

VIA FAX
Attachments
- cc: Anne Lewis

cynthia Metzler
Vince Trivelli
Michael Kerr
Maria Echaveste
John Fraser

Geri Palast
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HR 2391 COMPENSATORY TIME OFF BILL
(CONGRESSMAN BALLENGER)
H.R. 2391 provides that--
. Employees receive comp time at one and a haif hours for all hours over 40 in a
workweek;
. Comp time can gply be provided if there is a collective bargaining agreement or other
agreement between the worker and employer before any work is performed;
. Private sector employees could earn up to 240 hours of comp time a year and any comp

time not used at the end of that year would have to be paid out at time and one-half the
employee’s regular rate; '

. Certain public sector employees (police, fire fighter, emergency response, and those
) engaged in seasonal activities) could earn up 480 hours. All other public sector workers
could earn up 240 hours. There is no requirement for paying out unused comp time for
public sector workers.

. When an erriployec leaves the job, he or she would have to be paid any unused comp time
at a rate that is not less than the average regular rate of the last three years or their final
regular rate, whichever is higher; and

. Employees would be allowed to use their comp time within a reasonable time after
- making a request to the employer, if the time away does not unduly disrupt the
employer’s operations.

[NOTE: The bill is patterned after comp time provisions that already apply to State and
local governments under the 1985 FLSA Amendments.]
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LEVEL 1 - 3 OF 3 DOCUMENTS
FULL TEXT OF BILLS

104TH CONGRESS; 1ST SESSION
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
AS INTRODUCED IN THE HOUSE

H. R. 2391

1995 H.R. 2391; 104 H.R. 23391

<=1> Retrieve Bill Tracking Report

SYNOPSIS:
A BILL To amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide compensatory
time for all employees.

DATE OF INTRODUCTION: SEPTEMBER 21, 1995
DATE OF VERSION: SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 -=- VERSION: 1

SPONSOR(S) :
Mr. BALLENGER introduced the following bill; which was referred to the
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities

TEXT:

* Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United*
*States of America in Congress assembled,*

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the "Compensatory Time for All Workers Act of

1995".

SEC. 2. COMPENSATORY TIME.

" Section 7(o) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 207(0))
is amended to read as follows:

"(0)(1l) An employee may receive, in accordance with this subsection and
in lieu of monetary overtime compensation, compensatory time off at a
rate not less than 1 1/2 hours for each hour -of employment for which
overtime compensation is required by this section.

"(2) An employer may provide compensatory time under paragraph (1) only
pursuant to- » '

"(A) applicable provisions of a collective bargaining agreement,
memorandum of understanding, or any other agreement between the
employer and representative of such employees; or

“(B) in the case of employees not covered by subparagraph (A), an
agreement or understanding arrived at between the employer and
employee before the performance of the work.

"(3) An employee, who is not an employee of a public agency, may accrue
not more than 240 hours of compensatory time. Not later than January 31
of each calendar year, the employee's employer shall provide monetary
compensation for any compensatory time off accrued during the preceding
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° H. R. 2391 SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 -- VERSION: 1

‘ calendar year which was not used prior to December 31 of the preceding
year at a rate not less than 1 1/2 tifies the regular rate earned by the
employee at the time the employee receives such payment. An employer may
designate and communicate to the employer's employees a l2-month period
other than the calendar year, in which case such compensation shall be

provided not later than 31 days after the end of such 12-month period.

"(4) If the work of an employee of a public agency for which
compensatory time may be provided included work in a public safety
activity, an emergency response activity, or a seasonal activity, the
employee engaged in such work may accrue not more than 480 hours of
compenéatory time for hours worked after April 15, 1986. If such work was
any other work, the employee engaged in such work may accrue not more
than 240 hours of compensatory time for hours worked after April 1§,
1986. Any such employee who, after April 15, 1986, has accrued 480 or 240
hours, as the case may be, of compensatory time off shall, for additional
overtime hours of work, be paid overtime compensation.

"(5) An employee who has accrued compensatory time off authorized to be
provided under paragraph (1) shall, upon termination of employment, be
paid for the unused compensatory time at a rate of compensation not less
than- . '

“(A) the average regular rate received by such employee during the

,last 3 years of the employee's employment, d;

" "(B) the final regular rate received by such employee, whichever is

higher.

"(6) An employee-
. “(A) who has accrued compensatory time off authorized to be
provided under paragraph (1), and
“(B) who has requested the use of such compensatory time,
shall be permitted by the employee's employer to use such time within a
reasonable period after making the request if the use of the compensatory
time does not unduly disrupt the operations of the employer.
"(7) For purposes of this subsection-
"(A) the term 'overtime compensation’' means the compensation
required by subsection (a), and:
"(B) the terms ‘'compensatory time' and 'compensatory time off' mean
hours during which an employee is not working, which are not counted
-as ‘hours worked during the applicable workweek or other work period
for purposes of overtime compensation, and for which the employee is
compensated at the employee's regular rate.".
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S. 1129, THE WORK AND FAMILY INTEGRATION ACT
SUMMARY

S. 1129 (Ashcroft, R., MO) would amend the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) to: (1) allow
flexible and compressed work schedules without overtime pay, -and compensatory time off
instead of overtime pay; (2) allow employers to give priority treatment in hiring decisions to
former employees who take leaves up to five years for "family care"; and (3) modify the
"salary basis" test to maintain the exemption from minimum wage and overtime for
executive, administrative and professional employees subject to certain leave and pay-docking
policies.

Compressed Schedules: The bill would allow compressed schedules with a 160-hour basic
~ work requirement over a four-week work period without payment of overtime premium pay.
- Part-time employees would be eligible for overtime the same as full-time employees, for
hours worked in excess of the full-time compressed schedule. (The bill would also amend
Title 5 of the U.S. Code to extend the same compressed schedules of 160 hours over a four-
week work period to Federal employees.)

Flexible Schedules: The bill would allow flexible work schedules and "credit hours" to be

accumulated to later reduce the length of the workweek or workday, and employees could
request compensatory time off instead of payment of overtime premium pay. Up to 48

- "credit hours" could be accumulated over the four-week work period for carryover to a

succeeding four-week work period. '

Participation: No employee could be required to participate in a compressed or flexible
work schedule unless part of a valid collective bargaining agreement. Employers would be
prohibited from coercing or intimidating employees or otherwise interfering with their rights
to elect arrival and departure times, to work or not work a compressed schedule, to work or
not work credit hours, or to request compensatory time off in lieu of overtime premium pay.

Overtime Hours: Under flexible schedules, overtime would be the hours beyond eight in a
day or 40 in a week that are officially ordered in advance but would not include credit hours,
‘and under compressed schedules, any hours in excess of the specified hours that make up the
compressed schedule. ‘

Priority Rehiring: An employer could give priority treatment in rehiring a former employee
who has taken leave for up to five years to care for a son, daughter or parent without
violating the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967,
~-.or any other law. Benefits do not have to accrue during the family care period, and rehired
employees gain no right, benefit, or position of employment other than one to which they
were entitled before the family care period. A former employee may be required to
- periodically report to the employer on his/her status and intent to apply for reemployment.
The bill would not diminish obligations under a collective bargaining agreement, nor is it
intended to affect any leave benefit available under other law. '

Salary Basis Test: The bill would modify the "salary basis" test in FLSA’s “executive,
administrative, and professional” employee exemption from minimum wage and overtime to
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retain the exemption despite eniployer policies that (1) reduce leave or pay for partial-day
absences; (2) require fixed work schedules and the recording of actual hours worked; (3)
provide extra pay (of any type or method) above the "salary”; or (4) suspend employees from

‘work without pay for disciplinary reasons.

-The bill does not state explicitly that “overtime hours" under flexible or compressed

schedules must be paid at the time-and-one-half premium rate, nor does it expressly state
whether comp time hours accrue at one-and-one-half-times the number of overtime hours
worked or "straight-time" (hour-for-hour). The compliance with "lesser or greater"
employee rights provision is confusing and contradictory, and would appear to obligate an
employer to follow a less-than-compliant agreement or program.

The rehiring preference provisions draw concepts from the Family and Medical Leave Act,
but the bill inappropriately inserts into FLSA what essentially amounts to an amendment to

~ the anti-discrimination statutes (Title VII and ADEA). The provisions bear no relationship to

the FLSA or its exemptions, and would be entirely misplaced if located as a part of FLSA’s
exemptions from minimum wage and/or overtime. The broad sweep of the bill’s pre-emptive
language could be interpreted to undercut employees’ job restoration rights provided by the
FMLA. The "lesser or greater" employee rights provision is confusing and contradictory.

The amendments to the "salary basis" rule are the same as the "Workplace Leave Fairness

Act" (H.R. 946) and are intended to overturn a line of reasoning in a series of court
decisions which holds that the "salary basis" test is not met where an employer’s pay and
attendance policies possess certain hourly attributes, g.g,, where pay ends up being related to

_ the number of hours worked (tracking or recording the number of hours worked (e.g., to bill

clients); working an assigned schedule of hours; requiring that any absences from the
assigned schedule, hour-for-hour, be covered by accrued leave). The bill’s retroactive
application may raise questions of equity. In addition, it would have the practical effect of
eliminating any ability to provide a meaningful definition of "salary," as not much would be
left to the fundamental concept of guaranteed pay.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

THE DIRECTOR

April 17, 1996

Honorable Ted Stevens
Chairman
- Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am writing not only to restate the Administration’s strong support for “Local Flex”
legislation and our commitment to work with the Committee to secure passage of this type of
legislation, but also 1o reiterate that we cannot support the bill unless changes the Administration
has recommended are included in the final version.

The Administration firmly believes, as you do, in providing greater flexibility to State
and local governments for the purpose of encouraging innovation and efficiency. The Oregon
' Option, the Memorandum of Understanding with the State of Connecticut, 59 welfare waivers,
12 Medicaid waivers, over 100 “Ed-Flex” education waivers, and the Empowerment Zone and
Enterprise Community programs underscore this Administration's active, strong commitment to
local empowerment and flexibility.

In a time of declining Federal resources, the granting of such well thought-out regulatory

- waivers and provision of flexible funding, coupled with a focus on results, are ways to increase
the effectiveness of Federal support for local efforts that serve national goals. In the last
Congress, the Administration worked closely with Senator Hatfield to develop demonstration
legislation that would provide greater waiver authority for Federal assistance programs. Again in
this Congress, we worked closely with Senator Hatfield and others to expand on this approach
and to make waivers for Federal assistance programs available to all communities which are
willing to develop comprehensive strategic plans with strong performance measurement and
accountability criteria.

On September 21, 1995, the Vice President wrote the House Government Reform and
Oversight Committee and the Senate Committee on Governmental A ffairs to explain that the
. Administration would like to support S. 88 and H.R. 2086, the Local Empowerment and
Flexibility Act, with sore key, essential changes. John Koskinen, OMB’s Deputy Director for
Management, testified on September 20, 1995, before the House Subcommittee on Human
Resources and Intergovernmental Relations and on December 5, 1995 , before your Committee
‘ in support of the legislation and to again explain the changes we believe are critical to the
effectiveness of the legislation. To assist the Committees, OMB and the agencies developed a
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“redline” redraft of the bill, indicating the changes necessary to accommodate each of the
concerns identified in the Vice President’s letter and John Koskinen’s tesimony. The redraft
was coordinated with the agencies and was provided to Congressional staff. Again, in March
1996, we offered qualified support of the proposed Local Empowerment and Flexibility Act,
with some key changes, in the President’s FY 1997 Budget.

The Administration is deeply concemned by the shift of focus by some from affording
flexibility in Federal assistance programs to making many fundamental statutes, including
important health, safety, labor, educational, financial, environmental, and cjvil rights protections,
subject to waiver. As we have explained consistently throughout the legislative process, while
the core concept of the legislation is desirable policy, a number of major concerns need to be
resolved before we can support a “local flex” bill.

We continue 10 believe that “local flex™ legislation, if targeted to Federal financial
assistance programs and made consistent with the administration’s proposed changes to S. 88,
can further our common goal of promoting greater efficiency and innovation in

~ intergovernmental programs. We look forward to continuing to work with you to develop

legislation to meet these ends without sacrificing important protections.

Sincerely,
QORI Qr@k
Alice M. Rivlin

cc: Honorable Mark Hatfield
Honorable John Glenn
Honorable Carl Levin

377
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

THE DIRECTOR

April 17, 1996

Honorable Christopher Shays
Chairman
Subcommittee on Human Resources
and Intergovernmental Relations
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:
I am writing not only to restate the Administration’s strong support for “Local Flex”

legislation, but also to express disappointment that H.R. 2086, as approved by the Subcommirtee
continues to include provisions which the Administration strongly opposes.

>

. The Administration firmly believes, as you do, in providing greater flexibility to State

- " and local governments for the purpose of encouraging innovation and efficiency. The Oregon
Option, the Memorandum of Understanding with the State of Connecticut, 59 welfare waivers,
12 Medicaid waivers, over 100 “Ed-Flex” education waivers, and the Empowerment Zone and
Enterprise Community programs underscore this Administration's active, strong commitment to
local empowerment and flexibility.

In a time of declining Federal resources, the granting of such well thought-out regulatory
waivers and provision of flexible funding, coupled with a focus on results, are ways to increase
the effectiveness of Federal support for local efforts that serve national goals. In the last
Congress, the Administration worked closely with Senator Hatfield to develop demonstration
legislation that would provide greater waiver authority for Federal assistance programs. Againin
this Congress, we worked closely with both you and Senator Hatfield to expand on this approach
and to make waivers for Federal assistance programs available to all communities which are
willing to develop comprehensive strategic plans with strong performance measurement and
accountability criteria.

On September 21, 1995, the Vice President wrote the House Government Reform and
Oversight Committee and the Senate Committee on Governmental A ffairs to explain that the
. Administration would like to support S.88 and H.R. 2086, the Local Empowerment and
Flexibility Act, with some key, essential changes. John Koskinen, OMB’s Deputy Director for
‘ Management, testified on September 20, 1995, before your Subcommittee and on December 3,
1995, before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs in support of the legislation and to
again explain the changes we believe are critical to the effectiveness of the legislation. To assist
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the Committees, OMB and the agencies developed a “redline” redraft of the bill, indicating the
changes necessary to accommodate each of the concems identified in the Vice President’s letter
and John Koskinen’s testimony. The “redline” redraft was coordinated with the agencies and
was provided to Congressional staff. Again, in March 1996, we supported the proposed Local
Empowerment and Flexibility Act, with some key changes, in the President’s FY 1997 Budget.

The Administration has reviewed the bill approved by your Subcommittee and is deeply
concerned by the shift of focus from affording flexibility in Federal assistance programs to
making many fundamental statutes, including important health, safety, labor, educational,
environmental and civil rights protections, subject to waiver. As we have explained consistently -

- throughout the legislative process, while the core concept of the legislation is desirable policy, a

number of major concerns, including those described in more detail in the attachment, need to be
resolved before we can support this bill.

We continue to believe that “local flex™ legislation, if targeted to Federal financial
assistance programs and made consistent with the redline draft, can further our common goal of
promoting greater efficiency and innovation in intergovernmental programs. We look forward to
continuing to work with you to develop legislation to meet these ends without sacrificing
important protections.

| Sincerely, . i
QO Q-

Alice M. Riviin

Attachment

Tl Honorable William Clinger

Honorable Cardis Collins
Honorable Edolphus Towns
Honorable Mark Hatfield
Honorable Ted Stevens
Honorable John Glenn
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Some major concerns with H.R. 2086,
The Local Empowerment and Flexibility Act of 1996
(as approved by the Subcommittee on Human Resources
and Intergovernmental Relations)

Exclusions -- The Subcommittee bill makes many fundamental statutes subject to waiver
and allows standard-less alternative measures to supplant important statutory protections.
These would include, among others, laws that preserve the environment, protect workers
and their pensions, ensure the health and safety of Americans, provide for Federal
financial accountability, safeguard certain civil and constitutional rights, and enforce the
constitutional rights of disabled students under the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th
Amendment and ensure the nondiscriminatory treattrnent of those students. The
Administration continues to believe that because of their significance, these statutes
should not be subject to waiver. We continue to support waivers for only those programs
that provide Federal financial assistance, as was stated in the purposes section of the
original legislation that was first considered by the last Congress and reintroduced in the
Senate by Senator Hatfield as S.88. We continue to believe that a list of exclusions,
which we have provided to the Subcommittee, must be included in the final legislation.
The Administration cannot support legislation that would allow for the waiver of these
vital statutes and the protections they provide.

Community Empowerment Board (CEB) — The Subcommittee bill makes the CEB a
“superagency.” It vests authority in the CEB to approve or revoke waivers and approve
or terminate plans, rather than the "affected Federal agencies” as we proposed in our
earlier redline redraft of H.R. 2086. The House bill also provides that the CEB — not the
affected Federal agencies -- enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the
applicant. These changes create problems in the administration of Federal programs,
because the agencies and not the CEB have the legal responsibility and authority for
administering grants, can ensure program requirements are met, and have the necessary
program expertise and knowledge. In addition, the bill gives the CEB, not the agencies,
the lead in setting a wide range of policies. In the spirit of reinvention and smaller
government, we are opposed to creating a new bureaucracy to approve the waiver
requests. We strongly support placing control over the waiver process with the respective
agencies, with the CEB playing a coordinating role.

Fungibility of Funds/Audit and Accountability Issues -- As drafted, H.R. 2086 appears
to allow broad fungibility of Federal grant funds and provides insufficient financial
management and performance accountability. The Administration only supports waivers
if “the plan will more effectively achieve the general goals of each Federal financial
assistance program.” H.R. 2086 would permit approval of local plans that commingle
funds from several Federal agencies that, by statute, support activities different from
those to be carried out under the Local Flexibility Plan. Moreover, the extent of the
fungibility of Federal funds implied by the House bill raises significant legal and
financial accountability issues for Federal agencies responsible for managing these grant

677
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programs. The bill should not permit waiver of financial management and audit
‘ requirements that enable agencies to account for Federal funds to authorizing and
appropriating committees of the Congress. Thus, the bill should prohibit waiver of the
Single Audit Act of 1984 and not prevent the application of routine grants management
accountability safeguards and cost principles.

4, Waiver of Local Matching Requirements — Because H.R. 2086 is silent whether

" Federal requirements for local matching grants may be waived for Local Flexibility plans,
it thus would permit such waivers. Our “redline” redraft bill would specifically prohibit
such waivers. We strongly recommend that you add such a prohibition. From a policy
perspective, a local share requirement not only provides more resources, but also invests
the community seeking Federal grant funds with greater commitment to and stake in the
project or activity. The Administration also believes that the availability of such a waiver
authority is likely to dramatically distort the flow of applications the CEB receives.
Many State and local governments are strapped for resources and would be hard pressed
to resist pressures to seek waivers from the CEB every year of all local matching
requirements.

5. Application for funds and normal State role. The bill would substitute the flexibility
plan for a normal application for funding and negate any other application requirement —-
including, it appears, any requirements that an applicant be a State, a school district, etc.
In many programs, the Federal Government has a relationship only with a State. Under

‘ the House bill, local governments might seek to bypass the State and obtain funds directly

from the Federal Government. In addition, this provision would substantially increase
the complexity of flexibility proposals, and bog down the review process. Plans would
have to include information needed to determine the allocation of funds. For competitive
grants, there would have to be sufficient detail to compare the flexibility plan to other
proposals. Thus, while we strongly believe in, and are working toward a streamlined and
one-stop application process where feasible, formal application for and allocation of
funds must be kept separate from the flexibility process. Further, it is not appropriate to
by-pass the role of State governments and other partners who must remain involved in
intergovernmental service delivery.
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: . | UNITED STATES OEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

: s | Office of the Secretary
5 ;é’ Washington. D.C. 20230

~ April 22,1996 .

MEMORANDUM TO: Laura Tyson
Gene Sperling
Kate Carr
Steve Ronnell
David Lanc
Cheryl Bruner

FROM: Jeffrey Hun@

SUBJECT: DEVELOPING A CORPORATE CITIZENSHIP AWARD

In order to help frame the planning for the proposed Corporate Citizenship Award, in this
memo [ have outlined key elements of the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, and also
note some of the challenges in creating a 'Baldrige-type' Corporate Citizenship Award.

Buckground on the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award

Among the key factors contributing to the success of the Baldrige Award are the
following;:

- Substantial and continuing support from its intended constituency -- the U.S, business
community: From the beginning, with the crcation of the Foundation for the Malcolm Baldrige
National Quality Award by prominent business leaders, the U.S. business community has and
continues to provide substantial monetary and in-kind contributions;

- Rigorous criteria: A GAO analysis calls the Baldrige Award criteria "the most widely accepted
formal definition of what constitutes a total quality management company." The Award criteria
are designed not only to serve as the basis for making the Awards but also to permit each
applicant to diagnose their overall performance management system -- and make improvements.
Furthermore, each applicant receives a feedback report at the end of the Award review;

- Universality: The Award criteria focus on the requiremecnts that all businesses -- especially
those facing tough competitive challenges -- need to understand. The criteria, however, do not
call for specific practices or organizational structures -- recognizing that there are many
approaches depending on factors like the size, stage of development, or competitive challenges

- facing a business.
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Key elements of the Baldrige -- and Corresponding Issues for the Corporate Citizenship

Award

The table below outlines the major clements of the Baldrige Award structure -- with comments
as appropriate on the corresponding issues for a Corporate Citizenship Award.

Malcolm Baldrige Award

Corporate Citizenship Award

Foundation for the Malcolm Baldrige
Award -- main objective is to raise private
funds to permanently endow the Award,
Prominent business leaders serve as the
Foundation Trustees. The Foundation raised
approximately $10 million.

Discussions with business leaders ongoing;
possible announcement of drive to form
foundation at the May 16 event.

U.S. Government role: Commerce's National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST)
manages the Award program. NIST provides
about $3.6 million (of the total $4 million
annual cost).

The American Society for Quality Control
(ASQC) assists in administering the Award
program under contract to NIST.

To be defined.

Note that the Baldrige has and continues to be
a substantial budget item for the Federal
government. The same commitment of
resources may not be appropriate/feasible for
a Corporate Citizenship Award.

Board Of Overseers: the advisory group on
the Award to the Department of Commerce -
- appointed by the Sccretary of Commerce,

.| and consisting of distinguished leaders from

all sectors of the U.S. economy.

A critical role for the Board is to assess the
how well the Award is serving the national
interest.
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Board of Examiners: in 1996, about 270
business and quality experts (mostly senior
corporate leaders) who evaluate Award
applications, prepare feedback reports, and
make Award applications. Of the Examiners,
9 are judges appointed by the Secretary, and
50 are senior examiners. Examiners are
chosen through competitive application. .

Reflects commitment of the business
community to the Baldrige.

Criteria and Framework: The corc values
and concepts embodied in the criteria are:
Leadership

Information and Analysis

Strategic Planning

Human Resource Development

Process Management

Business Results

Customer Focus and Satisfaction

These criteria are connected and integrated
through a Baldrige Award criteria
framework (attached).

Attached also are specific elements of the
criteria that relate to the concepts of corporate
citizenship.

The President set forth the following
principles:

- family friendly

- safe and secure workplace

- adequate pension and medical benefits
- invests in employees

- partnership with employees

Note that while many private sector awards
exist for aspects of corporate responsibility,
none (to my knowledge) have much degree of
rigor in their criteria.

Key Challenges in Constructing a Baldrige-type Corporate Citizenship Award

The success and esteem of the Baldrige Award makes it a good mode] for the Corporate
Citizenship Award; the public resources necessary to support the Baldrige, however, may not be
appropriate to emulate. This means that the private sector may have a much greater role in

.supporting and shaping the Corporate Citizenshi

in the Baldrige.

This raises at least two issues:

P Award than -- at least in practice -- it has had

1) It is critical that the business community wholehearredly support the Corporate C itizenship

Award. Fundamentally this means that business

must view the Award as providing a benefit,
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. rather than being viewed as an imposition. The support for the Baldrige reflects the recognition
that quality is an important source of competitive advantage - and one that at the time UsSs.
business lagged in. The Baldrige was a highly visible step to address that shortcoming.

Following this analogy, Corporate Citizenship Award criteria need to reinforce the strong
- link between corporate success -- as valued by the business community -- and corporate
citizenship as outlined by the President. '

2) The criteria need to be rigorous and widely applicable: There already exist many corporate
responsibility awards with widely varying but seemingly subjective award criteria. If the
Corporate Citizenship Award is to succeed, the criteria have to be rigorous without being
narrowly prescriptive. Like the Baldrige, the criteria should be a useful framework for
businesses to improve their operations -- whether or not the business actually applies for the
Award. ' '

The challenge of making the criteria both rigorous and widely applicable will be further
complicated if responsibility for developing them mostly is in the hands of the private sector.
Substantial analytic resources were committed by NIST in developing the Baldrige criteria.
Similar or greater analytic challenges may exist in refining the Corporate Citizenship Award

criteria.

. I look forward to your comments on the above.

Attachments
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1996 AWARD CRITERIA — ITEM LISTING
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1996 Categories/Items

4

<4

Point Values

1.0 Leadership 90
L1 Senior Exceutive Leadership.....oumueuiceeec oo 45
1.2 Leadership System and Organization................coouerveenerersennosoeoo. 25
L3 Public Responsibility and Corporate Citizenship....vveveeeeeocveeienn, 20
2.0 Information and Analysis 75
1.1 Management of [nformation and Data.......oveiveeeoeeeeeeeeeeeo, 20
2.2 Cowpetitive Comparisons and Benchmarking .....o.....ooeeervecervvecrsniron, 15
2.3 Analysis and Use of Company-Level Data........oooooooeeovoooooooo 40
3.0 Strategic Planning 55
3.1 Straregy DevelapmeEntu oo eeeeosee oo 35
3.2 Strategy DeploymMent......oooiiiivereon oo 20
4.0 Human Resource Development and Management 140
4.1 Human Resource Planning and Evaluation ......c..v.oveeeeeooeooeoooon 20
4.2 High Performance Work SYStems -......ooovvuuuronieveooreeoeeeeeeeeeeos oo 45
4.3 Employee Educarion, Training, and Developmient........cveerrreeeevennnn... 50
4.4 Employee Well-Being and Satisfaction -.oeevevs oo 25
5.0 Process Management 140
5.1 Design and [ntroduction of Products and Services .....oovvrvveoorereeov 40
5.2 Process Managemenr: Praduct and Service Peaduction
and Delivery ..o 40
5.3 Process Munagement: SUPpOrt Services v .o 30
5.4 Management of Supplicr Performance ...........omeeevorocooovooooooeeoo 30
6.0 Business Results 250
6.1 Producrt and Service Quality Results .oeeeeoeeeoevoeorooo 75
6.2 Company Opcrational and Financial Results.ennnnnoooooooo, 110
6.3 Human Resource Results .o.....ooooooovoovomeonneooooooe 35
6.4 Supplicr Performance Results oo 30
7.0 Customer Focus and Satisfaction 250
1.1 Customer and Market Knowledge ..ou.....ooveeeeeeoeeeecereesoosesese 30
7.2 Customer Relationship Management........ccoooovvveveuevereeoooooo 30
1.3 Customer Satisfaction Detertmination . ............oovovvooeeeeooreeesrcessoven 30
7.4 Customer Satisfaction Results ...........oooveeeeeeeeeeceseseoo 160
TOTAL POINTS 1000
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Award Criteria Framework

The core values and concepts are embodied in seven
ategories, as follows:

1.0 Leadership

2.0 Information and Analysis

3.0 Strategic Planning

4.0 Human Resource Development and Management

5.0 Process Management

6.0 Business Results

7.0 Customer Focus and Satisfaction

The framework connecting and integrating the Categories
is given in the figure below.

The framework has three basic elements:

Driver

Senior executive leadership sets directions, creates
vaiues, goals, expectations, and systems, and pursues
customer and business performance excellence.

System

The system comprises the set of well-defined and well-
designed processes for meeting the company's customer
and overall performance requirements.

4

Gos <4

The basic aims of leadership and the purposes of the
system are two-fold:

Customer and Marketplace Performance

Customer and marketplace performance means delivery
ot ever-improving value to customers, high levels of
customer satisfaction, and a strong competitive position.
Business Performance

Business performance is reflected in a wide variety of
financial and non-financial results, including human
resource development and corporate responsibility.

The seven Criteria Categories shown in the figure are
subdivided into Items and Areas to Address:

ltems

There are 24 ltems, each focusing on a major require-
ment, Item titles and point values are given on page 3.
The Item format is shown on page 27.

Areas to Address

Items consist of one or more Areas to Address (Areas).
Information is supmitted by applicants in response to
specific requirements of these Areas.

BALDRIGE AWARD CRITERIA FRAMEWORK
Dynamic Relationships

o -

Process
~ | Management

5.0

Human
Resource
V W | Develgpment
and
Management
4.0

Leadership
1.0 —>

Strategic
Planning

3.0

Information
and Analysis

2.0

__» Customer and
Marketplace Performance

m Customer Satisfaction
® Customer Retention

® Customer Satisfaction
Customer ] .
Fotus and Relative to Competitors

Satisfaction ® Market Share
7.0
8 Competitiveness

—™ Business Performance

Business . )
Results 1 PFOdgct & Service
6.0 Quality
B Asset Productivity
and Growth

® Supplier Performance
® Public Responsibility
8 Financial Performance
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1.3 Public Responsihility

and Corporate
Citizenship (20 pts.)

Describe how the company
addresses its responsibilirias wo
the public in its performance
management practices.
Describe also how the com-
pany leads and contribures as

AREAS TO ADDRESS

a. how the company integrates its public responsibilities into its performance
improvement efforts. Describe: (1) the risks and regulatory and other legal
requirements addressed in planning and in setting operational requirements,
measures. and targets; (2) how the company looks ahead to anticipate public
concerns and to assess possible impacts on society of its products, services,
facilities, and operations; and (3) how the company promotes legal and ethical
conduct in all that it does.

a corporate citizen in irs key b. how the company leads and contributes as a corporate citizen in its key

communitics.

communities. Include a brief summary of the types of leadership and
involvement the company emphasizes.

_

A-D

Notes:

(1) Public responsibility issues (1.3a) relate to the
company’s impacts and possible impacts on society
associated with its products, services, facililies. and
operations. They include environment, health. safety. and
emergency preparedness as they relate to any aspect of
risk or adverse effect, whether or not these are covered
under law or regulation. Health and safety of empioyees
are not addressed in Item 1.3. Employce health and safety
are covered in ltem 4.4.

{2) Major public responsibility or impact areas should also
be addressed in planning (ltemn 3.1) and in the appropriate
process management items of Category 5.0. Key resuits,
such as environmental improvements, should be reporied
inItem 6.2.

(3) If the company has received sanctions under law,
regulation, or contract (1.3a(3)] during the past three years,
briefly describe the incident(s) and its current status. If
setlements have been negotiated in lieu of potential
sanctions, give an explanation. If no sanctions have been
received, so indicate.

(4) The corporate citizenship issues appropriate for inclu~

sion in 1.3 relate to efforts by the company [0 slrengthen

communily services. educalion, health care, environment,

and practices of trade or business associations, Examples

of corporate cilizenship appropriate for inclusion in 1.30 are:

« influencing and helping trade and business associations to
create school-to-work programs; :

* communicating employability requirements to schools:

« influencing national, state, and local policies which
promote edycation imgrovement;

* partnering with and charitable giving to schools, e. g.
sharing compulers and computer expertise:

* developing trade and business consortia to improve
environmental pracilices;

* promoting volunteerism among employees;

¢ partnering with other businesses and health care
providers to improve heallh in the local community; and

* influencing trade and business associations to engage in
cooperative aclivities to improve overall U.S. global
competitiveness.
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4.2 High Performance

4.3 Employee Education,
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Work Systems (45 pis.)

Deseribe how the company's
work and job design and
compensation and recog-
nition approaches enable
and cncourage all employees
to contribute effectively

to achiceving high
performancc objectives.

job design

AREAS TO ADDRESS

a. how the company's work and job design promote high performance. Describe
how work and job design: (1) create opportunities for initiative and self-directed
responsibility; (2) foster flexibility and rapid response to changing requirements:
and (3) ensure effective communications across functions or units that need to
work together to meet customer and/or operational requirements.

b. how the company’s compensation and recognition approaches for individuals
and groups, including managers, reinforce the effectiveness of the work and

A-D

Notes:

(1) Work design refers to how employees are organized
and/or organize themselves in formal and informal,
temporary or longer-term units. This includes work teams,
problem-soiving teams. functional units, depanments, self-
managed or managed by supervisors. In some cases,
teams might invoive individuals in different iocations linked
via computers or conferencing technology.

Job design refers to responsibilities and tasks assigned to
individuals, These responsibilities and tasks help define
education and training requirements,

(2) Examples of approaches to create flexibility (4.2a(2)} in
work design might include simplification of job classifications,
cross training, job rotation, work layout, and work locations.
It might also entail use of technology and changed flow of
information to support local dacision making.

(3) Compensation and recognition (4.2b) refer 1o all aspects
of pay and reward, including promotion and bonuses, The
company might use a variety of reward and recognition
approaches ~ monetary and non-monelary, formal and
informal, and individval and group.

Compensation and recognition approaches could include
profit sharing and compensation based on skill builgding,

use of new skills, and demonstrations of self-learning. The
approaches could take into account the linkage to customer
retention or other performance objectives.

Employee evaluations and reward and recognition

approaches might include peer gvaluations, including peers
in teams and networks.

Training, and
Development (50 ps.)
Describe how the company's
education and training
address company pluns,
including building compuny

AREAS TO ADDRESS

a. how the company’s education and training serve as a key vehicle in building
company and employee capabilities. Describe how education and training
address: (1) key performance objectives. including those related to improving
customer responsiveness and enhancing high performance work units; and
(2) progression and development of all employees.

capabilities and contributing | - how education and training are designed, delivered, reinforced, evaluated. and

to employee mativation,
progression. and development.

A-D

improved. Include: (1) how employees and line managers contribute to or are
involved in determining specific education and training needs and designing
education and training; (2) how education and training are delivered; (3) how
knowiedge and skills are reinforced through on-the-job application: and (4) how
education and training are evaluated and improved.

Notes:

(1) Education and training address the knowledge and
skills employees need to meet their overall work objectives,
This might include leadership skills. communications,
teamwork, problem solving, interpreting and using data,
meeting cusiomer requirements, process analysis, process
simplification, waste reduction, cycle time reduction, error-
bproofing, priorily setting based upon cost and benefit data,
and other raining that affects employee effectiveness,
efficiency, and safety. It might also include basic skills such
as rgading. writing, language, and arithmetic.

(2) Training for customer-contact (frontline) emplo[vees
should address: (a) key knowledge and skills, including
knowiedge of products and services; (b) listening to
cusiomers; (c) soliciting comments from customers;

(d) how to anticipate and handle problems or failures
{‘recovery’); (@) skills in custorner retention: and

(f) how to manage expectations.

(3) Determining specific education and training needs
[4.3b(1)] might include use of company assessment or

- émployee self-assessment to determine and/or compare

skill levels for progression within the company or else-
where. Neads determination should take into aceount job
analysis — the types and levels of skills required — and
the timgliness of training.

(4) Education and training delivery (4.3b(2)] might occur
inside or outside the company and invoive on-the-job,
classroom, computer-based, or other types of deljvery.
This includes the use of developmental assignments within
or outside the company to enhance employees’ career
opportunities and employability.

(5) How education ang training are evaluated {4.3b(4))
could address: effectiveness of delivery of education
and training; impact on work unit performance; and cost
effactiveness of education and training alternatives.
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4.4

Employee Well-Being
and Satisfaction (25 pts.)

Describe how rhe company
maincains a work environ-
ment and a work climate .
conducive to the well-being
and development of all
employees.

a. how the company maintains a safe and healthful work environment. Include:
(1) how employee well-being factors such gs health, safety, and ergonomics are
included in improvement activities; and (2) principal improvement requirements, -
measures and/or indicators, and targets for each factor relevant and important
to the employees’ work environment. Note any significant differences based
upon differences in work environments among employee groups.

b. what services, facilities, activities, and opportunities the company makes

available to employees to support their overall well-being and satisfaction and/or
to enhance their work experience and development potential

¢. how the company determines employee satisfaction, weli-being, and motivation,
Include a brief description of methods, frequency, the specific factors used in
this determination, and how the information is used to improve satisfaction,
wail-being, and motivation. Note any important differences in methods or
tactors used for different categories or types of employees, as appropriate.

AREAS TO ADDRESS

Notes:

(1) Examples of services, facilities, activities, and oppor-
tunities (4.4b) are: personal and career counseling; career
development and employability services; recreational or
cultural activities; non-work-related education; day care;
special leave for family responsibilities and/or for
community service; safety off the job; flexible work hours;
oulplacement; and retiree benefits, including extended
health care. These services also might inciude career
enhancement activities such as skills assessment, helping
employees develop learning objectives and plans, and
employability assessment.

(2) Examples of specific factors which might affect satis-
faction, well-being, and molivation are: effective employee
problem or grievance resolution; safety: employee views of
leadership and management; employee developrnent and
career opportunities; employee preparation for changes in
technology or work organization; work environment;
workload; cooperation and teamwork; recognition; benefits;
communications; job security; compensation; equality of
opportunity; and capability to provide required services to
customners. An effective determination is one that provides
the company with actionable information for use in
improverment activities.

(3) Measures and/or indicators of satistaction, well-being,
and motivation (4.4c) might include safety, absenteeism,
tumover, turnover rate for customer-contact employees,
gnievances, strikes, worker comnpensation, as well as
results of surveys.

(4) How satistaction, well-being, and motivation infermation
is used (4.4c) might involve developing priorities for address-
ing employee problems based on impact on productivity.

(5) Trends'in kay measures and/or indicators of wéll-being
and satisfaction should be reporied in Item 6.3.
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Increase minimum wage, increase unemployment
Cato -;chalar says wage hike proponents lack data

"Raisingmcfedﬂuminhnnqugemywmeamingsofsomewm,'.unMyu
the expense of those who lose their jobs or are never hired,” says Edward L. Hudgias,
Caw’s director of regulatory studies. “Proponeuts of increasing the minimum wage arguc
that jt will increase enuployment, but they lack data to support their assertion "

Hudgins cites, for example, the wark of Alan Krueger, former chief economist for Secretary
of Labor Robert Reich, sud David Card, both with Princeton University. They purport to
show that a minimmm wage hike can boost employment. - : :

But an analysis of their siudies proves just the opposite, Hudgins says. In °Sense and

‘ Nmmm,&mmwm,'mmhmmhﬁmm'SMmm
memmmmmrmwmmmumofmo
cconomist Kevin M. Murphy, conclude that minimmm wage hikes reduce employment.

They uote, for example, that New Jersoy and Pennsylvania had teenage employment of 40.3

- percent in 1933. In 1990 New Jersey raised its mimimum wage t $5.05 per hour. In 1992
teenage employment im New Jersey dropped t0 29.1 percent while Permsylvania’s changed
anly marginally to 36.8 percent. : -

In the same issue of Regulation, Cato associate policy analyst James Bovard docamented how
raising the cost of employment slows job creation, increases layoffs and inflates consumer
prices. .
4
Contact:  Stove Berchem, vice president for communicutions, 202-785-5225
Edward Hudgins, director of regulatory studies, 202-785-5224
Peggy Ellis, director of governmen: affairs, 202-789-5284

Members of Congress, Staff and Friends: | o
. To receive copies of these articles, please call Kristin Bodensteds, 789-3205

Cato Insttute ¢ 1000 Massachusents Avenue N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001 » -(202) 842-0200 Fax: (202) R42-349%)

R-96% CATO INSTITUTE 04-09-98 12:39PM POC1 806
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"The United Stamms can boist caly of peripheral foreign policy succeases,® writes Clacke,
I 'Commwmmmmhmdmbuﬁmmcmmsisﬁfm

9
Fereign Policy Briefing no. 40
Contact:  Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies,
202-789-5235 .

Dave Quast, director of public affairs, 202-789-5266 ,
Peggy I.. Ellis, ditector of government affairs, 202-789-5284

Members of Congress, Staff and Friends; ,
For a copy of this study, please call Kristin Bodensreds, 202-789-5205

Cato lastitute ¢ 1000 Massachuselts Avenue N.W., Washingron, N.C. 20001 « (202) 842-0200 Fax: (202) 842-3490
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American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations

]

EXECUTIVE CQUNCIL
8158 Sixteenth Street. N.W. JOHN J. SWEENEY RICHARD L. TRUMKA LINDA CHAVEZ-THOMPSON

washington. 0,C 20006 PRESIDENT SECRETARY-TREASURER EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT
(202) 637-5000
Ajben Shankgr Sdward T. Haniey Wayna €. Glenn James E. Hatiald
Vincert R. Sombroto Geraid W. McEnea Wikam H. Bywater Marvin J. Booda
Jonn 1. Joves Manon 8ant Robert A, Gecryine Gene Unshaw
Jay Mazur Lanore Miker John J. Barry Moe Biller
George J. Kourpias <ohm N. Sturdvant Frank Maniey James J, Nerlon
Miengel Sacco Ron Carev Antwr A. Cols Frank Hun
Gloda T Jchnsan Cougtas H. Dority George F Becker Slaphen P Yokich
Cagt. J. Ranacton 8abbin Clayola Brown Richare W. Caran MA "Mac' Fleming
Carolyn Forrest Pal Friend Michao! Gooowin Joe L Greene
Sonny Hal Sumi Hary Camoll Haynes Jamas LaSals
williem Lucy Leon Lynch Doug McCarron Andrew McKenzie
AL, “Mike” Manroe Antvyr Mogro Anwto S. Rodrigusz Rabert A. Scaroelien
Roben E. Wages ~ike Wost Alfted K. whitehwad
April 4, 1996

TO: ALL NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENTS
Dear President:

Last Thursday both the Senate and the House voted not to allow a minimum wage increase
to be voted on. At a time when corporate profits and executive salaries are soaring and wages
of all workers need to be rising, failure to increase the minimum wage after five years has
become a powerful symbol of congressional leaders’ disregard for working people.

‘ Congress should not and will not get away with this failure to meet working families’ needs
if we move quickly into action.

In the Senate last week an amendment to raise the minimum wage from $4.25
an hour to $5.15 an hour in two annual increments of $0.45 was filibustered to death. The vote
last Thursday to break the filibuster failed 55 to 45. All Democrats were joined by eight
Republicans -- a clear majority of the Senate -- in an attempt to break the filibuster and vote on
an increase in the minimum wage. The Senate proponents of a minimum wage increase have
said they will offer such an amendment again and again until it prevails.

In the House last week a motion was made to include in legislation raising the federal debt
limit an increase in the minimum wage from $4.25 an hour to $5.15 an hour in two annual
increments of $0.4S. The motion was objected to by the Republican leadership, and the House
consequently voted on whether to consider the motion to include in the pending legislation an
increase in the minimum wage. The vote was 192 to 228 not to consider the motion to increase
the minimum wage, with five Democrats voting against the motion and seven Republicans .
joining 185 Democrats voting for the moton.

Action Steps, We need to move out aggressively and loudly to call axention to the
Congress’s disregard of working families’ needs and sense of faimess.

‘ Beginning this week the AFL-CIO and its unions will be mobilizing at the grassroots level
in congressional districts around the country to attempt to achieve a majority for a minimum

NS e oK)
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wage increase in the House. I urge you to have your local members contact those members of
congress who voted against the minimum wage last week.  Additionally, there will be
concentrated grassroots mobilization efforts — which will include TV and radio ads, direct mail,
public events and workplace leafleting -- in at least 29 districts of members who voted against
the minimum wage increase on March 28.

Enclosed is a list of the districts for concentrated activities with the assigned AFL-CIO staff
and, where available, the contact person in a union that has volunteered to take responsibility
for a multi-union and coalition event in the district. I urge you to contact your local people to
encourage their participation in bringing the House of Representatives to its senses about the
needs of workers in this country.

Enclosed as well for your information and use is information on how Senators and
Representatives voted on the minimum wage, scripts for the TV and radio spots, information
on where they will run, and a copy of the flyer that has been prepared for workplace
distribution. The direct mail piece is virtually identical to the flyer, and both relate to a 6’x 3’
"report card” which will be used to grade members of congress on their performance in many
of the public events that are being set up.

We want to be visible educating and mobilizing our members on issues that working people
care about. This is one of those times of opportunity and responsibility we cherish.

Sincerely,

(ot J fnsry”

John J. Sweeney, President

{@oo3
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APRIL 1996 RECESS
C.D. ASSIGNMENTS

STATE l C.D.

4004

April 5, 1996 2:.00 p.m.

MEMBER |  AFLCIOSTAFF || LEAD AFFILATE | ACTIVITY

AR 04 | Jay Dickey Marlene Nevé | iBT IBT
until 4/8 Tulsa 918- Ron Heath April 13
492-0576 Fax: 2607 Local 73 Hot Springs
4/8 AR State Fed., Little || Mariene knows him
Rock l
501-375-9101
CA 01 | Frank Riggs | Patti Garcia AFSCME (will help) NO MINIMUM
(Right on Judy Steinke WAGE ACTIONS
min. wage) 919441-1570
Fax 919-441-3426
CA 22 | Andrea Sal Lopez AFSCME (will help)
Seastrand c/o Embassy Suites Andrea Strader
333 Madonna Rd., Rm. || 202429-1183
342 Fax 202-22-3413
San Luis Obispo, CA
93405
805-549-0800
cT 04 | Christopher [ Not yet assigned
Shays
cT 05 | Gary Franks | Mike Noonan IBT IBT
CT State AFL-CIO Bob Nicklas, Leg. April 11 @ 11 a.m,;
56 Town Line Road Dept. 202-624-8741 Rep. Franks’ ofc.
Rocky Hill, CT 06067 || AFSCME (will help) 135 Grand St.
203 571-6191 Dominic Badolato Waterbury, CT
Should arrive on 860-224-4000
Monday Fax 860-224-3041
A 04 | Greg Mark Smith, State Fed AFSCME (will help) State Fed
Ganske 2000 Walker Street Jan Corderman Press Conference
Des Moines, IA 50317 |} 515-246-1517 April 10 @ 11 am at
515-262-9573 Fax 515-244-6467 State Fed
L 05 | Michael Charlie Stott, Reg. |
Flanagan 3315 Algonquin Road
Suite 415
Rolling Meadows, iL
60008
t 708-255-4747
IL 11 | Jerry Weller | Charlie Stott NALC NALC
Frank Kiefor event TBA
708-335-0222
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IN 08 | John Carlos Carillo, So IN II IUE IUE
Hostettler CLC Ray Oost event TBA
210 N. Fulton Ave { 812-424-7596
Evansville, IN 47710 Fax 812-424-7598
812-422-2552 | AFSCME (will help)
Cordelia Lewis.
317-624-6604
Fax 317-624-6609
KS 04 | Todd Tiahrt | Harry Helser
KY 01 | Ed jean Davis AFSCME (will help)
Whitfield Holiday Inn Express Ron Reliford
3994 Hinkleville Rd 901-525-3286
Paducah, KY 42001 Fax 901-525-4822
502-442-8874 x316
Fax 502-443-3367
MD 02 [ Robert Kevin Kistler Reg 3
Ehrlich Beulah Carter Reg 3
410 644-1010
MA 03 | Peter Blute | Rich Rogers AFSCME (will help)
MA State Fed. Peter Wright &
617 227-8260 Charles Steffani
617-367-6000
Fax 617-367-6018
MA 06 | Peter Rich Rogers IUE IUE
Torkildsen MA State Fed. Steve Herrick event TBA
(Right on 617-598-2760 NO MINIMUM
min. wage) Fax 617-595-8770 WAGE ACTIONS
AFSCME (will help)
Wright & Steffani
ME 01 | Jim Longley | Barbara Niccoli IBT IBT
IBEW Local 567 Vaughn Thompson Cancelled
240 Old Gray Rd 207-767-2106
Salmouth, ME 04105 AFSCME (will help)
207-797-8973 John Basso
FAX 207-797-4041 207-622-6191
Ken Morgan Fax 207-622-6550
Maine State Fed.
207-947-0006
Ml 08 | Dick Ken Fletcher UAW (will help)
Chrysler MI State Fed Bruce McAttee
419 S. Washington Ave || 517-372-7201
Lansing, Ml 48933 AFSCME (will help)
517 487-5966 Pierrette Talley
517-374-1000
Fax 517-374-1007




Cincinnati, OH 45213
513 631-8930

SF 513421-1846

Fax 513-345-8833

614-523-7750
Fax 614-523-7553
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MS 03 | Sonny Not yet assigned
Mont-
gomery
NE 02 | Jon Pat jones, Omaha St
Christensen | 3000 Farnam Street
Ste 5 East, Twin
Towers
Omaha, NE 68131
402-344-7149
Fax 402-346-6669
NY 23 | Sherwood Not yet assigned
Boehlert
NY 25 | James Not yet assigned
Walsh
NC 04 | Fred Not yet assigned AFGE AFGE
Heineman Inform State Fed- Ken Smith, Local 2345 | Demonstration
Chris Scott 919-286-0411 x 7250 | April 13 - 11:00 am
919-833-6678 Fax 919-286-1885; North Raleigh -
Bob Mechan, Leg Dpt. | intersection of 6 Forks
202-639-6437 Rd. & Rowan (Middle
Fax 202-639-6492 School, site of media
NALC (will help) event, is on NE
Tom Foust, retiree & corner; Heineman’s
. State Pres, NALC oftice)
919-420-5248
NV 01 | John Ensign | Victor Munoz BT I8T
5010 Indian River Dr. Mark Shumar, Local April 4, 5:30 pm
Apt. 439 631 (after 4/1/96) outside of Ensign
Las Vegas, NV 89103 702-385-1455; Bob Town Hall mtg in Las
702-221-7938 Nicklas, Leg. Dept. Vegas
FAX 702-452-9537 202-624-8741
Danny Thompson, NV | AFSCME (will help)
State Fed Bob Gagnier
702-882-3910
Fax 702-882-1202
OH 01 Steve John Klein AFSCME AFSCME
Chabot ¢/o Rina Saperstein Ron Malone event TBA
6434 Pace Ralph Eckhardt
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OH 06 | Frank Not yet assigned AFGE AFGE
Cremeans Jeaneen Summers, Demonstration
Local 1631 April 13 - 12 noon
614-773-1141 x/7440
Fax 614-772-7046;
Bob Mechan, Leg Dpt.
202-639-6437
Fax 202-639-6492
OH 10 | Martin Clarence Frost AFSCME AFSCME/SF
Hoke Cleveland CLC Ron Malone Hoke/LaTourette
216-881-7200 Ralph Eckhardt 4/10 11:30 a.m.
Fax 216-881-9025 614-523-7750 Clevelanld AFL-CIO
Fax 614-523-7553 Laborer’s Union Hall
OH State Fed. 3250 Euclid Ave.
Cleveland, OH
OH 19 | Steve Clarence Frost Ditto See Above
LaTourette
OR 05 | Jim Bunn George Curtin . AFSCME
NwW OR CLC Ken Allen
1125 S.E. Madison St 503-370-2552
Suite 103-A 503-244-7693
Portland, OR 97214
503-235-9444
Fax 503-233-8259
TX 12 | Pete Geren | Not yet assigned
TX 09 | Steve Gary Horton Press Conference
Stockman 2102 Mechanic Monday 1:30 p.m.,
(Right on Ste. 304 Texas City Labor’s
min. wage) | Galveston, TX 77550 Univ. Hall
CC 409 737-3993 NO MINIMUM
765-8545 WAGE ACTIONS
FAX 409 765-8630
TX 14 | Greg Doug Richardson
Laughlin Reg. 4 office

812 San Anlonio St
Austin, TX 78701
512-477-1811
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WA 01 Rick White | Dave Watson AFSCME AFSCME/SF
: Reg. 9 office Bev Hermanson event TBA
206-431-1343 360-352-7603
Diane McDaniel Fax 360-352-7608
WA State Fed
206-281-8901
Fax 206-285-5805
WA 09 Randy Tate | Dave Watson “ Ditto Ditto
Wi 01 Mark Diane Ebenreiter IBT BT
Neumann 6333 W. Bluemound Ray DeHahn, Local 43 | April 13 @ TBA in
Milwaukee, WI 53213 414-633-6387 Racine
SF 414-771-0700
Sarah Rogers, St. Fed
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.On March 28th the Senate failed to achieve cloture on debate on the Kennedy-Kerry minimum

wage amendment. The vote was 55-45. All Democrats voted for clowre, as well as the
following eight Republicans:

Jeffords (VT)

Cohen (ME)
Snowe (ME)
D’Amato (NY)
Hatfield (OR)
Roth (DE)
Specter (PA)
Santorum (PA)

On March 28th the House failed to recommit the debt ceiling bill with instructions to report the
bill back to the House with the increase in the minimum wage included. The vote was 192-228.
Only seven Republicans voted for the increase; five Democrats voted against:

Duncan (TN) Baesler (KY)
. Gilman (NY) Brewster (OK)

Leach (IA) , Geren (TX)
Riggs (CA) Hall (TX)
Smith (NT) Montgomery (MS)
Stockman (TX)
Torkildsen (MA)

Members Not Voting

Bryant (D-TX)

Collins (D-IL)

Diaz-Balart (R-FL)

Fields (D-LA)

Filner (D-CA)

Fowler (R-FL)

Gingrich (R-GA)

McNulty (D-NY)

Ros-Lehtinea (R-FL)

Smith (R-WA)

Stokes (D-OH)

Weldon (R-PA)

. Unless otherwise indicated above, Democrats voted for and Republicans voted against.
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Average guy sitting &t his iitchen table,

speaking to camers.

CG move: 1991 - THE MINIMUM WAGE WAS FOUR

1991: $4.25 an hour DOLLARS AND TWENTY-FIVE CENTS AN
HOUR.

Graph: minimum wage vs. Corporate profits. ~ SINCE THEN, CORPORATE PROFITS AND
CEQ SALARIES HAVE SOARED.
BUT WORKING FAMILEES HAVE LOST
GROUND.

Hard-stwork shots. AND THE MINIMUM WAGE IS STHLL JUST

CG moye: FOUR TWENTY-FIVE AN HOUR.

1996: Still $4.25 an hour

Back o kitchen tabla. OUR CONGRESSMAN
(CONGRESSWOMAN/CONGRESSMEN)
VOTED TO BLOCK A MINIMUM WAGE
INCREASE... AFTER HE (SHE/THEY) YOTED
TO CUT MEDICARE, CUT COLLEGE LOANS,
ALL TO GIVE A TAX BREAK TO THE RICH.

A
Cut to Capitol Dorne, working family. LET'S TELL CONGRESSMEN FUNDERBUME_

Add CG: Call Reps. Funderburk and Helneman
1-800-number
Raise the minimum wage.

7 HEINEMAN - RAISE THE MINMUM
AGE...

AND START VOTING FOR AMERICA'S
WORKING FAMILIES.

1010 Wisconsin Avcnue, NW + Suite 800 « Washington. DC 20007 * (2n2) 338-8700 * FAX (202) 338-2334

2218 Main Sereet + Suitc 202 * Santa Monica. CA 90303 - 1 31:1: 313-3500 * FAX (310) 314-8%03
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MITCHELL BURNS
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Radio :60

“1991°

g-\aficio\1991 Radio
04/03/96 - 10:29 AM

ANNCR: 1891. The minimum wage was four twenty-five an hour. Since then, corporate
profits have soared and CEQ salarles have skyrockefed. But working families have lost
ground.

And the minimum wage is still just four twenty-five an hour. Who can raise a famlly on less
than nine thousand dollars a year?

Think about this. Our Congressman (Congresswoman/Congressmen) made more while he
(she/they) shut down the government for three weeks than a family earming minimum wage
will make ina whole year.

Truth is, our Congressman (Congrasswoman/Congressmen) actually voted to block a
minimum wage Increase, That's alter he (she/they) voted to cut Madicare and gyt college
loans — all to give a big tax broak to the rich.

Three out of four Americans agree, without an increase In the minimum wage, millions of
working families will keep falling further behind.

Call 1-800-number. Let's tell Congressmen Fundarburk and Heineman - raise the
minimym wage. 1-800-number. Tell Congressmen Funderburk and Heineman to start
voting for America’s working families. Now that would be a change.

A massage from the working men and women of the AFL-CIO.

1010 Wisconsin Avenue. NW * Suite 500 - Washingeon, 1C 20007 + (202) 338-8700 « FAX (202) 338-2334
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TELEVISION

Jay Dickey

Gary Franks

Andrea Seastrand

John Hostettler

Greg Ganske

Todd Tiahrt

Ed Whitfield

Dick Chrysler

Jon Christensen

John Ensign

Steve Chabot

Frank Cremeans

Greg Laughlin

Randy White and Rick Tate
Mark Neumann

Jim Longley

Jim Walsh and Sherwood Boehlert

Fred Heineman
. Jim Bunn
Joe McDade

RADIO

Chris Shays

Peter Blute

Michael Flanagan and Jerry Weller
Robert Ehrlich

Martin Hoke and Steve LaTourette
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Congressional Report Card
Congressman: lLay Dl'CkBy

Narrowing The Wage Gap

Congressman Dickey voted against considering an increase in the minimum wage
— The one step the Congress could take immediately to narrow the wage gap
between the rich and the rest of us. He 3126 (3/28/96)

Standing Up for Families and Seniors

Congressman Dickey voted to slash Medicare and Medicaid — the two programs
geniors and disabled workers depend on — causing the average senior's heaith care
costs to increase by $500 per year and allowing states to require adult children to
pay for their parents’ nursing Nome care. H.R. 2425 (10/19/95) snd HR. 2491 (10/26/96)

Providing Educational Opportunities

Congreseman Dickey voted for more than $4 billion in cute in elementary, secondary,
and vocational educatlon programs, as well as cuts in youth jobs programs. He also
voted to cut student loans by $10 billion. H.R 2127 (8/4/98) and HR. 2491 (10726/95)

Protecting Our Safety On The Job

Congressman Dickey voted to end inspection of many worksites by slashing funds
for enforcement of safety and health on the job. He voted not only to stop an
important new safety rule, but to prohibit the government from collecting any
relevant data to prove there is a workplace hazard. He 2127 (8/4/95)

Protecting Your Rights as Workers

Congressman Dickey voted for the so-called "TEAM Act,” which allows em ployers to
control who represents employees in discussions about wages, hours and other
working conditions. H.R. 743 (9/27/95)

Putting the Right Balance in the Budget

Fair Spending. Congreseman Dickey followed Newt Gingrich's lead and voted for
drastic cuts in programs that working families need for health care, decent
schools, safe streets and safety on the job, when there was a fairer, compromise
alternative plan.

Fair Taxcs. Congressman Dickey voted for a tax plan that gives $245 billion in tax
breaks to primarily upper-income people and corporations. It gives $8,500 to
someons eaming $350,000 a year. while the average working family would get a
$31 break and poor families would actually pay more.

President Clinton vetoed the package. HR. 2491 (10/26/95)

Call 1-800-96AFLCIO
Tell your member of Congress to start supporting working families!

mm mm ™
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REMARKS BY GOVERNOR BILL CLINTON
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS
WASHINGTON, D.C.

JUNE 24, 1992

Thank you. Thank you very much. Thank you very much, President
Jazanowski. Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for that warm welcome.
Thank you for the critique of my economic plan. And I will seek to
respond to each of the things that you've said as we go along.

et me begin by saying that this has been an amazing election
already, nothing quite like it. The candidates have taken to the
talk show circuits to relate directly to the American people. And
even there, have to endure a fair share of humbling experiences.
I thought I had finally made it as a first rated musician when I
got to play saxophone on Arsenio Hall, only to hear him say he was
certainly glad to see a Democrat blow something besides an
election.

I intended to go all across the country publicizing my humble roots
only to find Vice-President Quayle saying that I was a member of
the cultural elite. Since I may be the last person ever to seek
the presidency who once lived in a home without indoor plumbing, I
could not fathom how in the world I may be culturally elite, but I
do think it may have something to do with the fact that I can spell
“potato”.

I have been bewildered by the reports of recent days where
apparently Mr. Perot has been about the business of investigating
Mr. Bush and his family and children. Mr. Bush has complained
about that even though we know that the Republican National
Committee has investigative apparatus that rivals the KGB at its
height. And I have the unenviable position of being just a guy who
spent all of his time trying to investigate the problems of America
and what we might do about them.

This is partly because of the way I have lived the last decade or
more, as a governor of a state, always one of the poorest states of
America, struggling to be more competitive in the global econony.
The state with a falling agricultural income that was completely
beyond my control because of global forces and national policy.
The state with a manufacturing base that when I became Governor was
strong, but fragile, very vulnerable to lost lives(?) because so
many of the jobs were relatively low-skilled, low-wage jobs in an
increasingly competitive global economy.

I set about as Governor of my state to do something I think our
nation ought to do, to develop a national economic strategy except

13

we did it on a state basis. And we decided we would root that 000
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ASSESSING A $5.15-AN-HOUR MINIMUM WAGE S
The proposal advanced by President Clinton and some members of Coﬁgi;ess to
increase the minimum wage to $5.15 an hour via two 45 cent increases is a positive step
for low-wage workers. In terms of restoring the value of the minimum wage, however,
it should be considered a moderate and partial step.

. Raising the minimum wage to $5.15 an hour in 1997 would make up only
half of the ground that was lost to inflation during the 1980s.

. A minimum wage of $5.15 an hour in 1997 would be 15 percent below its
average purchasing power during the 1970s, after adjusting for inflation.

. If the minimum wage were to have the same purchasing power in 1997 as
it averaged during the 1970s it would need to equal $6.07 an hour, nearly
$1 an hour higher than the proposed level.

In essence, the $5.15 an hour proposal confronts Congress with a similar
‘ minimum wage decision to the one it confronted in 1989, when the last minimum wage
increase was enacted. Adjusted for inflation, the value of the minimum wage in 1996 is
now very close to its value in 1989 and the primary current proposal to raise the
minimum wage is essentially the same as the legislation enacted in 1989 with sweeping
bipartisan support.

Economic studies of the 1989 minimum wage legislation, moreover, have found
that it had positive results and did not significantly undermine employment
opportunities. At the turn of the decade a series of new studies examined increases in
the minimum wage at both the federal and state level, with the preponderance of the
evidence finding that they did not cause job losses. These include studies which
examined the two-step 90 cent increase in the federal minimum wage at the turn of the
decade as well as state increases to levels of $5.80 an hour in 1997 dollars.

Effect on the Value of the Minimum Wage

The explanation for why the value of the minimum wage would remain well
below its traditional level even if it is raised to $5.15 an hour lies in the history of the
minimum wage since 1981.

777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 705, Washington, DC 20002 Tel: 202-408-1080 Fax: 202-408-1056



an hour, despite a 48 percent jump in the cost of living. The minimum wage was then
raised in two steps to $4.25 an hour. But these raises made up only some of the ground
lost to inflation. In 1991, after the minimum wage was increased to $4.25 an hour, its
value was 17 percent below its average level in the 1970s.

From January 1981 to April 1990, the minimum wage remained frozen at $3.35 .

$5.15-an-Hour Minimum Wage in 1997
Would Fall Below Traditional Level

(In 1997 dollars)

Real Minimum Wage

$7
$6
$5
$4
$3
$2
$1

$0
1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995

Year

Since April 1991 the minimum wage has stood still while the cost of living has
continued to rise, increasing by 15 percent during this period. Consequently, the
purchasing power of the wage standard has deteriorated further.

. The purchasing power of the minimum wage is now 28 percent below its
average value in the 1970s, after adjusting for inflation.

. The real value of the minimum wage is now essentially equivalent to its
value in 1989 but is below its value for every other year going back to
1955. (See the text box on the next page.) The wage floor is tied for its
lowest level in more than four decades.

. Similarly, changes in the minimum wage have not kept pace with changes

in the wages of other workers in the economy. In the 1950s and the 1960s,
the minimum wage averaged more than half of the average wage of ‘

2



Congress Confronts Minimum Wage Decision Similar to 1989 Decision

Congress is now confronted with a minimum wage decision that is very similar to the

decision it confronted in 1989, when the last minimum wage increase was enacted.

In 1989, the minimum wage equaled $3.35 an hour. After adjusting for
inflation, it was at its lowest level since 1955. Congress voted for and; _ -
President Bush signed a bill that would raise the minimum wage by % .cents
via two 45 cent increments. This bill received the support of virtually all
Democratic members of Congress and of about 80 percent of Republican
members.

Inflation has now eroded nearly all of the effects of this increase and the
annual value of the minimum wage has returned to its 1989 level. Adjusted
for inflation, a minimum wage of $3.35 an hour in 1989 is equivalent to a
minimum wage of $4.24 an hour in 1996.

The minimum wage is now $4.25 an hour. The primary proposal to increase
the minimum wage would raise the minimum wage by 90 cents via two 45
cent increments, as the 1989 legislation did.

Private nonsupervisory workers. In the 1970s, it averaged 46 percent of
the average wage. Currently, it equals 36 percent of the average wage.

Another comparison of interest is that during the 1960s and the 1970s, the
earnings of a full-time minimum wage worker employed for the entire
year typically were enough to lift a family of three out of poverty even
without considering other sources of income. In 1996, full-time minimum
wage earnings by itself will fall 29 percent below the estimated poverty
line for a family of three.

A minimum wage of $5.15 an hour in 1997 would be a helpful step towards
restoring the strength of the minimum wage. The wage standard, however, would fall
well short of the benchmarks described above.

The minimum wage would remain 15 percent below its traditional level
of purchasing power. If the minimum wage were to have the same
purchasing power in 1997 as it averaged in the 1970s, it would need to be
$6.07 an hour. After adjusting for inflation, a minimum wage of $5.15 an
hour in 1997 would be below its value throughout the nearly two-and-
one-half decade period from 1961 to 1984.




. In 1997, the wage floor would equal 42 percent of the projected average
nonsupervisory wage, substantially below the 50 percent benchmark.' '
. Full-time year-round minimum wage earnings alone in 1997 would equal

83 percent of the estimated poverty line for a family of three.?

Y

Moderate Increase Would Have Negligible Employment Effect o

Recent experience with federal and state minimum wage reforms suggest that
the federal minimum wage could be increased to $5.15 an hour in 1997 without causing .
adverse employment effects of a significant nature. This conclusion is based on an
examination of important recent studies which used several different methodologies to
assess the effects of raises in the federal minimum wage both across the nation and in
particular states, as well as the effects of raising state minimum wages above the
federal level.

Among the recent studies which found that the examined minimum wage
increases did not cause job loss are:

. Studies of the federal minimum wage which examined the effects of
raising the minimum wage in two 45 cent increases from $3.35 an hour in

1989 to $4.25 an hour in 1991.34 ‘

. A study of the effects of California increasing its minimum wage 90 cents
from $3.35 an hour in 1987 to $4.25 an hour in 1988.° A minimum wage of
$4.25 an hour in 1988 is equivalent to a minimum wage of $5.81 in 1997.

! This projection assumes that the average private nonsupervisory wage increases at the same pace as
inflation in 1996 and 1997.

? The recent expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit helps fill this gap for certain minimum-
wage families. But for most minimum-wage workers, the expanded EITC has not offset the fall in the value
of the minimum wage. The minimum wage also has several advantages over the EITC — it does not raise
marginal tax rates and is received in a timely manner throughout the year. The EITC and the minimum
wage are best viewed as complementary policies and not as substitutes for each other.

* David Card, “Using Regional Variation in Wages to Measure the Effects of the Federal Minimum
Wage,"” Industrial & Labor Relations Review, October 1992. The Card study examined only the first 45 cent
increase.

¢ Lawrence Katz and Alan Krueger, “The Effect of the Minimum Wage on the Fast Food Industry,”
Industrial & Labor Relations Review, October 1992.

* David Card, “Do Minimum Wages Reduce Employment? A Case Study of California, 1987-89,”
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, October 1992. .



. A study that examined the effects of New Jersey raising its state minimum
wage by 80 cents, from $4.25 an hour to $5.05 an hour in 1992 ($5.82 in
1997 dollars).

After reviewing these and other recent studies of federal and state minimum
wage changes — including a study which updated what had generally been e
considered the best study of the employment effects of the minimum wage durihg the
1960s and the 1970s with information through 1986 and found only a small effect on
teenage employment’ — the noted Harvard labor economist Richard Freeman
concluded:

“That moderate increases in the minimum [wage] transferred income to the
lower paid without any apparent adverse effect on employment ... at the turn of
the 1990s is no mean achievement for a policy tool in an era when the real
earnings of the less skilled fell sharply.”®

These studies do not suggest or prove that any increase in the minimum wage —
no matter how large — would have only desirable effects. But the outcomes of the
studies suggest that the labor market functions in a more complicated manner than has
been assumed by those contending that virtually any rise in the minimum wage results
in a significant decrease in employment levels. For example, a higher minimum wage
can make it easier for employers to fill vacancies and may decrease employee turnover.
Both examples suggest circumstances in which a boost in the minimum wage can boost
employment.

¢ David Card and Alan Krueger, “Minimum Wages and Employment: A Case Study of the Fast Food
Industry in New Jersey and Pennsylvania,” American Economic Review, Volume 84, Number 4, September
1994. For a comprehensive analysis of the economics of the minimum wage, including several additional
studies by Card and Krueger on the minimum wage and employment, see their book Myth and
Measurement: The New Economics of the Minimum Wage, 1995.

7 Alison J. Wellington, “Effect of the Minimum Wage on the Employment Status of Youths: An Update,”
The Journal of Human Resources, Winter 1991. Wellington found that a 10 percent increase in the minimum
wage was associated with a 0.6 percent decrease in teenage employment and that the decrease was not
statistically significant. Wellington updated the study conducted by economists for the federal Minimum
Wage Study Commission, which found a 10 percent increase in the minimum wage to be associated with a
one percent decrease in the employment of teenagers and found no strong evidence of any job loss for
adults age 25 and over. Charles Brown, Curtis Gilroy, and Andrew Kohen, “Time-Series Evidence of the
Effects of the Minimum Wage on Youth Employment and Unemployment,” The Journal of Human Resources,
Winter 1983. Many of the estimates of large job losses made during the debate over the appropriate size of
the minimum wage in the late 1980s were based on the high range of studies from the 1960s and the 1970s,
often ignoring the review and update of these studies by Brown, Gilroy, and Kohen.

* Richard B. Freeman, “Minimum Wages — Again!” International Journal of MANPOWER, Volume 15,
Numbers 2/3, 1994.



The studies do suggest that when the minimum wage is at especially low levels,
as it is today, the employment effects of a moderate increase in the minimum wage —
such as the proposed increase to $5.15 an hour — are likely to be negligible.

(For a fuller discussion of the relationship between the minimum wage and
employment, see the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities report “Four Years and
Still Falling: The Decline in the Value of the Minimum Wage,” January 11, 19954

Note on Inflation-adjustment Methodology Used in this Analysis

This analysis uses the latest projected inflation estimates from the Congressional Budget
Office (released in December 1995): inflation of 3 percent in 1996, and of 3.1 percent in 1997.

In adjusting the value of the minimum wage for inflation, this report used the experimental
measure of changes in the cost-of-living, called the “CPI-U-X1”. This measure was used
instead of the government'’s official measure, the “CPI-U”, because some analysts believe the
CPI-U did not accurately adjust for changes in housing costs prior to 1983, thereby
overstating inflation. (This analytic issue is separate from recent discussions that inflation is
currently being overstated.)

Although some analysts still believe the CPI-U is the preferable inflation measure to use for
certain time-series, this report used the CPI-U-X1 so as to err on the conservative side. That
is, if the CPI-U had been used instead of the CPI-U-X1, the erosion in the value of the
minimum wage would have been shown to have been even larger. For example, using the
CPI-U, if the minimum wage were to have the same value in 1997 as it averaged in the 1970s,
it would need to equal $6.37, compared to the $6.07 figure mentioned in the full text that was
generated by using the CPI-U-X1.
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who are paying for a government that has lost its way while their
own incomes are not going up.

The more important thing is, we are also taking a much higher
percentage of most families' incomes away from them and away from
their children than we were 30 years ago. The children's tax
deduction a generation ago really left a much higher percentage of
people's income to raise their kids. So what I have left in this
program is an election for most middle class taxpayers. You can
take a children's tax credit or a modest income relief in the next
few years so that we can build into this system reward for work in
family.

We talk about family values all of the time in America, but the
truth is, we make it harder to raise kids than just about any
country. We talk about family values, but the truth is, we're
about the only country without a family policy. That's why I favor

the family leave bill. Even though it is unpopular among some
employers, our competitors manage to do it. The Germans, the
Europeans, others manage to do it. And I think we have to -- we

have to revere the rearing of children as still the most important
work of any society.

The second thing this program does, which I hope you will all
support, is to say that anybody who is out there working 40 hours
a week, raising children, should have a benefit of a tax system
which lifts them above the poverty line. We could increase the
earned income tax credit by a couple of billion dollars a year,
and, far more efficiently than raising the minimum wage, lift the
working poor out of poverty. The great explosion of poverty in the
1980s was among working people.

When Los Angeles broke out in riots, the great unsung heroes in Los
Angeles were the working poor whose children stayed home, who did
not loot, who did not burn, who did not steal, who did not riot.
There are millions of people in this country everyday who are
living on unsafe streets, 1in difficult housing, doing difficult
jobs, working like crazy, obeying the law, playing by the rules,
who literally do not make a poverty level wage or a wage above
poverty.

The earned income tax credit, made refundable and increased, can
1ift these people above the poverty line. They will invest that
money by spending it in our society. We will get it back. It's
one way of America saying, "Hey, we're going to reward you. If you
work hard, play by the rules, you work 40 hours a week, you've got
a kxid in your house, the tax system ought not to leave you in
poverty.” I think it's a good idea, and I hope you will support
ic.

This program also calls for changing the welfare system as we know
it. It would require us to invest some more money in people on
welfare in education, training, child care, medical coverage for
their children. We'd say, then after we do that, when you can get

14



Nominal Real

Minimum Wa Minimum Wage

8901 3.35 $4.29
8902 335 4.28
8903 335 425
8904 3.35 422
8905 3.35 4.20
8906 3.35 419
8907 3.35 418
8908 335 418
8909 335 417
8910 3.35 415
8911 3.35 413 Signed by Bush
8912 3.35 4.12
9001 3.35 4.08
9002 3.35 4.06
9003 335 4.05
9004 3.80 4.58 $0.45 INCREASE
9005 3.80 457
9006 3.80 4.54
9007 3.80 452
9008 3.80 4.48
9009 380 4.45
9010 3.80 4.42
9011 380 4.41
9012 3.80 4.39
9101 3.80 4.38
9102 3.80 437
9103 3.80 4.37
9104 4.25 4.88 $0.45 INCREASE
9105 425
9106 4.25
9107 425
9108 4.25
9109 425
9110 4.25
9111 4.25
9112 4.25
9201 4.25
9202 4.25
9203 4.25
9204 425
9205 425
9206 4.25

207 425

208 4.25
9209 4.25
9210 425
9211 4.25
9212 4.25
9301 425
9302 4.25
9303 425
9304 4.25
9305 425
9306 425
9307 425
9308 4.25
9309 4.25
9310 425
9311 4.25
9312 4.25
9401 4.25
9402 4.25
9403 4.25
9404 425
9405 4.25
9406 4.25
9407 4.25
9408 4.25
9409 4,25
9410 4.25
9411 425
9412 4.25
9501 425
9502 425
9503 425
9504 4.25
9505 425
9506 4.25
9507 425
9508 425

509 4.25

510 425
9511 425
9512 4.25
9601 425
9602 425

9603 4.25




PRESIDENT CLINTON’S MINIMUM WAGE PROPOSAL WILL BENEFIT
WORKING AMERICANS IN EVERY STATE

State-By-State Data From The Bureau Of Labor Statistics
April 1, 1996

Monday, April 1, marked the five-year anniversary of the last minimum wage increase.
President Clinton has proposed a raise in the minimum wage by 90 cents over two years.
This raise will mean an additional $1,800 in earnings for full-time minimum wage workers
- enough to buy seven months of groceries.

Of the ten million American workers who would benefit from the raise in the minimum
wage, two-thirds are adults, age 20 or over. The average minimum-wage worker brings
home half of the family’s earnings. Three out of five minimum wage workers are women.

The following is a state-by-state breakdown of the number of workers in each state who
would benefit from the President’s minimum wage proposal:

ALABAMA: President Clinton’s proposal to increase the minimum wage would directly
benefit 241,000 workers in Alabama, representing 22.3 percent of all hourly workers in the
state.

ALASKA: Alaska has already raised its state minimum wage to $5.25.

ARIZONA: Benefits 183,000 workers in Arizona, representing 15.8 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

ARKANSAS: Benefits 144,000 workers in Arkansas, representing 21.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

CALIFORNIA: Benefits 1,220,000 workers in California, representing 16.1 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

COLORADO: Benefits 99,000 workers in Colorado, representing 9.4 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

CONNECTICUT: Benefits 76,000 workers in Connecticut, representing 9.8 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

DELAWARE: Benefits 20,000 workers in Delaware, representing 10.4 percent of all
hourly workers in the state. '



FLORIDA: Benefits 523,000 workers in Alabama, representing 15.1 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

GEORGIA: Benefits 239,000 workers in Georgia, representing 12.8 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

HAWAIIL: Hawaii has already raised its state minimum wage to $5.25.

IDAHO: Benefits 50,000 workers in Idaho, representing 15.9 percent of all hourly workers
in the state.

ILLINOIS: Benefits 388,000 workers in Illinois, representing 12.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

INDIANA: Benefits 232,000 workers in Indiana, representing 12.0 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

IOWA: Benefits 122,000 workers in Iowa, representing 14.1 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

KANSAS: Benefits 137,000 workers in Kansas, representing 19.6 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

KENTUCKY: Benefits 182,000 workers in Georgia, representing 17.6 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

LOUISIANA: Benefits 246,000 workers in Louisiana, representing 24.6 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MAINE: Benefits 41,000 workers in Maine, representing 12.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

MARYLAND: Benefits 103,000 workers in Maryland, representing 8.0 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MASSACHUSETTS: Benefits 136,000 workers in Massachusetts, representing 8.5 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

MICHIGAN: Benefits 324,000 workers in Michigan, representing 11.9 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MINNESOTA: Benefits 118,000 workers in Minnesota, representing 8.3 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MISSISSIPPI:  Benefits 162,000 workers in Mississippi, representing 25.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.



MISSOURI: Benefits 222,000 workers in Missouri, representing 14.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MONTANA: Benefits 44,000 workers in Montana, representing 19.7 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

NEBRASKA: Benefits 68,000 workers in Nebraska, representing 14.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

NEVADA: Benefits 57,000 workers in Nevada, representing 12.0 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

NEW HAMPSHIRE: Benefits 30,000 workers in New Hampshire, representing 8.6
percent of all hourly workers in the state.

NEW JERSEY: Benefits 133,000 workers in New Jersey, representing 7.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

NEW MEXICO: Benefits 62,000 workers in New Mexico, representing 15.0 percent of
all hourly workers in the state.

NEW YORK: Benefits 475,000 workers in New York, representing 12.6 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

NORTH CAROLINA: Benefits 265,000 workers in North Carolina, representing 13.9
percent of all hourly workers in the state.

NORTH DAKOTA: Benefits 37,000 workers in North Dakota, representing 22.4 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

OHIO: Benefits 440,000 workers in Ohio, representing 13.7 percent of all hourly workers
in the state.

OKLAHOMA: Benefits 174,000 workers in Oklahoma, representing 24.4 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

OREGON: Benefits 82,000 workers in Oregon, representing 9.9 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

PENNSYLVANIA: Benefits 430,000 workers in Pennsylvania, representing 13.1 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

RHODE ISLAND: Benefits 31,000 workers in Rhode Island, representing 11.6 percent of
all hourly workers in the state. '



SOUTH CAROLINA: Benefits 156,000 workers in South Carolina, representing 15.6
percent of all hourly workers in the state.

SOUTH DAKOTA: Benefits 32,000 workers in South Dakota, representing 15.9 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

TENNESSEE: Benefits 242,000 workers in Tennessee, representing 16.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

TEXAS: Benefits 943,000 workers in Texas, representing 20.4 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

UTAH: Benefits 69,000 workers in Utah, representing 13.1 percent of all hourly workers
in the state.

VERMONT: Benefits 19,000 workers in Georgia, representing 11.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

VIRGINIA: Benefits 197,000 workers in Virginia, representing 11.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

WASHINGTON: Benefits 138,000 workers in Washington, representing 9.3 percent of
all hourly workers in the state.

WEST VIRGINIA: Benefits 83,000 workers in West Virginia, representing 19.4 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

WISCONSIN: Benefits 209,000 workers in Wisconsin, representing 12.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

WYOMING: Benefits 25,000 workers in Wyoming, representing 20.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

#H#H#H



WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release March 28, 1996

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ON THE MINIMUM WAGE

I am disappointed that the Republican leadership has again prevented the Congress
from even voting on whether to raise the minimum wage and give 10 million Americans an
immediate pay increase. With every day that the Republican leadership continues to stall,
the value of the minimum wage continues to fall closer and closer to a 40-year low. Some
of America’s greatest working heroes are the parents who are trying to raise their kids,
working full time at the minimum wage. If we value work and we value families, we
ought to raise the value of the minimum wage. With the five-year anniversary of the last
minimum wage increase next Monday, now is the time to put politics aside, raise the
minimum wage, and help lift the lives of millions of America’s workers.
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REWARDINC; WORK: THE CASE FOR INCREASING THE MINIMUM WAGE

The President’s proposal would increase the minimum wage from $4.25 to $5.15 over two
years, through two 45-cent increases. The last increase, passed by an overwhelming,
" bipartisan vote in 1989, and implemented in 1990 and 1991, was also a 90-cent increase
in two 45-cent stages. For a full-time, year-round worker at the minimum wage, a 90-cent
increase would raise yearly income by §1,800 -- as much as the average family spends
on groceries in over 7 months.

MAINTAINING THE HISTORIC VALUE OF WORK: Within a year, if the minimum wage is
not increased, it will fall to its lowest real level in 40 years. Indeed, the value of the minimum wage
is now 29 percent lower than it was in 1979, and has fallen nearly 50 cents in real value since its
last increase in Apnl of 1991. The first half of the President's 90-cent proposal simply restores the
minimum wage to its value from the last increase.

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE PRIMARILY HELPS ADULT WORKERS -- MOST OF
WHOM RELY ON THEIR MINIMUM WAGE JOBS TO SUPPORT THEIR FAMILIES: Over
two-thirds of the workers who would benefit from the President's proposal are adults (69%); almost
two-fifths (39%) are the sole breadwinners in their families; and the average minimum wage worker

brings home half of his or her family's earnings. Thus, a rise in the minimum wage is a significant
boost to the standard of living to millions of households.

REWARDS WORK OVER WELFARE: The minimum wage increase provides another crucial
measure to reward work and ensure that there is a strong incentive to choose work over welfare.

BETWEEN 10 MI:LLION AND 13 MILLION WORKERS WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE
PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL TO INCREASE THE MINIMUM WAGE: An estimated 10 million
hourly workers earn between $4.25 and $5.14 and would directly benefit from the President's
proposal. Research indicates that an increase in the minimum wage to $5.15 could have a "ripple"
effect on the more than 3 million workers who earn within 60 cents of the new minimum wage.

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE SHOWS THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL CAN INCREASE
WAGES WITHOUT COSTING JOBS: Nearly two dozen empirical studies have found that
moderate increases in the minimum wage do not have a significant impact on employment. These
studies include state-specific research that shows that higher state increases in the minimum wage
did not result in significant job impacts. As Nobel Laureate Robert Solow stated: "[T}he evidence
of job loss is weak. And the fact that the evidence is weak suggests that the impact on jobs is
small."

A 90-CENT INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE WILL LIFT A FAMILY OF FOUR OUT
OF POVERTY: The dramatic extension of the Earned Income Tax Credit helped lift hundreds of
thousands of working families out of poverty. Yet, in 1996, even the EITC is not enough to lift
above the poverty line a family of four making the minimum wage. With a 90-cent minimum wage
increase, food stamps, and the EITC, a family of four with a year-round minimum wage worker
would be lifted above the poverty line.

THE LAST MINIMUM WAGE -- ALSO 90 CENTS -- GARNERED STRONG BIPARTISAN
SUPPORT. In 1989, the minimum wage was passed by votes of 382 to 37 (135 Republicans) in
the House, and 89 to 8 in the Senate (36 Republicans) and was supported by Senator Dole and Rep.
Gingrich.



THE WHITE HOUSE

‘ | Office of the Press Secretary
|

For Immediate Rélease March 30, 1996

RADIO ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT
TO THE NATION

The Oval Office

‘ - THE PRESIDENT: Good morning. Today I want to talk to you about what we can
do to make sure that working Americans have the chance to make the most of their own
lives, to raise their children in security and to become winners in economic change.

!

I want to talk about something very simple we can do to help our hardest-pressed
working families: Raise the minimum wage. Our nation is living through a time of great
change -- our greatest economic transformation since a hundred years ago when so many
Americans moved from farm to factory. Now we’re all moving into an age of information
and technology and global trade.

Four years ago our economy was drifting, with high unemployment, a deficit twice

. as high as it is now and few new jobs. I took office determined to change our course, to

cut the deficit in half in four years, invest in education and training, expand exports through

tough trade agreements like the ones that opened Japan to our autos and auto parts, and to

shrink and reform the government so that it works better and costs less. It’s now the

smallest it’s been since 1965, but still strong enough to protect work place safety, pure

food, clean air and water, to help Americans get the education they need, to grow the

economy and to!protect our seniors through Medicare.

|

In 1992, I told the American people that if we implemented our economic plan, two
things would happen -- we’d get 8 million jobs, and the deficit would be cut in half. Well,
last month, we learned that our economy has already created 8.4 million jobs, nearly all of
them in the private sector since 1993. And now, in 1995 and 1996, over half of the jobs
coming in to the economy are in high-wage industries. And just yesterday, the
Congressional Budget Office certified that by the end of this year the deficit will be less
than half of what it was when [ took office. Over 8 million jobs, the deficit cut in half --
two important commitments kept to the American people.

We’ve also got the lowest rates of unemployment and inflation combined in 27
years, record numbers of new small businesses. Our auto and telecommunications
industries now l,‘ead the world. We’ve got a 15-year high in home ownership. And, finally,
we have halted the decade-long slide in real hourly earnings. But this is a record to build

‘ on, not to sit on.



As I said in my State of the Union, one of the main challenges we face is to make
sure that this new economy with all of its opportunity doesn’t leave people behind who are
willing to work for their opportunities. We’ve got to make sure that every American has
the education and training, the health care. the pensions to be secure in this time of change,
and that if they change jobs, they can take their health care and their pensions with them.

And we have to get wages rising again in this country for working people. We’ve
got to make sure that our lowest-paid workers keep up. That’s why in 1993 I cut taxes for
working people on modest incomes through the Earned Income Tax Credit, giving tax
benefits to 15 million working Americans -- a down payment on a strong commitment that
no one who works full-time and has children in the home should live in poverty. And that
i1s why we must :make sure the minimum wage is a living wage.

Today the minimum wage is $4.25 an hour. Over many years, both political parties
have worked together to make sure it keeps up with the cost of living. In 1989, the current
leaders of both the House and the Senate joined together with Democrats and Republicans
to raise the minimum wage. It went fully into effect exactly five years ago this Monday.

But since then, the minimum wage has stayed unchanged while the cost of living
goes up. This year if Congress doesn’t raise the minimum wage, it will drop in value to a
40-year low. That’s why I proposed last year that the Congress increase the minimum
wage from $4.25 an hour to $5.15 an hour. For a parent working full-time, this $.90 an
hour increase would help pay for groceries for seven months, or four months of rent, or
months of child .care. Tens of millions of Americans would benefit; 70 percent of them,
adults. These are among our hardest working people. Six out of ten of them are working
women, many tr;ying to raise children and hold their families together. Others are just
getting started in the work force, trying to get a hold on the first rung in the ladder; all of
them trying hard to do the right thing -- to work. Raising the minimum wage would honor
both work and family. We should not leave behind anyone who is willing to work hard as
our country moves forward.

- Now, a majority of the senators supported increase in the minimum wage. But the
Republican leadership of the Senate has refused to allow the minimum wage even to come
up for a vote. In fact, you need to know that a member of Congress who refuses to allow
the minimum wage to come up for a vote made more money during last year’s one-month
government shutdown than a minimum wage worker makes in an entire year. Over the past
five years, while;: the minimum wage has been stuck at $4.25 an hour, a senator’s salary has
gone up by a third. That is wrong.

I challenge the Republican leadership to stop blocking a vote and let the majority
rule. Pass an increase in the minimum wage. And Congress should vow that the next time
they want to raise their own pay, they ought to raise the minimum wage, too. We hear a
lot of talk in Washington these days about old-fashioned family values. Well, it’s hard to
raise a family on $4.25 an hour, but millions of Americans are out there struggling to do it.



Now, we can do the right thing and create jobs and grow our economy. This is
really an age of remarkable possibility for our nation. More of our people will have the
chance to live out their dreams than ever before. But we need to make sure that every
American can become a winner in this time of economic change.

If we don’t want to grow apart as a people, we have to do the things that will enable us to
grow together. Think about it. Support raising the minimum wage.

Thank you.
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THE CLINTON/GORE PLAN:
END \WWELFARE AS WE KNOW [T

Bill Clinton has a plan to end welfare as we know it. He'll expand opportunity for
welfare recipients. but demand responsibility by requiring those who can work 10 g0 to work
atter two years. He'll make sure work pays -- so that no one who works full-ime has 1o raise

a child in poverty. And he'll crack down on deadbeat parents who fail to pay their childeen’s
child support.

End Welfare As \We Know [t with a2 2 Year Time Limit

o Move People from Welface to Work -- The Clinton plan will pravide peopie with the
education, training, job placement assistance and child care they need for up 10 two years
— 50 they can break the cycle of dependency. (Cost: $1-2 billion tn first year; future
net costs will depend on size of savings from reducing the weifare rolls.)

o A 2 Year Limit -- After two years. those who can work will be required to go 10 work,

either in the private sector or in meaningful community service jobs. They won’t just
pick up a check. They’ll eam it.

Make Work Pay R
o A Living Wage -- The Eamed Income Tax Credit will be expanded so that no one with
a family who works full-time has to raise their children in poverty. (Cost: $2 billion
when fully phased in.)
o Savings lacentives for Welfare Regipients -- Welfare recipients shouldn’t be penalized

for helping themselves. The asset limit will be raised from $1,000 to $10,000 for savings
10 be used, for instance, for job training and college.

o A_Fair Minimum Wage -- The minimum wage will be indexed to keep pace with
inflation. Working people shouldn't have to lose purchasing power just because of
inflation.

o Guaranteed Health Care -- Under the Clinton Plan, every American will be guaranteed
affordable, quality heaith care. No one will be forced to stay on weilfare to preserve
theie medical insurance. '

o A Strone Economy -- The Clinton administration will get our economy going again -- the
single best policy for getting people from weifare 10 work.

Toughen Child Support Enforcement

o Govemnments Don’t Raise Children, Parents Do -- Bill Clinton will Jaunch a nationwide
crackdown on deadbeat parents: a national deadbeat databank. automatic wage
withholding, early establishment of patermity, and repurts to credit agencies of failures
to pay. (Cost: $500 million)

Bill Clinton’s plan to move people off weifare is fully budgeted in his natiooal econog;ic
strategy, Puttine People First. Clinton pays for every peany of new spending by reducing
government waste, closing tax loopholes, and increasing taxes on the wealthiest 2 percent.
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GEORGE BUSH’S
WAR ON THE \WORKING POOR
The Bush Record: More Poverty and More \Welfare
e An explosion of poverty, Four million more Amenicans are poor today than when George

Bush ook office -- more than at any time since 1964. The poverty rate jumped from |3 percent
in 1988 10 14.2 percent in 1991, (Census Bureau. 9/92)

® Aq explosion of welfate, The number of AFDC recipients increased S times more in four
years of George Bush than in 12 ywirs of Reagan and Carter. Between 1976 and 1988, the
AFDC caseload grew by S percent. In four years of George Bush, it's grown by 25 percent.

Today | out of {0 Americans is receiving food slamps -- more than ever before. (1992 Creen
Book: USDA. 7/92).

e Ap explosion of costs, Between 1988 and 1991, in current dollars. federal spending on

AFDC increased by $2 billion. and spending on food samps increased by $6 billion. (1992
Green Book)

L i Five million Amencans i1a

Millions of Americans playing by the rules aad getting nolhing,

families with a full-time worker are poor. One out of every five full-time workers does not &m
enough 1o keep a family out of poventy. (David Ellwood, Boor Supgor; Census Bureau 3/92)
e Millions of parents without the child support they deserve, Two and a half million women
receive none or only part of their child support awards -- more than ever before. Deadbeat
parents owe $25 billion. (1992 Green Book: David Ellwood, Pogr Suppoq)

e Fewer Jobs, Under George Bush, the unemployment rate has risen from 5.4 percent in
January 1989 to 7.6 percent in August of this year. Approximately 3 million more people are
out of work today than when George Bush became president. (Bureau of Labor Stausucs)

e lgwer Wapges, Real eamings are down. [a constant dollars, real average hourly wages
declined by 3 percent between January 1989 and May of this year. (Depanment of Labor)

o Lower Family Incomes, Because of George Bush's recession, median household income
declined by $1.100 last yeas. (Census Bureau. 9/92)

The Bush Response: No Comument and No Policy

The
Public Papers of the President show exactly two references to " welfare r=form" to the :nd of
1991. Bush’s acceptance speech in Houston shows none at all.

L v While Bush signed an earlier ETTC increase, he

vetoed the Tax Faimess and Growth Acceleration Act of 1992, which would have expanded the

Eamed Income Tax Credit. His reason: the act included a tax hike on the wealthiest | percent.
(Veto Message, 3/20/92)

Pl
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® Now Bush w o unk Bush shows no presidential leadership. The centerpiece of his
“plan” is more waivers for the few states that care enough to change welfare. The rest is
piecemeal reform that won't provide job traiming of assistance. won't reward work. won't
require work after two years, and won't increase child support enforcement.

® And he'll gyt child sugport, In his Midsession Review. George Sush proposed more than
$2 billion ia cuts in child support enforcement. He suggested:
- "End child suppont payment to AFDC families™ and cost 682.000 poor families $1.200
in annual income.

- “Reduce matching rate for child support eaforcement” -- 2 change which could let
thousands of deaddeat dads off the hook. :

(OMB, Midsession Review (7/24/92); CBO. Reducing the Deficis (2/92], 1992 Green Book:)

PRAISE FOR BiLL CLINTON’S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM -
FROM BUSH AND REAGAN

L Bush's Department of Health and Human

Services called Arkansas' Project Success "very capable.... reflecting sound management’and

administration at both State and county office levels and proficient service delivery at the local
level.” (HHS. 5/91)

® in; i jv In four out of five

categories of welfare efficacy, Arkansas was ranked in the top five states in the country. [a the
fifth category, Arkansas was ranked in the top ten. (HHS, USDA, 1989-90)

e Bysh Administration oraises Clinton’s work, On approving the Arkansas JOBS program.
HHS official Norma Goldberg wrote: “The plan is one of the first in the country to be approved.
This. we believe, is reflective of your commitment and that of the staff at the Depaniment of
Human Services to help Arkansans become self-sufficient. We look forward to working with the
staff... in implementing this new and exciting program.® (Leuer, 6/23/89)

Ronald Reagan praises Bill Clinton on welfare reform, At the Rose Garden sigmng of the
Family Support Act, Ronald Reagan said *A¢ lead Governor . . . on welfare reform for the

National Governors Association, (Governor) Clinton consistently presented the interests of the
states in getting welfare reform enacted.” (Videoupe on NBC Nightly News, 7/31/92)

a6
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THE CLINTON RECORD ON
WELFARE REFORM IN ARKANSAS

Bill Clinton is a proven leader for welfare retorm. For Arkansas. he has moved 17.000
people from welfare (0 work, cracked down on deadbeat parents, and provided tax relief for
low-income families. He has also been a driving force behind national weifare reform, and
helped guide to passage the landmark Family Support Act of 1988.

The Clinton Record:

As the chart demonstrates. under Lifting a Poor State Up
Rezgan and Bush, poverty rates Driving a Great Nation Down
and welfare rolls skyrocketed. At 1979 - 1991
the same time in Arkansas, Bill

: § Change: % Change:
Chaton lowcrqd poverty rates and Poverty Rate AFDC Recipients
cut welfare rolls.

u.s. + 21% + 22%

Project Success: Tocomply
with the Family Support Act he Arkansas - 9% - 14%
heiped author, Govemor Clinton

implemented Prpjgct Sucg:;s in Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce
1989. By providing panticipants

g v (9/92) and 1992 Green Book
with Medicad, child care. and

other needed assistance, the
program has moved 17.000 people
from welfare t0 work in three years (Arkansas Depantment of Human Services). Ariansas
implemented Project Success three months before federal law required and was one of only

thifteen slates in the country to prepare a program by that early date. A follow-up survey
showed that 72 percent of the participants stayed off AFDC (Arkansas DHS).

National Leadership: In 1988, Bill Clinton led a major effort by the nation’s governors
to restructure the nauon's weifare laws and secure congressional and White House approval of
welfare-to-work legislation. The result was the Family Support Act of 1988, which requires
welfare recipients to move toward independence through education, training and work. The act

was dased on a proposal adopted by the National Governor's Association in 1987, when Clinton
was chairman.

Child Support Enforcement: Arkansas has also become a national leader in ideatifying
fathers and aggressively enforcing child support orders. The state’s Child Suppornt Enforcement
Unit withholds income for children‘s health care coverage, reports some overdue support

payments to consumer reporting agencies, and establishes a rebuttable presumption of paternity
in some cases. Child support collections grew by 20 percent in 1991 alone.

Tax breaks for the working poor: In 1991 Clinton eliminated taxes for 252,000 low

income taxpayers. and reduced taxes for another 122,000 lower-middle-income people.

va?
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THE PEACH PROGRAM

Georgia created the PEACH (Positive Employment and Community Help) program in
1986 to nelp welfare recipients lcave poverty and enter the labor force. The program currently
has more than 11,000 participants. over 6.000 of whom are in training, education, and jobd

search programs for more than 20 hours a week. The program represents a pantnership of six
state agencies.

The PEACH program is jointly funded by the federal and state goveraments and has been
redesigned o comply with the requirements of the 1988 Family Support Act. In fiscal year 1993,
more than $13 million in federal and over $8 million in state funds are budgeted for the
program. The state's goal is to enroll 11 percent of AFDC recipients who mest federal eligibility
requirements under the Family Support Act. Last year, the program succeeded in moving 2,600

welfare recipients into the workforce, and the State estimates that over five years the program
has saved the state $10.6 million.

Clayton County

»
The Terrell Starr Resource Center is the main office in Clayton County of the

Department of Family and Children's Services. Clayton County was one of the first counties in

the state to implement a PEACH program. The county is currently home to 3.051 families.

receiving AFDC. Of these families, 1508 fall into categories for which services are mandated
under the Family Support Act, and another 447 families have requested PEACH services. of
the total eligible caseload of 1,955 families, only 350 cases are currently assigned, 294 of which
are active. The demand for PEACH services in Clayton County far exceeds the present capacity
to provide them. Among the limiwauons are a lack of caseworkers, 3 lack of educational and
training resources in the community, and a lack of jobs fof those completing the program. Each
of these problems is a major obstacle o large-scale welfare reform across the countury.

Yes Program

Prior to his speech, Governor Clinton will be speaking privately with participants in a
special Claywon County PEACH program called YES -- Youth, Education and Support. The YES
Program was developed specifically with teen mothers in mind. The program currenty serves
20-25 mothers receiving public assisance who have not finished high school. The program
emphasizes education, in particulas GED preparation, life-skills training, and computer literacy.
Additional services designed to support the mothers while they are attending classes include child
care, transportation assistance and counseling.

pee
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CLINTON * GORE ON LABOR

{f Amenca is 1o regain its compennveness, we must reviialize the American workplace to

increase productivity and expand opportunity. 4 ClintonyGore Administranian will not accept
four more years in which Americans work harder for iess mo.cy and pay more for heaith care.
housing and educanon.

Using the pawer of the White House, Bill Clinton and Al Gore will improve education and job
training, provids affordable and accessible health care for all Americans, increase worker
safety, open foreign markets and creale an environment in which workers at the front lines make
decisions instead of simply following orders. Bill Clinton and Al Gare have received the

endorsement of the national AFL-CIO and many other unians for their detailed proposals and
impressive records on swuanding up for America’s workers.

Tie CLINTON/GORE PLAN

Think what
Amaenca could
pecoms it we had
the king of
partnershio we
nesd: 2 parthership
betwoen business
and labor and
educanon and
govemment,
committed to
compete and win
in the globgl
sconomy.

Sign the Workplace Faimess Act to ban permanent replacement of
striking workers and preserve the collective basgaining process. Bill
Clinton is committed to the rights of working men and women 10 organize
and bargain collectively, and supports the repeal of Section 14b of the Taft-
Hanley Act t0 create a level playing field between labor and management.

Guarantee everv American affordable, quality health care: control costs,
improve quality, and expand preventive and long-term case by taking on
the medical insurance industry and the drug companies.

» Help workers gain more power in their companies’ day-to-day
operations, the organization of theis work places, and the rype of
compensation they receive

« mprove the quality and eficiency of govemnment by working closely
with public employee unions and organizations like the State Local
Government Labor Management Committee to advance & positive
understanding of the role of government.

« [ncrease the minimum wags to keep pace with inflation and enforce the
prevailing wage protections provided by the Davis Bacon Act.

it to guarantee a “working wage"
o that no American who works full-time is forced to live in poverty.

« Eliminate tax deductions for excessive exceutive pay.
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Tommy McFalls,
Intermational
Repressntatve for
the United
Paparworzers
Internananal
Union: °8Bill Clintan
h3s SIO00 with ys
in our fight 10 raise
wages, protect
Jobs. enhance
workar safety and
axpand opportunity
for ail paople.
When push comes
10 shove. 8i
Clinton has always
been in our
corner.’
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+ Stop giving tax breaks 1o Amencan companies that shut down their
plants here and shup Amencan jobs overseas.

« Sign.into law the Familv and Medical Leave Act, which George Bush
vetoed 1n 1990, to allow workers to take a leave of absence from work
when 8 child is bom or when s family member is ill.

+ Provide lifetime training by requiring every employer to spend 1.5
percent of payroll for continuing education and training for ail workers, not
Just exequtives — or pay the equivalent into & National Training Fund.

+ Train pon collegebound youth for high-wage, high quality jobs througha

National Apprenticeship program that will pool the expertse of schools,
local businesses and unions.

+ Make adult literacy programs availble by supporung clear and
comprehensive state plans o teach everyone with a job to read and give
every worker the chance to earn s General Equivalency Diploma.

» Support a Chemical Right-to-Kaow law to inform and protect workers
and vigorously enforce worker safety regulations already on the books.
Fully enforce Occupationa) Safery and Health Administration guidelines.

b ing * f -1l
_m; u\d mssnng thu ours mdmg pmnm tear down the:r trade
barriers.

* Extend unemployment bencfita to jobless workers in the event of a
recession.
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THE Recorp

* Governor Clinton led Arkansas in creating Muacmring Jobs at ten times the national rate.
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistea, Arkansas ranked second in the nation in job
creauon for the year ended May 1992.

« Fought for high-quality, high-wage jobs. Ariansas ranked 6th in the nation in per capita
income growth from 1990-1991.

« Instituted state-provided workplace safety truining that resulted in significant reductions in
worker accident rates.

* Supported several stite minimum wage increases and changed the Arkansas minimum wage

% law (0 cover more workers.

* Reduced overtime cligibility thresholds from 44 hours per week to 40.
. » Funded Arkansas Workplace Literacy programs and basic skills ciasses.

« Signed into law s bill that mandated labor qualifications for the Disector of the Askansas
Department of Labor.

* Was the first Arkansas governor to recognize AFSCME as s bargaining usut at the
Department of Labor.

» Received the endorsement of the Arkansas AFL-CIO in every gubemnatorial campaign he
entered.

+ Senator Gare voted for the Workplace Fairness At to ban permanent replacement of
striking workers and preserve the collecive bargaining process.

« Voted for unemployment compensation 1o provide an additional 13 weeks of extended
benefits to unemployed workers n all states

« Cosponsored the Family and Medical Leave Act.

« Opposed Davis-Bacon amendments to create a sub-class of laborers working at lower

i . wages.

- Opposed campaign finance amendments requiring unions 10 report in burdensome detail all
direct or indirect expenditures related to candidates for office or political causes.
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A LOOK AT SOME OF THE THINGS
BILL CLINTON HAS DONE WITH LABOR
IN ARKANSAS

+ [ the last half of the 1980s. Arkansas percen@ge of wl cmployment and
manulactunng job growth cutscnpped that of all sumounding swtes and the
Usited States,

. Govemor Clinwon recenty signed a pegton wging Congress 0 pass the
Workplace Faimess bl and has spoken saongly in faver Of the need 10
extend uncmployment denehits to the unempioyed. 1

. [n 1991. S| million dollars was ear marked for Arkansas’ Workplce
Literacy Programs. Since july 1. 1991, 5593.919 has been 3llocated (or
work place basic skills classes in 142 industrnies.

% . He supponcd (wo incTeascs in (ie SQLe minimum wage in 1991 and 1992.
He reduced ovenime cligibility from 44 hours ©© 40 hours a week.

+ He made lapor's Right To Know bills an administraion pricrity and pushed
for 3 Chemical Right Te Know bul.

. Clinwn was commended by e Ste AFL-CIO ia 1991 (or improving
cducanon in ArKansas.

. Clnwon was the fust Arkansds govemar recognize AFSCME as e
bargaining unit at he Askansas Deparunent of Labor.

« He joined the AFL-CIO in fighting for a uniform residenual 1andlord tenant
' law.

« n 1989. Clinton supporied and signed into aw aa AFL-CIO iniuaced bill
which mandated labor qualifications for the Arkansas Deparunent of Labor
director.



PRESIDENT CLINTON HAS ALWAYS SUPPORTED
A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE AS A WAY TO MAKE WORK PAY

Supported Minimum Wage Hikes As Governor. As Governor of Arkansas, Bill
Clinton supported two increases in the state minimum wage. And he changed state
minimum wage law to cover more workers.

In April of 1993, The Washington Post wrote that: "Mr. Clinton’s goal is ambitious:
to make sure that in households with children where at least one person works
full-time, the family won’t fall below the poverty line. Under current law, the
maximum EITC benefit for a family with two or more children was scheduled to rise to
$ 2,000 next year; Mr. Clinton would boost the maximum to $3,370 by 1995. He
would also raise the benefits for families with one child and establish a small new
credit for workers without children....On top of this, Mr. Clinton would try to boost the
earnings of the working poor by hiking the minimum wage." [The Washington Post,
April 20, 1993]

In June of 1994, The Washington Post wrote that: "From health-care reform to a
higher minimum wage to more training opportunities to increased earned-income tax
credits to mandatory fringe benefits, the Clinton administration wants to increase
dramatically the income security of the more than 6 million American adults whom it
classifies as the working poor.”" [The Washington Post, June 26, 1994]

In his 1995 State of the Union, President Clinton called for Congress to raise the
minimum wage: "The goal of building the middle class and shrinking the underclass
is also why I believe that you should raise the minimum wage. It rewards work. Two
and a half million Americans -- 2.5 million Americans, often women with children, are
working out there today for $4.25 an hour. In terms of real buying power, by next
year that minimum wage will be at a 40-year low. That’s not my idea of how the new
economy ought to work.

Now, I’ve studied the arguments and the evidence for and against a minimum wage
increase. [ believe the weight of the evidence is that a modest increase does not cost
jobs, and may even lure people back into the job market. But the most important thing
is, you can’t make a living on $4.25 an hour. Especially if you have children, even
with the working families tax cut we passed last year. In the past, the minimum wage
has been a bipartisan issue, and I think it should be again. So I want to challenge you
to have honest hearings on this; to get together; to find a way to make the minimum
wage a living wage.

Members of Congress have been here less than a month, but by the end of the week,
28 days into the new year, every member of Congress will have earned as much in
congressional salary as a minimum wage worker makes all year long." [State of the
Union Address to the Nation, January 25, 1995]



On February 3, 1995, President Clinton proposed raising the minimum wage from
$4.25 to $5.15: "Our job is to create enough opportunity for people to earn a living if
they’1l exercise the responsibility to work. That’s why we fought so hard to expand the
earned income tax credit - a working family tax cut for 15 million families - in 1993;
precisely why we’re calling on Congress today to raise the minimum wage 90 cents to
$5.15 per hour.

The only way to grow the middle class and shrink the underclass is to make work pay.
And in terms of real buying power, the minimum wage will be at a 40-year low next
year if we do not raise it above $4.25 an hour. If we’re serious- let me say this, too,
empbhatically- if we are serious about welfare reform, then we have a clear obligation to
make work attractive and to reward people who are willing to work hard...

If in 1990, because the minimum wage had not been raised in such a long time, a
Republican president and a Democratic Congress could raise the minimum wage,
surely in 1995 - facing the prospect that work, full-time work, could be at a 40-year
low in buying power unless we act - a Congress with a Republican majority and a
Democratic president can do the same for the American people." [Announcement by
President Bill Clinton of Minimum Wage Increase, February 3, 1995]

At town hall meeting with Speaker Gingrich, the President reiterated his support
for a minimum wage increase: "The reason that I am for it is that I believe that --
first of all, I know that a significant percentage of people on the minimum wage are
women workers raising their kids on their own. And I just believe that we shouldn’t
allow -- if we don’t raise the minimum wage this year, then next year, after you
adjust for inflation, it will be at a 40-year low...

And I believe, if you go back to when they did it when -- the last time it was done
was, when, ’89 or something, I think, on balance, we did fine as a result of doing it.
And I think we should do it again. [Remarks by President Clinton, Speaker Gingrich at
Senior Center in Claremont, N.H., June 11, 1995]

In May 1995, President Clinton calls for minimum wage increase: "I believe it is
especially important to women that we raise the minimum wage this year. Women
represent three out of five minimum wage workers, but only half the work force. I
have done everything I could to create a climate in which people are encouraged to be
successful parents and successful workers. 1 believe that. That’s what the Earned
Income Tax Credit was all about in 1993... But it isn’t enough. If we do not raise the
minimum wage this year, next year it will be in real dollar terms, the lowest it has been
in 40 years. Now that is not my idea of what the 21st century American economy is
all about. [Remarks at Women’s Bureau Reception, May 19, 1995]



On Labor Day 1995, President Clinton tells California that the minimum wage
should be raised:"I also think we ought to raise the minimum wage. Let me tell you,
if we don’t raise the minimum wage this year, on January the 1st of next year, our
minimum wage in terms of what the money will buy will be at a 40-year low. I want a
high-wage, high-growth, high-opportunity, not a hard-work, low-wage 21st century.
And I think you do, too. And that’s what we ought to do." [Remarks at the Dedication
of California State University at Monterey Bay in Monterey, California, September 4,
1995]



REWARDING WORK: THE CASE FOR INCREASING THE MINIMUM WAGE

The President's proposal would increase the minimum wage from $4.25 to $5.15 over two
years, through two 45-cent increases. The last increase, passed by an overwhelming,
" bipartisan vote in 1989, and implemented in 1990 and 1991, was also a 90-cent increase
in two 43-cent stages. For a full-time, year-round worker at the minimum wage, a 90-cent
increase would raise yearly income by $1,800 -- as much as the average family spends
on groceries in over 7 months.

MAINTAINING THE HISTORIC VALUE OF WORK: Within a year, if the minimum wage is
not increased, it will fall to its lowest real level in 40 years. Indeed, the value of the minimum wage
is now 29 percent lower than it was in 1979, and has fallen nearly 50 cents in real value since its
last increase in April of 1991. The first half of the President's 90-cent proposal simply restores the
minimum wage to its value from the last increase.

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE PRIMARILY HELPS ADULT WORKERS -- MOST OF
WHOM RELY ON THEIR MINIMUM WAGE JOBS TO SUPPORT THEIR FAMILIES: Over
two-thirds of the workers who would benefit from the President's proposal are adults (69%); almost
two-fifths (39%) are the sole breadwinners in their families; and the average minimum wage worker
brings home half of his or her family's earnings. Thus, a rise in the minimum wage is a significant
boost to the standard of living to millions of households.

REWARDS WORK OVER WELFARE: The minimum wage increase provides another crucial
measure to reward work and ensure that there is a strong incentive to choose work over welfare.

BETWEEN 10 MILLION AND 13 MILLION WORKERS WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE
PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL TO INCREASE THE MINIMUM WAGE: An estimated 10 million
hourly workers earn between $4.25 and $5.14 and would directly benefit from the President's
proposal. Research indicates that an increase in the minimum wage to $5.15 could have a "ripple"
effect on the more than 3 million workers who earn within 60 cents of the new minimum wage.

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE SHOWS THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL CAN INCREASE
WAGES WITHOUT COSTING JOBS: Nearly two dozen empirical studies have found that
moderate increases in the minimum wage do not have a significant impact on employment. These
studies include state-specific research that shows that higher state increases in the minimum wage
did not result in significant job impacts. As Nobel Laureate Robert Solow stated: "[T]he evidence
of job loss is weak. And the fact that the evidence is weak suggests that the impact on jobs is
small."

A 90-CENT INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE WILL LIFT A FAMILY OF FOUR OUT
OF POVERTY: The dramatic extension of the Earned Income Tax Credit helped lift hundreds of
thousands of working families out of poverty. Yet, in 1996, even the EITC is not enough to lift
above the poverty line a family of four making the minimum wage. With a 90-cent minimum wage
increase, food stamps, and the EITC, a family of four with a year-round minimum wage worker
would be lifted above the poverty line.

THE LAST MINIMUM WAGE -- ALSO 90 CENTS -- GARNERED STRONG BIPARTISAN
SUPPORT. In 1989, the minimum wage was passed by votes of 382 to 37 (135 Republicans) in
the House, and 89 to 8 in the Senate (36 Republicans) and was supported by Senator Dole and Rep.
Gingrich.



SENATOR DOLE AND THE MINIMUM WAGE:
WHAT A DIFFERENCE 7 YEARS MAKES

Senator Dole Blocks Vote On Minimum Wage Increase. On March 26, Senator Robert
Dole --in his first official act as the Republican presidential nominee -- blocked a vote to
increase the minimum wage and provide a pay raise for 10 million hard-working
Americans. As Congress continues to delay, the real value of the minimum wage continues
to fall toward its lowest level in 40 years.

President’s Proposal Helps Restore Lost Value Since Last Increase. President Clinton’s
proposal to raise the minimum wage is the same one supported by Senator Dole in 1989 --
a 90-cent increase in two equal steps over two years.

. Since the last increase five years ago, the real value of the minimum wage has fallen
nearly 50 cents. The first half of the President’s proposal doesn’t even restore the
minimum wage lo its value from the last increase.

Five Years Is Too Long Without A Raise. The five-year anniversary of the last minimum
wage increase was April 1; now is the time for Senator Dole to put politics aside, raise the
minimum wage, and help lift the lives of 10 million workers.

. Seventy percent of these workers are adults and many are trying to raise their
children on $4.25 an hour.

. The average minimum wage worker brings home half of his or her family’s earnings
and four out of 10 minimum wage workers are the sole breadwinner in their
household.

. For someone who works full-time at the minimum wage, President Clinton’s

proposal would provide an additional $1,800 in earnings -- that’s enough money for
the average American family to buy groceries for seven months.

Since Senator Bob Dole Came To Washington 36 Years Ago, The Real Value Of
Congressional Pay Is Up And The Minimum Wage Is Down. Since 1960 -- the year
Senator Bob Dole was elected to Congress -- the real value of congressional pay has
increased by over $24,000, an increase of 22 percent. During the same period, the real
value of the minimum wage has declined by nearly 60 cents, a fall of 13 percent.

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE: THEN & NOW

1989: Congress passes a 90-cent increase in the minimum wage -- in two equal
steps over two years -- with overwhelming, bipartisan support.

NOW: President Clinton proposes. to increase the minimum wage by 90-cents, in two
equal steps over two years.



1989:

NOW:

1989:

NOW:

1989:

NOW:

1989:

NOW:

1989:

NOW:

Senator Bob Dole votes for a 90-cent increase in the minimum wage.

Senator Bob Dole calls current 90-cent minimum wage increase "very
controversial” and said "there are going to be a lot of young people who lose

their jobs, and a lot of them will be black teenagers." [Source: Elizabeth Shogren, "Dole

Gains Upper Hand. Avoids Vote on Raising Minimum Wage," Los Angeles Times. March 27, 1996; and Adam
Clymer. “Dole Blocks Move To Vote On A Rise For Minimum Wage," The New York Times, March 27. 1996..]

Senator Bob Dole: "[SJome Democrats would rather score a penny’s worth
of political points instead of giving working men and women the healthy

90-cent (an hour) increase President Bush has been trying to give them."

[Source: Robert Green. "House Fails To Override Bush’'s Veto Of Minimum Wage Hike, The Reuter Business
Report, June 14, 1989 ]

Senator Bob Dole will not allow a vote on President Clinton’s proposal to
give working men and women a healthy 90-cent an hour pay increase "today,

not tomorrow. and not next week." [Source: Adam Clymer. "Dole Blocks Move To Vote On A
Rise For Minimum Wage." The New York Times. March 27. 1996.]

Senator Bob Dole: "[Tlhis is not an issue where we ought to be standing
and holding up anybody’s getting a 30 to 40 cents an hour pay increase, at

the same time that we’re talking about capital gains." [Source: Congressional Quarterly
Almanac 1989

Senator Bob Dole is talking about a capital gains tax cut. He voted for a
$77 billion capital gains tax cut over ten years, 75 percent of which would
have gone to people with six-figure salaries. Yet, Senator Dole is "standing
and holding up" 10 million workers earning less $5.15 an hour from getting a
pay raise.

Senator Bob Dole: "I never thought the Republican Party should stand for

squeezing every last nickel from the minimum wage."[Source: Congressional Quarterty
Almanac 1989)

Senator Bob Dole "blocks move to vote on a rise for minimum wage" as the
last nickel is squeezed from the real value of the minimum wage and it

approaches a 40-year low. [Source: Adam Clymer, "Dole Blocks Move To Vote On A Rise For
Minimum Wage," The New York Times, March 27, 1996.]

The real value of the minimum wage was at its lowest level since 1955. So
Senator Bob Dole voted to increase the minimum wage.

If it is not increased, the real value of the minimum wage will hit at its
lowest level since 1955. And Senator Bob Dole blocked a vote to increase
the minimum wage.



1989:

NOW:

The majority of studies showed that a modest minimum wage increase -- like
a 90-cent raise -- would cost jobs. And Senator Bob Dole still voted for a
minimum wage increase.

The majority of recent studies show that a modest minimum wage increase --
like a 90-cent raise -- would not cost jobs. And Senator Bob Dole blocked a
vote to increase the minimum wage.

. In fact, in the fall of 1995, 101 economists -- including 3 Nobel Prize
winners -- signed a statement of support for a minimum wage increase
that said: "[T]he evidence from recent economic studies of the effects
of increases in federal and state minimum wages at the end of the
1980s and in the early 1990s -- as well as updates of the traditional
time-series studies -- suggests that the employment effects were
negligible or small."
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® ~ BoBDOLE:
MINIMUM WAGE

1961: Voted Against Incressing The Minimum Wage From S1 to $1.15 Per Hour. On
March 24, 1961, Dole voted against passage of H.R. 3935, the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1961. The bill as amended by Reps. Ayres and Kitchin, raised the minimum wage
for the 23.9 million covered workers from $1 to $1.15 an hour, and extended minimum wage
coverage (at $1 an hour) but not overtime coverage to 1,300,000 additional workers. Passed
341-35 [CO Almanac, p. 514]

On May 3, 1961, Dole also voted against adoption of the conference report on HR. 3935, the

Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1961. The conference report raised the minimum wage for

23.9 million workers aiready covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act to $1.25 an hour, reached

in tWo steps over two years, and extended minimum-wage coverage (at $1.25 an hour, reached

after four years) and overtime coverage (with some exceptions) to about 3,624,000 additional
. workers, mainly in the retail trades. Agreed to 230-196 [CQ Almanac. p. 518]

1966: Dole Voted Against Minimum Wage Increase - From $1.25 to $1.60

Dole voted against HR 13712, to increase the minimum wage for non-farm workers from $1.25
to $1.60, and to bring non-farm workers into coverage, as well as extended coverage to an
additional 7.9 million workers. [May 26, 1966, 303-93, # 60, CO Almanac, 1966, p. 882}

1974: Dole Voted for Passage of Minimum Wage Increase - From $1.60 to $2.30

Dole voted for passage of S 2747, which raised the minimum wage for most non-Farm workers
from $1.60 to $2.00 one month after enactment and an additional increase to $2.40 one year later.
The bill aiso extended minimum wage coverage to an additional 6.7 million workers. (March 7,
1974, 69-22, # S8, CO Almanac, 10-S]

From the floor of the Senate:

. “I am pleased to support the conference report on the minimum wage bill. . . It primarily
seeks to assure a decent living for the American workingman and woman. . . The
conference report embodies the traditional concern we have had in this country for the

well-being of working people. A living wage for a fair day’s work is a hallmark of the
American economic philosophy.” [March 28, 1974, CR 8768)

1977: Dole Voted for Passage of Minimum Wage Increase - From $2.30 to $3.40
y Dole voted for HR 3744, which raised the minimum wage from $2.30 in 1977 to $2.65 in 1978 to
. $2.90 in 1979 to $3.15 in 1980 to $3.40 in 1981. The bill also made changes in definition of tip

camers and other changes in wage laws. The conference report, adopted by voice vote, too the
1981 value down to $3.35. [October 7, 1977, 63-24, # 548, CO Almanac, 78-S]
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From the floor of the Senate:

. “I do not oppose increasing the statutory minimum wage. Inflation has continued to
increase to cost of living for each American. Next to our elderly, low-income workers are
among the hardest hit by the ravages of inflation. Since the justification for the minimum
wage is to insure every working person a livable wage, periodic adjustments may be

If and when the minimum wage should be increased again, Congress should face its
responsibility and enact the necessary legislation. [October 7, 1977, CR 32906)

1987: Dole Opposed Increase In Minimum Wage From $3.35 — Advocated Sub-minimum
Wage. In March of 1987, Dole opposed Democratic legislation to increase the minimum wage
from $3.35 because he believed it would lead to higher inflation. Dole also said he supported
President Reagan's proposal to create a new, sub-minimum wage for teenagers. (BNA, 3/5/87)

1988: Dole Blames Labor For Not Backing Legislation To Allow A "Training Wage." Dole
and Senate Republicans tried to scuttle the 1988 Democratic attempt to raise the minimum wage
by offering legislation creating a "training wage" — below the minimum wage. Dole attacked
labor leaders for not supporting the GOP proposal. “The reason we're not getting consideration
of our training wage is that the labor unions dont want it. .. It's not the Republicans versus the
Democrats; it's the Republicans versus the labor leaders. They're telling us we can take this
(minimum wage proposal] or leave it; we're not going to play games.” [AP, 9/22/88)

1988: Dole Voted for Proceeding to Minimum Wage Bill. Dole voted in favor of the Byrd
motion to proceed to consideration of a bill to raise the minimum wage to $4.55 over three years.

(CO Almanac, 1988, vt. 330, 53-S]

1988: Dole Voted Against Ending Filibuster On Minimum Wage. Dole voted against a
Kennedy motion to invoke cloture on, and therefore end, a Hatch-led filibuster of legislation
increasing the minimum wage to $4.55 over three years. The motion failed, 56-35. [AFL-CIO
Report on Congress, 1988, vote #336, CQ Almanac, 1988, p. 55-S
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1989: Dole Sponsored Motion To Recommit Minimum Wage. Dole sponsored a motion to
recommit minimum wage legislation back to the Labor and Human Resources Committee, with
instructions to report it back with the Bush administration minimum wage plan, which included
raising the minimum wage to $4.25 over three years as well as a six-month training wage. [4FL-
CIO Report on Congress, 1989, vote #38, p. 11-§]

1389: Dole Voted To Increase Minimum Wage. Dole voted for passage of HR 2710, which
increased the minimum wage from 33.35 to $4.25 an hour, over two years, and provide a training
wage which would last 6 months for employees aged 16 to 19. Democrats originally tried to raise
it to $4.55 but was vetoed by the President and the House did not override the veto. Dole voted
against that bill. [CO Almanac, 1989, 54-§, wi. 292)

"I don'’t think the Republican Party should be known as the party that tried to squeeze the last
rickel out of minimum wage.” [UPL October 31, 1989]

Remarks from the Senate floor during various debaltes over the minimum wage increase:
. After passage: “For the simple truth is that cverybody won. The President won.
+ Congress won. But, most importantly, the working poor of this country won. And that is
good news for all Americans.” [November 1, 1989 CR 14472]

v June 14: “We have had opportunities to do something really worthwhile for the working
men and working women of this country; opportunities to increase the minimum wage.

And we could have done it easily, with a 90-cent increase over a 3-year period in the
minimum wage and a 6-month training wage from, $3.35 to $4.25 an hour, . ..

Last week--on this floor--I urged Congress to stop playing politics with the mininum
wage. I said that playing politics might be fun for some of us around here--but it is not fun
for those in this country who really want--and need—a minimum wage increase.. . .

I know I have said it before. But I must say it once again. I supported-- and I continue to

support—a minimum wage increase. I voted for it in the past and my record is pretty good.
And that is why I-along with my distinguished colleague from Utah--hope that we will be
able to reach agreement on a minimum wage bill that will be acceptable to the President.”

(June 14, 1989, CR 6600] _

. May 17: “T supported—and I continue to support—a minimum wage increase. I continue
to stand by the President. And I commend him for fulfilling a campaign promise by going
forward with his own minimum wage proposal. . .

[ have said that as a Republican I am not going to stand here and say you can live on
$3.25 an hour or $4.55 an hour. [May 17, 1989, CR 5475]
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. April 11: “To be sure, I am all for helping the working poor. I have spent most of my
public life supporting causes on behalf of the working poor. And no one would deny that

the working poor are the ones who most deserve a wage increase.” (April 11, 1989, CR
3579)

. April 11: “He [President Bush] has already said that he would g0 along with an increase
in the minimum wage. Ronald Reagan said no for 8 years and made it stick—$3.35 for 8
years. George Bush said, well, it is time—as the Senator from Massachusetts and others
said, the Senator from Utah--that we take a look at the minimum wage and make
adjustments. So we did. Over a 3- year period, it is going to be 90 cents per hour higher.”

" [April 11, 1989, CR 3579]

1993: Dole Calls Proposal To Increase Minimum Wage A "Big, Big Mistake."” On CBS's
“Face The Nation" in August of 1993, Clinton Labor Secretary Robert Reich suggested raising
the hourly minimum wage from it's 1990 level, $4.25 per, and indexing it to automatically reflect
cost of living increases. Reich noted that because of inflation, workers receiving the minimum
wage earn less than they did in the 1970s and 1980s.

On the same program, Dole said that linking the minimum wage increases to the cost of living
“would be a big, big mistake and I don't even think it would pass” in Congress. [AP, 8/23/93]

1995: Provided The One Vote Margin That Allowed The GOP To Kill Debate On Raising
The Minimum Wage. Dole voted to table the Kennedy Amendment to express he sense of the
Senate that the Senate should debate and vote on an amendment to raise the minimum wage
before the end of the first session of the 104th Congress. The motion to table, and thus kill the

amendment, passed by a one vote margin, provided by Dole, 49-48. (Legislate, 7/31/95,Vt.
1344)

1995: Again Voted Against Allowing Debate on the Minimum Wage. Three months later,
Dole against voted against a Kennedy motion to express the Sense of the Senate that the Senate
should debate and vote on an amendment to raise the minimum wage before the end of the first
session of the 104th Congress. The motion failed 51-48/ (Legislate, 10/27/95, V. 1519]

1996: Dole Delays Vote on Minimum Wage. Dole put off a vote on minimum wage that
Kennedy and other Senate members were attempted to bring to the floor. Through parliamentary
maneuvers, Dole recommitted the bill and then ended the days session. [AP, 3/26/96)
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1974:

“I am pleased to support the conference report on the minimum
wage bill. . . It primarily seeks to assure a decent living for the
American workingman and woman. . . The conference report
embodies the traditional concern we have had in this country for
the well-being of working people. A living wage for a fair day’s

work is a hallmark of the American economic philosophy.”

-- Bob Dole on the Senate floor. [March 28, 1974, CR 8768]

A . . 1 ‘
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1977:

“I do not oppose increasing the statutory minimum wage. Inflation has continued to
increase to cost of living for each American. Next to our elderly, low-income workers
are among the hardest hit by the ravages of inflation. Since the justification for the

minimum wage is to insure every working person a livable wage, periodic adjustments

may be necessary. . .

If and when the minimum wage should be increased again, Congress should face its

responsibility and enact the necessary legislation.

-- Bob Dole on the Senate floor [October 7, 1977, CR 32906]
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1989:

“I have said that as a Republican I am not

going to stand here and say you can live on

$3.25 an hour or $4.55 an hour.”

-- Bob Dole on the Senate Floor
[May 17, 1989, CR 5475]
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1989:

“To be sure, I am all for helping the working poor. I
have spent most of my public life supporting causes on
behalf of the working poor. And no one would deny that
the working poor are the ones who most deserve a wage

increase.”

--Bob Dole on the Senate Floor
[April 11, 1989, CR 3579]




1989:

"[T]his is not an issue where we ought to be standing and
holding up anybody’s getting a 30 to 40 cents an hour pay
increase, at the same time that we’re talking about capital
gains. I never thought the Republican Party should stand for
squeezing every last nickel from the minimum wage."

-- Bob Dole in Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1989




1989:

"[S]ome Democrats would rather score a penny’s worth of
political points instead of giving working men and women the
healthy 90-cent (an hour) increase President Bush has been

trying to give them."

-- Bob Dole in Robert Green, "House Fails To Override Bush’s Veto Of
Minimum Wage Hike, The Reuter Business Report, June 14, 1989.




PRESIDENT CLINTON’S MINIMUM WAGE PROPOSAL WILL BENEFIT
WORKING AMERICANS IN EVERY STATE

State-By-State Data From The Bureau Of Labor Statistics
April 1, 1996

Monday, April 1, marked the five-year anniversary of the last minimum wage increase.
President Clinton has proposed a raise in the minimum wage by 90 cents over two years.
This raise will mean an additional $1,800 in earnings for full-time minimum wage workers
- enough to buy seven months of groceries.

Of the ten million American workers who would benefit from the raise in the minimum
wage, two-thirds are adults, age 20 or over. The average minimum-wage worker brings
home half of the family's earnings. Three out of five minimum wage workers are women.

The following is a state-by-state breakdown of the number of workers in each state who
would benefit from the President’s minimum wage proposal:

ALABAMA: President Clinton’s proposal to increase the minimum wage would directly
benefit 241,000 workers in Alabama, representing 22.3 percent of all hourly workers in the
state.

ALASKA: Alaska has already raised its state minimum wage to $5.25.

ARIZONA: Benefits 183,000 workers in Arizona, representing 15.8 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

ARKANSAS: Benefits 144,000 workers in Arkansas, representing 21.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

CALIFORNIA: Benefits 1,220,000 workers in California, representmg 16.1 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

COLORADO: Benefits 99,000 workers in Colorado, representing 9.4 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

CONNECTICUT: Benefits 76,000 workers in Connecticut, representing 9.8 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

DELAWARE: Benefits 20,000 workers in Delaware, representing 10.4 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.



FLORIDA: Benefits 523,000 workers in Alabama, representing 15.1 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

GEORGIA: Benefits 239,000 workers in Georgia, representing 12.8 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

HAWAII: Hawaii has already raised its state minimum wage to $5.25.

IDAHO: Benefits 50,000 workers in Idaho, representing 15.9 percent of all hourly workers
in the state.

ILLINOIS: Benefits 388,000 workers in Illinois, representing 12.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

INDIANA: Benefits 232,000 workers in Indiana, representing 12.0 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

IOWA: Benefits 122.000 workers in Iowa, representing 14.1 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

KANSAS: Benefits 137.000 workers in Kansas, representing 19.6 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

KENTUCKY: Benefits 182,000 workers in Georgia, representing 17.6 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

LOUISIANA: Benefits 246,000 workers in Louisiana, representing 24.6 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MAINE: Benefits 41,000 workers in Maine, representing 12.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

MARYLAND: Benefits 103,000 workers in Maryland, representing 8.0 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MASSACHUSETTS: Benefits 136,000 workers in Massachusetts, representing 8.5 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

MICHIGAN: Benefits 324,000 workers in Michigan, representing 11.9 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MINNESOTA: Benefits 118,000 workers in Minnesota, representing 8.3 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MISSISSIPPI:  Benefits 162,000 workers in Mississippi, representing 25.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.



MISSOURI: Benefits 222.000 workers in Missouri, representing 14.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

MONTANA: Benefits 44,000 workers in Montana. representing 19.7 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

NEBRASKA: Benefits 68,000 workers in Nebraska, representing 14.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

NEVADA: Benefits 57.000 workers in Nevada, representing 12.0 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

NEW HAMPSHIRE: Benefits 30,000 workers in New Hampshire, representing 8.6
percent of all hourly workers in the state.

NEW JERSEY: Benefits 133.000 workers in New Jersey, representing 7.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

NEW MEXICO: Benefits 62.000 workers in New Mexico, representing 15.0 percent of
all hourly workers in the state.

NEW YORK: Benefits 475,000 workers in New York, representing 12.6 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

NORTH CAROLINA: Benefits 265,000 workers in North Carolina, represehting 13.9
percent of all hourly workers in the state.

NORTH DAKOTA: Benefits 37,000 workers in North Dakota, representing 22.4 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

OHIO: Benefits 440,000 workers in Ohio, representing 13.7 percent of all hourly workers
in the state.

OKLAHOMA: Benefits 174,000 workers in Oklahoma, representing 24.4 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

OREGON: Benefits 82,000 workers in Oregon, representing 9.9 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

PENNSYLVANIA: Benefits 430,000 workers in Pennsylvania, representing 13.1 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

RHODE ISLAND: Benefits 31,000 workers in Rhode Island, representing 11.6 percent of
all hourly workers in the state. '



SOUTH CAROLINA: Benefits 156,000 workers in South Carolina, representing 15.6
percent of all hourly workers in the state. '

SOUTH DAKOTA: Benefits 32,000 workers in South Dakota. representing 15.9 percent
of all hourly workers in the state.

TENNESSEE: Benefits 242,000 workers in Tennessee, representing 16.7 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

TEXAS: Benefits 943,000 workers in Texas, representing 20.4 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

UTAH: Benefits 69,000 workers in Utah, representing 13.1 percent of all hourly workers
in the state.

VERMONT: Benefits 19.000 workers in Georgia, representing 11.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

VIRGINIA: Benefits 197.000 workers in Virginia. representing 11.2 percent of all hourly
workers in the state.

WASHINGTON: Benefits 138,000 workers in Washington, representing 9.3 percent of
all hourly workers in the state.

WEST VIRGINIA: Benefits 83,000 workers in West Virginia, representing 19.4 percent
of all hourly workers in the state. '

WISCONSIN: Benefits 209,000 workers in Wisconsin, representing 12.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

WYOMING: Benefits 25,000 workers in Wyoming, representing 20.2 percent of all
hourly workers in the state.

#H##



PRESIDENT CLINTON HAS ALWAYS SUPPORTED

THE MINIMUM WAGE AS A WAY TO MAKE WORK PAY
April 2. 1996

CLAIMS THAT PRESIDENT CLINTON OPPOSED A MINIMUM WAGE
INCREASE ARE JUST NOT TRUE.

. President Clinton has always supported the Minimum Wage -- and he has
NEVER opposed a minimum wage increase. President Clinton has always
supported increasing the minimum wage -- from the campaign in 1992 to the
present. He specifically proposed a 90-cent increase 14 months ago.

. Republican Members point to a 10-word Time magazine quote from 1995 that
alludes to President Clinton’s opposition to the minimum wage in 1993. But,
President Clinton didn’t say any such thing. The statement Time refers to
does not appear in any transcript, tape, or speech text.

. For four years now President Bill Clinton has fought for several provisions
that would raise the standard of living of hard-working families, including:
increasing the minimum wage, expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit, and
providing health care coverage for working families.

. President Clinton initially focused his legislative agenda on raising workers’
incomes and increasing economic security through expansion of the Earned
Income Tax Credit and health care reform, but he has always supported a
Minimum Wage increase. Together with his EITC expansion, the President’s
minimum wage increase would ensure that no parents wouid have to raise
their children in poverty.



PRESIDENT CLINTON HAS ALWAYS SUPPORTED

A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE AS A WAY TO MAKE WORK PAY

SUPPORTED MINIMUM WAGE HIKES AS GOVERNOR. As Governor of Arkansas.
Bill Clinton supported two increases in the state minimum wage. And he changed state
minimum wage law to cover more workers.

1992: CANDIDATE CLINTON CALLS FOR EXPANDING EITC AND RAISE
MINIMUM WAGE TO MAKE WORK PAY. In 1992, President Clinton proposed
expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit and raising the minimum wage to keep pace with

inflation in order to ensure that no parent who was willing to work full-time would have to
raise their children in poverty.

In Putting People First, Presidential Candidate Clinton and Vice-President

Candidate Gore proposed to "increase the minimum wage to keep pace with
inflation." (p. 127)

In the Clinton/Gore Welfare Information packet, Candidate Clinton and
Vice-President Candidate Gore proposed to make the minimum wage a fair
wage, and index it to inflation because "working people shouldn’t have to lose
purchasing power just because of inflation." [Clinton/Gore Welfare Information
Packet, September 9, 1992]

On October 30, 1992, the Star Tribune wrote that Candidate Clinton wants to
"increase the minimum wage to keep pace with inflation and expand the earned
income tax credit to guarantee no full-time workers lives in poverty." [Star
Tribune. October 30. 1992]

AUGUST 1993: PRESIDENT CLINTON EXPANDS EITC AS FIRST STEP TO MAKE
WORK PAY. In 1993, President Clinton took the first necessary step to achieving the goal
of ensuring that anyone who worked full-time didn’t have to bring up their children in
poverty: he expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit to provide a tax break for 15 million of
our most hard-pressed households.

In April of 1993, The Washington Post wrote that: "Mr. Clinton’s goal is
ambitious: to make sure that in households with children where at least one
person works full-time, the family won’t fall below the poverty line. Under
current law, the maximum EITC benefit for a family with two or more children
was scheduled to rise to $ 2,000 next year; Mr. Clinton would boost the
maximum to $3,370 by 1995. He would also raise the benefits for families with
one child and establish a small new credit for workers without children....On top
of this, Mr. Clinton would try to boost the earnings of the working poor by
hiking the minimum wage." [The Washington Post, April 20, 1993 -- emphasis
added] :



IN 1994 PRESIDENT CLINTON FOUGHT FOR UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE --
WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN THE EQUIVALENT OF A MINIMUM WAGE
INCREASE FOR MILLIONS OF LOW-WAGE WORKERS. NONETHELESS, HE
STILL MAINTAINED HIS SUPPORT FOR A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE.

JUNE OF 1994, THE WASHINGTON POST WROTE THAT: "From
heaith-care reform to a higher minimum wage to more training opportunities to
increased earned-income tax credits to mandatory fringe benefits. the Clinton
administration wants to increase dramatically the income security of the more
than 6 million American adults whom it classifies as the ‘working poor.”" [The
Washington Post. June 26, 1994 -- emphasis added]

1995: PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE TO
FULFILL COMMITMENT TO MAKE WORK PAY. On February 3. 1995, President
Clinton put forward his proposal to increase the minimum wage from $4.25 to $5.15 over two
vears in two equal steps. This proposal would directly benefit 10 miilion American workers.

In his 1995 State of the Union, President Clinton called for Congress to
raise the minimum wage: "The goal of building the middle class and
shrinking the underclass is also why [ believe that you should raise the
minimum wage. [t rewards work. Two and a half million Americans -- 2.5
million Americans. often women with children, are working out there today for
$4.25 an hour. In terms of real buying power, by next year that minimum wage
will be at a 40-vear low. That’s not my idea of how the new economy ought to
work.

Now, ['ve studied the arguments and the evidence for and against a minimum
wage increase. | believe the weight of the evidence is that a modest increase
does not cost jobs. and may even lure people back into the job market. But the
most important thing is, you can’t make a living on $4.25 an hour. Especially if
you have children. even with the working families tax cut we passed last year.
[n the past, the minimum wage has been a bipartisan issue, and I think it should
be again. So [ want to challenge you to have honest hearings on this; to get
together; to find a way to make the minimum wage a living wage.

Members of Congress have been here less than a month, but by the end of the
week, 28 days into the new year, every member of Congress will have earned as
much in congressional salary as a minimum wage worker makes all year long."
[State of the Union Address to the Nation, January 25, 1995]



On February 3, 1995, President Clinton proposed raising the minimum
wage from S4.25 to $5.15: "Our job is to create enough opportunity for people
to earn a living if they’ll exercise the responsibility to work. That’'s why we
fought so hard to expand the earned income tax credit - a working family tax
cut for 15 million families - in 1993; precisely why we're calling on Congress
today to raise the minimum wage 90 cents to $5.15 per hour.

The only way to grow the middle class and shrink the underciass is to make
work pay. And in terms of real buying power, the minimum wage will be at a
40-year low next year if we do not raise it above $4.25 an hour. If we're
serious- let me say this. t00. emphatically- if we are serious about welfare
reform. then we have a clear obligation to make work attractive and to reward
people who are willing to work hard...

If in 1990, because the minimum wage had not been raised in such a long time,
a Republican president and a Democratic Congress could raise the minimum

wage. surely in 1995 - facing the prospect that work. full-time work. could be
at a 40-year low in buying power unless we act - a Congress with a Republican
majority and a Democratic president can do the same for the American people.”

[Announcement by President Bill Clinton of Minimum Wage Increase, February
3, 1995]

JUNE, 1995. At town hall meeting with Speaker Gingrich, the President
reiterated his support for 2 minimum wage increase: "The reason that | am
for it is that [ believe that -- first of all, I know that a significant percentage of
people on the minimum wage are women workers raising their kids on their
own. And I just believe that we shouldn’t allow -- if we don’t raise the
minimum wage this year. then next year. after you adjust for inflation, it will
be at a 40-year low...

And 1 believe. if you go back to when they did it when -- the last time it was
done was, when. '89 or something, I think. on balance, we did fine as a result of
doing it. And I think we should do it again. [Remarks by President Clinton,
Speaker Gingrich at Senior Center in Claremont, N.H., June 11, 1995]

In May 1995, President Clinton calls for minimum wage increase: "I believe
it is especially important to women that we raise the minimum wage this year.
Women represent three out of five minimum wage workers, but only haif the
work force. [ have done everything I could to create a climate in which people
are encouraged to be successful parents and successful workers. [ believe that.
That’s what the Earned Income Tax Credit was all about in 1993... But it isn’t
enough. If we do not raise the minimum wage this year, next year it will be in
real dollar terms, the lowest it has been in 40 years. Now that is not my idea of
what the 21st century American economy is all about. [Remarks at Women’s
Bureau Reception, May 19, 1995]



. On Labor Day 1995, President Clinton tells California that the minimum
wage should be raised:"I also think we ought to raise the minimum wage. Let
me tell you. if we don’t raise the minimum wage this year. on January the Ist of
next year. our minimum wage in terms of what the money will buy will be at a
40-year low. I want a high-wage, high-growth. high-opportunity, not a hard-
work. low-wage 21st century. And [ think you do, too. And that’s what we
ought to do." [Remarks at the Dedication of California State University at
Monterey Bay in Monterey, California. September 4. 1995]

1996 PRESIDENT REITERATES HIS CALL FOR AN INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM
WAGE

. Speech to Keene State College, New Hampshire. "[Almong the greatest
heroes in this country are the people who work 40 hours a week and do their
best to raise their kids and only make the minimum wage. If we do not raise
the minimum wage. this year it will drop to a 40-vear low in terms of what it
will buy. There is always a lot talk in Washington about family values. It’s
hard to raise a family on $4.25 an hour. Let’s raise the minimum wage."
[President Clinton. Keene, New Hampshire, February 17, 1996]

. 1996 State of the Union Address. "More and more Americans are working
hard without a raise. Congress sets the minimum wage. Within a year, the
minimum wage will fall to a 40-year low in purchasing power. Four dollars and
25 cents an hour is no longer a minimum wage, but millions of Americans and
their children are trying to live on it. [ challenge you to raise their minimum
wage." [President Clinton, State of the Union Address to Congress, January 23,
1996]
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BACKGROUND MEMORANDUM
April 2, 1996

TO: Editors and Correspondents

FROM: David Eichenbaum,
DNC Director of Communications

RE: Truth Squad -- President Clinton’s “Opposition” to Minimum Wage Increases

Republicans seem to have honed the message they are using to try to justify their opposition to a
minimum wage increase. They are circulating a 7ime magazine clip in which it was reported that
President Clinton felt that raising the minimum wage “was the wrong way to raise the incomes of

. low-wage earners.”

Here’s the problem - he never said it. President Clinton never said that he thought the minimum
wage was the wrong way to raise the incomes of low-wage eamners. It’s not in any transcript,
tape, or speech text of anything that Bill Clinton has said as President, Presidential candidate,
Governor, Attorney General, law professor, or high school saxophonist.

The closest we can find is that he did say in a speech to the National Association of
Manufacturers on June 24, 1992 that “we could increase the eamed income tax credit by a couple
of billion dollars a year, and, far more efficiently than raising the minimum wage, lift the working
poor out of poverty.” That’s just what the President’s 1993 economic plan did.

But that does not preclude supporting increasing the minimum wage. In fact, Bill Clinton raised
Arkansas’ minimum wage as Governor, and proposed indexing the minimum wage rate during the
1992 campaign. The campaign’s position paper on welfare reform said that, “working people
shouldn’t have to lose purchasing power just because of inflation.”

In short, Republicans should not be able to get away with saying that the President opposed a
minimum wage increase. I hope you will be vigilant about not letting them continue to spread this
blatant untruth.
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DNC - -- - :30 "Aspault'

“We gave him a balanced budget and
he vetoed it...let’s veto Bill
Clinton."

The facts?

The President prcposes a balanced
budget protecting Medicare,
education, environment.

But Dole is voting neo.

The President cuts taxes £for 40
million Americans.

’ Dole veotes no.

The President bans assault weapons;
says welfare recipients must work.

Dele: ne to the Clinton plan.

It’'e time to say yes to the Clinton
plan -- yes, to America’s families.
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Text:

"We gave him a balanced

budget and he vetoed it ... let’s

veto Bill Clinton.”

The facts?

The President proposes a
balanced budget protecting
Medicare, education, the
environment.

‘ But Bob Dole is voting no.

Documentation:

Dole: "We sent him the first balanced budget in a generation; he
vetoed it. We're going to veto Bill Clinton in November 1996."
[Remarks after Junior Super Tuesday Primarnies, Dole Campaign
Headquarters, 3/5/96]

The Congressional Budget Office’s analysis certifies that the
President’s seven year budget will result in a "surplus of $1
billion in 2002." [CBO letter to Speaker Gingrich, 1/6/96)
Medicare: Strengthens Medicare and guarantees its solvency for
over a decade without the Republican’s $270 billion cut.
Education: The President’s plan increases education and training
programs by over 20% over 1993 levels.

Environment: The President’s plan increases environmental
enforcement, state grants, research and technology by 23% in his
balanced budget plan. [FY97 Budget Report)

Bob Dole voted "no” on President Clinton’s 10-year balanced-
budget plan on October 24, 1995. [Senate vote No. 498]

And Dole said "no" to the President’s balanced budget priorities
on November 17, 1995 when he voted for passage of the
Republican budget reconciliation bill (conference report). The
GOP budget reconciliation: [Senate Vote No. 584)

° Cut Medicare by $270 billion and Medicaid by $164
billion over seven years. [President Clinton’s Reasons for
Vetoing the Republican Budget: 82 Selected Issues,
12/6/95]

° Cut education and training by 330 billion over 7 years.
[Impact of the Republican Budget, White House,
11/30/95)

® Republicans cripple efforts to enforce environmental laws
by cutting EPA’s budget 25% from the President’s
request. [President Clinton’s Reasons for Vetoing the
Republican Budget: 82 Selected Issues, 12/6/95]
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‘ The President cuts taxes for 40 Working Families: The President’s 1993 economic plan gives
million Americans. “*over 21 million workers and their families by providing a tax

credit averaging nearly $1,400. Working families with earnings
of up to $28,524 per year may be eligible for the EITC [working
families tax credit).” [Treasury Department, 6/15/95)

Dole votes no. On August 6, 1993, Dole voted against President Clinton’s 1993
Economic Plan. [CQ Almanac, 1993 (vote #247; Passed 51-50)]
The President bans assault Assault Weapons: The President signed the assault weapons ban -
weapons; says welfare - banning 19 types of semi-automatic assault style weapons, as a
recipients must work. part of the larger Crime Bill, on September 13, 1994. The ban is

working. According to Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco and
Firearms, the number of assault weapons traced to crimes fell in
the first eight months of 1995 by nearly 18.4%. [Handgun

Control Inc. citing BATF, The Assault Weapons Ban Questions
and Angwers, 2/96]

Work requirements: The President’s welfare plan moves people
from welfare to work. It includes: "tough work reguirements®;
more funding for child care; "incentives to reward States for
placing people in jobs®; and strict time limits (a two year time

. limit on benefits and a five year lifetime limit). [FY97 Budget
Report]

Dole: no to the Clinton plan. Assault Weapons: On August 24, 1994, Dole voted against
passage of the conference report of the Clinton crime bill, which
included the assault weapons ban. (Reuters North American Wire,
8/24/94)

Welfare Reform: On June 14, 1994, President Clinton released
his plan to reform welfare. Bob Dole opposed the plan before
having seen it, saying at a press conference: "We still don’t have
the bill.... but we have real differences with his approach. *
(Federal News Service, 6/14/94)]

And two weeks later on June 29, 1994, Dole said: "Welfare
reform will not happen this year... * [Cleveland Plain Dealer,
6/29/94)

It’s time to say yes to the
Clinton plan -- yes, to

’ America’s families.
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B82.S 440.National Higbway System/Conference Report
Adaption of the conference report to designate a new 160,000-mile
National Highway System and to repeal all federal speed Jimits and
motorcycle helmet laws. Adopted (thus sent to the House) 80-16: R47-
3; D 33-13 (ND 24:12, SD 9-1), Nov. 17, 1985,

583. HR 2481, Fiscal 1996 Budget-Reconciliation/Anti-
trust Provisions. Abraham, R-Mich., motion to waive the Budget
Act with respect o the Exon, D-Neb., point of order against pravisions
in the conference agreement 1o the bill that would have granted
special antitrust rules for provider service networks and would have
exemptad physician offics laboratories from the 1988 amendments to
the Clinical Lab Improvement Act. Motion rejected 54-45: R 51-2; D 3-
43 (ND 1-35, SD 2-8), Nov. 17, 1995. A three-fifths majority vote {(60)
of the total Senate is required to waive the Budget Act. (Subsequently,
the chair upheld the Exon point of order and the extraneous provi-
sions were suruck from the bill.)

584.HR 2481.Fiscal 1986 Budget-Reconciliation/Further
Amendment to Conference Agreement. Motion to recade and

Seuthern moms - Ala., Ark., Fo., Go., Ky., ta., mis., N.C, Oido., $.., Tem, Texn, Va,

concur in the conference agreement to the bill with a further amend-
mant o strike provisions, favored by doctars, that would relax antizrust
rules for provider service nerworks and exempt physician office labara-
tories from the 1988 amendrments to the Clinical Lab Improvement Act
The conference agreement would reduce projected spending by $894
billion and taxes by $245 hbillion ever ssven years Lo provide for a
balanced budget by fiscal 2002. Over seven years, the conference report
would reduce projected spending on Medicare by $270 billian. Medicaid
by $163 billion, welfare programs by 842 billion. the earned-income tax
credit by $32 billion, agriculture programs by $12 billion and federel
employee retirement programs by $10 billian. Tha bill would grant a
$500 per-child tax credit for families with incomes up tc $110,000,
reduce taxes on capital gains income, and expand eligibility for
Individual Retirement Accounts. The bill would allow oil drilling in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska; impose royalties for
hardrock mining on federal lands; cap the federal direct student loan
program; and increase the federal debr limit from $4.9 teillion to 35.5
trillion. Motion agreed to (thus sending the conference raport back to
the House) 52-47: R 52-1; D 0-46 (ND 0-36. SD 0-10). Nov. 17, 1995. A
“nay” was a vote in support of the president’s position.

CQ NOVEMBER 25. 1995 — 3613
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496. S 1322. U.S. Israeli Embassy Relocation/Tax Cutl
Limitation. Roth. R-Del.. motion to table (kill) the Dorgan. D-N.D.,
amendment to exprass the sense of the Senate that tax cuts should be
limited to those making under $250,000 and the savings should be
used to reduce the propased cuts in Medicare spending, the federal
health insurance program for the poor. Motion agreed to 51-40: R 50.
0: D 1-40 (ND 1.31, SD 0-9), Oct. 23, 1995. (Story, p. 3318)

4988. S 1322 U.S. [aracli Embaasy Relocation/Passage.
Pasaage of the bill to move the U.S. Israeli embasgy from Tel Aviv
ta Jerusalem by 1993. The bill would allow the president to delay
the move if he determined that it was in the interest of national
sacurity. Passed 93-5: R 49-4: D 44-1 (ND 34.1. SD 10.0), Oct. 24.
1995. A "“nay"” was a vate in support of the president’s position.
(Story, p. 3318)

497. S 1328. Renewing Federal Judgeships/Hungry and
Uninsured Children. Wellstone. D-Minn.. motion to table (kill)
the Wellstone amendment to express the sense of the senata that if
the fiscal 1996 budget-reconciliation bill increases the number of
hungry or medically uninsured children by the end of fiscal 1996.
then Congross will adopt legislation tn halt these increases. Motion
agreed to 53-45: R 53-0; D 0-45 (ND 0-35, SD 0-10), Oct. 24. 1995.

% 498. S 1328. Repewing Federal Judgeshipa/Clinton Bud-

get Proposal. Hatch, R-Utah, amendment to express the sense of

the Senate that Congress shall enact President Clinton's budget as

revised on June 13, 1995. Rejected 0-96: R 0-52; D 0-44 (ND 0-34,
0-10). Oct. 24, 199S.

499. S 1367. Fiscal 1986 Budget-Reconcillation/Medi-
care Reduetions. Rockefeller, D-W.Va,, motion to commit the
bill to the Senate Finance Committee. with instructions to rcport
it back to the Senate within three days with an elimination of any

3332 — OCTOBER 28, 1995 CQ

Southern rates - Ala, Ad., Flo, Go.. Ky, la., M., N.C., Otin., $.C. T, Term, Va.

Medicare reductions beyond the $89 Billion necessary to maintsin
solvency of the hospital insurance trust fund through 2006 and to
make up the diffarence through a reduction in tax cuts for upper-
income taxpayers. The bill calls for $270 billion in Medicare zav.
ings ovar 7 years. Motion rejected 46-53: R 1.52; D 45-1 (ND 36-0.
SD 8-1), Oct. 26, 1995. (Story, p. 3290)

500.S 1367. Fiecsl 1996 Budget-Reconciliation/Medicare
Fraud and Abuge. Abraham. R-Mich., amendment to instruct the
secretary of Health and Human Services to establish programs
encouraging individuals to report information on incidents of fraud
or abuse against the Medicare program and to suggest methods to
umprove Medicare efficiency. Individuals reporting fraud or abuse
could be paid a portion of the money collectad. Adopted 99-0: R 53-0;
D #6-0 (ND 38-0, SD 10-0), Oct. 26, 1995. (Story. p. 3250)

8§01. S 1357. Fiscal 1996 Budget-Reconciliation/Earned-
Income Tax Credit. Domenici. R-N.M., motion to table (kill) the
Bradley, D-N.J., motion o commit the bill ta the Sengte Finance
Commirtee with instructions to report it back within three days after
eliminating the 343 billion reduction in the Earned-Income Tax Credit,
& tax relief for poor families, and instead repealing federal tax
preferences aimed at private sector companies. Moticn agreed ta 53-45:
R 53-0; D 0-46 (ND 0-36, SD 0-10), Oct. 26. 1995. (Story, p. 3290)

502.S 1387.Fiscal 1996 Budget-Reconciliation/Medicaid.
Domenici. R-N.M. motion to table (kill) the Graham, D-Fla., motion
to comnmit the bill to the Senats Finance Committee, with instruc-
tions to report it back within three days with an elimination of any
reductions in che Medicaid program beyond $62 billion over a seven-
year period and o pay for the differenca by reducing taz cuts for
upper-incorne taxpayers. The bill would reduce projected Medicaid
spanding by $182 billion over seven years. Motion agreed to 51-48; R
51-2; D 0-48 (ND 0-36, SD 0-10), Oct. 26, 1995. (Story, p. 3290)

PBOBE6-/086
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@ BOB DOLE:

MINIMUM WAGE

1961: Voted Against Increasing The Minimum Wage From $1 to $1.15 Per Hour. On
March 24, 1961, Dole voted against passage of H.R. 3935, the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1961. The bill as amended by Reps. Ayres and Kitchin, raised the minimum wage
for the 23.9 million covered workers from $1 to $1.15 an hour, and extended minimum wage
coverage (at $1 an hour) but not overtime coverage to 1,300,000 additional workers. Passed

341-35 [CO Almapac, p. 514)

On May 3, 1961, Dole also voted against adoption of the conference report on HR. 3935, the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1961. The conference report raised the minimum wage for
23.9 million workers already covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act to $1.25 an hour, reached
in two steps over two years, and extended minimum-wage coverage (at $1.25 an hour, reached
after four years) and overtime coverage (with some exceptions) to about 3,624,000 additional

‘ workers, mainly in the retail trades. Agreed to 230-196 [CQ Almanac, p. 518]

1966: Dole Voted Against Minimum Wage Increase - From $1.25 to $1.60

Dole voted against HR 13712, to increase the minimum wage for non-farm workers from $1.25
to $1.60, and to bring non-farm workers into coverage, as well as extended coverage to an
additional 7.9 million workers. [May 26, 1966, 303-93, # 60, CO Almanac, 1966, p. 882)

1974: Dole Voted for Passage of Minimum Wage Increase - From $1.60 to $2.30

Dole voted for passage of S 2747, which raised the minimum wage for most non-Farm workers
from-$1.60 to $2.00 one month after enactment and an additional increase to $2.40 one year later.
The bill also extended minimum wage coverage to an additional 6.7 million workers. [March 7,

1974, 69-22, # 58, CO Almagac, 10-S]

From the floor of the Senate:

. “I am pleased to support the conference report on the minimum wage bill. . . It primarily
seeks to assure a decent living for the American workingman and woman. . . The
conference report embodies the traditional concern we have had in this country for the
well-being of working people. A living wage for a fair day’s work is a hallmark of the
American economic philosophy.” [March 28, 1974, CR 8768)

1977: Dole Voted for Passage of Minimum Wage Increase - From $2.30 to $3.40

Dole voted for HR 3744, which raised the minimum wage from $2.30 in 1977 to $2.65in 1978 to
‘ $2.90 in 1979 to $3.15 in 1980 to $3.40 in 1981. The bill also made changes in definition of tip

carners and other changes in wage laws. The conference report, adopted by voice vote, too the

1981 value down to $3.35. {October 7, 1977, 63-24, # 548, CO Almanac, 78-S]
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|I From the floor of the Senate:

. “I do not oppose increasing the statutory minimum wage. Inflation has continued to
increase to cost of living for each American. Next to our elderly, low-income workers are
among the hardest hit by the ravages of inflation. Since the justification for the minimum
wage is to insure every working person a livable wage, periodic adjustments may be

necessary. . .

If and when the minimum wage should be increased again, Congress should face its
responsibility and enact the necessary legislation. [October 7, 1977, CR 32906)

1987: Dole Opposed Increase In Minimum Wage From $3.35 — Advocated Sub-minimum
Wage. In March of 1987, Dole opposed Democratic legislation to increase the minimum wage
from $3.35 because he believed it would lead to higher inflation. Dole also said he supported
President Reagan's proposal to create a new, sub-minimum wage for teenagers. [(BNA, 3/5/87)

1988: Dole Blames Labor For Not Backing Legislation To Allow A "Training Wage.” Dole
and Senate Republicans tried to scuttle the 1988 Democratic attempt to raise the minimum wage
by offering legislation creating a "training wage” — below the minimum wage. Dole attacked
labor leaders for not supporting the GOP proposal. “The reason we're not getting consideration

‘ of our training wage is that the labor unions don't want it... It's not the Republicans versus the
Democrats; it's the Republicans versus the labor leaders. They're telling us we can take this
[minimum wage proposal] or leave it; we're not going to play games.” [AP, 9/22/88)

1988: Dole Voted for Proceeding to Minimum Wage Bill. Dole voted in favor of the Byrd
motion to proceed to consideration of a bill to raise the minimum wage to $4.55 over three years.

(CQ Almanac, 1988, vt. 330, 53-]

1988: Dole Voted Against Ending Filibuster On Minimum Wage. Dole voted against a
Kennedy motion to invoke cloture on, and therefore end, a Hatch-led filibuster of legislation
increasing the minimum wage to $4.55 over three years. The motion failed, 56-35. [AFL-CIO
Report on Congress, 1988, vote #336, CQ Almanac, 1988, p. 55-S |
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1989: Dole Sponsored Motion To Recommit Minimum Wage. Dole sponsored a motion to
recommit minimum wage legislation back to the Labor and Human Resources Committee, with
instructions to report it back with the Bush administration minimum wage plan, which included
raising the minimum wage to $4.25 over three years as well as a six-month training wage. (4FL-
CIO Report on Congress, 1989, vote #38, p. 11-S]

1989: Dole Voted To Increase Minimum Wage. Dole voted for passage of HR 2710, which
increased the minimum wage from $3.35 to $4.25 an hour, over two years, and provide a training
wage which would last 6 months for employees aged 16 to 19. Democrats originally tried to raise
it to $4.55 but was vetoed by the President and the House did not override the veto. Dole voted

against that bill. [CO Almanac, 1989, 54-§, vt. 292]

"I don't think the Republican Party should be known as the party that tried 1o squeeze the iast
nickel out of minimum wage."” [UP, October 31, 1989)

Remarks from the Senate floor during various debales over the minimum wage increase:
. After passage: “For the simple truth is that everybody won. The President won.
+  Congress won. But, most importantly, the working poor of this country won. And that is
good news for all Americans.” [November 1, 1989, CR 14472]

. June 14: “We have had opportunities to do something really worthwhile for the working
men and working women of this country; opportunities to increase the minimum wage.

And we could have done it easily, with a 90-cent increase over a 3-year period in the
minimum wage and a 6-month training wage from, $3.35 to $4.25 an hour, . . .

Last week--on this floor--I urged Congress to stop playing politics with the minimum
wage. I said that playing politics might be fun for some of us around here--but it is not fun
for those in this country who really want--and need—a minimum wage increase.. . .

I know I have said it before. But I must say it once again. I supported-- and I continue to
support—a minimum wage increase. I voted for it in the past and my record is pretty good.
And that is why I--along with my distinguished colleague from Utah--hope that we will be
able to reach agreement on a minimum wage bill that will be acceptable to the President.”

(June 14, 1989, CR 6600]

. May 17: “I supported—and I continue to support—a minimum wage increase. I continue
to stand by the President. And I commend him for fulfilling a campaign promise by going
forward with his own minimum wage proposal. . .

I have said that as a Republican I am not going to stand here and say you can live on
$3.25 an hour or $4.55 an hour. [May 17, 1989, CR 5475]
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. April 11: “To be sure, I am all for helping the working poor. I have spent most of my
public life supporting causes on behalf of the working poor. And no one would deny that
the working poor are the ones who most deserve a wage increase.” [April 11, 1989, CR
3579)

. April 11: “He [President Bush) has already said that he would go along with an increase
in the minimum wage. Ronald Reagan said no for 8 years and made it stick--$3.35 for 8
years. George Bush said, well, it is time--as the Senator from Massachusetts and others
said, the Senator from Utah.-that we take a look at the minimum wage and make
adjustments. So we did. Over a 3- year period, it is going to be 90 cents per hour higher”
[April 11, 1989, CR 3579]

1993: Dole Calls Proposal To Increase Minimum Wage A "Big, Big Mistake." On CBS's
"Face The Nation” in August of 1993, Clinton Labor Secretary Robert Reich suggested raising
the hourly minimum wage from it's 1990 level, $4.25 per, and indexing it to automatically reflect
cost of living increases. Reich noted that because of inflation, workers receiving the minimum
wage eamn less than they did in the 1970s and 1980s.

On the same program, Dole said that linking the minimum wage increases to the cost of living
“would be a big, big mistake and I don't even think it would pass” in Congress. [AP, 8/23/93]

199S: Provided The One Vote Margin That Allowed The GOP To Kill Debate On Raising
The Minimum Wage. Dole voted to table the Kennedy Amendment to express he sense of the
Senate that the Senate should debate and vote on an amendment to raise the minimum wage
before the end of the first session of the 104th Congress. The motion to table, and thus kill the
amendment, passed by a one vote margin, provided by Dole, 49-48. [Legislate, 7/31/95,V1.
1344)

1995: Again Voted Against Allowing Debate on the Minimum Wage. Three months later,
Dole against voted against a Kennedy motion to express the Sense of the Senate that the Senate
should debate and vote on an amendment to raise the minimum wage before the end of the first
session of the 104th Congress. The motion failed 51-48/ ([Legislate, 10/27/95, Vt. 1519)

1996: Dole Delays Vote on Minimum Wage. Dole put off a vote on minimum wage that
Kennedy and other Senate members were attempted to bring to the floor. Through parliamentary
maneuvers, Dole recommitted the bill and then ended the days session. [AP, 3/26/96)
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1974:

“T am pleased to support the conference report on the minimum
wage bill. . . It primarily seeks to assure a decent living for the
American workingman and woman. . . The conference report
embodies the traditional concern we have had in this country for
the well-being of working people. A living wage for a fair day’s

work is a hallmark of the American economic philosophy.”

-- Bob Dole on the Senate floor. [March 28, 1974, CR 8768]
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1977:

“I do not oppose increasing the statutory minimum wage. Inflation has continued to
increase to cost of living for each American. Next to our elderly, low-income workers
are among the hardest hit by the ravages of inflation. Since the justification for the

minimum wage is to insure every working person a livable wage, periodic adjustments

may be necessary. . .

If and when the minimum wage should be increased again, Congress should face its

responsibility and enact the necessary legislation.

-- Bob Dole on the Senate floor [October 7, 1977, CR 32906]




1989:
“I have said that as a Republican I am not

going to stand here and say you can live on

$3.25 an hour or $4.55 an hour.”

-- Bob Dole on the Senate Floor
[May 17, 1989, CR 5475]
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1989:

“To be sure, I am all for helping the working poor. I

have spent most of my public life supporting causes on
behalf of the working poor. And no one would deny that

the working poor are the ones who most deserve a wage

increase.”

—-Bob Dole on the Senate Floor
[April 11, 1989, CR 3579]
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Mihimum Wage

Who Will Benefit from an Increase

i Percent and number of workers eaming between $4.25 and $5.14, 1994 by State
State Percent Number Total Workfarce
— S ——————— — —— T —

Alabama .......ccereeres veueenerans 16.8% vevereeurraerseerenseenes 285.250 ...ocouiverreiereccneens 1,685,378

AlZSKR <..reeveceerereciressnecsaceses £.0% ecereeereinrerressesseeenes 9,649 .....coeeeenecieeserianenns 242,062

ARZONE ovvrovnrresameeramsrssecans 12.6%...vvvenerennennessinsoces 200,320 .......o... O 1,585,686

ArKANSAS ....eoevnerereccanens OO 1-X- e 15B.238 ...onnrececnrreceeeneannins 368,807

CANOMIA weerreeermemeeerenrerere $0.9% oo 1,317,125 e lenienns 12,127,105

COIOTBAO ..o evcrermsmeesarnreneses B G Torrscmcmrinneniiasnness 145,657 ..ovuvrrrerereenenennenns 1,640, 033
" Connecticut ...occeiencceniiiirenns 6.1%.......... ......... eveneee 87.158 ..uveeerieeerieeineniens -1 439,916

‘ D.C. rovereeesirisssrressmaseseasssas y 23S o 20,292 e 259,418
DelaWarg .......ccocceenmecmensssseesne 0.5% veeervicmrersiraennsnaes . 31,341 e ceaeesarnreas 330,946

o P UURRRNR 1~ OO .1 (-5 (- B SR 5,487,763

l GOOIGI@ «..eceonsvrssrmensrrsrmssanss 11.9%.cccuce... it BBE,BBT everraeanranenrnenene 3,048,241
HaWAI ..cooveemrrmessacsnccrnnsassoncss 3.7%..ccccceene reeevsosenenes TTBBO i ivnracsrsennniene 480,246

T L2 SO Y= .. 62,524 ......c..... reeeeeeeeesninas 450,302

LT ———— 10.8% 1 esurererescaereessasinens 545,647 ..ocvevreneerecriiienns 5,042,948

P P 12.8%..cocorsesrrsmesnsies IR 01 JOR— o 2,547,137

LOWB ceennrrnevensemmmrsssemscnaseastres 11X & 131,759 coeresiierrmscessanssases 1,212,250

KENASAS eveeeneersarrernssemsnsassesns 12.6%.ccceeeernnnnrcsasonsens 133,752 ..cvenereeeeccnennnns 1,059,508

KONIUCKY -.eecurmineresnaraccsas ALY i 216,866 ..oceeoeeriinnrenaianes 1,482,340

LoUISIANA ... .eceerirrarrrerseanens 19.9% .cicueeineeenrrerenacns 313,605 ccuvvereencnirararenanns 1,573,058

[V ET, RO 10.6% . cveremrrererereaserececes 48,687 ..ooeveiereeeeeeenerenees 458,273

MaryIand «.oeeeneecaesseseeecoseees 3 4 YO 131,265 ooecverrerencenaseseenens 2,313,451

Massachusetts ..........ccoeneneee 6.4% .. coereeerernirinarnees 168,035 ..civeeieeeeeeemeenas 2,627,191

MICRIGAN .- reeoreeeevrrenercnseesens 10.5% wervverrerereneeeremenes 420,386 .vomorrerier e 4,012,846

‘ MINAOSOLA ... eveoeee e G.2% reverereeereerraraeeeees 192,098 ovovvvrireeceeeeerens 2,096,493
MiSSISSIPPI ..ovnrreee s 17.0% i 176,194 . 1,034.793

MIESSOUIE ..o vvevrvecesssrereeceenee 11.9% cooeoeoeeeresereeienns 262.8B3 oo 2,208,150

Source: Economic Policy Institute. Sample includes both hourly and salaried workers.
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‘Minimum Wage
- Who Will Benefit from an Increase
Percent and number of workers eaming between $4.25 and $5.14, 1994 by State

§ta_tL Percent Number Total Workforce
MOAENG oo 16,8 82087 318,486
Nebraska...........ccoveccnnnnn. 13 1% e 94,150 ............ e 718,211
NEVadR ..veeeeeeeeneraneerrnen, 9.3% - vrevereeeernerenses e 61,273 ceoeeeer e .... 656,804
New Hampshire.................. 7.8%.ccccoeeerrrmrnrrrrnen. 39,958 ............. ceonrreronae .. S11,753_
NEW JOSBY woevreerrerrerrr i, 5.2% eeeeeeeeereereeoen 173,641 oo, 3,348,923
NEW MBXICO ...vverveaeceiauernreric 13.2% eveerrarrer, SOOI /- 1 -SRI 600,549
NEW YOrK coveseerorerrrere B.7%.oorerrerre e 614715 e .7.068,130
North Carolina .........c...... 11.3% ceeeeemerreenereceeresies 345,993 oo e 3,053,341
NOTIN Dakota .....cuu.eeceeerenns 18.2% c.eeoeeeeeeeer oo e 46,574 oo, 256,552
o] 1 YO 10.7% cveeeee e eeeren 500,596 .....o.ocvmrsiuernes ... 4,684,163
Oklahoma............. I 17.0% oo ceeerecens 210,881 ....ooveeeereraennne ... 1,240,985
OPEGON .ovverervraremmnseesosreeeeon y o S rrrss BBLEBS ereerrrremnenrener 1,275,129
Pennsylvania.................... 10.2% cevveesecrsseesresssnsnens 494,870 c..cocnnnnncnen 4,868,376
Rhode Island............ccoo...... Y375 Y A (+ Y- S 408,758
South Garolina ................... 12.8% coreereerecnnerinnaacas 196,066 ........ SO, oo 1.837.776
South DaKota ......c.couennnne.... 14.5% wencuereesnereserasresns 40,899 ..o iecereeeeri. 281,344
TeNNBSSEO cvveeenvenereree.. 12.7% weeecvemeessrscenereon 280,727 coveevviemerrersverrene. 2,211,843
TOXAS 1vvere oo oo 18.7% covvervveveverrsesson 1,128,068 .oooooovmcrrrr. 7.682.789
311 T 12.8% voooomeeeereneee 104,305 ..o.cooerrenrmrinneeenaae. 817,055
Vermont....coeerrveeireenes 5% ccoiieeeeeeiiiiivreeneean 18,189.....ceriiiiciinnee 241,558
virginia ............ verereee e neeans 9.8% et 280,233 ... 2.863,031
Washington .............co.... 7.2% oo 157,979 oo 2,201,188
Waest Virginia ...................... 16.3% occviriieiiaceei 103,752 ...cieiiiiieeee..... 638,043
Wisconsin............. et —— 90% ot e 280757 2,342,266
WYoming ......ccocccvvcenniinn. 16.8% coooviiiieeie, 32310 i 192,655
US.Total .o s 11.0% i ieeeeievee 11,823,252 cuvereniineannnnnnes 107,431,043

Source: Economic Policy Institute. Sample includes both hourly and salaried warkers.
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