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April 24. 1996

Eric,

This note describes our search for the "Clinton opposed the minimum wage back in 1993" quote, 
2620)”*^^”^^' response. Please contact me with any questions or just to discuss (202/456-

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 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."

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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BODY: __
minutes of recycled campaign themes, Bill Clinton finally made some

address: the minimum wage shouldclimb, he said, because "you can't make a living on $4.25 an hour " That's forsure -- but as Clinton himself explained two yelrs ago, hikL^the m^n^Lm
the wrong way to raise the incomes of low-wage earners."

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

-- About 2.5 million Americans earn the minimum; 1.7 million more take home even
less since the law doesn't cover them. ®

was first set at 25 cents an hour in 1938. Inflation has taken a 
SenS. raised from $3.35 in 1991, its value has fallen 50

■■ to popular belief, about 80% of those who get the minimum (or less)
combined incomes above the poverty line (currently627 for a family of four) and thus are not defined as poor. ^

Many economists worry about two pernicious effects of raising the minimum
e -irst concerns ]ob loss. Standard theory holds that every hike in the waaeemployee firings, with the least skilled axed first^ T^a? i^el LsTeen

challenged by several recent studies co-authored by Alan Krueger the Labor
economist. A modest increase, says Krue^? win W have

iSSs® -- i" plain English, next to no job
losses. Negligible, though, is a term of art. Because wage-related costs

payroll taxes rise along with the basic wage most
100 000 between 40,000 and

consensus view has big problems with Krueger's results andconsiSrTL economist Finis Welch. "Alan ought to
apple and it rises, question yourexperiment 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
workers employees from h"i^g°Lw
workers. That s bad especially for young minorities -- over 30% of whom are
SegT? ?^arn(ng baSf

(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 counterproduccive. "They pass them on in the form of higher 
prices, which are regressive because they're borne equally by all. Thus the vast 
ma^rity of the 39 million poor Americans who won't benefit from a raise will be 
^^Ke 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 scamps. 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 
^1^ 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 
T^^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



Wpi until this year, has risen from $22,500 a year to $149,095 a
37.5 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 yes, 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

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
^tionally 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 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^^ghter.)
^^■tended to go all across the country publicizing my humble roots, only to 
^md 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 
t^^eep our manufacturing base and enhance it. We were, I believe, the first ^^Be 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
■■feons; one is there is the essence of fairness. This is a group of people
wTTose 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
J^^more efficiently than raising the minimum wage, lift the working poor out of
l^prty. -------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
d|^d support enforcement to reinforce these family'values. It is a national
^Bdal 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 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 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 SUPPORTFD
A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE AS A WAY TO MAKE WORK PAY

SUPPORTED MINIMUM WAGE HIKES AS GOVERNOR. As Governor of Arkansas.
Bill Clinton supponed 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. ' fp. 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....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 eamed-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 
years in two equal steps. This proposal would directly benefit“ 10 million 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 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 smdied the arguments and the evidence for and against a minimum 
wage increase. I 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 imponant 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 thinif 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 S4.25 to S5.15: "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 underclass is to make
work pay. ,\nd 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. 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 m 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

JIWE, 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. ^d I think we should do it again. [Remarks by President Clinton,
Speaker Gingrich at Senior Center in Claremont, N.H., June 11, 1995]

fa May 1995, President Clinton calls for minimum wage increase: "I believe
it is especially important to women that we raise the Tninimnm 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
arc encouraged to be successful parents and successful workers. I believe that
That’s what the Earned Income Tax Credit was ail 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 CaUfomia that the minimum 
wage should be raised;"! 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-opportunitv, not a hard- 
work. low-wage 21st century. And 1 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]

reiterates HIS CALL FOR AN INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM

Speech to Keene State College, New Hampshire. "[Ajmong 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-year 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 
rmnimum 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 Adless 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 im 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 whik 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:

■ The Hutchinson-Ballenger bill would take the EITC away from chit Hess workers.

• Adult childless workers would be denied an increase in the minimum 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 f ercentage
terms since 1980.

• This group of workers would owe taxes on income that waj below the
poverty line.

The authors of the proposal can’t seem to get their story straight. \ 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 sk< itchy 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-$7.5( i).

They continue to contend that families with children would have tl leir EITC 
restructured. Without details, it is impossible to know exactly hov they would be 
affected, but one thing that we do know is that cutting the EITC fc r 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 tl- 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 imruedis ieiy, oui uie
increases delayed. The program could then be budget-ne jtral or -positive
over a six- or seven-year horizon, but lose money in the Ic ig 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 snacted.)
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With the little that is known to date the proposal seems to be simpl / a restructuring 
of the current EITC. It is not an hourly-wage supplement, and it di es not raise the 
minimum wage.

• It will eliminate the EITC for some workers, (probably) incre sse the EITC for 
very low-wage workers with families with a higher credit rateand recapture 
the credit more rapidly by increasing the phase-out rate.

• Formal introduction is probably being delayed because eve i 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, sut without 
specifics on how to do this. (Under current law, workers ca i 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 Dntaining 14.5 
million children by $31 billion, a per-family income tax hike averag: ig $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 plan.

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 working families 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.
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OfiAi^'r- fae. OPC-
Republicans Attempt to Avoid Raising the Minimun Wage
The Hutchinson-Ballenger Proposal
Reps. Tim Hutchinson and Cass Ballanger have made a proposal which 1 hey claim is an 
increase in the minimum wage combined with an expansion of the Earn 2d Income Tax 
Credit (EITC). It is neither. It is simply an attempt to distract attention fror ^ their failure to 

raise the wages of low-income families.

What the Republican proposal would do:

1.

2.

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 i attempt to cut 
the EITC. This includes eliminating the credit entirely for childle js families with 

incomes of less than $9520.
Create a new three-tiered Federal payment to low-wage workers:

For workers in families without children
For workers in families with one child
For workers in families with two or more children

$0
up to $2.75 I ler hour 
up to $3.75 I ler hour

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 ii 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 subsid y 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 m a worker with 
children who is doing the same job be paid up to $8.00?

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

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

2. Increase fraud in the EITC rather than reduce it. Under this proposal, 11 minimum wage
worker in a family with no children who receives the EITC would get no I -ederal payment 
and would lose his entire EITC. However, he can gain $5500 from this pro jram 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 'ears, 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 DSts of the new 

Federal subsidy to employers.
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jINGMEMORANDUM FOR GENE SPERLING
FROM: SETH HARRil

date: APRIL 22, 1996
SUBJECT: COMPENSATORY TIME/FLEXIBLE TIME

in response to your request, attached are s^marles of two
pending bills relating to "comp time" and "flex time.

H R. 2391 by Representative Ballenger still resides in the
rsen“sL“«^?rin'?SfseSpfiSb|"l£H™an^Ke^
Committee. Its House companion, H.R. 2723, is ais
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 half hours for all hours over 40 in a

workweek;

. Comp time can only 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 employee 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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Page 7

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. 2391

<=1> Retrieve Bill Tracking Report

a»end the Feir Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide =ot,p.„satory 

time for all employees.

DATE OF INTRODUCTION; SEPTEMBER 21, 1995

DATE OF VERSION: SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 ~ VERSION.

introduced the followin, hill, which 
Cot»ittee on Economic and Educational opportunities

f’‘ee it enacted hy the senate and Bouse of Eepresentatives of the United* 

^States of America in Congress assembled,*

"TirAc; marhe'^ted as the ■■compensatory Time for All Workers Act of
1995"-

^^lectlorTordrr-; Labor Standards Act of 193S ,39 U.S.C. 30„o„
^'■■:“arAre”toy:: r.“°r::elve, m accordance with this suhsection and
in lieu of monetary overtime compensation, °“nlch
rate not less than 1 1/2 hours for each hour -of employment for which
overtime compensation is required by this section. fl^ only

••(2) An employer may provide compensatory time under paragraph ( )

pursuant to- ,^^100, of a collective harpalnin, agreement,
memorandurof understanding, or any other agreement between the 

employer and representative of such employees; or .
"(bI in the case of employees not covered by subparagraph (A), an 

agreement or understanding arrived at between the employer and

-.ir-^pre:: n1r:r:»;!ore: :r^puhlic agency, may accrue
not mL“th"r°40 hours of compensatory time, hot later than January 31 
ofeach clJendar year, the employees employer shall provide monetary 
fmpfnff on Tor Ly compensatory time off accrued during the preceding



04/22/96 08:58 0202 219 9216 OASP il005/007

Page 8

H. R. 2391 SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 - VERSION: 1

vear .Kich
^:pLy^‘.rtL"tin,e°Le employee receivee -=>'
de^pnate and communicate to the employer's ‘ “e
other than the calendar year, in which case 
provided not later than 31 days after the end of m”"'*"
"Ml If the work of an employee of a public agency for which 

com;:ie«or“time may be provided included worb in a public safety 

activity, an emergency response activity, or a "
employee engaged in such work may accrue not more ^han 480 hours of 
compeLatory time for hours worked after April 15, 1986, If such work was 
anv o?her wJrk, the employee engaged in such work may accrue not more
than 240 hours of compensatory time for hours worked a

rh:Va:rry\r;/ro:peS^^^ - —nai
^:i^u:rc:::n:::^r:t:r;ff authori^d to be

pJLrundL paragraph (1) shall, upon termination of -plo^ent be 
paid for the unused compensatory time at a rate of compensation not les

"(A) the average regular rate received by such employee during the
last 3 years of the employee's employment. Or m „hofrP.r is

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

higher.
^^^"^A)%ho has accrued compensatory time off authorized to be

provided under paragraph (1), and
"fBl who has requested the use of such compensatory time, shall bl Permitted by^he employee's employer to use such time within a

reasonabirp^fiof afLr 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
reauired 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 

hovrs worked durieg the applicable workweek “. 
for perpoees of overtime compehsatioh, 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

!L^ARY

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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i.

retain the exemption despite employer policies that (1) reduce leave or ^y for
S^c^ mXire fixli work schedules and the recording of actual hours worM; (3)
^o^r«S^ (of any type or method) above the -salary”; or (4) suspend employees from

work without pay for discipUnary reasons.
The bill does not state expUcitly that "overtime hours" under flexible or compressed
schedules must be paid at the time-and-one-half premium rate, nor does it expressly sta
whether comp time hours accrue at one-and-one-half-times the number of overtime hours
worked or "Light-time- (hour-for-hour). The compliance with esser or
employee tights 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 L^ve Act,
but the bill Appropriately inserts into FLS A what essentially amounts to an amendment to
the anti-discrii^ation statutes (Title VII and ADEA). TOe promsions bear no relaUo^ W
the FLSA or its exemptions, and would be entitely misplaced if located as a^ of FLSA s
^eSLns tonitLLm ;vage and/or overtime. The broad sweep
language could be interpreted to undercut employees job restoration rights
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 ^ve Fairness
Act" (H R 946) and are intended to overturn a line of reasonmg in a senes 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, £^, where pay ends up ^ng ^la^ o
the number of hours worked (tracking or recording the number of hours
dients); working an assigned schedule of hours; requinng that any^bsences from the
assigned schedule, hour-for-hour, be covered by accrued leave). The bill s retroactive
aopfication 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 wou
left to the fundamental concept of gu^antged. pay.
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THE DIRECTOR

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

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 to reiterate that we cannot support the bUl unless changes the Administration
has recommended are included in the final versioiL

The Administration firmly believes, as you do, in providing greater flexibility to State
and local gov«mnents for the purpose of encouraging innovation and efBciency. 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
arid 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 anH
Oversight Committee and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs to explain that the
Adn^stration would like to support S. 88 and HJL 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 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 testimony. 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 Hexibility Act, 
with some key changes, in the President’s FY 1997 Budget

The Administration is deeply concerned 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 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 need to be 
resolved before we can support a “local flex” bill.

We continue to 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 efiBciency 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,

Alice M. Rivlin

cc: Honorable Mark Hatfield
Honorable John Glenn 
Honorable Carl Levin
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THE DIRECTOR

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF management AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C, 20503

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 si^port for “Local Flex” 
legislation, but also to express disappointment that H.R. 2086, as approved by the Subcommittee 
continues to mclude provisions which the Administration strongly opposes.

I^e Admimstration 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 waivere, and the Empowennent Zone and 
Enterpnse 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 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 Septernber 21,1995, the Vice President wrote the House Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 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 5, 
1995, before the Senate Comimttee on Governmental Affairs in support of the leeislation and to 
again explain the changes we believe are critical to the effectiveness of the legislation. To assist
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the Committees, 0MB and the agencies developed a “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 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,

Alice M. Rivlin

Attachment

cc: 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 treatment 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 firom 
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
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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.

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 woidd 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 eveiy year of all local matching 
requirements-

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 tqjplicant 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 
intergovermnental ser^dee delivery.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Secretary
Washington. D.C. 2D23Q

April 22,1996 

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Laura Tyson 
Gene Sperling 
Kate Carr 
Steve Ronnell 
David Lane 
Cheryl Bruner

Jeffrey Hun

DEVELOPING A CORPORATE CITIZENSHIP AWARD

In order to help frame tlie planning for the proposed Corporate Citizenship Award, in this 
memo I 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.

Background on the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award

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

- Substantial and continuing support from its intended constituency - the U.S. business 
community'. From the beginning, with the creation 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 raetke improvements. 
Furtliermore, each applicant receives a feedback repon at the end of the Award review;

- Universality: The Award criteria focus on the requirements that all businesses - especially 
those facing tough competitive cliallenges - need to understand. The criteria, however, do not 
call for specific practices or organizational structures - recognizing that there arc 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

The table below outlines tlie major elements of the Baldrige Award structure - with comments
as appropriate on the corresponding issues for a Corporate Citizenslup 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 Secretary 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 tlie 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 tlie Secretary, and 
50 are senior examiners. Examiners are 
chosen through competitive application..

Criteria and Framework: The core values 
and concepts embodied in the criteria are; 
Leadership
Infonnation and Analysis
Strategic Planning
Human Resource Development
Process Management
Business Results
Customer Focus and Satisfaction

ITiese 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.

Reflects commitment of the business 
community to the Baldrige.

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.

Ivey Challenges in Constructing n Baldrige-typc Corporate Citizenship Award

The success and esteem of the Baldrige Award makes it a good model 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 Citizenship Award than - at least in practice - it has had 
in the Baldrige.

This raises at least two issues;

1) It is critical that the business community wholeheartedly support the Corporate Citizenship 
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 U.S. 
business lagged in. ITie 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 witli 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 die private sector. 
Substantial analytic resources were committed by NIST in developing the Baldrige criteria.
Similar or greater analjlic challenges may exist in refining the Corporate Citizenship Award 
criteria.

I look forward to your comments on the above.

Artacliments
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1996 AWARD CRITERIA — ITEM LISTING a1996 Categories/Items 

1-0 Leadership

Xf
Point Values

1.1 Senior Execucive Leadership..................................................................45
1.2 Leadership Sysrem and Organizacion.....................................................25
1.3 Public Rcsponsihilicy and Corporate Citizenship.................................. 20

2.0 Information and Analysis
2.1 Management of [nfonnation and Data.................................................. 20
2.2 Competitive Comparisons and Benchmarking..................................... 15
2.3 Analysis and Use of Company-Level Data............................................ 40

.3.0 Strategic Planning

3.1 Strategy Development........................................................................... .
3.2 Strategy Deployment.............................................................................. 7Q

4.0 Human Resource Development and Management 140
4.1 Human Re.source Planning and Evaluation...........................................20
4.2 High Performance Work Systems.......................................................... 45
4.3 Employee Educarinn, Training, and Development................................. 50
4.4 Employee Well-Being and Satisfaction..................................................25

5.0 Process Management________ 140
5.1 De.sign and Introduction of Products and Services................................ 40
5.2 Process Managemenr: Product and Service Production

and Delivery...........................................................................................4Q
5.3 Process Management: Support Services.................................................30
5.4 Managemenr ot Supplier Performance.................................................. 30

6.0 Business Results 250
6.1 Product .and Service Quality Re.sults.....................................................75
6.2 Company Operational and Finaneial Results...................................... 110
6.3 Human Resource Results...................................................................... 35
6.4 Supplier Performance Results................................................................30

7.0 Customer Focus and Satisfaction 250
7.1 Customer and Marker Knowledge....................................................... 30
7.2 Customer Relationship Managemenr.................................................. 30
7.3 Customer Satisfaction Determination.................................................30
7.4 Customer Sari.sfacticn Results........................................................... [gQ

TOTAL POINTS 1000
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Award Criteria Framework
|The core values and concepts are embodied in seven 
Categories, 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 
values, 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.

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

Customer and Marketplace Performance 
Customer and marketplace performance means delivery 
of 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;

Items
There are 24 Items, 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 submitted by applicants in response to 
specific requirements of these Areas.

8ALDRIGE AWARD CRITERIA FRAMEWORK 
Dynamic Relationships

System

Process
Managemenl

Dmef

Leadership

Human
Resource

Development
and

Management
4.0

Strategic
Planning

/

\

Customer 
Focus and 

Satisfaction 
7.0

.Customer and 
Marketplace Perlormance
■ Customer Satisfaction
■ Customer Retention
■ Customer Satisfaction 

Relative to Competitors
■ Market Share
■ Competitiveness

Inlormailon 
and Analysis

Business
Results

2.0

■ Business Performance
■ Product & Service 

Quality
■ Asset Productivity 

and Growth
■ Supplier Performance
■ Public Responsibility
■ Financial Performance
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1.3 Public Responsibility 
and Corporate 
Citizenship f20|K.sj 
Describe how ciic company 
addresses its rcsponsibiliries to 
the public in its pcrformai-ice 
management practices. 
Describe also how rhe com­
pany leads and contrihui.es as 
a corporate citiien in its key 
communities.

(a^

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.

b. how the company leads and contributes as a corporate citizen in its key 
communities, Include a brief summary of the types of leadership and 
involvement the company emphasizes.

Notes:
(1) Public responsibility issues (1.3a) relate to the 
company’s impacts and possible impacts on society 
associated with its products, services, facilities, 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 employees 
are not addressed in Item 1.3. Employee health and safety 
are covered in Item 4.4.
(2) Major public responsibility or impact areas should also 
be addressed in planning (Item 3.1) and in the appropriate 
process management items of Category 5.0. Key results, 
such as environmental improvemen'ts. should be reponed 
in Item 6.2.
(3) If the company has received sanctions under law. 
regulation, or contract [i.3a(3)J dunng the past three years, 
briefly describe the mcident(s) and its current status. If 
settiernents 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 1.3b relate to efforts by the company to strengthen
community services, education, health care, environment.
and practices of trade or business associations. Examples
of corporate citizenship appropriate far inclusion in l.3b 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 education improvement;

•partnering with and charitable giving to schools, e.g.. 
sharing computers and computer expertise:

• developing trade and business consortia to improve 
environmental practices;

• promoting volunteerism among employees;
• partnering with other businesses and health care 

providers to improve health in the local community; and
• influencing trade and business associations to engage in 

cooperative activities to improve overall U.S. global 
competitiveness.
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4-2 High Performance 
Work Systems (45 pu.)
Dascrihe how chc company's 
work and job design and 
compensation and recog­
nition approaches enable 
and encourage all employees 
to contribute effectively 
CO achieving high 
performance objectives.

AREAS TO ADDRESS

a. how the company's work and job design promote high performance. Describe
how work and job design: (i) 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
job design

(aZd)
Notes:
(T) 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-solving teams, functional units, depanmenis, seif- 
managed or managed by supervisors. In some cases, 
teams might involve individuals in different locations 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)j 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 decision making.

(3J Compensation and recognition (4.2b) refer to all aspects 
of pay and reward, including promotion and bonuses. The 
company might use a variety of reward and recognition 
approaches — monetary and non-monetary, format and 
informal, and individual and group.
Compensation and recognition approaches could include 
profit sharing and compensation based on skill building 
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 evaluations, including peers 
in teams and networks.

4.3 Employee Education, 
Training, and 
Development (iOpts.)
Describe how the company's 
education and training 
address company plans, 
including building company 
capabilities and conuribucing 
CO employee motivation, 
progression, and development.

(aTd)

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.

b. how education and training are designed, delivered, reinforced, evaluated, and
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
knowledge 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 
sk(//s employees need to meet their overall work objectives. 
This might include leadership skills, communications, 
teamwork, problem solving, interpreting and using data, 
meeting customer requirements, process analysis, process 
simplification, waste reduction, cycle time reduction, error­
proofing, priority setting based upon cost and benefit data, 
and other training that affects employee effectiveness, 
efficiency, and safety. It might also include basic skills such 
as reading, writing, language, and arithmetic.
(2) Training for customer-contact (frontline) employees 
should address: (a) key knowledge and skills, including 
knowledge of products and services; (b) listening to 
customers; (c) soliciting comments from customers;
(d) how to anticipate and handle problems or failures 
('‘recovery"): (e) skills in customer retention; and
(f) how to manage expectations.

(3) Determining specific education and training needs 
[4.3b( 1)] might include use of company assessment or 
employee self-assessment to determine and/or compare 
skill levels for progression within the company or else­
where. Needs determination should take into account job 
analysis — the types and levels of skills required — and 
the timeliness of training.
(4) Education and training delivery [4.3b(2)J might occur 
inside or outside the company and involve on-the-job, 
dassroom, computer-based, or other types of deliveiy.
This includes the use of developmental assignments within 
or outside the company to enhance employees'career 
opportunities and employability.
(5) How education and training are evaluated [4.3b(4)l 
could address: effectiveness of delivery of education 
and training; impact on work unit performance; and cost 
effectiveness of education and training alternatives.
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4.4 Employee Well-Being 
and Satisfaction (25 pa.) 
Describe how rhe company 
maincains a work environ­
ment and a work climate 
conducive to the well-being 
and development of all 
employees.

(A^D)

AREAS TO ADDRESS

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

c. how the company determines employee satisfaction, well-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, 
well-being, and motivation. Note any important differences in methods or 
factors used for different categories or types of employees, as appropriate.

Notes;
(1) Examples of services, facilities, activities, and oppor­
tunities (4.4b) are: personal and career counseling; career 
development and employability sen/ices; recreational or 
cultural activities; non-work-related education; day care; 
special leave for family responsibilities and/or for 
community sen/ice; safety off the job; flexible work hours; 
outplacement; and retiree benefits, including extended 
health care. These services also might include 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 motivation are; effective employee 
problem or grievance resolution; safety: employee views of 
leadership and management; employee development 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 
customers. An effective determination is one that provides 
the company with actionable information for use in 
improvement activities.

(3) Measures and/or indicators of satisfaction, well-being, 
and motivation (4.4c) might include safety, absenteeism, 
turnover, turnover rate for customer-contact employees, 
grievances, strikes, worker compensation, as well as 
results of surveys.
(4) How satisfaction, well-being, and motivation information 
is used (4.4c) might involve developing priorities for address­
ing employee problems based on impact on productivity.
(5) Trends in key measures and/or indicators of well-being 
and satisfaction should be reported in Item 6 3.
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GODINSTITUTE
April 4. 1996

Increase mSirimum wage, increase unempk^mfiiit 
Cato scholar says wage hU^ proponents lack rfTfry
"Saismg the federal minlmiun wa£c may iocieue the eandngs of souk woricers/.lim only at 
the expense of those who lose their jobs or bk never hired,' says Edward L. Hudnos,
Cato’s director of regulaiocy studies. 'PropoaieDts of increasiiig the tnwiittmm me sjctc 
that It wiU increase employment, but they lack data to sappatt their aasertion.''

Hudgins cites, for example, the work of Alan.Kneger. fanner <duef ecomnist for Secretary 
of Labor Robert Reich, and David Card, both with Princeton University. They purport to 
show thai a mmimnm wage hike can boost eoplpyment.

But an analysiB of their studies proves just the opposite, Hudgins si^, In"SaBeBnd 
Nonsense on the Mituimim Wage.' laiblished in be Cam lastimre’s RflpniatUfi 
Texas A&M economists Donald De^ and Rius Wekh, with Univerrity of Cbicago 
economist Kevin M. Mnrpliy, COTclude ttiu minhnam wage hikes reduce employment.

They note, for example, that New Jersey and Pemtsylvania had teenage en^>loynient of 40.5 
percent in 1988. In 1990 New Jersey ni^ its rahriwmm wags «> $5,05 per hour. In 19M 
teenage employment in New Jersey dropped to 29.1 petoem while Ponnaylvania’s 
only marginally to 36.8 percent.

In the same issue of Rggnlflipfl, Cato asaociafri policy analyst James Bovaid doemnemed how
niang the cost of employment slows job ereadan. increases layoffo and mfiaies
prices.

Comnet: Steve Berehon, vice president for communicatioiia, 202>789-5225
Edward Hudgins, dhectar of regulatory studies, 202-789-5224 
Peggy EUia. director of govcremeiu afthlis, 202-789-5284

Memben of Congress, Staff and Friends;
To receive copies ef these articies, please caO Kristin Bodenstedt, 7&S205

Cato Institute • 1000 Massachusetts Avenue N.W., >Jfa.shin«ror, D C. 20001 • (202)842-0200 Pax; (202) 842-54W
*-9®’^ CATO IHSTITUTB 04-09-96 12; 39PM POOl «06
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OODINSnTUTH
April 5. 1996

F^etoyidrqs vital lntacn ercata Tacnnm m U.S. foreisi MlicT
A<6mrttstnBton abroad toms on perioral issues, Cato saj
•me aaiog atmiminDmi fe Binae gam fa, anmi „ ....................

accepted, most involve coonlries with litfle relevaitee to U.S.

m lade of a coltefwiriwlicy toward flic nailona dm inatter moat, CJadosamies create'a

m
Foreign Policy Briefliig no. 40

^ve Quasi, director of public afbira, 202-789-5266
Pq£y J. Blis, director of govonment aOtin, 202-789-52S4

Metnbers cf Congrtss, Steff and Fritnds:
For a copy of ms study, please eatt Kristin 202-789^205

. 1000 Ma4.sacl»u5eus Avenue N.W.,Wa..hlnaror,n.C. 20001 •. (202) W2-0200 Fax; (202) 842-3490
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American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations

ai5 Sixteenth Street. N w. 
Waehmgton. O.C 20006 
(202) 637-5000

EXECVmVE COUNCIL

JOHN J. SWEENEY RICHABD L TRUMKA UNOA CHAVEZ-THOMPSONPRESIDENT
secretary-treasurer executive vice PRESIDEb
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IL. T.tika' Montsa Anhui Moora ADuio S. Ro(Jri(uai RobtitAScarMlanI

Robin E. WJffi -lakaWaai Aiirad K. wnhanaao

April 4, 1996

TO: ALL NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENTS

Dear President:

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.

BarV^tind. In the Senate last week an amendment to raise the minimum wage &om S4.25
an hour to S3. IS an hour in two axmual increments of S0.4S was filibustered to death. The vote
last Thursday to break the filibuster failed 55 to 45. All Democrats were joined by eight
Rq)ublicans -- a majority of the Senate -- in an attenq>t 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 inew>aj»ca in the minimum wage from S4.25 an hour to S5.1S an hour in two aiuiual
increments of S0.45. The motion was objected to by the Rqtublican leadership, and the House
consequently voted on whether to consider the motion to include in the pending legislation an
incp*?y 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 motion.

Action Steps. We peed to move out aggressively and loudly to call attention to the
Congress’s disregard of working families’ needs and sense of fiumess.

Beginning rhi« 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 m^ority for a minimum
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wage 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 leafledng ~ in at least 29 districts of members who voted against 
the minimum wage increase on March 28.

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.

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 worli^lace 
distribution. The direct mail piece is virtually identical to the flyer, and both relate to a 6’x 3’ 
"repon 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,

John J. Sweeney, President
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APRIL 1996 RECESS
C.D. ASSIGNMENTS

@004

April 5, 1996 2:00 p.m.

STATE C.D. MEMBER AFL-CIO STAFF LEAD AFFILIATE activity

AR 04 Jay Dickey Marlene Nev4 
until 4/8 Tulsa 918- 
492-0576 Fax: 2607
4/8 AR State Fed., Little 
Rock
501-375-9101

IBT
Ron Heath
Local 73
Marlene knows him

IBT
April 1 3
Hot Springs

CA 01 Frank Riggs 
(Right on 
min. wage)

Patti Garcia AFSCME (will help)
Judy Steinke 
919^41-1570
Fax 919-441-3426

NO MINIMUM
wage actions

CA 22 Andrea
Seastrand

Sal Lopez 
do Embassy Suites
333 Madonna Rd., Rm. 
342
San Luis Obispo, CA 
93405
805-549-0800

AFSCmE (will help) 
Andrea Strader
202^29-1183
Fax 202-22-3413

CT 04 Christopher
Shays

Not yet assigned

CT 05 Gary Franks Mike Noonan
CT State AFI.-CIO
56 Town Line Road 
Rocky Hill, CT 06067 
203 571-6191
Should arrive on
Mondav

IBT
Bob Nicklas, Leg.
Dept. 202-624-8741 
AFSCME (will help) 
Dominic Badolato 
860-224^000
Fax 860-224-3041

IBT
April 11 @ 11 a.m.; 
Rep. Franks' ofc.
135 Grand St. 
Waterbury, CT

lA 04 Greg
Ganske

Mark Smith, State Fed 
2000 Walker Street
Des Moines, lA 5031 7 
515-262-9573

AFSCME (will help) 
jan Corderman 
515-246-1517
Fax 515-244-6467

State Fed
Press Conference
April 10 ® 11 am at 
State Fed

IL

II

05 Michael
Flanagan

Charlie Stott, Reg. 1
3315 Algonquin Road 
Suite 415
Rolling Meadows, IL 
60008
708-255-4747

IL 11 Jerry Weller Charlie Stott NALC
Frank Kiefor 
708-335-0222

NALC 
event TBA
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IN 08 John
Hostettler

Carlos Carillo, So IN
CLC
210 N. Fulton Ave 
Evansville, IN 47710 
812^22-2552

lUE
Ray Oost
812-424-7596
Fax 812-424-7598 
AFSCME (will help) 
Cordelia Lewis
31 7-624-6604
Fax 317-624-6609

lUE
event TBA

KS 04 Todd Tiahrt Harry Helser

KY 01 Ed
Whitfield

Jean Davis
Holiday Inn Express
3994 Hinkleville Rd 
Paducah, KY 42001 
502-442-8874 x316
Fax 502-443-3367

AFSCME (will help)
Ron Reliford 
901-525-3286
Fax 901-525-4822

MD 02 Robert
Ehrlich

Kevin Kistler Reg 3
Beulah Carter Reg 3
410 644-1010

MA

II

03 Peter Blute Rich Rogers
MA State Fed.
617 227-8260

AFSCME (will help) 
Peter Wright &
Charles Steffani 
617-367-6000
Fax 617-367-6018

MA 06 Peter
Torkildsen 
(Right on 
min. wage)

Rich Rogers
MA State Fed.

lUE
Steve Herrick 
617-598-2760
Fax 617-595-8770 
AFSCME (will help) 
Wright & Steffani

lUE
event TBA
NO MINIMUM 
wage ACTIONS

ME 01 Jim Longley Barbara Niccoli
IBEW Local 567
240 Old Gray Rd 
Salmouth, ME 04105 
207-797-8973
FAX 207-797-4041
Ken Morgan
Maine State Fed. 
207-947-0006

IBT
Vaughn Thompson 
207-767-2106
AFSCME (will help)
John Basso 
207-622-6191
Fax 207-622-6550

IBT
Cancelled

Ml 08 Dick
Chrysler

Ken Fletcher
Ml State Fed
419 S. Washington Ave 
Lansing, Ml 48933
517 487-5966

UAW (will help)
Bruce McAttee 
517-372-7201
AFSCME (will help) 
Pierrette Talley 
517-374-1000
Fax 517-374-1007
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MS 03 Sonny
Mont­
gomery

Not yet assigned

Bne 02 Jon
Christensen

Pat Jones, Omaha St
3000 Farnam Street
Ste 5 East, Twin
Towers
Omaha, NE 68131 
402-344-7149
Fax 402-346-6669

NY 23 Sherwood
Boehlert

Not yet assigned

NY 25 James
Walsh

Not yet assigned

NC

»

04 Fred
Heineman

Not yet assigned
Inform State Fed- 
Chris Scott
919-833-6678

AFCE
Ken Smith, Local 2345 
919-286-0411 X 7250 
Fax 919-286-1885;
Bob Meehan, Leg Dpt. 
202-639-6437
Fax 202-639-6492 
NALC (will help)
Tom Foust, retiree & 
State Pres, NALC 
919^20-5248

AFGE
Demonstration
April 13 - 11 -.00 am 
North Raleigh - 
intersection of 6 Forks 
Rd. & Rowan (Middle 
School, site of media 
event, is on NE 
corner; Heineman's 
office)

NV 01 John Ensign Victor Munoz
5010 Indian River Dr. 
Apt. 439
Las Vegas, NV 89103 
702-221-7938
FAX 702^52-9537 
Danny Thompson, NV 
State Fed

IBT
Mark Shumar, Local
631 (after 4/1/96) 
702-385-1455; Bob 
Nicklas, Leg. Dept. 
202-624-8741
AFSCME (will help)
Bob Gagnier 
702-882-3910
Fax 702-882-1202

IBT
April 4, 5:30 pm 
outside of Ensign
Town Hall mtg in Las 
Vegas

OH 01 Steve
Chabot

John Klein 
do Rina Sapersiein
6434 Pace
Cincinnati, OH 45213 
513 631-8930
SF 513^21-1846
Fax 513-345-8833

AFSCME
Ron Malone
Ralph Eckhardt 
614-523-7750
Fax 614-523-7553

AFSCME 
event TBA



04/08/96 11:29 ®202 508 6946 AFL-CIO PRES OFF @007

OH 06 Frank
Crcmeans

Not yet assigned AFGE
jeaneen Summers,
Local 1631
614-773-1141 x7440
Fax 614-772-7046;
Bob Meehan, Leg Dpt. 
202-639-6437
Fax 202-639-6492

AFGE
Demonstration
April 13-12 noon

OH 10 Martin
Hoke

Clarence Frost
Cleveland CLC 
216-881-7200
Fax 216-881-9025

AFSCME
Ron Malone
Ralph Eckhardt 
614-523-7750
Fax 614-523-7553
OH State Fed.

AFSCME/SF
Hoke/LaTourette
4/10 11:30 a.m. 
Clevelanid AFL-CIO 
Laborer's Union Hall 
3250 Euclid Ave. 
Cleveland, OH

OH 19 Steve
LaTourette

Clarence Frost Ditto See Above

OR

II

05 Jim Bunn George Curtin
NW OR CLC
1125 S.E. Madison St 
Suite 103-A
Portland, OR 97214 
503-235-9444
Fax 503-233-8259

AFSCME
Ken Allen
503-370-2552
503-244-7693

TX 12 Pete Geren Not yet assigned

TX 09 Steve 
Stockman 
(Right on 
min. wage)

Gary Horton
2102 Mechanic
Ste. 304
Galveston, TX 77550
CC 409 737-3993 

765-8545
FAX 409 765-8630

Press Conference 
Monday 1:30 p.m., 
Texas City Labor's 
Univ. Hall
NO MINIMUM
WAGE ACTIONS

TX 14 Greg
Laughlin

Doug Richardson
Reg. 4 office
812 San Antonio St 
Austin, TX 78701 
512-477-1811
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WA

9
01 Rick White Dave Watson

Reg. 9 office 
206-431-1343
Diane McDaniel
WA State Fed 
206-281-8901
Fax 206-285-5805

AFSCME
Bev Hermanson 
360-352-7603
Fax 360-352-7608

AFSCME/SF 
event TBA

VVA 09 Randy Tate Dave Watson Ditto Ditto

Wl 01 Mark
Neumann

Diane Ebenreiter
6333 W. Bluemound 
Milwaukee, Wl 53213
SF 414-771-0700
Sarah Rogers, St. Fed

IBT
Ray DeHahn, Local 43 
414-633-6387

IBT
April 13 @ TBA in 
Racine
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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 cloture, as well as the 

following eight Republicans;

Jeffords (VT)
Cohen 
Snowe (ME)
D’Amato (fho 
Hatiield (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:

Voting For

Duncan (TN)
Gilman (NY)
Leach (lA)
Riggs (CA)
Smith (NJ)
Stockman (TX) 
Torkildsen (MA)

Democrats Votinp Apaiast

Baesler (KY)
Brewster (OK)
Geren (T^
Hall (TX)
Montgomery (MS)

^emhprs Not Voting

Bryant (D-TX)
Collins (D-IL)
Diaz-Balait (R-FL)
Fields (D-LA)
Filner (D-CA)
Fowler (R-FL)
Gingrich (R-GA)
McNulty (D-NY)
Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL)
Smith (R-WA)
Stokes (D-OH)
Weldon (R-PA)

Unless otherwise indicated above, Democrats voted for and RepubUcans voted against.
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Avmge guy sitting « hit UkeheA (able,
•pMUng to camera.

CD move:
1991: $4.25 an hour 1991 - THE UlNiUUU WAGE WAS FOUR

DOIJURS AND TWEHTYflVE CENTS AN

Graph: minknum wage vi. Corporate prefts. SINCE THEN, CORPORATE PROFITS AND
CEO SALARIES HAVE SOARED.

Hartfat-woilc shots.
CGmoys:
1995: sun $42S an hour

BackiokRchantabla.

BUT WORKING FAUILES HAVE LOST
GROUND.

AND THE MINIMUM WAGE IS SHU JUST
FOUR TWENTY-FIVE AN HOUR.

OUR CONGRESSMAN 
(CONGRESSWOMAN/CONGRESSMEN)VOTED TO BLOCK A MINIMUM WAGE 
INCREASE- AFTER HE (SHEmtEY) VOTED

asasssssT 

£sris!i”“sr*'Raise the minimum wage;
AND START VOTING FOR AMERICA’S
WfiSi^ FAMILIES.

-join U-«oimn Avcm.^NW - Suite 600 - Wa^hingtAir. DC 20007 • Cn^n8.t!700 • FAX <202) .13«-2iJ4 
ZZIEMamSireet • Smic202• SdiuiMonica.CA9040S ’‘lT«0fl• FAX(JJOi31445o^“~
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GKggR. MARCOUI& 
vTiTCHELI,. BURKS

GMMB&A
a,associates, INC

AFL-CIO 
Radio :60 
•1991'
g:\afldo\l991 Radio 
04/03/96-1029 AM

ANNCR; 1991. The minimum wage was four twenty-five an hour. Since then, corporate 
profits have soared and CEO salaries have skyrocketed. But working families have lost 
ground.

And the minimum wage is still Just four twenty-five an hour. Who can raise a family on less 

than nine thousand dollars a year?

Think about this. Our Congressman (Congresswoman/Congressmen) made more wh3e he 
(she/they) shut down the government for firee weeks than a family earning minimum wage 

will make in a whole year.

Truth is, our Congressman (Congresswoman/Congressmen) actually voted to blMk a 
minimum wage Inaease. That’s after he (she/they) voted to gul Medicare and fiul college 
loans - al to give a big tax break to the rich.

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

Call 1-800-number. Let's tell Congressmen Funderburk and Heineman - raise the 
minimum wage. 1-800-number. Tell Congressmen Funderburk and Heineman to start 
voting for America's working famifies. Now ihgl would be a change.

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

1(J10 Wiscunsin Avenue. NW • .Suite bOO • Wa>hinii;coii. DC 2HO<l7 • (202) 358.8700 • FAX (20Z) 538-2534
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AFL-CIO MEDIA PLAN - RFVTSED 4/4/96

TELEVISION

Jay Dickey
Gary Frai^
Andrea Seastrand
John Hostettler
Greg Ganske
ToddTiahrt
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; JSV Dicksy______
ISSUE

Narrowing The Wage Gap
Congressman Dickey voted against consi^ierjng an increase in the minimum wage 

the one step the Congress cou\d take immediately to narrow the wage gap 
between the rich and the rest of us. h.r. stse (3/23/96)

Standing Up for Families and Seniors

GRADE

Congressman Dickey voted to slash Medicare and Medicaid — the two programs 
seniors and disabled workers depend on — causing the average senior’s health care 
costs to increase by $500 per year and allowing states to require adult children to 
pay for their parents’ nursing home care. h.r. 2425 (10/19/95) and h.r. 249i (10/26/96)

Providing Educational Opportunities
Congressman Dickey voted for more than $4 billion in cuts in elementary, secondary, 
and vocational education programs, as well as cuts in youth Jobs programs. He also 
voted to cut student loans by $10 billion, h.r. 2127(9/4/96) and h.k.2491 (10/26/95)

Protecting Our Safety On The Job
Congressman Dickey voted Co 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 harard. h.r. zi27(b/4/95)

Protecting Your Rights as Workers
Congressman Dickey voted for the so-called "TEAM Act." which allows employers 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

B
B
B
B
BFair Spending. Congressman 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 Tawe. Congressman Dickey voted for a tax plan that gives $246 billion in tax 
breaks to primarily upper-income people and corporations. It gives $6,500 to 
someone earning $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, kr. 2491 (10/26/95)

Call 1-300-96AFLCI0
Tell your member of Congress to start supporting working families!
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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
qot 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 rec^t days where
apparently Mr. Perot has been about the business of investipting
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
height. And I have the unenviable position of being ^ust 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 economy.
The state with a falling agricultural income that was completely
beyond my control because of global forces and national
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
we did it on a state basis. And we decided we would root that C <3 O
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ASSESSING A $5.15-AN-HOUR MINIMUM WAGE

The proposal advanced by President Clinton and some members of Confess 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 foimd 
that it had positive results and did not significantly undermine employment 
opportumties. 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, HE, Suite 705, Washington, DC 20002 Tel: 202-408-1080 Fax: 202-408-1056



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

$5.15-an-Hour Minimum Wage in 1997
Would Fail Beiow Traditional Level

(In 1997 dollars)

Real Minimum Wage

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



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 V 
President Bush signed a bill that would raise the minimum wage by ^<ents 
via two 45 cent increments. This bill received the support of virtually all 
DemocraHc members of Congress and of about 80 percent of Republican 
members.

• Inflation has now eroded nearly aU of the effects of this increase and the 
^ual 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.

• -^e minimum wage is now $4.25 an hour. The primary proposal to increase 
the mimmum wage would raise the minimum wage by 90 cents via two 45

____ cent mcrements, 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.

Ano^er comparison of interest is that during the 1960s and the 1970s, the 
eammgs of a full-time minimum wage worker employed for the enthe 
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
l^?fo?a'^^Uy of th estimated poverty

A nunimum wage of $5.15 an hour in 1997 would be a helpful step towards

• The mi^um wage would remain 15 percent below its traditional level
of purchasmg power. If the minimum wage were to have the same 
pur^asmg 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 m 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.^

Moderate Increase Would Have Negligible Employment Effect
sSi-

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 emplo)nnent 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.^'^

• 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
mflation in 1996 and 1997.

The recent expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit helps Ell this gap for certain minimum- 
wage families. But for most minimum-wage workers, the expanded ETTC has not offset the fall in the value 
of the minimum wage. The minimum wage also has several advantages over the ETTC — it does not raise 
marginal tax rates and is received in a timely manner throughout ttre year. The ETTC and the miiumum 
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 199Z 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 Califorrua, 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 
considered the best study of the employment effects of the minimum wage dilrihg 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 
m 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 

ernplo^m^^ suggest circumstances in which a boost in the minimum wage can boost

I Krueger, "Minimum Wages and Employment; A Case Study of the Fast Food
Indus^ m New Jerwy and Pennsylvania," American Economic Review, Volume 84, Number 4, September

u ® of *e economics of the minimum wage, including several additional
smdies by Card and Krueger on the minimum wage and employment, see their book Myth and 
Measurement: The Neu' Economics of the Minimum Viage, 1995.

Alison J WeUin^on, "Effect of the Minimum Wage on the Employment Status of Youths: An Update " 
^Journal of Human Resources, Winter 1991. Wellington found that a 10 percent increase in the minSium

percent decrease in teenage employment and that the decrease was not 
^ahshcally si|^cant. 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 m the employment of teenagers and found no strong evidence of any job loss for

Andrew Kohen, 'Time-Series Evidence of the
W^r^9^^ M^v Employment and Unemployment," The Journal of Human Resources,
Wmter 1983. Many of the wbmates of large job losses made during the debate over the appropriate size of 

e minimum wage in the late 1980s were based on the high range of studies from the 1960s and the 1970s 
often ignonng the review and update of these studies by Brown, Gilroy, and Kohen.

Nu^tere 2/3 W?4"^' “ Again!" International Journal of MANPOWER, Volume 15,



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 Year? and 
Still Falling: The Decline in the Value of the Minimum Wage," January 11,1995,)

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-Uving, called the "CPI-U-Xl". This measure was used 
instead of the government's official measure, the "CPI-U", because some analysts beUeve 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 irdlation is 
currently being overstated.)

Althou^ some analysts still beUeve the CPI-U is the preferable inflation measure to use for 
ceifein time-series, this report used the CPI-U-Xl so as to err on the conservative side. That 
is, if the CPI-U had been used instead of the CPI-U-Xl, the erosion in the value of the 
minimim 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 fuU text that was 
generated by using the CPI-U-Xl. J
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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 wUl 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 t^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. ^J
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 not. 
There are millions of people in this country everyday 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 and increased, 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 ve 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.
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
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Nominal Real
Minimum Wane Minimum Wane

8901 3.35 $4.29
8902 3.35 4.28
8903 335 4 25
8904 3 35 4.22
|8905 3.35 4.20|S906 335 4.19
8907 3 35 4.18
8908 3 35 4.18
8909 3.35 4.17
8910 3.35 4.15
8911 3.35 4.13 Si
8912 335 4 12
9001 3.35 4.08
9002 3.35 4.06
9003 3 35 405
9004 3.80 4.58 $0
9005 380 4.57
9006 3.80 4.54
9007 3 80 4.52
9008 3 80 4.48
9009 3 80 4.45
9010 3 80 4 42
9011 3 80 4.41
9012 3.80 4 39
9101 380 4.38
9102 3.80 4 37
9103 3 80 4.37
9104 4.25 4.88 $0
9105 4 25 4.86
9106 4.25 4.85
9107 4.25 4.84
9108 4.25 483
9109 4.25 4.81
9110 4.25 4 81
9111 4.25 4.79
9112 4.25 4.77
9201 4.25 4 77
9202 4.25 4.76
9203 4.25 4.74
9204 4.25 4.73
9205 4 25 4.72
9206 4.25 4.70
^207 4.25 4.69
B206 4 25 4.68'9209 4.25 4 67
9210 4 25 4.65
9211 4 25 4.64
9212 4 25 4.64
9301 4 25 4.62
9302 4.25 4.61
9303 4 25 4 60
9304 4.25 4.59
9305 425 4 57
9306 425 4.57
9307 4 25 4.56
9308 4.25 456
9309 4.25 4 55
9310 4.25 4 53
9311 4.25 4.52
9312 4.25 4.51
9401 4.25 4.51
9402 4.25 4 50
9403 4.25 4 49
9404 4.25 4 48
9405 4 25 4 47
9406 4.25 4.46
9407 4.25 4 44
9408 4.25 4 43
9409 4.25 442
9410 425 4.42
9411 4.25 4 40
9412 4 25 4 39
9501 4 25 4 38
9502 4.25 4 37
9503 4 25 4 36
9504 4 25 4.35
9505 4 25 4 34
9506 4 25 4.33
9507 425 432
9508 4 25 4.31

kesog 4.25 4.31Il510 4.25 4.29^9511 4.25 4.29
9512 4.25 4 28
9601 4.25 4.27
9602 4 25 4 26
9603 4.25 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.

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, 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 RJiode 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.

###



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.

-30-30-30-
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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 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 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.



THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release 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 I protect our seniors through Medicare.

I

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 I took office. Over 8 million jobs, the deficit cut in half - 
two important commitments kept to the American people.

I

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 lead 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 
is why we must imake sure the minimum wage is a living wage.

I

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 trying 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 Welfare as We Know It

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 to go to work
after two years. He'll make sure work pays ** so that no one who works fuli*time has to raise
a child in poverty. And he'll crack down on deadbeat parents who fail to pay their children's
child support.

End Welfare As We Know U with a 2 Year Time Limit

o Move People from Welfare to Work •• The Clinton plan will provide people with the
education, training, job placement assistance and child care they need for up to two years
“ so they can break the cycle of dependency. (Cost; $1*2 billion in first year; future
net costs will depend on size of savings from reducing the welfare rolls.)

0 A 7 Year 1 jmit - After two years, those who can work will be required to go to work,
either in the private sector or in meaningful community service jobs. They won’t just
pick up a check. They'll earn it.

Make Work Pay

0 A Living Wage - The Earned 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.)

0 Savings Incentives for Welfare Reeinienis — Welfare recipients shouldn't be penalized
for helping themselves. The asset limit will be raised from SI .000 to $ 10,000 for savings
to be used, for instance, for job training and college.

0 A Fair Minimum Waye - 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 ruiafantegd WMirh Tart*.. Under the Clinton Plan, every American will be guaranteed
affordable, quality health care. No one will be forced to stay on welfare to preserve
their medical insurance.

0 A Strong Economy - The Clinton administration will get our economy going again the
single best policy for gening people from welfare to work.

Toughen Child Support Enforcement

o GQverT^men^s Don’t Raise Children. Parents Do -- Bill Clinton will launch a nationwide
crackdown on deadbeat parents: a national deadbeat databank, automatic wage
withholding, early establishment of paternity, and re^xjrts to credit agencies of failures
to pay. (Cost; S200 million)

BUI Clinton’s plan to move people off welfare is fuUy budgeted In his national economic
strategy, Putting Peonk nrct. CliDton pays for every penny 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

• An explosion of povenv. Four million more Amehcaxis arc poor today than when George 
Bush took office -* more than at any time since 1964. The poverty rate jumped from 13 percent 
in 1988 to 14.2 percent in 1991. (Census Bureau. 9/92)

• Aft etniosinn of welfare. The number of AFDC recipients increased 5 times more in four 
years of George Bush than m 12 y^-k/s of Reagan and Carter. Between 1976 and 1988. the 
AFDC caseload grew by 5 percent. In four years of George Bush, it’s grown by 25 percent. 
Today I out of lO Americans is receiving food stamps - more than ever before. (1992 Green 

Book: USD A. 7/92).

• An P«nin<inn of costs. Between 1988 and 1991. in current dollars, federal spending on 
AFDC increased by $2 billion, and spending on food stamps increased by S6 billion. (1992 

Green Book)
• Millions of Amencaps-Plastin£-by_lhfi-DllflLMd-££ttlDfcJflItmiB» Five million Americans in 
families with a full-time worker are poor. One out of every five full-time workers docs >^0* ^ 
enough to keep a family out of poverty. (David EUwood, Poor Suooert: Census Bureau 3/92)

• 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, ?QQX SuPPQfl)

• Fewer lobs. Under George Bush, the unemployment rate has risen from S.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 Ubor Staustics)

• 1 nwer Wages. Real eamings arc down. In constant dollars, real average hourly wages 
declined by 3 percent between January 1989 and May of this year. (Department of Labor)

• tower Family Incomes. Because of George Bush's recession, median household income 

declined by $1,100 last year. (Census Bureau. 9/92)

The Bush Response: No Comment and No Policy

• n«>rge Bush ** until the camnaiPIl bCRM*
Public Papers of the President show exactly two references to ’welfare reform* to the -nd o 

1991. Bush’s acceptance speech in Houston shows none at all.

• Push an of the Eire. WhUe Bush signed an earUcr ETTC incre^, he
vetoed the Tax Fairness and Growth Acceleration Act of 1992, which would have *
Earned Income Tax Credit. His reason; the act included a tax hike on the wealthiest I pcfc .
(Veto Message, 3/20/92)
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m Now Bush wants lo nnker^ Bush shows no presidential leadership. The centerpiece ot his
•plan’ is more waivers tor the few states that care enough to change welfare. The rest is
piecemeal reform that won’t provide job training or assistance, won t reward work, won t
require work after two years, and won i increase child support enforcement.

• Anrt hg-[] gut rhiiri sunnoft. In his Midsession Review. George Bush proposed more than
S2 billion in cuts in child support enforcement. He suggested;

- ’’End child support payment to AFDC families ‘ and cost 682.000 poor families $1,200
in annual income.. -Reduce matching rate for child support enforcement” - a change which could let
thousands of deadbeat dads off the hook.

(OMB, Review (7f24/921; CBO. Reducing the Deficit [2/921, 199^ Gf«n B«K )

Praise for Bill Clinton’s Record on Welfare Reform -
FROM Bush and Reagan

• n..ch Adminintmiinn nniises Pmieet Success. Bush's Department of Health and Hwian
Services called Arkansas’ Project Success "very capable.... reneenng sound managemenrand
administration at both Sutc and county office levels and proficient service dcUvery at the local
level.* (HHS. 5/91)
• Rush Administration pives Arkanw welfare orogram high marks^ In four out of five
categories of welfare efficacy, Atka«m was mked io «ie top five s^ m the couoiry. In the
fifth category, Arkansas was ranked in the top ten. (HHS, USDA, 1989-90)

• n.sch Admini^ir^itinn nraitfs Clinton’s work. On approving the Arkansas JOBS program.
HHS official Norma Goldberg wrote: "The plan .$ one of the first in the county to be -
This, wc believe, is reflective of your commitment and that of the staff at the Depanmem
Human Seivices to help Arltahsans become self-sufficient. W. '“k forivjrt «> ““
Staff... in implementing this new and exciting program." (Letter, 6/23/89)

• Rnnuid Rgagan Bill CUntpn nn welfare refofflL At the Rose Garden signing of the
Family Support Act. Ronald Reagan said "As lead Governor on welfare ^
National Governors Associauon. (Govemorl Clinton conststtntly presented
states in gemng welfare reform enacted.” (Vidcoupe on NBC Nightly News,
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THE CLINTON Record on
Welfare Reform in Arkansas

BUI Climon is a proven leader for welfare reform. For Arlonsas. he has moved 17^000
people from welfare lo work, cracked down on deadbeat parents, and provided tax relief for
low-income families. He has also been a drivinf force behind national welfare reform, and
helped guide to passage the landmarlt Family Support Act of 19E8.

The Clinton Record:
AS the chart demonstrates, under
Reagan and Bush, poveny rates
and welfare rolls skyrocketed. At
the same time in Arkansas. Bill
Clinton lowered poveny rates and
cut welfare rolls.

Lifting a Poor state Op
Driving a Great Nation Dove

1979 - 1991

% Change: 
Poverty Rate

% Change:
AFOC Recipients

u.s
Arkansas - 9% - 14%

Sources: U.S. Departaent of Comacrce
(9/92) and 1992 Green BooX

Pmieei Success: To comply
with the Family Support Act he
helped author. Governor Clinton
implemented Project Success in
1989. By providing participants
with Medicaid, child care, and
other needed assistance, the ^

f“rw"’.l^T:l!i: r.h^rU CArhun^d D.p«m«. of Hu,^ 
imolemcnted Project Success three months before federal law required and one of only
thirteen states in the country to prepare a program by that ^ly date. A follow-up survey
showed that 72 percent of the participants stayed off AFDC (Arkansas DH5).

l eadership: In 1988, Bill Clinton led a major effort by the wtion’s 80^™°”
to restructure the nauon's welfare laws and secure congressional and
wclfare-to-work legislation. The result was the Family ^ppon Act ^
welfare reoipiem. lo move lowarP ihdepeedence thmugh eduiMon.
was based <m a proposal adopted by ihe National Govemofs Assocanob in 1987. when Clinton

was chairman.
rhiiH Siinnnn Fnfofcemenl: Arkansas has also heeoine a nMon^ leader

fatimrs and aggressively enforcing child support orden. The
Unit Wioiholds income for children s healih care coverage. "P®.™ ^
payment, to consumer reporting agencies, «rd esiabUshes a ®'
in some cases. Child support collections grew by 20 percent in 1991 alone.

T.. fn. Ihn iwnfkine noor In 1991 Clinton eliminated rases for 252.000 low
income iaxpayers. and reduced taaes for another 122.000 lower-middle-.ncome people.
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The Peach Program

Georgia created the PEACH (Positive Employment and Community Help) program in
1986 to nelp welfare recipients leave poveny and enter the labor force. The program curren y
has more than i l.OOO participants, over 6.000 of whom arc in training, educauon and job
search programs for more than 20 hours a week. The program represents a partnership of six
sute agencies.

The PEACH program is joimW funded by the federal and state governments and has
redesigned to comply with the requirements of the 1988 Family Sup^rt Act. In 1993
more than S13 million in federal and over S8 million in state funds
program. The sale’s goal is to enroll 11 percent of AFDC recipients who federal
requirements under the Family Support Act. Last year, the program succeed in mowg 2^
welfare recipients into the workforce, and the State estimates that over tive yean the program
has saved the state SIO.6 million.

County ^

Tlie Teneil Sian Resource Cenier is the main otfiee in Clayum ^
Depanmeni of Family and Children s Services. Clayton County ivas oi»
the state to implement a PEACH piojran. The county is cumnay
rweiving AFDC. Of these families. ISOI tall into categottos for
under the F«nily Support Act, and «»U>.r 447 families have
the total eligible caseload of 1.935 families, only 330 case are „are active, ^e demand for PEACH services in Clayton County fa ???.'!!
to prov.de them. Among the limitations ae a lack of casewotkets. a lack
training resources in the community, and a lack of jobs for those completing i p g
of these problems is a major obstacle to large*scale welfare reform across the country.

Prior to his speech. Governor Clinton ..ill be speaking privately “j*
rpaial Cayton Coun^EACH progran called YES - Youth,
Program vra developed specineally with teen mothers m Lg™«
20-25 moihets receiving public assistance who have not finished hig _
emphaiies educauon. in paticula GED "ftSi^uSd
Additional services daigned to lupport the mothers while they are attending
care, transportation assistance and counseling,
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Clinton • Gore on Labor

If America is to regain its competiriveness, we must revuaUze the American workplace to 
increase produesrhiy and ei^md opportunity. A CUnton/Core Administrahon will not accept 
four more years in which Amenams work harder for less money emd pay more for health care, 
housing and education.

Using the power of the fVhite House, Bill Clinton and Al Core will improve education and job
training, provide t^ardabUmdaccessibU health cart for aUAmeHcats, increase worker
safety, open foreign markets creau an environment in which workers at the front tines make
decisions instead of simply following orders BUI Clinton aid Al Gore have received the 
endorsement of the national AFL-CIO and marty other unions for their detailed proposals and 
impressive records on standing up for America's workers.

The Clinton/Gobs Plan
Sian the Workplace FtimeM A« to ban permanent replacement of 

striking workers and presovc the coUtctive bargaining process. Bill 
Clinton is committed to the rights of working men and women to organiae 
and bargain collecuvtly, ind supports the repeal of Section 14b of the Taft* 

Hanley Act to create a level playing 6eld between labor and management.Think Mhat 
Amenea could 
Mcoma if we had 
tha kind of 
parmershio wa 
need , a partnerahip 
between busineaa 
and labor and 
educabon and 
government, 
committed to 
compete and win 
in the giebat 
economy.

• every Amehean affordable, ouaiitv heahh care: control costs, 
improve quality, and expand preventive and long-term care by taking on 
the medical insurance industry and the drug companies.

• Help workg* more power in their companies' day-to-day 
opcntionSt the orgaoisatioo of their work places, and the type of 

compensation they receive

• ifli of rq' by working closely
with public employee unions and organizations like the State Local 
Government Labor Managemcm Committee to advance a positive 

undentanding of the role of government.

. [nfrmiT «"i"i"»m wage to keep pace vrith inflation and enforce the 
prevailing wage protectiona provided by the Davis Bacon Act.

so that no American who works ftiU-Uine is forced to live in poverty. 

• Eliminate tax deductions for fflTfiWY* «^"*^tive dsy.
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Tommy McFaH*, 
intematiofut 
RaprtMntaov* ^or 
the Unintf 
Paporwertc«r« 
innmaitanal 
Union: *8ilJ Clinton 
nat stood widt ua 
in our fignt to raiao 
waoea. orotact 
lObs. enhanca 
werttar safety and 
expand opportunity 
for ail peopte.
Whan puan eomaa 
to snova. Bill 
Clinton haa always 
bean m our 
corner*

• Stop avino ta« hreakt to Amencan companies that shut down their
planu here and ship Amencan jobs overseas.

• Sign into law the Family and Medical Leave Act, which George Bush
vetoed in 1990, to allow worken to take a leave of absence from work
when a child is bom or when • (aniily member is ill.

• Provide lifetime training by requiring every employer to spend I S
percent of payroll for continuing education and training for ail worken, not
just executives — or pay the equivalent into a National Training fund.

« Train non eoUegebound youth for high-wage, high quality jobs through a
National ApprentieeahiB program that will pool the expertise of schools,
local busineaaa and unions.

• Make adult literacy proorima available by Upponing clear and
comprehcniivc state plana to teach everyone with a job to read and give
every worker the chance to earn a Gcnml Equivalency Diploma.

• Support a Chemical RiahMoKnow law to inform and protea workers
and vigorously enforce worker safely regulations already on the books.
Fully enforce Occupaiionai Safexy and Health Administration guidelines.

• Create of AoiMMuia of American iobs bv opening up foreign
markaa and insisting that our trading partnera tear down their trade
barriers.

• gxtend unemployment benefits to jobiesa workers in the event of a
recession.
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The Record

• Governor Clinton led Arkensts in aeuing manu£Muhng jobs at ten times the national rate. 
According to the Bureau of Labor Statisbca. Arkansas ranked second in the nation m job 
creation for the year ended May 1992.

• Fought for high-qu*l><y» high>wage jobs. Arkansas ranked 6th in the natioA in per capiu 
income growth from 1990-1991.

• Instituted state-provided workplace safety training that resulted in significant reductions in 
worker accident rates

• Supported several state minimum wage increasea and changed the Arkansas minimum wage 
law to cover more workers.

• Reduced overtime eligibiUty thresholds from 44 houn per week to 40.

• Funded Arkansas Workplace Literacy programs and basic skilU eli

• Signed into law a bill that mandated labor qualifications for the Director of the Arkansas 
Department of Labor

• Was the first Arkansas governor to recognize AFSCME w a bargaining unit at the 
Department of Labor.

• Received the endorsement of the Arkansu AFL-CIO in every gubcmatohal campaign he 
entered.

• Senator Gore voted for the Workplace Fairaeu Aa to ban permanent replacement of 
striking worken and preserve the collective bergaining process.

• Voted for unemployment compensation to provide an additional 13 weeks of extended 
benefits to unemployed worken in all states

• Cosponsored the Family and Medical Leave Aa

• Opposed Davis-Baeon amendmenu to create a sub-claaa of laborers working at lower 

wages.

• Opposed campaign finance amendmenta requiring uniona to report in burdensome detail ail 
direct or indirea 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

In the last half of the 1980s. Arkansas percentage of tout cmploymem and 
manuiaciunng job growth outsmppcd that of all sunoundin? sotes and the
Untied Slates.

Governor Clinton itcenUy signed a pcddon urging Confess to pass ihe 
Workplace Fairness b»U and has spoken saongly m favor oi the need to 
extend unemployment benefits to (he unemployed.

In 1991 SI million dollars was ear marked for Arkansas Workplace 
Literacy Programs. Since July 1.1991. S393.919 has been allocated for 
work piacc basic stalls classes in 142 indusoies.

He supported two increases m the sate minimum wage in 1991 and 1992. 
He reduced ovcnime clisibiliiy from 44 hours to <*0 hours a week.

He made labor s Right To Know bills an admintsirauon piioriiv and pushed 
for a Chemical Right To Know bUl.

Clinton was commended by the Slate aFL-CIO in 1991 for improving 

education in Arkansas.
Clinton was the first Arkansas governor to lecogniae AFSCME as the 
bargaining unit at the Arkansas Depsuiment of Labor.

He joined the AFL-CIO in fighting for a unifonn rcndeiaial landlord tenant 

law.

. In 1989. Clinton supported and signed into law an
which mandated labor qualifications for the Arkansas Depaitmeai of Ubor

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....0« 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. 1 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’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 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, 
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]

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. I 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:"! 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 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 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 to 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: Senator Bob Dole votes for a 90-cent increase in the minimum wage.

NOW: 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..]

1989:

NOW:

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. "Mouse 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.]

1989:

NOW:

Senator Bob Dole: "[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." [Coatee. Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac !989\

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.

1989: Senator Bob Dole: "I never thought the Republican Party should stand for
squeezing every last nickel from the minimum wage."[Source: congressional Quarterly
Almanac 1989]

NOW: 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 ]

1989: The real value of the minimum wage was at its lowest level since 1955. So
Senator Bob Dole voted to increase the minimum wage.

NOW: 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 increaise 
the minimum wage.



1989: 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.

NOW: 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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Bob Dole:
Minimum Wage

1961; Voted Against Increasing The Minimam Wage From SI to $1.15 Per Hour. On
March 24,1961, Dole voted against passage of RR. 3935, the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1961. The bill as amended by Reps. Ayres and Kitchin, raised the mmimum wage
for the 23.9 million covered workers from SI to SI.IS an hour, and extended minimum wage

but not overtime coverage to 1,300,000 additional workers. Passed

On May 3, 1961, Dole also voted against adoption of the conference report on H.R. 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 ariditinwtl
workers, mainly in the retail trades. Agreed to 230-196 ICO Almanac p. 518]

1966: Dole Voted Against Minimum Wage Increase - From $1.25 to $1.60
Dole voted against HR 13712, to inaease the minimum wage for non-farm workers from $1.25
to $1.60, and to bring non-&rm workers into coverage, as well as extended coverage to an
additional 7.9 million workers. (May 26, 1966, 303-93, # 60, CO Almanar 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, cn Almanac IQ-g]

From the floor of the Senate:
• I am pleased to support the conference rqiort on the minimum wage bill... It primarily

seeks to assure a decern living for the American workingman and woman... The
confermice report embodies the traditional concern we have had in this country for the
wdl-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 $2.65 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
earners 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, m Almanac 7g.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 Uying 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 whCT the minimum wage should be increased again. Congress should &ce its
responsibility and enact the necessary legislation. [October 7, 1977, CR 32906]

W87: Dole Opposed Increase In Minimum Wage From S3.35 - Advocated Sub-minimum
Wage. In March of 1987, Dole opposed Democratic legislation to increase the miiumum wage
TOm $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. fBNA 3/5/87]

1988: Dole Blames Labor For Not Baddog Legislation To AUow A "Training Wage." Dole
and Sen«e Republicans tried to scuttle the 1988 Democratic attempt to raise the minimum wage
by offering legislation creatmg a "training wage" - below the minimum wage. Dole
^r leaders for not supporting the GOP proposal. "The reason we're not getting consideration
^ur training wage is that the labor unions dont want it... Ifs 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." [^ 9/22/88]

1988: Dole Voted for Proceeding to Minimum Wage BUL Dole voted in favor of the Byrd
mmion to proceed to consideration of a bill to raise the minimum wage to $4.55 over three vears
ICO Almanar 19gg, 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-lcd filibuster of legislation
mcreasing 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 w^e legisl^on 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. {AFL- 
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
mcreased the minimum wage from $3.35 to $4.25 an hour, over two years, and provide s training
wge which would last 6 momhs 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. ICO Almanac 1989, 54-S, vt. 292]

7 don't think the Republican Party should be known as the party that tried to squeeze the last
nickel out of minimum wage.'’ [UPI. October 31,1989]

Remarks from the Senate floor during various debates over the minimum wage increase:
• After passage: ‘Tor 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-ycar 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 smd tl^ 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 agreemem 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
to stand by the President And I commend him for fulfilling a campaign promise by going
fisrward 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

PO®*" th® ones who most deserve a wage increase.” [April 11, 1989, CR

• April 11: “He [President Bush] has already said that he would go along with an inrrAjm. 
in the minimum wage. Ronald Reagan said no for 8 years and made it stick-$3.35 for 8 
yeys. 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 CaOs Proposal To Increase Minimum Wage A "Big, Big Mistake." On CBS's 
'Face The Ntoon" in August of 1993, Clinton Labor Secretary Robert Reich suggested raising 
the hourty 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. [AE, 8/23/93]

1995; ^vided 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, 49^8. [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, Vt. 1519]

1996; Dole Delays Vote on Minimum Wage. Dole put offa 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. [AE 3/26/96]
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“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]
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1977:

“I do not oppose increasing the statutoiy 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 eveiy working person a livable wage, periodic adjustments 

may be necessary.. .
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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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“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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“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
I

the working poor are the ones who most deserve a wage 

increase.”
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—Bob Dole on the Senate Floor 

[April 11, 1989, CR3579]



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 I, 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.

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, 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.

###



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 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 supponed two increases in the state minimum wage. .^\nd 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." fp. 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 fiill-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
health-care reform to a higher minimum wage to more training opportunities to
increased eamed-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 S4.25 to $5.15 over two
years in two equal steps. This proposal would directly benefit 10 million 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 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 smdied the arguments and the evidence for and against a minimum
wage increase. I 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 ail 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 S5.15: "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 underclass is to make 
work pay. .^d 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. 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 bv 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 I am 
for it is that I believe that - fust 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: "1 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. I believe that. 
That’s what the Earned Income Tax Credit was ail 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:"! 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]

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

• Speech to Keene State College, New Hampshire. "[Ajmong 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-year 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. I challenge you to raise their minimum 
wage." [President Clinton, State of the Union Adless to Congress, Januarv 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 Time 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 earners. 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 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.” Thai’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 "Assault"

"We gave him a balanced budget and
he vetoed it...let's veto Bill
Clinton."
The facte?
The President proposes a balanced
budget protecting Medicare,
education, environment.
But Dole is voting no.

The President cuts taxes for 40
million Americans.

Dole votes no.
The President bans assault weapons;
says welfare recipients must work.

Dole: no to the Clinton plan.
It's time to say yes to the Clinton
plan -- yes, to America's families.
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"Assault"
:30

Text;

"We gave him a balanced 
budget and he vetoed it... lei’s 
veto Bill Clinton. ”

Dncumentation:

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 Primaries, Dole Campaign 
Headquarters, 3/5/96]

The facts?

The President proposes a 
balanced budget protecting 
Medicare, education, the 
environment.

But Bob Dole is voting no.

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 $30 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
million Americans.

Dole votes no.

The President bans assault
we^ns; says welfare
recipients must work.

Wnrlcinf Families: The President’s 1993 economic plan gives
"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 ebgible for the ETTC [working
families tax credit]." [Treasury Department, 6/15/95]

On August 6, 1993, Dole voted against President Clinton’s 1993
Economic Plan. [CQ Almanac, 1993 (vote #247; Passed 51-50)]

Assault Weapons: The President signed the assault weapons ban -
- banning 19 types of semi-automatic assault style weapons, as a
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 Pan nnftsrinns
and Answers. 2/96]

Work requirements: The President’s welfare plan moves people
from welfare to work. It includes: "tough work requirements";
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 red 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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6B2. S 440. National HiKb^ay Syatem/Conference Report. 
Adoption of the conference report to designate a new 160.000-mile 
National Highway System and to repeal all federal speed limits and 
motorcycle helmet laws. Adopted (thus sent to the House) 60-16: R47> 
3; D 33-13 (ND 24-12, SD 9-1). Nov. 17. 1995.

BBS. HR 24B1. FUcal 1886 Budget-ReeoneUiation/AnU- 
truBt Proviaiolu. Abraham, R>Mich., motion to waive the Budget 
Act with respect to the Exon, D-Neh., point of order against pro viaione 
in the conference agreement to the bill that would have granted 
epeciol antitrust rulee for provider service networks and would have 
exempted physidon oOice laboratories from the 1988 amendments to 
the CninicolLab Improvement Act. Motion rejected S4-45;R51-2;D3- 
43 (ND 1-36. SD 2-8), Nov. 17,1995. A ihree-nfcha mgjority vote (60) 
of the total Senate is required to waive the Budget Act. (SubMquenily, 
the chair upheld the Exon point of order and the extroneoue provi­
sions were struck from the bill.)

684. HR 2481.Fiaeal 1886 Budget-ReconeUiationiTurther 
/N Amendment to Conference AgreemenL Motion to recede and

concur in the conference agreement to the bill with a further amend- 
mani to strike provisions, favored by doctors, that would raloi ancinusi 
rules for provider service networks and exempt physician office labora­
tories from the 19SB amendments to the Clinical Lab Improvement Act. 
The conference agreement would reduce projected spending by $894 
billion and taxes by $245 faillion over seven years to provide for a 
balanced budget by fiscal TQOi. Over seven years, the conference report 
would reduce projected spending on Madieaie by $270 billion. Medi^d 
by $163 billion, e^ore programa by S82 billion, the earned-income tax 
e^t by $32 billion, agriculture programs by $12 billion and federsl 
employee retirement praams by $10 bOlion. 'Iha bill would grant a 
8S(X) per-child tax a^it for families with incomes up to $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 
hordrock mining on federal lands; cap the federal direct student loon 
program; and inoeose the federal debt limit from $4.9 trillion to SS.5 
trillion. Motion agreed to (thus sending the eonferenoe report 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.

NOVE.MBER 25. 1995 — 3S13
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496. S 1322. U.S. Israeli Embassy Relocaiieii/Tax Cut
Limitatian. Roth. R-D«l.. motion to table (kill) the Dorgan. D-N.D.,
amendment to express the sense of the Senate that tax cuts should be
limited to those making under S2S0.000 and the savings should be
used to reduce the proposed cuts in Medicare spending, the federal
health insurance program for the poor. Motion agreed to 51-40; R SO-
0: D 1-40 (ND 1-31. SD 0-9), Oct 23, 1995, fStory, p. J31S)

498. S 1322.^ U.S. Israeli Embassy Raloeation/Pasaage.
Pssssgs of the bill to move the U.S. Israeli ernbsssy from Tel Avjv
to Jerusalem by 1999. The bill would allow the president to delay
the move if he determined that it was in the interest of national
security. Passed 93-.')'. R 49-4; D 44-1 (ND 34-1. SD lO-O), Oct 24.
1996. A “nay” was a vote in support of the presidenfi position.
(Story, p. 3318)

497. S 1328. Renewing Federal Judgeshlps/Hungry and
Uninsured Children. Wellstone. D-Minn . motion to table (kill)
the Wellstone amendment to express the sense of the senete that if
the fiscal 1996 budget-reconciliation bill increases the number of
hungry or medically uninsured children by the end of fiscal 1996.
then Congress will adopt legislation to halt these increases. Motion
agreed to 53-45: R 53-0; D 0-4,5 (ND 0-35. SD 0-10), Oct. 24. 1995.

>1^ 498. S 1328. RaDewisg Federal Judgeshipa/Clinton Bud-
“^^get PropoaaL Hauh, 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-S2: D 0-44 (ND 0-34,

^ 0-10). Oct. 24, 1995.

m_ '499. S 1367. Fiscal 1996 Budget-ReconclUatlon/Medi- 
eare Reduetiona. Rockefeller, D-W.Va., motion to commit the
hill to the Senate Finance Committee, with inatructions to report
it back to the Senate within three days with an elimination of any

Medicare reductions beyond the S89 Billion necessary to maintain
solvency of the hospital insurance trust fund through 2006 and to
Eoaka up the difference through a reduction in tax cuts for upper- 
income taxpayen. The bill calls for 5270 billion in Medicare sav­
ings over 7 years. Motion rejected 46-53: R 1-52; D 45-1 (ND 36-0.
SD 9-1). Oct. 26, 1995. fStory, p, 3290)

500. S 1367. Fiscal 1998 BudgetvReeoneiliatloii/Mfldieare
Fraud and Abuse. 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
improve Medicare efficiency. Individuals repotting fraud or abuse
could be paid a portion of the money collected. Adopted 99-0: R 53-0;
D 46-0 (ND 38-0. SD lO-O). On. 26. 1995. fStory, p. 3230)

601. S 1367. Fiscal 1996 Budget-BeconcUiation/Eamed-
Income Tax Credit. Domenid. R-N.M.. motion to table (kill) the
Bradley, D-NJ.. motion to commit the bill to the Senate Finance
Committee with instructions to report it back aithin three days after
eliminating the S43 billion reduction in the Earned-Income Tax Credit,
a tax raliaf for poor families, and instead repealing federal tax
preferenca aimed at private sector companies. Motion agreed to 53-46:
R 53-0: D Ch46 (ND 0-36. SD 0-10). On. 26. 1995. (Story, p, 3290)

602.S 1357.F1aeal 1996 Budget-BecoacUiation/Medicaid.
Domenid. R-N.M, motion to table (kill) the Graham, 0-Fla., motion
to commit the bill to the Senate Finance Committee, with instruc­
tions to report it back within three days with an elimination of any
reductions in the Medicaid program beyond 562 billion over a seven- 
year period and to pay for tha difference by redudng tax cuts for
upper-income taxpayers. The bill would reduce projected Medicaid
spending by 5182 billion o*«r eeven years. Motion agreed to 51-48: R
51-2; D 0-46 (ND 0-36, SD 0-10), Oct- 26. 1995, (Story, p. 3290)

1
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Bob Dole:
Minimum Wage

1961: Voted Against Increasing The Minimain Wage From SI to S1.15 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 SI. IS an hour, and extended minimum wage 
coverage (at SI an hour) but not overtime coverage to 1,300,000 additional workers. Passed 

341-35 [CO Almanat. 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

1966: Dole Voted Against Minimum Wage Increase - From S1.25 to S1.60 
Dole voted against HR 13712, to increase the minimum wage for non-farm workers from $1.25 
to $1.60, and to bring non-&rm workers into coverage, as well as extended coverage to an 
additional 7.9 million workers. (May 26, 1966, 303-93, # 60, CO Almanar 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 
fronvS1.60 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 Almanac lO-S]

From the floor of the Senate:
• “lam 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 $2.65 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 
earners and other changes in wage laws. The conference report, adopted by voice vote, too the 
1981 value down to $3.35. (Ortober 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
necessary...

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

1987: Dole Opposed Increase In Minimum Wage From S3.35 — Advocated Sub-minimum
Wage. In March of 1987, Dole opposed Democratic legislation to increase the minimum wage
fi-om $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. fBNA 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 ofiering 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.
rCQ 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 S4.2S over three years as well as a six-month training wage. [AFL- 
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>S, vt. 292]

"I don't think the Republican Party should be known as the party that tried to squeeze the last 
nickel out of minimum wa^." [DPI, October 31.1989)

Remarks from the Senate floor during various debates over the minimum wage increase:
• After pasMge: “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 inaease. 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, CR6600]

• May J7: “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 Jl: “To be sure, I am all for helping the working poor. 1 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 mcrease
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, S4.25 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, 7/3 l/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, Vt. 1519]

1996: Dole Delays Vote on Minimum Wage. Dole put ofif 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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“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 Americein economic philosophy.”

" Bob Dole on the Senate floor. [March 28, 1974, CR 8768]
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“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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“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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“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, CR3579]
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Minimum Wage
Who Will Benefit from an Increase

Percent and number of workers earning between $4.25 and $5.14,1994 by State

State Percent Number Total WorKforce

Alabama.......................... 16.9%....................... 3® .250......................... 1.695,378
Alaska.................................4.0%...........................9.649...........................242,062
Arizona..............................t2.6%....................... 200.320..........................1.585,686
Artranaas....................  16.4%........................ 168538..... 965.807
'California..........................10.9%.....................1.317,125..............:........ 12,127.105
Colorado........................ ■•••8.9%....................... '45,651......................... 1,640,033
Connecticut........................6.1%..........................87.158.......................... 1.439,916
DC ...................................7.8%...................i.....20.292............................ 259,418:
Oelawam......................... 9.5%..........................31.341............................. 330,946
Florida.............................123%........................ 675.928......................... 5,487,763
Georgia........................... ".9%......... :......... ... 361,887................... :.... 3,048,241

Hawaii...............................3.7%................... ......17.880............................ 480.246
Idaho............................... ..................................62,524........... .................450,302
Illinois............................. 10.6%........................ 545,647...........................5.042.948
Indiana............................ 124%.....................-.315,718..... ,.........-..... 2.547.137

Iowa............................. 10.9%.............. 1.212.250

12.6%............. ...........133.752............................ 1.059.508

14.6%............. ...........216.866........................... . 1.482,340

19.9%............. ...........313.605........................... . 1.573,058

10 6% ...................48.687.......................... .... 458.273

5 7% .. ........... 131,265......................... .2,313,451

...6.4%............ ......... 160.035......................... . 2,627.191

.10.5%............ ............ 420.386......................... .4,012.846

...,g.27o............ ..... 192,010........................ .. 2,096,493

,, 17.0%........... .... 176,194 ............ ........... , 1 034,793

.. 11.9%........... ............. 262.483 ........................ .. 2.208.150

Source: Economic Policy Institute. Sample includes both hourly and salaried worners.
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Wiinimum Wage
^ Who Will Benefit from an Increase

Percent and number of workers earning between $4.25 and $5.14.1994 by State

State Percent Number Total Workforce
Montana.......................... ................................... 52.057.................... 318,466

Nabraska............................13.1%.........................9*-150.......... ................
Nevada.............................. 93%.................................................................656.804
New Hampshire.................7.8%..........................39,958.............-........... - 511.753,

New Jersey.........................5.2%.......................'73,441..............
79 495 .......................  600,549New Mexico...........  ;.i3.2/o.......................  •

NewYorit........................... 5.7%.................... ....514,715...................... ..AO^.^O

..................46,674.............................256.552
.................500.596.............. -......... 4.684,163
.................210.881...........................1,240.985
...................68,685......................... 1,275.129
................. 494.870......................... 4,868.376
............  37,704............ 408.758

.................. 1,96.066......... 1.537.776

....................40,899.......-....................281,344

.............. 280.727......................... 2,211,843

North Carolina.................. 11.3%..

Nonn Dakota....................1 • •
Ohio..................................10.7%..

Oklahoma...................... 17.0%.
Oregon...........................^0%.
Pennsylvania..................10.2%.
Rhode Island.......................9-2% •

South Carolina................. 12.8%
South Dakota................... 14,5%
Tennessee........................ 12.7%

Texas.............................
Utah............................

Vermont.....................
Virginia.........................

Wisconsin

Wyoming .. 
U.S. Total

M M ^O/
1 128 064............ .... 7.682.789

4 ooy 104.305............ ...........817.055

CO/ 18.189............ .................241.558

Q ft®/« ........ 280.233............. ........ 2.863.031

^O/ 157.979........... .... 2,201.188

4 f OO/
103.752........... .... 638.043

Q n«/_ 210.757 .......... 2.342,266

4 ^ Q A/
32.310.......... ........  192.655

Vl.OVo............ .......... 11,823,252........... ..........  107,431,043

Source
• economic Policy includes both houdy end satarled


