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BACKGROUND ON THE MINIMUM WAGE AND LEGISLATIVE STATUS 
October 22, 1999 

Administration Proposal 
The President's proposal outlined in his 1999 State of the Union Address - is to increase the 
minimum wage by $1 over two years. Senator Kennedy is the chief champion of this in the 
Senate, and Senator Bonior is the chief proponent in the House. 

Legislative Status 
In the Senate, prospects for this measure are uncertain at best. Senator Kennedy is still 
aggressively seeking a vehicle on which to attach his minimum wage proposal. Bankruptcy 
remains a possibility, as does the Africa Free Trade Agreement. 

In the House~there are two live minimum wage proposals (see attached side-by-side chart). Rep. 
Bonior's bill mirrors the Administration's proposal, $1 increase over two years. He recently 
filed a discharge petition on his bill that includes a placeholder for a small tax cut. While the 
details have not been unveiled, the tax cuts are projected to cost roughly $8 billion over five 
years, fully offset with tax raisers. The other bill, H.R. 3081, sponsored QY Reps. Lazio (R-NY) 
and Shimkus (R-IL), raises the minimum wage by $1 over three years, and includes significant 
tax cuts, as well, such as an estate tax cut, an increase for the write-off for business meals, added 
tax breaks for pensions, etc. This bill is scored at $35 billion over 5 years by the Joint Tax 
Committee and at $97 billion over 10 years by the Committee for Tax Justice - and is not paid 
for. The Lazio-Shimkus measure has about four Democrats as co-sponsors, but a group of 
moderate Republicans, such as Quinn (R-NY), from districts with strong labor contingents 
reportedly favor the Bonior increase. While unlikely, the bills could reach the floor next week. 

General Background 
The Adminsitration's proposal torincrease the minimum wage by $1 in two equal steps -­
combined with the previous increase -- restores the real value of the minimum wage to what it 
was when President Reagan took office in 1981. (During President Reagan's eight years in 
office, the real value of the minimum wage fell more than 25 percent. This increase -- in 
percentage terms -- is in line with previous ones that helped low-wage workers without adversely . 
affecting the economy: both this proposal and the last one increase the minimum wage by about 
20 percent.) 

The minimum wage is not enough to make ends meet for many families. Working 40 hours a 
week, 52 weeks a year, a minimum wage worker still earns just $10,712 a year below the 
poverty level for a family of four. Additionally, in 1979, a single mother working full time 
earned enough to lift her family out of poverty; by 1998, that same family would be 18 percent 
below the poverty line. For more than 11 million American workers and their families, a 
Qne-dollar increase would mean another $2,000 a year, which, for a family of four, would buy 
groceries for over seven months or pay the rent for over 5 months. Seventy percent of those who 
would benefit are adults, age 20 and over and it is estimated that the average minimum wage 
worker brings home half of their household's earnings. 



More than two dozen empirical studies have found that moderate increases in the minimum wage 
do not have significant effects on employment. These studies include state-specific research in 
California, Texas, and New Jersey that show that state minimum wage increases did not result in 
any job loss. 

Since the last increase was signed into law by President Clinton (which boosted the minimum 
wage by 90 cents over two years from $4.25 to $5.15), well over 8 million new jobs have been 
added. More than one million (1.12 million) new retail jobs have been added. Unemployment 
has also declined significantly over the same period. The August 1999 unemployment rate of 4.2 
percent is at its lowest rate in nearly 30 years. African-Americans are experiencing a near 
historic low unemployment rate at 7.8- down from 10.6 percent in September 1996. 
Unemployment for Hispanics has dropped from 8.3 percent to 6.5 percent. For high school 
dropouts, unemployment dropped from 8.2 percent to 6.4 percent. Teenage unemployment 
declined from 15.7 percent to 13.5 percent. African-American teen unemployment went from 33 
percent to 28.6 percent. Employment has increased dramatically as well. Employment among 
African-Alnerican women has risen from 57.2 percent to 64.7 percent. And employment for 
welfare recipients and single mothers with children is continuing to climb, at least partly because 
of policies that "make work pay" such as a higher minimum wage. According to CEA, the 
minimum wage increases during this Administration accounted for 10 -16 percent of the 2.7 
million reduction in welfare recipients between 1996 - 1998. 

Raising the minimum wage is one part of a strategy to reduce poverty that also includes the 
Earned Income Tax Credit. Between 1993 and 1997, the income families with two children and 
one minimum wage earner who worked full-time rose by $2,761 because of the expansion of the 
EITC and the previously enacted increase in the minimum wage. 

Minimum Wage Report 
At the event in which you participated on Capitol Hill on September 28, 1999, the Economic 
Policy Institute released a report showing that the majority of beneficiaries of an increase in the 
minimum wage are women (60 percent) and that one million of them are single mothers (report ' 
attached). The report provided a state-by-state breakdown revealing that the states with the 
largest numbers of women who would receive a raise if the minimum wage were increased by a 
dollar are: Texas (669,000 affected women), California (572,000 affected women), Florida 
(414,000 affected women), New York (372,000 affected women), Ohio (345,000 affected 
women), and Pennsylvania (338,000 affected women). 

The report also provided data on the age ranges, racial background, types of employment, union 
status and parental status of women affected by an increase in the minimum wage. The study 
reports that the majority of women affected are adults (over 75 percent) and that many of the 
women work in retail (44 percent) and other service related industries. The report also reveals 
that the vast majority of women directly affected by a dollar increase in the minimum wage are 
not represented by unions (over 96 percent). 



Lazio-Shimkus Bonior 
H.R. 3081, introduced October 14 Confidential draft, yet to be announced 

Minimum Wage: Raises the minimum wage $1 over Minimum Wage: RaIses the mInImUm wage over 
3 years, effective April 1,2000, and increasing April 2 years 
1,2001, and . 1,2002 
Tax Cuts: Cut the top estate tax rate from 55% to Tax Cuts: 
48%, eliminate the 5% surtax that recaptures the 
benefits of the lower estate tax rates, reduce other 
estate tax rates by 2 percentage points, and replace the 
credit against estate taxes with an exemption (worth 
more to the largest estates). $16.3 billion 

Increase the write-off for business meals to 65% of 
cost from 50% under current law. $5.2 billion 
Increase the write-off for business meals to 60% of 

cost from 50% under current law for small businesses 
smaller than $5 million in assets. 

Section 415 pension change sought by AFL-CIO. 
billion 
Added tax breaks for pensions and 401(k) plans. $5.1 

Speed up the date for allowing 100% of self­
employed health insurance to be deducted. $2.9 
Speed up the date for allowing 100% of self­

employed health insurance to be deducted. 
billion 

Increase and accelerates the expensing of capital Small business expensing to $30,000. 
outlays. $1.9 billion 

Extend the work opportunity and welfare to work 
business tax credits. $1.3 billion 
Extend the work opportunity and welfare to work 

business tax credits. 

Expand enterprise zones. $576 million 
Congressman Abercrombie's bill (H.R.1688) to 

Expand the tax credit for investors in low-income restore the deduction for the travel expenses of a 
housing $515 million taxpayer's spouse who accompanies the taxpayer on 

business travel. 
Augment tax breaks for private tax-exempt bonds. 
$430 million 

Reforestation incentives for timber companies. $104 
million 

provislOns from 
vetoed Republican tax bill and Congressman 
Doggett's bill (H.R. 618) on corporate tax shelters 
Overall Cost: 

$35 billion over 5 years (Joint Tax Comm.) About $7 billion over 5 years (Joint Tax Comm.) 
$97 billion over 10 (Comm. for Tax Justice) 
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THE MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE: 

A Working Woman's' Issue 


, 
,. 
. J 

;riJ.
,£.:" . 'c 

~ '!<!.! ~ ',7, .! 

: . ·by Jared Bernsl~in. Heidi Hartmann, andJohn Schmitt 
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As Conzress com;jders nt1sing the federal nUxpmum wage from Its cm:reut level of $5.15 per ho'llr to $6.15. ids 

important to understand who will benefit fr~ril this increase. AD. analysis of low-wage workers shows that themairi.:-:­

::beneficiar;es:ofthis:_Qn.~~do1J~!rjn_~~::w_oAld"~e'N~r~g:.:~~en.,·a@9.s1::one:mi11ion:of~whom:are~singte:moth:'.,.."" • 

tel's;::In fact, of the 11.8 minion workers who would receive a pay increase a~ the result of this higber minimum 

wage, 58% would be wom~, simply becaus~: as a yaup. they earn lower wages than men. AS a result, a .lniD.i­
mum wage incrcase'Wollld help to reduce th~'9venill pay gi.:t.p ~tween women and nlen. 

"::~; :"§;~'~~ th~:~j1lU~\.~,~ge.is not inde.;ti~;tD inflation. whenCongl"eSs fails to ralse,theii:i~llim~r.n W~$C; ~h~~ 
workers' purchasing power declines, as was jbe case over the 1980s. EVl!lll with the. two inCIcasesthus far in Lhe 
1990$,-Jr¢ .m~nimlirri wage remains 19% below its in.f1ation-adjri,sted 19791evel. This decline in "the minimum 

wage helps to expliUn'the growth of wage inequality and the diminished earnings of low-wage female workers 

over tJ.,e last tWo decades. 
In J919. a woman working at the minim,nm wage earned 70% of the hourly wage of the median female 

worker (the wonmn right in the middle of tb~ female wage scale), By 1998. that ratio had fallen to 52%: Simi­

larly, tn 1979 a ~jngle mother working full rime at the minimum wage earn,cd enough to lift a family of tlIreo 

. (herself and two children) ab'ove the pOVCI'ty" y.ne. By 199,8, however, the saxp.e family would be 18% below the 
poverty lin~.l !: 

. T.able 1 shows the nllmbcT and !.he ~~ of workWg women in 1998 - nationally and in each state - that· 

wQUld ~n.efit,t;fom.. the T'toposed.1ncrease. Abbt1t 7 million women natiollally ..:. 12..60/0.·o.f.aJl,~o~~ng ,w"omen,'­

eaIAb~t'~~en"$$,\~.5,~a,"fld .. ~6.i4, the wage ~~~ that wOtl1d be dir~ctly affected by ap, increase ill tb~,fed~ai , ' 
I .1', 

rninim~t}, wag~} In lower-\I.Iage states, the shjJ.re of women that would benefit from the p~posed increase is 

typically higher lll.w tile na,tionsl average. For example"one-fifth or more of wormg women would rec.eive a raise 
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TABI.,E 1 . 

Female worke~s, by state, who would benefit from proposed minimum wage increase, 1998 


. . (in thousands) . . 

Share'of . , 

State Female WOrKers* Numb,r 
... '11" ........ 


NORTHEAST 10.5% 1,139 

Maine 14.1 36 


,
New Hampshire " 1:" 8.6 ,23 
Vel1Tlont .. '. 10.1 14 
Massachusetts 8.G 119 
Rhode 1$land '12.2 '26 
Connecticut ' 7.3 5,3 

,New York 10,4 372 
New Jersey 8.9 1'57 
PennsylvanTa 13.6 338 

MIDWEST 12.2% 1,664 
Ohio 14.7 345 
Indiana '0.2 1,27 
IIllnois 11.6 291 
Michigan 11.$ 2:35 
WI~or.lsirl·· '9.8 121 

94 . Minnesota S.7 
,.Iowa "". '.' : . 142 93 

Missouri 12.7 152 
North Dakota. 19.0 26 
South Dakota 18.8 ~O 
Nebraska . 14.8 55 
Kansas 14.Q 77 

u.s. 12.6"A, 6,911 

• As shMii of female WOri<rotI;S. 
sourcli !;:F'I <:malysi$ of 1998 CPS d!l~ 

Share Of 
State Female Workers· ' Number 

SOUTH 15.3"/0 2,974 
Delaware 10.4 17 
.Maryland 8.9 101 
D.C. NA NA 
Virginia '1.0 157 
West Virginia 22.5 70 
North Carolina 12.0 190 
South Carolina. 17.S 154 
Georgia 1:3.3 224 
Rorida 14.1 414 

. Kenwc.l<y 16.5 130 
Tennessee 13.5 156 
Alabama 19.1 170 
Mississippf 21.1 . 110 
Arkansas 21.9 106 
Louisiana 20.2 170 
Oklahoma 20.a ·128 
Texas· 17.0 669 

WEST 10.4% 1,210 
Montana 20.8 35 
Idaho 15.9 a9 
Wyoming 18.3 17 
Colorado a.6 77 
New Mexico 16.1 50 
Arizona' 15,4 134 
Utah 14.1 SO 
Nevada 8.7 31 
Washington 9.4 109 
Oregon 7.7 ' 51 
Califomia 9.4 572 
AIS;Ska NA NA 
Hawaii 12.2 31 

------~--------------,.... , ,----- ­
';, 

after a one-dollar increase in the federalminirnum in me following states: West Vuginia (22.5%), ArkanSia." 
" , 

(21 :9%), Mississippi (2L1 %). Montana (20.8%), Louisiana (20.2%), and OJ.::lahoma (20.0%). The states with the 

largest numbers of working women who would benefit from the increase are: Texa.o:: (669,000). Califo~ia ' 

(572.000), Florida (414,000). New York (372.000), Ohio (345,000), and Per.wsylvania. (338,000). 

'lltble 2 helps provide a cleru-er picrure\of the low-wage, women who would benefIt from the proposed 
. . 

increase (see column 1 ). The vast majority (15.3%) of these women are adults (age 20 or older). Although most 
lo\y-wag~ women worl:.."et's are white (65.4%);'AfriCtUl American and Hib1;'anic women areoverrepresent¢d in low­

" .,' 

, 'I~' , 

2 
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TABLE 2 
Characteristics of female workers by wage range, 1998 . 

Other 

Affected direCtly low-wage 


by increase workers $7.15 

Characteristic ($5.1 S-$6.14) .(~~.150$7.14) and above All ..,.~ ._-­
Average wage $5.64 $6.70 $'14.65 $12.18 
Employment 
Share of 'total 

6,976,792 
12.6% 

1 • ~ 
6,66a,Sn 

10.2"/0 
40,076,7:97 

72.2% 
65,497,2Z7 

'00.0% 

Demographi(;s 
Teens (16·19) 

, . 
24.7"AI· 11.00'" 1.4% 6.2% 

20+ 75.:3% 89.0% 98.6% 93.6% 
White 65.4% 67.5% 76.6% 73.6% 
Black '6.2% 18.2% 12.0% 13.1% 
Hispanic 14.4% 12.2"/0 7.1% 9.0% 

WarkHours 
Full time (35.,.) 44.9% ' 63.8% 82.2% 74.0% 
Part time 
20-34 hours 35.0% 25.6% 13.1% 18.1% 
1-19 hours 20.0% . 10.5% 4.7% 7.9% 

Industry 
Manufactunng S.4% 10.3%. 12..3% ''1'.4% 

. Retail trade 44.0"10 31.2"~ '1.4% 'B,6% 
", : '. 

OecupEl~iQn 

Sales 
Cashiers 

2a.~% 
16.4% 

" , 20.2% 
8.5% ' 

8.7"-' 
1.3% 

12.7% 
4.2% 

Services 32.5% 25.9% 9.S% 15.0% 
Food preparation 19.1% 9.9% 3.1% 6.1% . 

Union Membership 
Union 3.9% ·6.5% 16.2% 13.1% 
NonunIon 96.1% 93.6% 83.8%· 66.9% 

Note: "Affected d1r~y by the incraas9" ind(catea thO£e\ivork4lrs wno earn betwel!ln 1he minJmum wage in their S'tiUe and the proposed new 
level ($6,'S), " .. . 

SQurer!: 'EFt analysis 011998 CPS di!Ta , 

."'. . ~'\_'----------------

4',' it.11, ; ~: 

wage jobs.Africa:t! .t\rnmcan women are 13,1% af all 'Women workers (see the lase column ofTable 2). but 16.2% 
of those ill the range affected by the minimu~wage increase; Hb'pamc women are 9.0% of all women workers, 

b\1t 14.4% oflow-wage women. Close to half (44.9%) of the female worlwrs in the affected range work fun time 

(3,5 or more hours a. week), and another 35.0% work. belween 20 aDd 34 hOlll'S per week. 

The next few rows of Table 2 show the industries and occupations whet! low-wage women tend to fj;ud 

work. An analysis by industry shows thar. mo,t l,ow-w3.z:,tre females·are concentrated .in retail tradC~ whit.;b employs 
44.0% of those in the affected range. In c0llft'ast, a much smaller sbare oflow-wage WOnren work in the hlgher-

I 

, .' '. ,': :!,' 3 . ': 
"'. " 


;(. " 




.', 

" '( 

1 !" i I 

paying rna~T1lfacturing ~ector (8,4%). An analysis by. occupation reveals tbat 28.3% of low-wage women are sales ' 

w~rk!!rs, 'wi~h. i 6,:4%, woi.km,g ~ cashiers. One-third of theSe women (32.5%) work m' service occupations ,such as 
food pr~par~tion (1'6.1 %). Finally, just und~r4% allow-wage WOlDeD are covered by collective bargaining 

through'a union, in contrast to 16.2%, of WOllJ,el1 eanlil,g $7 .15 Olmore per hour. 
, . , 

Table 3 examines the parental statuS of those workers aged 18-64 who are in the affected wage range, 

Pareots with ehildrell under 18 years old represent 33% o~ the benefjciaries of the proposed increase. Almost one 
mWion (907,000) single mothers would receive a pay increase as a result of a onc-<loUar rise in the minhnt.tm 

,wage. More than two milHo1'l m.ar:ried men and women with children would benefit from the proposed increase ' 
(~nd within thes~ luarried couple famiUes, ~omen are disproportionately the direct beneficIaries). ' 

All of the evidence suggests that the miiHmnm wage increase is well targeted. providing SigniflClillt benefits to 

poor ~d middle:-income househo1ds. Thble 4~.ho~s that about 18% oftbe benefitS of So one-dollar increase would go 
",' ,) . 
to households w.it/:l 'i11cOm~'i 'below $10,000 peryear; anotber.32% of the benefits would go to households with 

" ,.' '.L. \1 I } • "v .J, .' _ ~ , • ; ', 

lUUlu;'fmOCll'lleS between $10,000 and $25,009: In total, households ID.aking leSis than $25,000 s. year would receive 
• ,'" I, :"" ,: ' , 

half d{ih~ b~nefits.ofa one-dollar increase. A.mong the affected smgle mothers shown ill Table 3, 85% have hOU80­. " . 

. TABLE 3 

Parental status of affecttkl.workforce, age 18-64,1998 (in tholisands) 


r 

Number Percent".. _."" " -----c----------'-'-'-...;;..:..---'­
Working parents With children \ 

\ 

Msrlit'?d couple ~, : 2,142, 22..1% 
Married female 1,457 1S.0 
Married male 685 7_1 

" I 
r •. " . '.~ 


, .' i:,' \ :... ~~' , '" -,.," 'S;(lgfe parents • !, 1,056., 10.9% 

!; '" "" Single femaJe / . 967 10.0 


, Single male 89 0.9 

" 

Workers without etiiidren undel' 18~ , 

All 6,507 67.1% 

Female 3,48$ 35.9
i" ,Male 3,021 31.1 

:1, 
• InclUdes single Individuals and childless coupl@$. 

Source:.EPI 8r.Ialysis of 1996 CPS data. 

-----------------:'---------~-----'.-..',.'------ ­
" 

. . "TABLE4 

, ,Share of gains fram prop~sed increase by household income level, 1998 

, , ' .. ', .. ,.... ' . . . '. . 
, , .' 

,If., . 
, ' , Less than $10,000 18.1% 

$10,000 " 25,000 32.0 
$25,000 - 35,000 14.9 

",,- 1 

$3~,OOO - 50,000 13,6 
$50,000+ 21.4 

, ,'. 

Source: 1998 CPS data, Sam[:!le excludes nonwol'KgTS_ .Forlhos9 Il'lme aff$cted range, gains are calOl,llated as the tlifference between 
currSl1t eamlngs and thg new level (by statG), This 'Yalua: is mUltipllQd by weekly hours and summed across each lncome group.
------------_.".' "'" .. _----------------------- ­",:... 
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hold incomes below $25,000, underscoring ~,b impOItlnce aHbe policy for thcs~ low-wage and low-income families .. 

Conelusion 
Those who oppose reJisillg the mi:nimum w~e typically argue that the increase 'Will force employers to firt; or hire 
fewer,of., :tho,se wOrker& affected by tile increase. Th~ evidence, however, fails to support this claim.'> Since the last 
iocrease, in late 1996 and 1997. employmen\ rate.."l of low-wage workers, and particularly single mothers, have 

:\ 
increased dramatically. as the strong economy has bolstered den:umd in the low-wage labor mar.ket. In this regard, 

one of the main policy lessons from the current reCove~ is that thE: mactoeconomy is tlle key detemrl.nant of 

employment opponunity for' low-wage workers, most of whom are wome.o. But, as the above evidence shows, the' 

wage tlmt these women receive i~ very much a function of where the minimum wage is set by CODgTess., Disre­
garding this reality can only serve to swell the ranks of the working poor_ Raising the Illhrimum wage will help to . 

, I 

raise the incomes ofrnany low~income famlf~es, especially thos~ he&ied by single mothers. 

:" t:o/" ;...... ~ : -::",\'1 H r :~ 

,. ,
" j ",' •• 

w' " , , " 

Re.sea,rfil1.~as.si.!tancelrom Dantel/.e Gao. ChaUI'I.Q Brocht provided helpfUl comments. 

1M Econom.i.c Policy b1,Sriture and rhe Instit4fd for Women IS p,c/.i.cy Reu(ln:h are crat4jul 'to The Annid E. Cast.>y 

Fem:rui.c.r.ion., Charle.s Srewart Mort Foundation., rhe Ford FoundtlZion, TheJohTt D. a:n.d CatherineT. MacArthw' 
. i 

Fowuia:tion, Tlur Rockefeller Family Fun.d,lf.nd The Rockefeller Fozmtiar:i.on/or rheil' support ofthL~ work. 

",.__...."..----i-;-:--~----------------

Endnotes,.. 

1. " If w~ deduct'the ~~ inctirred inwol'klng fUll time tor a Single mother (e.g., child carr.: :lIId InmspOttatiol'l), the f:u:nily'~ 
disp()Sal:iib iU.cdttll:'W'oUJd fall fUI1.bcr below the poverty line. By the same token, if we add the cash value ot' food SlIUnps lllld the. 
earntd income tax credit. the gross income of the '1998 !iIJllily would be aboveihe poverty line. But' if bOth work COSTS and 
governm¢11t assist:mce are considered, family income still fall!! b~'Qw the povertY line. 

,j' ~ 

2. More precisely. mcclcd worl.;,e:rs in lhis n:port are 1l1osc who cam between the maximum of eitfler their &tate's minimllm or 
$5.15, at the lower end, and die proposed new mmhl'!ilm wage,:1t rhe upper end. AbOut 4,8 million mea. or 7.9% of all worldng 
m~, Aloe in thiS ran~. ' 

3. For a detailed an'illysis or the cmplOYlll£llL impact of thl!: 1996-97 inc:n:1Se. see Making Wm·Ji: Pay, Bert)stein and Schmitt. 
Hconomic POJ,lcy Jn$tltu~ (l99S)~ ,. 

i' 
" 
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CongressDailyAM 
MONDAY TUESDAY 

OCT. 19.1999 

WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY 

Mods May Challenge GOP Leaders Over Min. Wage Deal 
HOUSE GOP LEADERS, who until now have 

. tried to keep their distance from a bi­
partisan proposal to increase the minimum wage, will 
try to intervene today to rescue the endangered biparti­
san package and bring it to the floor this week. But a large 
group of mainly moderate GOP members from districts 
with strong labor contingents is scheduled to meet with 
House Speaker Hastert and Majority Leader Anney to­
day to voice their concerns about the compromise pack­
age, which includes a wage hike of $1 an hour spread out 
over three years and a $35 bUlion tax cut component. 

, TAXES 
, 

the last Congress. LaHood said his main concern was that 
this year's proposed wage hike was "rinky-dink." Rep. Jack 
Quinn, R-N.Y., a leading moderate on the issue, said, "To 
get three years, I'm not sure that a dollar is enough right 
now." 

GOP leaders are hoping to avoid disrupting a fragile bi­
partisan compromise worked out between Reps. Rick Lazio, 
R-N.Y., John Shimkus, R-Ill., Robert (Bud) Cramer, D-Ala., 
and Gary Coudlt, D-Calif. But they also cannot afford to ig­
nore a significant faction of their own'ranks, many of whom 
appear closer to the Democratic position on the issue. 

Rep. Ray LaHood, R-Ill., said 37 members planned to 
attend, including many who voted for a wage hike during . 

Quinn also expressed concerns about the tax package, 
saying he favored keeping it as simple as continued on page 14 

GOP To Move Stopgap Spending Bill 
HOUSE LEADERS 

.plan to take Ii 
one-week continuing resolution and a 
motion to instruct conferees on the 
revised District of Columbia spending 
bill to the floor today, so they can at­
tach the pending Labor-HHS pre-con­
ference agreement to the D.C. con­
ference report: - ratherthan put the 
politically explosive Labor-HHS bill 
marked up by the House Appropria­
tions panel to a separate vote. 

I 
APPROPRIATIONS 

I 

The next CR will again provide for 
continued funding at FY99levels, With­
out any riders. and will last through 
Oct. 29. Whether that will be enough 
time to finish the FY2000 process "de­
pends on how many vetoes we get," 
House Appropriations Chairman 
Young said Monday. 

, White House Press Secretary Joe· 
Lockhart Monday insisted that any 
new C~ encompass "days, not weeks." 

But, despite the insistence on a 
tight schedule, Lockhart downplayed 
the possibility of a government shut- . 
down. 

"There'is no scenario where we 

believe it's in anyone's interest to shut 
the government down," Lockhart said, 
calling the prospect "highly unlikely." 

Lockhart also indicated Monday 
that despite President Clinton!s long­
standing desire to include Medicare 

, and Social Security reform in a com­
prehensive budget deal, appropriations 
matters would be the first order of busi­
ness at today's budget powwow at the· 
White House. 

"The president has always insisted 
that that's his preference," Lockhart 
said concerning Clinton's wish to wrap 
Medicare and Social Security into the 

. budget framework. . 
"He will continue to make the case 

for the overall reforms arid plans he's 
made, It Lockhart added. "But we are go­
ing to have to deal with these appro­
priations issues and we are going to have 
to come to some solution because we 
can't continually put the deadline off." 

Also up in the air, as congressional 
leaders prepar~ for their sitdown with 
the president later today, is whether 
Republicans will be forced to negoti­
ate an omnibus continued on page 12 
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possible. "We run the risk of becoming 
too cute at the tax side and losing some 
Democrats and not having enough,Re­
publicans to start with," he ~aid. 

As for which tax cuts he supports, 
Quinn said, "The question is which ones, 
and how are they paid for," echoing a 

. concern of some conservative Democ­
rats that the tax cuts should be offset. 

QUinn said that if Democrats were 
to offer a motion to recommit the mea­
sure and essentially replace it with a 
free-standing $1 increase over two 
years, "I think that there are a number 
of Republicans .. _ maybe adozen, that 
would have to vote for it." 

Meanwhile, GOP leaders heeded the 
wishes of Ways and Means Chairman 
Archer that he be given the opportu­
nity to mark up the tax portion of the 
bill Thursday, with floor consideration 
planned for Thursday or Friday_ 

GOP aides said the committee 
would likely jettison most of the tax 
cuts in the bill that have not yet re­
ceived its consideration. The bulk of 

the bill's tax cuts were drawn from the 
committee's vetoed $792 billion tax cut 
package. They include inheritance tax 
reduction, pension reforms, deductions 
for business meals, and other small 
business tax breaks. 

Some endangered provisions are 
those dealing with tax breaks for "spe­
cial occupancy" businesses like liquor 
stores; tax deductible scholarships of­
fered by employers for their employ­
ees' children; and write-ofts for ,"un­
derwater mortgages" in areas affected 
by disasters. 

.The Lazio. package also contained 
a new tax credit for certain film pro­
ducers who hire low-income workers 

. - and Archer has drawn a line on the 
creation of new tax credits. 

A spokesman said Archer made it 
clear he would request sequential re­
ferral to his committee if it contained 
new items or those unrelated to small 
business. He hinted at a rebellion if the 
panel's jurisdiction was not respected, 
saying, "At a time when every vote 
counts, it is important to keep in mind 
that there are.23 votes here." 

Aides said they expected about 90 

percent of the tax provisions to remain~ 
"I think the committee will be judi­
cious," said Lazio. But by striking any 
proviSions, the committee risks scut­
tling the deal. For example, a GOP aide 
said the scholarship deduction was in­
cluded at the request of Condit. 

"That's sort of the fear in Ways and 
Means marking this up,'~ said a GOP 
leadership aide, "sort of disregarding 

. the six-month effort that Lazio and 
Shimkus have made." 

In working through the concerns of 
their members on the tax and the wage 
front, GOP leaders are becoming more 
engaged in an issue they have tried to 
keep at arm's length. 

Top House GOP leaders have said 
they oppose a wage hike, but acknowl­
edge that it has support among some 
members. But there is a political calcu­
lus that says Republicans are better off 
dealing with the issue now than in 2000. 

"If we don't get this off the table this 
year," said a GOP leadership aide, "we'll 
probably face $1 an hour over two 
years," with less tax reduction. 

- By GEOff EARLE, wmI STEPHEN NORTON 

CONTRIBU17NG 

Business Moves To I;nsure Passage Of R&D Tax Credit 

IN THE ROLLERTECHNOLOGY 

i coaster moves of 
this year's tax debate, the business com­

, munity may come up with much less 
than it sought in its efforts to gain a long­
term extension of the research and de­
velopment tax credit-and is now sim­
ply pushing to ensure the credit is reau­
thorized, National Journal's Technology 
Daily reported. 

Sensing the possibility it could 
come up empty-handed, the R&D 
Credit Coalition Monday sent a letter 

'. "'signed by more than 80 trade associ-:­
ations and 650 companies to President 
Clinton and top House and Senate lead­
ers - as well as SenateFmance ChaiJI­
man Roth, Financ:e ranking member 
Daniel Patrkk Moynihan, D-N.Y., 
House Ways and Means Chairman 
Archerand Ways and Means rankJng 
member Charles Rangel, D-N.Y. 

The signers urged Congress and the 
White House to agree to "'approve leg­

islation seamlessly extending the R&D 
credit - before the end of the first ses­
sion of the 106th Congress.". 

Faiiing to take this action "'will con­
tinue to disrupt R&D plannii1g, and the 
resulting uncertainty in the business 
community can only reduce the eco-. 
nomic benefits all U.S. businesses and 
workers receive as a result' of the 
credit," the letter said. 

For industry supporters, the mem­
ory of Congress allowing the credit, 
which expired at the end of June, to 

. lapse in 1996 is still fresh. 
Although the R&D tax credit enjoys 

wide bipartisan support, industry rep­
resentatives said they are concerned 
it could become a casualty of Congress' 
budget battles with the White House. 

"I thinkthe.credit is in jeopardy;" 
said Monica McGuire, the National As­
sociation of Manufacturers' senior pol­
icy director for t~tion. "I give it a ~o.. 
50 chance." 

, High tech companies and others 
were hopeful earlier this year Congress· 
might pass a permanent extension of 
the credit -'and they came closer than 
they ever had before when Republi­
cans included a five-year extension in 
their $792 billion tax cut bill this sum­
mer. .. . 

But those hopes were dashed when 
Clinton vetoed the bill. And while the 
industry made another push for a per­
manent extension in the letters to Clin­

. ton and corigressionalleaders, it is very 
unlikely Congress will pass one this . 
year. 

The focus in Congress now has 
shifted to passage of an "extenders 
package" that would renew the re­
search and development credit and 
others for another year. 

Roth announced Monday his com­
mittee will mark up'its version of the 
extenders proposal Wednesday. 

BY JUUANA GRUENWALD 



(tCongress of tbe ~nitdltetates 
.as)bington, jJB(( 20515 

September 29, 1999 

First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton 

The White House 

Washington, DC 20500 


Dear Ms. Clinton, 

As members of the New York Delegation we are writing to ~ge you to strongly support 
The Fairness for Legal immigrants Act of1999, which would restore basic "safety net" 
government benefits for legal immigrants. SenatorDaniel Patrick Moynihan introduced the 
Senate version of the bill, S. 792, which is cosponsored by Senator Charles Schumer and has the 
support of 13 other Senators. The House version of the bill, H.R 1399, is cosponsored by 73 
Members of'the House including many New York Members. 

The benefit cuts which were enacted under the 1996 welfare reform laws went too far and 
have disproportionately hurt states like New York, which is home to a large and diverse . . 
newcomer population. Under current law, many lawfully present immigrants remain ineligible . 
for basic health care, nutrition, and other important programs, even though they must pay taxes to 
support these programs. Those most deeply affected include children (and their families), 
elderly, and people with disabilities. The overwhelining unpopularity of the current restrictions 

.' 	 is underscored by a nationwide poll conducted in November, funded by the Kellog Foundation, 
in which 77 percent ofAmericans felt that legal immigrants should have the same access to a 
safety net as U.S. citizens. 

, 	 . 
Because restoration ofimmigrant benefits is a matter of basic fairness and decency, we 

urge you to sigrial your strong support for passage of The Fairness for Legal immigrants Act 'of 
1999. This legislation would not restore all benefits affected by the 1996 welfare law, but it 
would help many people in need. Legal iInmigrants' who were in the U.S. before .the welfare law 
passed would have their eligibility largely restored. This modest l~gislation would lea~e current 
restrictions in place, however, for most of those who arrived after the passage of the welfare law, 

. with certain reasonable new exceptions for the most vulnerable. 

In particular, the legislation would give states'the flexibility, if they choose, to provide 
~. "" full coverage to lawfully present children and pregnant women ,under the Medicare arid State 

Child Health Insurance Program (CHIP); restore SSIand Medicaid eligibility to persons who 
become disabled after legally i.rri:rillgrating to the United States; restore Food Stamp eligibility to 

. all legal immigrants who were in the U.S~ prior to August 22, 1996; and permit victims of 
domestic violence to obtain assistance needed to escape such violence. Among those already in 
the U.S. in 1996 whose benefits would be restored by The Fairness for Legal ImmigrantsAct are 
working parents who currently have no access to food stamps and elderly individuals over 65 . 

~ 	 , . 
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years old who now are ineligible for food stamps because they w~re not over 65 on the day 

welfare refonn was enacted. 


This legislation is supported by the New York Immigration Coalition and the New York 
State AFL-CIO, as well as a long list ofNew York based organizations which we have included 
for yourinforrnation. 

For all these reasons, we urgently ,request th~t you show your support'for The Fairnessfor . 
Legal Immigrants Act of1999. This legi$lation would have a major impact on New York's 
immigrant communities, and we believe it is critical that you signal your support for the proposed 
legislation to restore the safety net. 

Sincerely, 

f~I~7J.~~ 

Carolyn Maloney . . '.' . 

E~ L.. ~IlIA -a, 

Eliot Engel ace Hmchey .ri . ~~~ 
Member ofCongress Member ofCongress 





New York Organizations 
That Support The Fairness to Legal Immigrants Act of1999 

African Peoples Council 
Asian American Federation ofNew York 

Cabrini Immigrant Services 
.. Caribbean and American Family Services, Inc. 
Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Rockville Centre· 

. Central American Refugee Center 

Chinatown Manpower Project 


Church Alive Development Corp. 

Citywide Task Force on Housing Court 


. Council of Senior Centers and Services ofNew York City, Inc. 

Erasmus Neighborhood Federation 


Filipino American Human Services, Inc. 

Flatbush Haitian Center, Inc. 

Gay Men's Health Crisis, Inc. 


Goddard Riverside Community Center 
Haitian Women for Haitian Refugees· 

. Haitian Centers Council 
Japanese American Social Services, Inc. 

Korean Community Service ofMetropolitan New York, Inc .. 
Latin American Integration Center . 

Latino Commission on AIDS 
Liberty Center for Immigrants . 

. Make the Road by Walking 
National Coalition for Haitian Rights 


National Korean American Service & Education Consortium, Inc. 

National Association ofKorean Americans - NY Chapter 


New York Association for New Americans 

Northern Manhattan Coalition for Immigrant Rights 


Northern Manhattan Improvement Corporation 

Polonians Organized to Minister to Our Community, Inc .. 


Riverside Language Program 

South Jamaica Services for Families and Children 


Southside Community Mission, Inc. 

The Haitian Americans United For Progress, Inc. 


Union ofNeedletrades, Industrial & Textile Employees 

. United Jewish Appeal-Federation 

. Urban Justice Center 
Welfare Law Center 

Westchester Hispairic Coalition 
Young Korean American Service & Education Center . 
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FIRST LADY HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON ~~J 
REMARKS FOR MINIMUM WAGE EVENT . . ~ 

CAPITOL HILL r ~ ./\A~' ~I 
.. September 28, 1999· \ ""' \ ~' \:0" -~ ~ PJ . ~ 
.. . . CJ~~I~LjL 

Thank you Jody [Mitchell], for sharing your story with us. We all 
kno~ that Jody is no~ alon.e. There are millions of Americans with ~~ 
stones and struggles Just hke hers. Every day, they work hard at 
minimunl wage jobs to support themselves and their faniilies .. And 
every day, they are finding it harder and harder to make ends meet on 
$5.15 an hour. We're here today to speak on behalf of all these 
Americans. 

I want every American to recognize just whom we're talking 
about. As the report we are releasing today reminds us, three out of 
every five people working for minimum wage in America today are 
women. One million of them are single mothers struggling to raise their 
children. 

, 
While their pay is low, their work is vital. They are the women' 

who care for our children, who ring up our food at the supermarket~ who 
cook and serve our meals. They are the women who clean our offices, 
who cut and sew our clothes, who nurse our aging parents and 
grandpan;;hts.' . , . ' . 

And these working women deserve a raise. As you know, the 
dollar increase in the minimum wage that the President, Senator 
Kenn~dy and Representative Bonior are proposing would mean a direct 
raise of $2,000 a year. i\ 
. \ \~ ~,~~\.ll ~ . 

I have me~across America who have told me the 
difference $2,000 a year would mean to their families ... how it could 
mean seven months' worth of groceries, or 5 months' rent, or 10 . 



" 

N".~Ay( ·~~~¥~~O",,\j( 
. 	 ~-~. ,~~\( 

months' . ities ... how that extra dollar an hour could meari tqat they 
would 0 10ngeJ"rru~-te-em)()'Se-betvreeITtiluYmglOoa-am¥st~~~u:m 

:. ;~: The~~ fwil;l b~ 1J.o bett~r jti~e to: r(\ise !~~ m.iQ:i~~p1 w,a.g~. OYF 1\':':.':; ) 

economy is the strongest in a generation. Because of this ..... 
, 	 I I, . 

Admin~s~rattqI\'s fi.~caUy sound ;a.nd sociaHy responsible pGliciie}i,: we 
have 19 million! new j()bsj the ld~est unempI9yw:y.nt ,r';lte in..t~tgyneraiion, 
and record-breakirigt.H6me·6wfier\shi~ ra,tes': The 'Earned IIlcom'e Tax 
Credit has helped more families work their way out ofpoveI1)' ... 

. .. I . ".... ~ 	 .~)-k. 1V\IV ki ~.J,,-\v-·.~~T 
:.>\ B~t ;h~r6'~~~ still ~iili~d~';~f A~e;i~~s·i~h~, d~Pit~/.~l(~heir hard

. " . 	 .'r' . I.. " ~t, '.1 I 

work, have not felt the benefits of our booming economy ~ . , 

We know that the value of the minimum wage dropped more than 
25 percent during the 1980s. In 1979, a single mother working full time " 
earned enough to lift her family out ofpoverty; by 1998, that same 
family would be 18 percent below the poverty line. Our proposal to 
increase the minimum wage would simply restore the realvalue ofth 
minimum wage to what it was in 1982. . ~ ( ...... N V\~ c...r ~'- iO-vt/ 

America can afford to raise the minimum wage. The last time we· 
raised the' minimum wage -- in 1996 -- 1omillion Americans got a 
raise while the economy created jobs at an unprecedented pace. 

Raising the minimum wage is a women's issue. It is ~ children's 
iss,ue and a family issue. But it is also an issue of fairness and dignity. 
Every American who works hard, pays taxes and contributes to our 
society should be able to live the American Dream. They should not 
have to. raise their children in poverty. It's time to give these hard 
working Americans a raise. 

Now I would like to introduce a man who. has been the standard bearer 
J 	 in our fight to raise the minimum wage, who we all know will go down 

in history as one America's greatest champions ofworking men and , 
women, Senator Ted Kennedy. 

http:unempI9yw:y.nt
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SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODaru.f:ti'I~40N 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

FINAL 
WA$Hl]!I'GTON, DC / NEW YORK I NEW YORK /WASHINGTON I DC 
M'INlMUM WAGE 
LEAD ADVANCE: LEIGH FLORES 

202/879-9413 PHONE 

PRESS ADVANCE: 	 TOM SMITH 
202/720"",2948 PHONE 

HERITAGE AWARDS 
LEAD ADVANCE: IAN ALBERG 

202/514-5310 PHONE 
1-800-759-8352 #207-a687 

PRESS ADVANCE: YAELBELKIND 
202/224-5790 PHONE 

NEW YORK i 
i

LEAD ADVANCE: JUSTIN KRONHOLM rool) 
CELL PHONE . f· 

SCHEDULER: 	 EVAN RYAN 
202/456-67S1 PHONE 
202/456-5340 FAX 

HOME 
WHCA PAGER #4223 

PREV RON The White House 

8:40 am- BRIEFING 'I 
8:55 am Map Room 

CLOSEDPRESS/WH PHOTO .. 


CONTACT: MCluree.n Shea 202/456-2930 


9:00 am- BREAKFAST WITH RELIGIOUSI LEADERS 
10:30 am State Dining Room 

Attire: Business 
EXPANDED POOL PRESS for remarks/WH PHOTO 

FORMAT: 
-The President makes remarks and introduces 

Reverend Byung Chill. 

PAGE 2 
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SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 


-Reverend Byung Chill gives blessing. 


-Breakfast is served. 


-Following breakfast, the President. opens 

discussion. 


( 

-Upon conclusion of discussion, the President 
introduces Sister Nancy Sylvester io giv~ 
benediction. 

) 

-Sister Nancy Sylvester gives benediction. 

-The ~resident and the First Lady depart. 

PARTICIPANTS: 130 guests 

18:30 am- DOWN TIME 
, 11: 00 am 

11:05 am DEPART South Portico 
.EN ROUTE Dirksen Senate' Office Building. 

[drive time: 10 minutes] 


MOTORCADE MANIFEST 
LIMO: HRC 
STAFF VAN: ABED IN , ,WH PHOTO, VERVEER, 'RABNER, BERRY 

11:15 am ARRIVE Dirksen Senate Office Building 

GREETERS: Becky Daugherty, Director of Protocol, U. S .. · Senate. 

11:20 am- GREET PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 
11:25 	am Hold: SDG 64 

Phone: 202/228-4454 
CLOSED PRESS/WH PHOTO 

11:30 am- MINIMUM WAGE EVENT 
12:00 	pm Room 430 

Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Hold: SDG 64 
Phone: 202/228-4454 
OPEN 	 PRESS 

PAGE 	 3 

FORMAT: , 
-Representative David Bonior makes remarks and introduces 



SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

Secretary Alexis Herman. 

-Secretary Alexis Herman makes brief remarks and roduces 
Jared Bernstein, economist. 

-Jared. Bernstein, economist makes brief remarks and 
introduces Jody Mitche~l. 

~Jody Mitchell makes iemarks and' introduces the First Lady. 

-The rst Lady makes remarks and introduces' Senator Ted 
Kennedy. 

-Senator Kennedy makes remarks. 

-The First Lady departs. 

PARTICIPANTS: 40-50 guests 

CONTACT: Nicole'Rabner 202/456-7263 

,12:05 pm DEPART Dirksen Senate Office Building 
EN ROUTE Rayburn House Office Building 
[drive time: 5 minutes] 

MOTORCADE MANIFEST 
LIMO: HRC' 
STAFF VAN: ABEDIN , WH PHOTO, VERVEER"RABNER, ·BERRY 

12 :10 pm ARRIVE Rayburn House Office Building 

GREETER: 
Bill Livingood, Sergeant-at-Arms 

12:15 pm- HERITAGE AWARD~ 
12:30 pm Gold Room [Room 2168] 

Rayburn House Office Building 
Hold: Room 2174 
Phone: tbd 
Fax: tbd 
PRESS 

PAGE 4 

FORMAT: 
-The First Lady proceeds into the room and to her seat whi 

awards being presented. 

-Upon conclusion of bestowing awards, Chairman 



SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

Bill Ivey introduces the First Lady. 


-The First Lady makes remarks. 


-The First Lady briefly works a iopeline. 


PARTICIPANTS: 100 guests 


12:35 pm- PHOTO with Heritage awardees 
12:40 	pm Room 2172 

Rayburn House Office Building 
Hold: Room 2174 
Phone: tbd 
Fax: tbd 
CLOSED PRESS/WH PHOTO 


PARTICIPANTS: 13 awardees 


12: 45 pm DEPART Rayburn House Office Bu'ilding 
EN 	 ROUTE The White House 

[drive time: 10 minutes] 


MOTORCADE MANIFEST 
LIMO: HRC 
STAFF VAN: ABEDIN , WH PHOTO, VERVEER, < RABNER, BERRY 

12:55 pm ARRIVE West Executive Avenue 

1:00 pm- BRIEFING 
1:05 pm Presidential Hall Briefing Room 

CLOSED PRE'SS/WH PHOTO 

CO~TACT: Ellen Lovell 202/456~2000 

1: 05 	pm- AMERICA' SMILLENNIUM ANNOUNCEMENT, 
1:35 	pm Room 450 

Old Executive Office Building 
Attire: Business 
OPEN 	 PRESS 

PAGE 	 5 

FORMAT: 
-The 'First Lady makes opening remarks and Mayor Anthony 

Williams. 

-Mayor Anthony Williams makes remarks and introduces George 
Stevens. 



SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

-George Stevens makes remarks. 

-At conclusion of the program, 1 participants proc~ed 
behind model of Lincoln Memorial for photo before 
departing. 

PARTICIPANTS: 50-100 guests 

1:40 	pm- VIDEOS 
2:00 	pm Room 459 

Old Executive Office Building 
CLOSED PRESS/WH 'PHOTO 

CONTACT: Brenda Anders 202/456-5654 

2:'00 	pm PROCEED to the White House 

2:05 	pm- ,TEA with Mrs. Ecevit 
2:25 	pm Yellow Oval Room 

Residence 
CLOSED PRESS/WH PHOTO 

PARTICIPANTS: 
HRC 

Melanne Verveer 
Phil Gordon, NSC 
Mrs. Parris, wife of the U.S. Ambassador 
Mrs. Rahan Ecevit, wife of the Turkish Prime 

Minister 
Mrs. Suzan Ersumer, wife of Deputy Prime 

Minister and Minister of Energy and Natural 
Resources 

Mrs. 	 El~in Cern, wife of the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs 

Mrs. Nur bnal, wife of the Mi~ister of State 
Mrs. Ilkin, wife of the Tu.tkish Ambassador 

CONTACT: Kim Widdess 202/456-6330 
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2:30 pm- PRIVATE MEETING 
3:30 pm Residence 

CLOSED PRESS/WH PHOTO 

PARTICIPANTS: 
HRC ' 
Queen Noor 

3:35 pm DEPART South Portico 



SCHEDULE 
TUESDAY, 

, ::'~:~,:;i ,,(, :{", .:~,.
FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 
SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

EN 
[ 

ROUTE Andrews Air Force 
ve time: 20 minutes] 

Base 

WHEELS UP Andrews Air Force Base4:05 pm 
EN ROUTE LaGuardia Internation?l Airport 
[flight time: 50 minutes] 

4:55 pm WHEELS DOWN LaGuardia In'ternational Airport 

5:05 pm DEPART LaGuardia International Airport 
EN ROUTE Private· Residence 
[drive time: 30 minutes] 

GREETERS: 
Congresswoman Carolyn McCarthy 

5:40 	pm~ PHOTO-RECEIVING LINE 
6:30 	pm Living Room 

Private Residence 
CLOSED PRESS/MCCARTHY PHOTO 

PARTICIPANTS: 80 guests 
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6:40 	pm- CONGRESSWOMAN CAROLYN MCCARTHY FUNDRAISER 
7:15 ly Minard and Norton rfinkle 

CLOSED PRESS/MCCARTHY PHOTO 


FORMAT: 


Fax: 



. "" 

SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

-HRC proceeds to the replace area speaking program. 

. -Sally Minard makes remarks and introduces Congresswoman 
Carolyn McCarthy. 

-Congresswoman Carolyn McCarthy makes remarks and 
introduces HRC. . 

I 

-HRC makes remarks and departs. 

PARTICIPANTS: 80 guests 

7:20 	pm DEPART Private Re 
EN ROUTE The' Pierre Hot 
(drive time: 5 minutes] 

MOTORCADE MANIFEST 
LIMO: HRC 
STAFF VAN: CRAIGHEAD, SCULL, STEIN, TANnEN 

7:25 pm ARRIVE The Hotel 

GREETER: ' 

Hotel Manager tbd 


7:30 	pm- PHOTOS 
7:40 	pm Banquet Room 

The Pierre Hotel 
Hold: tbd 
Phone: tbd 
Fax: tbd 
CLOSED PRESS/NBCC ~HOTO 	 ) . 
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PARTICIPANTS: 
Fran Visco 

Ron Perelman 

Ellen Barkin - T 

M'elissa Matheson :... T 


7:45 	pm- NATIONAL BREAST CANCER COALITION FUND GALA DINNER 
9:45 	pm Grand lroom 

The Pierre Hotel 
Attire: Black tie optional 
Hold: tbd 
Phone.: tbd 
Fax: tbd 



SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODHAM CL~NTON 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 19~'9' 

OPEN PRESS 

FORMAT: 
-Ron Pere delivers welcOming remarks. 


-Fran Viscoj National Breast Cancer Coalition President, 

delivers 'remarks. 


~Presentation of awards to survivors. -T 


":Fran Visco pres,ents the Public Leadership Award 

to HRC. 


-HRC delivers rema 


-Dinner is served. 


-Call to action by Ellen Barkin. 


-Fran Visco introduces Ros O'Donnell. 


·~Rosie O'Donnel~ conducts auction. 

-At the conclusion of the auction, HRC departs. 

PARTICIPANTS: 525 guests 
. I 

9:50 	pm DEPART T.he Pierre Hotel 
EN 	 ROUTE LaGuardia International Airpo 

[drive time: 30 minutes] 
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LaGuardia Inte:rnational Airport 

10:30 pm WHEELS UP LaGuardia InternatlonalAirport 
EN 	 ROUTE Andrews r Force Base 

[flight time: 5D mintites] 


11:20 pm WHEELS DOWN Andrews Air Force Base 

11:30 	pm DEPART Andrews r Force Base 
EN ROUTE The White House 



SCHEDULE FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

[drive time: 20 minutes] 

MOTORCADE MANIFEST 
LIMO: HRC 
STAFF VAN: CRAIGHEAD, SCULL, STEIN 

11:50 pm ARRIVE South Portico 

RON The White House 

wEATHER FORECAST FOR WASHINGTON, DC: 'Cloudy with occasional' 
rain. High 76. Low 64. 

WEATHER FORECAST FOR NEW YORK, NEW YORK: Mostly cloudy. High 
75. Low 63. 



The Minimum-Wage Increase 

CONGR.E5S SEEMS likely to pass an 

. increase in the minimwn wage this year. 
The Republican leaders of both houses 

are opposed but resigned to the legislation,' 
which they lack the votes to defeat. Rather 
than. give the Democrats the issue in an ,near the minimum. They point ,to studies 
election year:. their inclination is to dispose of. ,indicating that increases such as contemplated 
it now. They will sweeten the bill with tax 
breaks.of comparable value to small business 
to offset the cost. 

In the past, some opponents have tried to 
attach other conditions as well. Texas gover~ 
nor and leading Republican presidentialcandi­
date George W. Bush said in an interview the 
other day that he would support an increase in 
the wage if states were given the choice of 
opting out. Supporters of the increase say the 
second half of that position contradicts the 
first. . 

The argwnents as to an increase are famil­
iar; they have been pretty much the same ever 
since the wage was established. Opponents 
observe that many workers. at or near the 
minimwn aren't poor, but teenagers and other 
secondary earners irl families that are relative­
ly well-off. That makes the wage an inefficient 
device for aiding those at lower income levels, 
they say, the more so because an increase will 
cause employers to reduce employment of 
low-wage workers. Some critics go so far as to 
suggest that, on balance, an increase in the 

minimwn hurts those it is meant to help. 
Defenders respond that while many work­

ers at or near the minimwn may not be poor, 
large nwnbers of poor' N>l'Iple also are at. or 

t"'~~ 

in this legislation have at most a negligible 
effect on employment. An increase in the 
minimwn thus remains a highly effective way 
of transferring a significant amount of income 
to -lower-income families and offsetting the 
disturbing trend in the society toward income 
inequality'; so the supporters argue, convinc­
ingly, in our view. 

They remind as well that much of the 
contemplated increase would not be an in­
crease in real tenus, but a catch-up to inflition 
since the last time the.minimwn was raised. 
That argwnent shoUld have particular reso­
iUlnce this time around, because Congress has 
just-rightly, in our view-granted itself a 
long~elayed cost-of-living increase. The con­
gressional raise of more than $4,000 a year is 
equal. ,to about 40 percent of the annual 
earnings of a person who works full-time 
year-round at the current minimwn; such a' 
person will not earn enough to keep a family of 
three or more above the federal poverty line .. 
Congress deserved its raise; so do those at the 
lowest income reaches of the economy. 

tT;l)t: tOnsl)illgtOlf post 
Monday. September 2.7. 1999 

http:breaks.of


Victims and Their Rights 

THE SENATE JudiciarY Committee is 

, poised to consider a constitutional 
amendment to guarantee rights for vic­

tims of violent ,crime. The goal, a criminal 
justice system that takes victims into account 

" as it proceeds against defendants, 'is a laudable 
one. The amendment, however, should not be 
adopted. The notion of putting victims' rights 
on a level playing field with defendants' rights 
may be rhetorically tempting, but it also 
reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of 
why defendants have constitutionitlly enforce­
able protections in our legal system. 

The policy objectives of the amendment are 
hard to argue with. The amendment wouid 
give victims the right to reasonable notice of 
and the'right to be present at any public 
proceedings stemming from the' offense; to 
testify at hearings for paroles, plea agreements 
and sentencing; to notice of the release or , 

escape of a perpetrator; to consideration of the 

victims' interest in a speedy trial; to an order 

of restitution from the accused and other such 

accommodations. 

, All of this can be-and much of it already 

has been~accomplisbed by law. In a variety of , 

areas, the law still can be strengthened. ' 


The only sense in which victims' rights' 
cannot be fully proteCted by statute is that as 

long a~ victims' rights are not in the Constitu­
, tion itself, they will yield in that small set uf 
cases where they Clash with the rights of the 
accused. This is often regretable, because 
most defendants are guilty. But, it, is also 
correct. ' 

The reason is that the rights of the accused 
flow out of the susceptibility of the criminal 
defendant to often dire actions at the hands of 

, government. The Constitution's logic is that 
government should not be able to deprive a 
person of his freedom (let alone his life) 

, without granting certain basic protections 
necessary to conduct a vigorous defense. In 
the case of the victim, the government is not 
,contemplating such an action. In fact, the 
prosecution is representing the victim's inter­
est-both individually and as a member of the 
society-in seeking punishment for the crime 
committed against that person. In that con­
text, the notion of government-guaranteed 
rights for the victim is less of a clean fit than it 
is for the accused. 

The criminal justice system can in any 
number of ways treat victims more sympathet­
ically and respeCtfully than it does. Enshrining 
their role in the Constitution is not the best 
way to do that. 

Living With Islam 

IN THE PAST 20 years fundamentalism has 

spre~d across, m~ch of the I~lamic world, 
feeding the SOCIal ferment In ,Arab and 

non-Arab locales alike, roiling relations with 
other countries and leading many people in the 
West to wonder if a fateful clash of civiliza­
tions was imminent. As the millennium ap­
proaches, the fever is far from burned out; 
continuing cultural and social alieriation make 
that prospect unlikely any time soon. In a 
number of countries, nonetheless, the rage has 
been more or less contained or subdued, and, 
nowhere more conspicuously than in Algeria: 

'Its prime minister, Abdelaziz Bouteflika, was 
at the United Nations last week energetically 
advertising a new day in a country that until 
quite recently had been widely declared to be a 
sinking and failed state. 

'In Algeria. a radical Islamic party was on its 
way to electoral triumph in 1992 when the 
army intervened, setting off a cruel civil war in 
which 100,000 people were killed. The army 
won: Many of the rebels are now taking up an 
official offer of cease-fire and amnesty and 
rethinking the terms on which nonviolent 
fundamentalists could enter the Algerian polit­
ical arena. Mr. Bouteflika became the leading 
political beneficiary of his country's transfor­
mation under what is essentially a military 
regime. His election as president last April was 
at best procedurally dubious. but he regained a 
measure of balance earlier this month with 
victory in a public referendum he staged to 
capture the large and fatigued Algerian peace 
constituency. Now he says he wishes to steal 
back the social issues from the fundamental­
ists, who had shown more concern for :the 
'popUlar welfare than a succession of Algerian 
governments; an ending to terrorism is an 

essential ingredient here. Mr. Bouteflika's 
'purpose is.to harness the nation's war weari­
ness to his political program of reconciliation 
and development. 

' The struggle is not over in Algeria: the 
horrible killings by a lingering extremist 
minority continue, though at a much reduced 
tempo, democracy is still a manipulable thing 
and the condition of the economy is grim. But 
the country's progress must be measured first 
against the trauma it is striving to escape. The 
same can be said of some of the other countries 
touched in the past decade or two by extremist 
fundamentalist currents. Iran is caught in a 
tense ideological and political struggle be­
tween so-called moderates and extremists. 
Jordan and Lebanon have sought to give a 
certain political space to law-respecting Islam­
ists. Egypt, facing a hard internal terrorist 
menace, has fought back with force and a 
renewed social commitment. Libya's leader 
insists his country is out of the terrorism 

, business and eligible for Western· association. 
Indonesia, as the daily headlines tell, is on the 
edge. The trend is not full grown. but notably 
fewer countries remain, as does, for instance, 
Afghanistan, in the zone of rage. 

Each national effort to come to terms with 
Islam is distinct. Nonetheless, any single 
success, or relative success, in standing up to 
forceful intimidation, in widening the circle of 
dialogue within the society .and in inclining 
fundam~ntalists to forsake armed struggle and 
to turn to democratic ways, affects the overall 
climate. There lies the potential of Algeria as 
an imperfect but helpful model 'of how a 
country once convulsed by Islam now tries to 
live with it. . 

[lll'tl1aslliu!ltonlJost 
Monday. September 27. 1999 



FIRST LADY HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 

REMARKS FOR MINIMUM WAGE EVENT 


CAPITOL HILL 

. September 28,1999 


Thank you Jody [Mitchell], for ~haring your story ~ith us. We all 
know that Jody is not alone. 'There are millions ofAmericans with 
stories and struggles just like hers. Every <lay, they work hard at 
minimum wage jobs to support themselves and their families. And 
every day, they are finding 'it harder and harder to make ends meet on 
$5.15 an hour. We're here today to speak on behalf of all these 
Americans. 

I want every American to recognize just whom we're talking 
. .. . , I 

about. As the report we are releasing today reminds· us, three out of 
every five people working for minimum wage in America today are 
women. One million of them are single mothers struggling to raise their 
chlldre~ , 

\ 

. While their pay is low, their work is vital. They are the women 
who care for our children, who ring up our food at the supermarket, who 
cook and serve our meals. They are the women who clean our offices, 
who cut and sew our clothes, who nurse our aging parents and 
grandparents. 

And these working' women deserve a raise. As you know, the 
dollar increase in the minimum wage that the President, Senator 
:K,ennedy and Representative Bonior are proposing would mean a direct 
rafse of $2,000 a year. 

I have met women all across America .who have told me the 
difference $2,000 a year would mean to their families ... how it could 
mean seven months' worth ofgroceries, or5 months'rent, or 10 



- , 

months' utilities ... how that extra dollar an hour could mean that they 
woulq. no longer have to choose between buying food and staying warm. 

, 

There will be no better time to raise the minimum wage. Out 
economy is the strongest in a generation. Because of this 
Administration's fiscally sound and socially responsible policies, we 
have 19 million new jobs, the lowest unemployment rate in a generation, 
and record-breaking homeownership rates. The Earned Income Tax 
Cr~dit has helpe,d more families work their way out ofpoverty. 

But there are still millions of Americans who, despi~e all their hard 
work, have not felt the benefits of our booming economy. 

We know that the value ofthe minimum wage dropped more than 
25 percent during the 1980s. In 1979, a single mother working full time 
earned enough to lift her family out ofpoverty; by 1998, that same' 
family would be 18 percent below the poverty line. Our proposal to 
increase the minimum wage would simply restore the real value of the 
minimum wage to what it was in 1982. 

America can afford to raise the minimum wage. The last time we 
raised the minimum wage -- in 1996 -- 10 million Americans got a 
raise while the economy created jobs at an unprecedented pace. 

Raising the minimum wage is a women's jssue. It is a children's 
issue and a family issue. But it is also an issue of fairness and dignity. 
-Every American who works hard, pays taxes and contributes to our 
society should be able to live the American Dream. They should not 
have to-raise their children in poverty. It's time to give these hard 
working Americans a raise. 

Now I would like to introduce a man who has been the standard bearer 
in our fight to raise the minimum wage, who we all know will go down 
in history as one America's greatest champions ofworkiI.1g men and 
women, Senator Ted Kennedy. 

http:ofworkiI.1g


September 27,,1999 

PROMOTING AN INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE 

Date: Tuesday, September 28,1999 
Time: 11:15 am -12:00 pm 
Location: Dirksen Building, Capitol Hill 

Washington, D.C. 
From: 	 Nicole Rabner and 

RubyShamir 

I~"· PURPOSE 

To join Senator Kennedy and Representative Bonior to release a new report on the importance of 
the minimum wage to women and to urge the.Congress to pass legislation in this Congress that 
would increase the minimum wage. 

II. BACKGROUND 

In his '1999 State of the Union Address, the President proposed to increase the minimum wage by 
$1 to $6.15 over two years, building on past increases. As you know, Senator Kennedy is the 
champion of this proposal in the Senate. It is not clear when-it will be offered on the Senate 
floor, but Senator Kennedy continues to explore every option. On the House side, 
Representative Bonior is pushing for a minimum wage proposal that mirrors the Administration 
and Kennedy proposal. Moderate Republicans, however', are reportedly working on a proposal 
with Blue Dog Democrats on an alternative minimum wage increase of $1.30 over four years 
plus tax cuts. 

If the bill passes, it would be the second minimum wage increase during this Administration. In 
1996, President Clinton signed into law i minimum wage hike, raising it 90 cents over two years, 
from $4.25 to $5.15. The current proposal to increase the minimum wage by $1 in two equal 
steps -- combined with the previous increase -- restores the real value ,of the minimum wage to 
what it was when President Reagan took office in 1981. (During President Reagan's eight years 
in office, the real value of the minimum wage fell more than 25 percent. This increase -- in 
percentage terms -- is in line with previous ones that helped low-wage workers withoutadversely' 
affecting the economy: both this proposal and the last one increase the minimum wage by about 

'1 20 percent.) 

New Report 
At the event, the Economic Policy Institute will release a report showing that the majority of 
beneficiaries of an increase in the minimum wage, are women (60 percent) and that one million 
of them are single mothers. The report also provides a state-by-state breakdown revealing that' 
the states with the largest numbers of women who would receive a raise if the minimum wage 
were increased by a dollar are: Texas (669,000 affected women), California (572,000 affected 
women), Florida (414,000 affected women), New York (372,000 affected women), Ohio 
(345,000 affected women), and Pennsylvania (338,000 affected women). One-fifth or more of 
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working women in West Virginia, Arkansas, Mississippi; Montana, Louisiana, and Oklahoma 
would also receive a raise. 

The report also provides data on the age ranges, racial background, types of employment, union 
status and parental status of women affected by an increase in the minimum wage. The study 
reports that the majority of women affected are adults (over 75 percent) and that many of the 
women work in retail (44 percent) and other service related industries. The report also reveals 
that the vast majOl:ity of women directly affected by a dollar increase in the minimum wage are 
not represented by unions (over 96 percent). 

Background on the Minimum Wage 
The minimum wage is not eno\lgh to make ends meet for many families. Working 40 hours a 
week, 52 weeks a year, a minimum wage worker still earns just $10,712 a year - below the 
poverty level for a family of four. Additionally, in 1979, a single mother working full time, 
earned enough to Hft her family out of poverty; by 1998, that same family would be 18 percent 
below the poverty line. For more than 11 million American workers and their families, a 
one-dollar increase would mean another $2,000 a year, which, for a family offour, would buy 
groceries for over seven months or pay the rent for over 5 months. Seventy percent of those who 
would benefit are adults, age 20 and over and it is estimated that the average minimum wage 
worker brings horne half of their household's earnings. 

More than two dozen empirical studies have found that moderate increases in the minimum wage 
do not have significant effects on employment. These studies include state-specific research in 
California, Texas, and New Jersey that show that state minimum wage increases did not result in 
any job loss. 

• 	 Since the last increase signed into law by President Clinton became effective (September 
1996), well over 8 million new jobs have been added. More than one million (1.12 million) 
new retail jobs have been added; 

• 	 Unemployment has also declined significantly over the same period. The August 1999 
unemployment rate of 4.2 percent is at its lowest rate in nearly 30 years. , 

• 	 African-Americans are experiencing a near historic low unemployment rate at 7.8- down 
from 1 0.6 percent in September 1996. Unemployment for Hispanics has dropped from 8.3 
percent to 6.5 percent. For high school dropouts, unemployment dropped from 8.2 percent to 
6.4 percent. Teenage unemployment declined from 15.7 percent to 13.5 percent. 
African-American teen unemployment went from 33 percent to 28.6 percent. 

• 	 Employment has increased dramatically as well. Employment among African-American 
women has risen from 57.2 percent to 64.7 percent. >And employment for welfare recipients 
and single mothers with children is continuing to climb, at least partly because of policies 
that "make work pay" such as a higher minimll;m wage. According to CEA, the minimum 
wage increases during this Administration accounted for 10 -16 percent of the 2.7 million 
reduction in welfare recipients between 1996 '- 1998. 

Raising the minimum' wage is one part of a strategy to reduce poverty that also includes the 
Earned Income Tax Credit. Between 1993 and 1997, the income families with two children and 

) 
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one minimum wage earner who worked full-time rose by $2,761 because of the expansi~n ofthe 
EITe and the previously enacted increase in the minimum wage. 

III. P ARTICIP ANTS 

Bio of Jody Mitchell 
Jody Mitchell, the woman who is introducing you, is a 29 year-old, single mother from 
Philadelphia who has one seven year-old son and lives with her mother. Ms. Mitchell is a 
participant in Mothers on the Move, a welfare to work program that helped her get a job asa file 
clerk for the city of Philadelphia, wher~ she earns the minimum wage. Ms.· Mitchell also goes to 
school for training in business, computers and career planning. An increase in the minimum 
wage would help Ms. Mitchell move out of her mother's home and into a place of her own with 
her son. 

Speaking Program 
The First Lady 

Representative David Bonior (D-MI) 

Labor Secretary Alexis Herman 

Jared Bernstien, Economist 

Jody Mitchell 

Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) 


IV. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

Representative Bonior will make welcoming remarks and introduce Secretary Herman. 

Secretary Herman will make brief remarks and introduce Jared Bernstein .. 

Jared Bernstein will make brief remarks and introduce Jody Mitchell. 

Jody Mitchell will make brief remarks and introduce you. 

You will make remarks and introduce Senator Kennedy. 

Senator Kennedy will make remarks and close the program. 


V. PRESS PLAN 

- Open Press 

VI. REMARKS 

- Talking Points Provided by June Shih 



President Clinton and Congressional Democrats Propose to Increase the Minimum Wage By $1 in 
Two Steps To Help Raise Living Standards for More than 11 Million American Workers. In 1992, 
President Clinton promised to increase the minimum wage to help more families working hard but 
falling behind. In 1996, President Clinton signed into law a minimum wage hike, raising, it from $4.25 
to $5.15. But, there are still millions ofworkers trying to raise a family and struggling to make ends 
meet. With our economy the strongest in a generation, now is the time to help these workers make ends 
meet by raising the minimum wage again. The proposal would increase the minimum wage from $5.15 
to $6.15 over two years, through two 50-cent increases. For someone who works full-time, this 
minimum wage increase will mean an additional $2,000 per year. 

• 	 A Higher Minimum Wage Will Help 11.4 Million Americans -- Mostly Adult Wor~~_rs Trying 
To Support Their Families. According to data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics; 11.~~ mliI10ri 
,hourly paid wo*ers-earn1ii~e~n $5. f5and $6~J4.~d would directly benefit from this pay raise. 
'0veHwo:tlurds,(70% )-of the -workers who would-benefit are adults,age-.29 -or-ovt!r,~apd tpree;;.fifths 
~(-S~§lare w6me:n~_I?~y-o{whom~are- tryfng tQraise-the~fam!lyon$5:-15~~'~Almo~t'l?~lf~(4..6,%}~) 
~9fKedful1;;.time. And tlfe average niihimurri:'wag(workeris estimated to bring home half0ftbeir '; 
hQ_uJi~hQ14.'~_eatnings. ' . - ..~ - - ­

• 	 Valuing Work: Restoring the Value of the Minimum Wage. President Clinton's proposal to 
increase the minimum wage by $1 -- combined with the previous 90-cent increase -- simply restores 
tpe r~ly_alu~!_t~e11!!l).ifQUm,w~ge t9~hat it was in 1982. (p~iilgPresideiif Re'agan'ieight yeaf~; 

'11n~office, the real value of the minimum wage/edlmore than 25 percentrThisincrease -- in-- --, J 

'percentage-terms -- is-in Hne:""ith previouS ones thaflielpea low-wage workers without adversely 
affecting the economy: (botlrtliis~proP-Q~I_~d,th~l~1;Q~~.increase:theminimum wage by ab6ut20---:c, 

c;::...-R~cent. 

• 	 Helping Ensure Parents Can Raise Their Children Out of Poverty. In 1993, President Clinton 
expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), helping to lift hundreds of thousands ofworking 
families out of poverty. Today, with the previous minimum wage increase and the expanded EITC, 
parents who work full-time do not have to bring up their children in poverty. Betweeii-f993=ana 
(r997;~ihe'lncome-offamilies with;two'cliildien:-:-aiiu· oiie'-minim1imwage~earnet-:Who:worKed fu11­
timeroseoy=$2~16rbecallse:o{thesepolici~~ This increase will help ens~re that - as costs 
continue to rise -- parents who work hard and play by the rules can bring up their children out of 
poverty. 

• 	 The Impact from Last Minimum Wage Increase Is Clear: 10 Million Workers Got A Raise 
and There Is No Evidence Jobs Were Lost. TheJasJ:rp.ini.mum~wage~increase-provided 'a-pay:'; 

rraiseJoJO 'million workeii, ,@(t~incethe'PrestderifsigneQ=tlie:.mlnimum wage:rncrease :int6· law'in 
\~ugust.1996,=tfle~economy has' created new-jobsa:t'-an-':'liistoric<illyliigh pace~ofover 240;000 :pet) 
i(ll9.n.:t~:'~!Jhe.,un~rnployme~t~rateh~ fulIen-to 4:2 ·perc~f.)t..:j~~jo.wesUevel:in n~~ly ~Q ~_ear:sj 
For teenagers, Afncan-Amencans, and women, unemployment IS down and employment are up. 

• 	 Empirical Evidence That Shows Moderate Minimum Wage Increases Do Not Cost Jobs• 
More than two dozen empirical studies have found that moderate increases in the minimum wage 
do not have a significant effects on employment: These studies include sfute~specific research in 
California, Texas, and New Jersey that show that state minimum wage increases did not result in 
any job loss. 

http:adults,age-.29


GUIDANCE ON MINIMUM WAGE 

Question : Kennedy minimum wage proposal- will it get passed into law? 

Answer: 

• 	 The Kennedy minimum wage proposal is consistent with what the President proposed in the 
1999 SOTU. Proposal would increase the. minimum wage by $1 to $6.15 over two years, 
building on past increases. NOTE: In 1992, President Clinton promised to increase the 
minimUm wage to help more families working hard but falling behind. In 1996, President ' 
Clinton signed into law a minimum wage hike, raising it from $4.25 to $5.15. 

• 	 President Clinton's proposal to increase the minimum wage by $1 in two equal steps -- combined 
with the previous 90-cent increase -- simply restor~s the real value of the minimum wage to 
what it was in 1982. (During President Reagan's' eight years in office, the real value of the 
minimum wage fell more than 25 percent. This increase -- in percentage terms -- is in line 
with previous ones that helped low-wage workers without adversely affecting the economy: 
both this proposal and the last one increase the minimum wage by about 20 percent.) 

• 	 The minimum wage is not enough to make ends meet for many families. WorKin!:f~fOhours:a~ 
, weeJ(;-57 weeks-a 'year, -aminimum~~g~_worker:stiILearIis~jusr$JQ;7..12:-a:year..;..,=--b-elow.:.the~J 

(.·:::~pov:erty level fci"nffamily- o-{f6tTr. For these workers and their families, a one-dollar increase 
would make a real difference.d!-w.qJ:lld=m!!an:.?ll0the..~$::q;POO-(ly~ar. 

• 	 Hopeful that it will be passed into law this year. 

Question: Doesn't increasing the minimum wage hurt businesses and employment 
opportunities for entry level jobs for teenagers, African Americans, welfare recipients? 

Answer: More than two dozen empirical studies have found that.moderate increases in the 
minimum wage do not have significant effects on employment. These studies include state­
specific research in California, Texas, and New Jersey that show that state minimum wage 
increases did not result in any job loss. 

• 	 ~iJ1ce.tlie~last increas~';gnedTnio,law_~bY:r!,~~j<!e!1~-~linton:b_e.c,ame:effective:(September.1996), 
'o/eILover..8·miUion.newjoJ~s_h<;ly-ebeen addeg;- More:than:.on~:million_(;L]2~miUi0i1)·new 


,retaifjoh-s-have·been-added.--- _. - '. 

I._~._" __. ___ "" __ ,--	 . 

• 	 Unemployment has also declined significantly_ qv:~~th~same period;---=-The~-aug!l.$t:1999 
yneIl1pIQYlTIent[~t~of-4.2=percent Is:at iis::'lo-wesnateiiYn~earlY--30:Years.' 

•. lcAfrlcan-Americans are experiencing a near historic low unemployment rate at 7.8- down from 
10.6 percent in September 1996. Unemployment for Hispanics has dropped. from 8.3 percent 
to 6.5 percent. For high school dropouts, unemployment dropped from ,8.2 percent to 6.4 
percent. Teenage unemployment declined from 15.7 percent to 13.5 percent. . 
African-American teen unemployment went from ~3 percent to 28.6 percent. 

• 	 Employment has increased dramatically as welL Employment<anfong'African=Americanworp.e.Q.o/ 



has rise!lJ[om.~7::2 'percentto·64-;T'percent.-And=ernpIQyme~t-for-welf~re_:~~~iP-i~ntsc 	 -'--- -. ~-' - -- .. --... -- ­
__ ~J1d~singl~~motherswith child[enjs-continuing:to."_climb-,~-atieastpartlyJ~_e§i:!!J~~_o_t 


C;:~p..9_liCIe$Jhat~'make WOJ~-pay~" such--as'a· highe{minimumwiige.: Acco-r'dirig t6:CEk,) 

-t,he mi-'liI11!lm_~'.lge increases during thisAdrriil!i§!!~tion:accounteqJQr1Q-::-l§:p~rcent~oftlie 

2~7~~iIJi~!1 r$gl,lcti~n_ii):\velfare .recipl-elitS=15~t~een~1996--=~=--r998: 


Question: Who will be helped by the minimum wage proposal? 

Answer: For 11.4 million American workers, increasingthe minimum wage from $5.15 an hour 
to $6.15 an hour will help pay the rent, buy the groceries and keep the kids in clothes. 

• 	 The minimum wage is not enough to make ends meet for many families. Working 40 hours a 
week, 52 weeks a year, a minimum wage worker still earns just $10,712 a year. For these 

. workers and their families, a one-dollar increase would make a real difference. 	It would 

mean another $2,000 a year. 


• 	 When we last raised the minimum wage and expanded the earned income tax credit, we took 
important steps to reward work and help millions of American raise their families with 
dignity and move off of welfare. Because of our actions, a full-time working parent with two 
children does not have to live in poverty. But more must be done to ensure that all working 

families are lifted out ofpoverty. f:l00 @'-'f ~~ 

~ 

Question: Aren't most ofthose who will benefit from the minimum wage increase teenagers 
in middle income families? 

Answer: Seventy percent of those who would benefit are adults, age 20 and over. Three-fifths 
are women, many of whom are the sole breadwinners in their families. It is estiq:lated that the ' 
average minimum wage worker brings home haH oftheir household's earnings. 

Question: Is raising the minimum wage 'the only way to help lift people out of poverty? 

Answer: Raising the minimum wage is one part of a strategy that also includes the Ea.nted~=!~6iife\ 
Tax Credit. In 1993, President Clinton expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit (EIT.C), helping to/ 
lift hundreds of thousands of working families out of poverty. Today, with the previous minimum" 
w~ge inc~ease and the expanded EITC, parents w~o work full~t~me d? not hav~ to bting up their ;/ 
chIldren In poverty. Between 1993 and 1997, the Income famihes wIth two chIldren and one '.' . 
minimum wage earner who worked full-time rose by $2,761 because of these policies. This ';, / 
increase will help ensure that -- as costs continue to increase -- parents who work hard and play b~ 
the rules can bring up their children out of poverty. .r'---- __._ ,: i 

~--..--.-- ~ --......." ! 

" ­

Question: When will Senator Kennedy offer his amendment? 

Senator Kennedy intends to offer the minimum wage amendment to the Bankruptcy bill to be . 
considered on the Senate floor next week. This will be the'5~time'since-SeptemDe:n5fI998,tliat, 

......-......_-.- --~,,--- ---~--..-- ...- ..~--.-----.~- .... 



Senator:K:ennedy:has o:f[ered-(in~amendmefin(:UriCfease~themiiiiri!!l~~ge-..Mostrecerit~x,~ onl __. 
JulY::30,::1:999;-4{)::S-e~Ators~~\lPPQ~~A Senator KenneClY' seffQrtJ<t:amend th~~~i~b}ltto-include a- J 

minimllmwagelricrease. Support continues"to-grow forthis effort to provide Americrurworkers--- ,... ) 
.~i.th ~J~iLday:s-pay~{oX-J!-fair·day:swork"" 

~__ ~_ .._..... _. ~__ .~ _. _r~ 
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GUIDANCE ON MINIMUM WAGE 

Question: Kennedy minimum wage proposal- will it get passed into law? 

Answer: 

• 	 The Kennedy minimum wage proposal is consistent with what the President proposed in the 
1999 SOTU. Proposal would increase the minimum wage by $1' to $6.15 over two years, 
building on past increases; NOTE: In 1992, President Clinton promised to increase the 
minimum wage to help more families working hard but falling behind. In 1996, President 
Clinton signed into law a minimum wage hike, raising it from $4.25 to $5.15. 

• 	 President Clinton's proposal to increase the minimum wage by $1 in two equal steps -- com1Jined 
with the previous 90-cent increase -- simply restores the real value of the minimum wage to 
what it was when President Reagan took office in 1981. (During President Reagan's eight 
years in office, the real value of the minimum wage fell more than 25 percent. This increase ­
- in percentage terms -- is in line with previous ones that helped low-wage workers without 
adversely affecting the economy: both this proposal and the last one increase the minimum 
wage by about 20 percent.) 

• 	 The minimum wage is not enough to make ends meet for many families. Working 40 hours a 
week, 50 weeks a year, a minimum wage worker still earns just $10,300 a year - be~ow the 
poverty level for a family of four. For these workers and their families, a one-dollar increase 
would make a real difference. It would mean another $2,000 a year. 

• 	 Hopeful that it will be passed into law this year. 

Question: Doesn't increasing the minimum wage hurt businesses and employment 
opportunities for entry level jobs for teenagers, African Americans, welfare recipients? 

Answer: More than two dozen empirical studies have found that moderate increases in the 
minimum wage do not have sigp.ificant effects on employment. These studies include state­
specific research in California, Texas, and New Jersey that show that state minimum wage 
increases did not result in any job loss. ' 

• 	 Since the last increase signed into law by President Clinton became effective (September 1996), 
well over 8 million new jobs have been added. More than one million (1.12 million) new 
retail jobs have been added. ' 

• 	 Unemployment has also declined significantly over'the same period., The August 1999 
unemployment rate of 4.2 percent is at its lowest rate in nearly 30 years. 

• 	 African-Americans are experiencing a near historic low unemployment rate at 7.8- down from 
10.6 percent in September 1996. Unemployment for Hispanics has dropped from 8.3 percent 
to 6.5 percent. For high school dropouts, unemployment dropped from 8.2 percent to 6.4 
percent. Teenage unemployment declined from 15.7 percent to 13.5 percent. 
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African-American·teen unemployment went from 33 percent to 2~.6 percent. 
• 	 Employment has increased dramatically as well. Employment among African-American women 

has risen. from 57.2 percent to 64.7 percent. And employment for welfare recipients and 
single mothers with children is continuing to climb, at least partly because of policies that 
"make work pay" such as a higher minimum wage. According to CEA, the minimum wage 
increases during this Administration accounted for 10 -16 percent of the 2.7 million 
reduction in welfare recipients between 1996 - 1998. 

Question: Who will be helped by the minimum wage proposal? 

Answer: For more than 11 million American workers, increasing the minimum wage from $5.15 
an hour to $6.15 an hour will help pay the rent, buy the groceries and keep the kids in clothes. 

• 	 The minimum wage is not enough to make ends meet for many families. Working 40· hours a 
week, 50 weeks a year, a minimum wage worker still earns just$1O,300 a year. For these 
workers and their families, a one-dollar increase would make a real difference. It would 
'mean another $2,000 a year. 

• 	 When we last raised the minimum wage and expanded the earned income tax credit, we took 
important steps to reward work and help millions ofAmerican raise treir families with 
dfgnity and move off ofwelfare. Because of mIT actions, a full-time working parent with two 

. children does not have to. live in poverty. But more must be done to ensure that all working 
families are lifted out of poverty. 

Question: Aren't most of those who will benefit from the minimum wage increase teenagers 
in middle income families? 

Answer: Seventy percent of those who would benefit are adults, age 20 and over. Three-fifths 
are women, many of whom are the sole breadwinners in,their families. 

Question: Is raising the minimum wage the only way: to help lift people out of poverty? 

Answer: Raising the minimum wage is one part ofa strategy that also includes the Earned Income 
Tax Credit. In 1993, President Clinton expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), helping to 
lift hundreds of thousands ofworking 'families out ofpoverty. Today, with the previous minimum 
wage increase and the expanded EITC, parents who work full-time do not have to bring up their 
children in poverty. This increase will help ensure that -- as costs continue to increase -- parents 
who work hard and play by the rules can bring up their children out of poverty. 

Question: When will Sen~tor Kennedy offer his amendment? 

Senator Kennedy intends to offer the minimum wage amendment to the Bankruptcy bill to be 
considered on the Senate floor next week. This will be the 5th time since September of 1998, that 
Senator Kennedy has offered an amendment to increase the minimum wage. Most recently, on 
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July 30, 1999,46 Senators supported Senator Kennedy's effort to amend the tax bill to include a 
mInimum wage increase. Support continues to grow for this effort to provide American workers 
with a fair day's pay for a fair day's work. . 



Carl Haacke 09/24199 03:07:38 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Ruby Shamir/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject FW: basket data 


The minimum wage increase we are proposing will buy: 


for 3 peopl~ 4 people 

Food at home (groceries) 
Utilities 

7.2 months 
11.0 

7.1 
9.9 

Rent 4.9 5.4 

Tuition and fees (2 yr public) 18.2 18.2 

,
'<" 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• 	 The strongest labor market in a generation has resulted in particularly large gains among 
low-wage and disadvantaged workers. From '1979 to 1993, the real wages of low-wage 
workers fell sharply. Recently, however, low-wage worke~s have experienced large' 
increases in real wages: For low-wage men, wages are up since 1996 by 5.7 percent after 
inflation. AD.d for low-wage women, real wages have risen 6.1 percent. 

• 	 These strorig wage gains have been accompanied by a steep decline in unemployment for 
low-skilled workers. In 1993, 11.1 percent of workers without a high school degree were 
unemployed; tqday that rate has fallen t07.2 percent. Among high school graduates (with 
no college), the rate has fallen from 6.6 to 3.9 percent. Low-wage workers are thus 
gaining both by working more and by earning more for every hour that they work. 

, • 	 The effects of a strong economy have been reinforced by successful policies designed to 
make work pay. Expansions in the Earned Income Tax Credit (BIT C) since 1993 are 
supplementing the incomes oflow-wage working parents. The EITC is one of our most 
successful programs for fighting poverty and encouraging work: 

Lifts more than 4 million Americans out ofpovecty. The EITC lifted 4.3 million 
Americans out of poverty in 1997 -- more than double the number in 1993, 

Dramatically reduces child poverty. In 1997, the EITC reduced the number of children' 
living in poverty by 2.2 million. This report finds that over half of the decline in child 
poverty between 1993 and 1997 can be explained by changes in taxes, most importantly 
theEITC. 

Encourages work among single women with children. In 1992, 73.7 percent of single 
women with children were in the labor force. In 1997, 84.2 percent of such women were 
in the labor force. The percentage of single women with children who received welfare 
and did not work has been cut by more than half -- from 19.3 percent in 1992 to 8.3 
percent in 1997. Research studies suggest that the increase in labor force participation 
among single mothers is strongly linked to the expansion in the EITC. 

• 	 Increases in the minimum wage have been important in raising the earnings oflow-wage 
workers. Empirical research suggests that recent minimum wage increases have had little 
or no adverse 'effect on employment. 

• 	 The combined effects of the minimum wage and the EITC have dramatically increased the 
returns to work for families with children. ,Between 1993·and 1997, families with one " 
child and ,one earner who worked full-time at the minimum wage (Le., $4.72 in 1993 and 
$5.15 in 1997, in 1997 dollars) experienced a,14 percent -- $1,402 -- increase in their ' 
income, after inflation, just because of these two polic,ies alone. Similar families with two 
children experienced a 27 percent -- $2,761 -- increase in their income. 



GoOD NEWS FOR Low INcoME FAMILIES: 

EXPANSIONS IN THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT AND THE MINIMUM WAGE 


1. T~e Labor Market Continues to Perform at a Record Pace 

American workers are currently benefiting from the strongest labor market in a generation. 
Employment is at an all-time high, with 132 million Americans at work in November 1998, up 
from 119 million in January of 1993. Only 4.4 percent ofthe labor force is unemployed, having 
fallen by 2.9 percentage points since this Administration took office; the unemployment rate is 
now at its lowest level since 1969. Moreover, wages of workers are up sharply in the past several 
years, with a gain in median wages (after inflation) of4.4 percent from 1996 through August of 
this year. As this report indicates, these gains are particularly strong among low-wage and 
disadvantaged workers, following more than, a decade of labor market losses. Administration 
policies have been important in helping those at the bottom end of the labor market begin to catch 
up and share in the overall economic growth of the 1990s. 

2. Low-Wage and Disadvantaged Workers are Making ,Particularly Large Gains 

Low-wage and disadvantaged workers have experienced substantial gains in wages and 
employment. The real wages oflow-wage male workers have shown large increases in the past 
few years, in contrast to the period from 1979 to 1993, when they declined by 14.7 percent. 0Ne 
define low-wage as those workers at the bottom decile ofthe wage distribution.) Among low­
wage women, the decline was 15.8 percent over this period. Charts 1 and 2 show recent 
significant improvements in real wages among all workers, but with particularly large gains among 
the lowest paid. Since 1996, men in the bottom decile have increased their earnings by 5.7 
percent after inflation (Chart 1), while women have gained 6.1 percent (Chart 2). . 

At the same time, unemployment rates among the least skilled have plummeted. When 
, this Administration took office in 1993, 11.1 percent ofworkers without a high school degree 
were unemployed; today that rate has fallen to 7.2 percent. Among high school graduates (with 
no college), t.he rate has fallen from 6.6 to 3.9 percent. Hence, low-wage workers are working 
more and earning more for every hour that they work. ' 

Chart 1: Hourly Wages of Men Aged 16 and Over Chart 2: Hourly Wages of Women Aged 16 and Over 
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One group in particular -- single mothers -- has also experienced significant increases in 
labor force participation during this time period. Labor force participation rates among single 
mothers began to climb in 1993 .after remaining essentially unchanged at 74 percent since 1984. 
By 1997, 84 percent of single mothers were in the labor force, a marked change for a group that 
has traditionally had extremely high rates of poverty and welfare usage. 

3. Administration Policies Have Played a Key Role in These Gains 

The strong overall economy has been an important factor in increasing the wages and 
employment of less-skilled workers. Typically, employment among workers with less education is 
more sensitive to changes in the economy, with larger gains in recoveries and larger losses in 
downturns. This Administration has worked hard to maintain an environment in which economic 
growth can flourish and American businesses can compete fairly, both at home and abroad. 
However, the strong economy is not the only reason for these gains among less skilled workers.. 
Administration policies to "make work pay" by expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit and 
raising the minimum wage have also been important. 

3.1 Expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit 

Description ofthe EITe 
The goals ofthe Earned Income Tax Credit(EITC) are to make work pay, to help ensure 

that working parents do not have to raise their children in poverty, and to offset the total tax 
burden of low and moderate income working families. As a result, the EITC eases the transition 
from welfare to work. To achieve these goals, the EITC consists ofa refundable tax credit for 
working families with low incomes that offsets a family's total tax burden. Because the credit is 
refundable, individuals can receive the full amount to which they are entitled even if the amount 
exceeds the individual income taxes they owe. About 80 percent ofEITC payments offset 
individual income, social security, and other Federal taxes borne by families receiving the credit. 

Only families that work are eligible for the tax credit, and the amount of the credit depends 
on a family's labor market earnings. In 1998, for every dollar a low-income worker earns up to 
an established limit, as much as 40 cents is added to compensation in the form of ~ tax credit. In 
particular, the amount of the credit rises with earnings up to a maximum credit of $2,271 for a 
family with one child and $3,756 for a family with two or more children. The credit is flat for a 
range of earnings and'then is phased out. 

2 
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The EITC was significantly expanded in 
Chart 3: The Earned Income Tax Credit in 1993 and 1998 the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Acts (OBRA) 

4,000 ,---------------, of 1990 and 1993. As a consequence of these 
expansions, the EITC ,now provides a greater 
incentive for labor force participation than in 
1993, In 1993, very low-income parents receive 
an additional 19 to 20 cents for each additional 
dollar earned, In 1998, a very low income parent 
with one child will receive 34 cents for additional 
earnings; if he. or: she has two children, the EITC 
will add 40 cents to their take-home pay (Chart 3). 

OBRA 1993 significantly increased the 
credit for families with two or more children. The 
maximum credit was increased by over $1,500 

, (1998 dollars), while eligibility for the credit was 
extended to families with incomes up to $30,050 (or about $3,600 above the prior law level). In 
addition, the 1993 expansion helped lower taxes for 15 million working families in 1996. 

About 19.7 million workers are expected to c1aimthe EITC in tax year 1998, receiving an 
average credit of$I,547. About 16.5 million of these claims will be for workers living with 
children, who will receive an average credit of$I,807. 

The EITC is a non-bureaucratic way to reward work effort. There are no middlemen 
service providers, no long lines at government offices, and· there is no need to take time off from 
work to apply for the credit. Working families apply directly to the Internal Revenue Service for 
the EITC and generally receive the credit as part of theinax refund. 

Participation in the EITC . 
While the EITC offers a substantia" incentive to work and move out of poverty, the credit 

is effective iflow-income families apply for it. A relatively high fraction of families eligible for 
the EITC -- 81 to 86 percent in 1990 -- have claimed the credit.' The participation rate has been 
substantially higher than those for other antipoverty programs, including AFDC (62 to 72 percent 
in 1986/87), and Food Stamps (54 to 66 percent in 1986/87V 

....., 

'Scholz, lK. (1994). "The Earned Income Tax Credit: Participation, Compliance, and 
Antipoverty Effectiveness:; National Tax Journal, 59-81. 

2Bla~, R. and P. Ruggles (1996). "When Do Women Use AFDC and Food Stamps? The 
Dynamics ofEligibility vs.Participation." Journal ofHuman Resources, 57-89. 
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The EITC has reduced poverty Chart 4: Nurrber of People Rerrcved from Poverty 

The EITC is targeted to families living i~ by the EITC 

5~--------------------------~poverty with the goal of lifting their income above 
tlie poverty line. As shown in Chart 4, the latest 

4estimate from the Census Bureau shows that the 
EITC removed 4.3 million persons from poverty in ~ 

~31997, which is more than double the number who 	 X. 
were removed from poverty in ,1993. 	 ~ 

._5 2Over half of the people removed from 
poverty by the EITC (2.2 million) were children ~ , 
under the age of 18, and 1.8 million were living in 
families headed by unmarried women. Updating 
analyses reported in the 1998 Economic Report of o 

the President, it is found that over half of the 
decline in child poverty between 1993 and 1997 can be explai'ned by changes in taxes, most 
importantly the EITC (Table 1). In addition, the EITC removed about 1.1 million African­
Americans and nearly 1.2 million persons ofHispanic origin from poverty in 1997. It is clear that 
the EITC has become a major weapon in our fight against poverty. 

The EITC has increased the labor force participation ofsingle mothers 
Between 1993 and 1997, the real value of the maximum EITC payment increased by 38 

percent for single mothers with one child and by 116 percent for single mothers with two or more 
children.3 These increases coincided with the period when the proportion ofsingle mothers in the 
labor force increased dramaticaUy,from 73.7 percent in 1992 to 84.2 percent in 1997., 

In contrast, the labor force participation of single women without children -- who became 
eligible for a very small credit in 1994 if their earnings were very low -- did not changeover this 
period (Chart 5). As Chart 6 indicates, the difference in the labor force participation rates of 
single women with and without children has closely tracked the growth in maximum EITC 

Chart 6': Maximum EITC and Difference in Labor Force 
Participation Between Single Women With and Wthout Children 

Chart 5: Labor Force Participation Rates of Single Women 
With andWlthoUl Children' 3,500 ,---------------------------, .a 
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benefits.4 '. . 
One recent study concluded that as much as 60 percent of the increase in employment of 

single mothers since 1984 was attributable to ,expansions in the EITC.s For the period between 
1992 and 1996, the EITC explains 33 percent of the increase in annual employment. A second 
study examined the 1986 EITC expansion, which was more modest than the 1993 expansion, and 
found that it significantly increased labor force participation among single mothers, especially for 
less educated women.6 Yet another study found that the EITC coilld result in an increase in labor 
supply of 19.9 million hours in 1996 relative to 1993 law and induce 516,000 families to move 
from welfare into the workforce.7 

EITC benefits for married couples are based on the combined earnings ofboth husband 
and wife. Hence, married couples are more likely than single parent families to fall in the range of 

, earnings where the EITC is being phased out. This has caused some researchers to predict that the 
EITC might'cause a decrease in hours ofwork among married couples. However"the limited 
available evidence suggests that the expansions in 1986, 1990, and 1993 had modest di~incentive 
effects of 1.2 percentage points on labor force participation ofwives, and they actually had a , 
small positive effect on married men (of 0.2 percentage,points).8 

How is the extra income from the EITC being used? 
Most families receive their EITC dollars at tax payment time, in the fonn of a larger 

refund. A recent study interviewed low-income workers who had gone to a volunteer tax 
preparation office in Chicago for assistance with their tax return. The study asked the workers 
what they planned to do with the EITC they were expecting to receive and found that 61 percent 
planned to use at least some oftheir refund for investment purposes, such as to pay for education 
(9 percent), repair, buy, or finance a car (10 percent), or to pay for a move (5 percent). Twenty­

4Liebm~n, lB. (1998). "The Impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit on Incentives and 
Income Distribution." Tax Policy and the Economy, 12,83-119. 

SMeyer, 8., and D.T. Rosenbaum (1998). "Welfare, the Earned Income Tax Credit, and 
the Employment of Single Mothers." Department ofEconomics, Northwestern University. 

6Eissa, N. and lB. Liebman (1996). "Labor Supply Response to the Earned Income Tax 
Credit." Quarterly Journal ofEconomics, 111(2): 605-637. 

7Dickert, S., S. Houser,and lK. Scholz (1995). "The Earned Income Tax Credit and 
Transfer Programs: A Study ofLabor Market and Program Participation." Tax Policy and the 
Economy, 9, 1-50. 

8Eissa, N. and H.W. Hoyne; (1998). "The Earned Income Tax Credit and the Labor 
Supply ofMarried Couples." Department ofEconomics, University of California, Berkeley. 
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9eight percent said they were saving at least some of the EITC for future use.

3.2 Increasing the Minimum Wage 

The Administration has fought for .Chart 7: The Real Value of the Minimlm \l\tlge 

increases in the minimum wage, and on October 1, 7.00 .----------------, 


1996 the rate was raised from $4.25 to $4.75. The· 

rate was increased again to $5; 15 on September 1, 6.50 


1997. Prior to these increases, it had been five 

I! 6.00years since the minimum wage was last raised, and 
..!!! 

its real value had decreased by 15 percent (Chart :g 5.50 

7). " 81 
As shown in Charts 1 and 2, the wages of 5.00 

low-wage workers increased substantially since 
1996, and the recent minimum wage increases are 4.50 

likely to explain much ofthis.rise. It has been 
4.001979 1982 1985 1988 1991 1994 1997estimated that almost 10 million workers benefited 

from the recent minimum wage hikes. 10 . 

Most of the workers benefiting from th.e wage increases are adults from lower income 
families, and their wages are a major source oftheir family's earnings. Among workers who were 
earning between $4.25 and $5. 15 just prior to the minimum wage increases, 71 percent were 
adults (20 or older), 58 percent were women, and one-third were black or Hispanic workers.' 
Almost half of the affected workers (46 percent) worked full-time, and most of the low-wage 
workers were in low-income households. That is, over half ofth~benefits from the minimum 
wage increases were received by households in the bottom 40 percent of the income distribution. 
·And in 1997, the earnings of the average minimum wage worker accounted for 54 percent of their 
family's total earnings. 

One of the potential side effects ofincreasing the minimum wage is a reduction in 
employment. That is, with labor more expensive, some finns may hire fewer workers. Many 
empirical studies have examined this issue, and the weight of the evidence suggests that modest 
increases in the ,minimum wage have had very little or no effect on employment. In fact, a recent 
study of the 1996-97 wage increases used several different methods and found that the 
employment effects were statistically insignificant. Moreover, the unemployment rates of African­
American teens and high school dropouts, who are two groups ofworkers most likely to be 

9Smeeding, T., K. Ross, M. O'Connor, and M. Simon (1998). "The Economic Impact of 
the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)." Center for Policy Research, Maxwell S~hool ofPublic 
Policy, Syracuse University. ' 

'OThis finding, and the subsequent two paragraphs are based on: Bernstein, 1., and 1. 
Schmitt (1998). Making Work Pay: The Impact ofthe 1996-97Minimum Wage Increase. 
Economic Policy Institute, Washington, D.C. 
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affected by the wage hike, are lower today than they were just prior to the increases. 

4. The Combined Effects ofEITC and Minimum Wage Expansions 

Increases in the minimum wage and expansions in the BITC reinforce each other. Among 
low-wage workers, these changes have produced substantial increases in income. Table 2 . 
demonstrates the combined effect of the two policies (after inflation), comparing 1993 and 1997 
(as if the minimum wage was in effect the full year). During this period the minimum wage rose 
by 9 percent, while the maximum BITC credit rose by 38 percent for one-child families (116 
percent for two-child families). For families with one earner working full-time at the minimum 
wage, their combined earnings-plus-tax refund would have risen 14 percent if they had one child 
(27 percent if they had two or more children). This is a significant gain in real purchasing power 
among these'parents. \ . 
. . As the bottom:ofTable 2 demonstrates, full-time work at the minimum wage no longer 
leaves families below the poverty line. As a result ofthese policy changes, one.and two-child 
families with a single full-time minimum wage worker now earn enough to escape poverty. 

5. Conclusion 

The past several years have been very good ones for less-skilled workers in the labor 
market. Wages are up and unemployment is down. Among single mothers, many more are 
participating in the labor market, while welfare caseloads have declined steeply. The research 
evidence indicates that these gains partially reflect the strong economy, but that the gaips have 
been reinforced by Administration policies that have increased the financial rewards for low-wage 
and less skilled persons to work. 

. Providing the economic incentives to work are an important legacy of this Administration. 
These gains mesh well with other goals this Administrat~on has pursued, such as adequate child 
care for the children ofworking mothers and available training for those workers who want to 
increase their skills and work opportunities. In the long run, a healthy strong economy must rely 
on a trained and hard-working labor force, with opportunities for both the more and less 
educated. There has been real progress toward this goal in recent years. 
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Table 1. Factors Accounting for Changes in Child Poverty 

1979-97 1979-89 1989-93 1993-97 

Changes to official poverty rate attributable to 
changes in: 

Family structure 2.1% l.2% 0.8% 0.3% 

Earnings and other before-tax-and-after income 1.4% 1.1% 3.5% -3.6% 

Cash social insurance and welfare payments . 0.3% l.0% -1.1% 0.5% 

Total change in official poverty measure 3.8% 3.2% 3.1% -2.8% 

Change in extended poverty rate attributable to 
changes in: 

Means-tested food and housing transfers . 0.4% 0.4% . -0.3% 0.4% 

Taxes -2.3% 0.3% 0.0% -2.6% 

Total change in extended Eoverty rate 1.9% 4.0% 2.9% -5.0% 
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Table 2. The Effects of Changing Minimum Wage and EITC on Earnings of Single Parents 
(All numbers in $1997)· . 

1993 1997 Percent Change 

Program Parameters 

Minimum wage $4.72 $5.15 9 

Maximum EITC 

One-child family $1,602 $2,210 38 

Two-child family. $1,689 . $3,656 116 

Earnings minus 
taxes· 

One-child family $10,320 $11,722 14 

Two-child family $10,407 $13,168 27 

Ratio of earnings 
minus taxes to 
Rove[ty line 

One-child family 0.93 1.06 

Two-child family 0.80 1.02 . 

•Assumes one earner works full-timelfull-year (2000 hours) at minimum wage. Taxes include 
income taxes (including the EITC) and emp~oyee share of social security taxes. 

... 
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I Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938: 
u.s. DOL~ 

Maximum Struggle for a Minim,um Wage 

. By Jonathan Grossman!:. 

When he felt the time was ripe, 

President Roosevelt asked 

Secretary ofLabor Perkins, 

'What happened to that 

nice unconstitutional bill 

you had tucked away? / 


On Saturday, June 25, 1938, to avoid pocket vetoes.9 days after Congress had adjourned, President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt signed 121 bills. Among these bills was a landmark law in the Nation's social and 
economic development -- Fair·bab0r~Standards~Act-of-l938-EELSA). Against a history ofjudicial 
opposition, the depression-bOffi'FCSKliadslirvived;notUifsc1tthed, more than a year of Congressional 
altercation. In its final form, the act applied to industries whose~combjne.(;t~l11pJoyment reRr~_s.eJl.t.ed-(mJy::: 
@:b0u.t.I?Ee-fif!:h-9Jthe:la150f.::force.-::Iitthese::industri.es;it~lfanne(roppressive-child-labor=-and·sefthe 
'rffiflimll1ll.lioUily~wage~a[2ycents,,:and~the:maximum=-worKweel(:.at~44~liours~l 

Forty years later, a distinguished news commentator asked incredulously: "My God! 25 cents an hour! 
Why all the fuss?" President Roosevelt expressed a similar sentiment in a "fireside chat" the night before 
the signing. He warned: "Do not let any calamity-howling executive with an income of$I,OOO a day, 
... tell you ... that a wage of $11 a week is going to have a disastrous effect on all American industry."~ In 
light of the social legislation of 1978, Americans today 'may be astonished that a law with such moderate 
standards could have been thought so revolutionary. 

Courting disaster 

The Supreme Court had been one of the major obstacles to wage-hour and child-labor laws. Among 
notable cases is the 1918 case of Hammer v. Dagenhart in which the Court by one vote held 
unconstitutional a Federal child-labor law. Similarly in Adkins v. Children's Hospital in 1923, the Court 
by a narrow margin voided the District of Columbia law that set minimum wages for women. During the 
1930's, the Court's action on social legislation was even more devastating.l 

New Deal promise. In 1933, under the "New Deal" program, Roosevelt's advisers developed a National 
Industrial Recovery Act (NRA).i The act suspended antitrust laws so that industries could enforce 
fair-trade codes resulting in less competition and higher wages. On signing the bill, the President stated: 
"History will probably record the National Industrial Recovery Act as the most important and 
far-reaching legislation ever enacted by the American Congress." The law was popular, and one family 
in Darby, Penn., christened a newborn daughter Nira to honor it..? 

As an early step oftheNRA, R06seveh promulgated a President's Reemployment Agreement "to raise 
wages, create employment, and thus restore business." Employers signed more than 2.3 million 
agreements, covering 16.3 million employees. Signers agreed to a workweek between 35 and 40 hours 
and a minimum wage of $12 to $15 a week and undertook, with some exceptions, not to employ youths 
under 16 years of age. Employers who signed the agreement displayed a "badge of honor," a blue eagle 
over the motto "We do our part." Patriotic Americans were expected to buy only from "Blue Eagle" 
business concerns.~ . 

In the meantime, various industries developed more complete codes. The Cotton Textile Code was the 
first of these and one of the most important. It provided for a 40-hour workweek, set a minimum weekly 
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wage of$13 in the North and $12 in the South, and abolished child labor. The President said this code 
made him "happier than any other one thing ... since I have come to Washington, for the code abolished 
child labor in the textile industry." He added: "After years of fruitless effort and discussion, this ancient 
atrocity went out in a day."Z 

A crushing blow. On "Black Monday," May 27, 1935, the Supreme Court disarmed theNRA as the 
major depression-fighting weapon of the New Deal. The 1935 case ofSchechter Corp. v. United States 
tested the constitutionality of the NRA by questioning a code to improve the sordid conditions under 
which chickens were slaughtered and sold to retail kosher butchers.! All nine justices agreed that the act 
was an unconstitutional delegation of government power to private interests. Even the liberal Benjamin 
Cardozo thought it was "delegation running riot." Though the "sick chicken" decision seems an absurd 
case upon which to decide the fate of so sweeping a policy, it invalidated not only the restrictive trade 
practices set by the NRA-authorized codes, but the codes' progressive labor provisions as well.2. 

As if to head off further attempts at labor reform, the Suprem'e Court, in a series of decisions, invalidated 
. both State and Federal labor laws. Most notorious was the 1936 case of Joseph Tipaldo . .!QThe manager 
of a Brooklyn, N.Y., laundry, Tipaldo had been paying nine laundry women only $10 a week, in . 
violation of the New York State minimum wage law. When forced to pay his workers $14.88, Tipaldo 
coerced them to kick back the difference. When Tipaldo was jailed on charges of violating the State law, 
forgery, and conspiracy, his lawyers sought a writ of habeas corpus on grounds the New York law was 
unconstitutional. The Supreme Court, by a 5-to-4 majority voided the law as a violation of liberty of 
contract.'!'!'" 

The Tipaldo decision was among the most unpopular ever rendered by the Supreme Court. Even bitter 
foes of President Roosevelt and the New Deal criticized the Court. Ex-President Herbert Hoover said the 
Court had gone to extremes. Conservative Republican Congressman H:a:milton Fish called it a "new Dred 
Scott decision" condemning 3 million women and children to economic slavery.ll 

A switch in time. Wage-hour legislation was a campaign issue in the 1936 Presidential race. The. 
Democratic platform called for higher labor standards, and, in his campaign, Roosevelt promised to seek 
some constitutional way of protecting workers. He tried to pave the way for such legislation in his 
speeches and new conferences in which he spoke of the breakdown of child labor provisions, minimum 
wages; and maximum hour standards after the demise of the NRA codes. 

When Roosevelt won the 1936 election by 523 electoral votes to 8, he interpreted his landslide victory as 
support for the New Dea.! and was determined to overcome the obstacle of Supreme Court opposition as 
soon as possible. In February 1937, he struck back at the "nine old men" of the Bench: He proposed to. 
"pack" the Court by adding up to six extra judges, one for each judge who did not retire at age 70. 
Roosevelt further voiced his disappointment with the Court at the victory dinner for his second 
inauguration, saying if the "three-horse team [of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches] pulls as 
one, the field will be ploughed," but that the field will not be ploughed if one horse lies down in the 
traces or plunges off in another direction."ll . 

However, Roosevelt's metaphorical maverick fdl in step. On "White Monday," March 29, 1937, the 
Court reversed its course when it decided the case of West Coast Hotel Company v. Parrish.H Elsie 
Parrish, a former chambermaid at the Cascadian Hotel in Wenatchee, Wash., sued for $216.19 in back 
wages, charging that the hotel had paid her less than the State minimum wage. In an unexpected 
tum-around, Justice Owen Roberts voted with the four-man liberal minority to uphold the Washington 
minimum wage law. 

As other close decisions continued to validate social and economic legislation, support for Roosevelt's 
Court "reorganization" faded. Meanwhile, Justice Roberts felt called upon to deny that he had switched 
sides to ward off Roosevelt's court-packing plan. He claimed valid legal distinctions between the 
Tipaldo case and the Parrish case. Nevertheless, many historians subscribe to the contemporary view of 
Robert's vote, that "a switch in time saved nine."~ 
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A young worker's plea 

" While President Franklin Roosevelt was in Bedford, Mass., campaigning for reelection, a 
young girl tried to pass him an envelope. But a policeman threw her back into the crowd. 
Roosevelt told an aide, "Get the note from the girl. " Her note read, 

I wish you could do something to help us girls .... We have been working in a 
sewing factory, ... and up to a few months ago we were getting our minimum 
pay of$11 a week. .. Today the 200 ofus girls have been cut down to $4 and $5 
and $6a week. 

To a reporter's question, the President replied, "Something has to be done about the 
elimination ofchild labor and long hours and starvation wages. " 

-FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT 

Public Papers and Addresses, Vol. V 


New York, Random House, 1936), pp. 624-25. 


Back to the drawing board 

Justice Roberts' "Big Switch" is an important event in American legal history. It is also a turning point in 
American social history, for it marked a new legal attitude toward labor standards. To be sure, validating 
a single State law was a far cry from upholding general Federal legislation, but the Parrish decision 
encouraged advocates of fair labor standards to work all the harder to develop a bill that might be upheld 
by the Supreme .Court. 

An ardent advocate. No top government official worked more ardently to develop legislation to help 
underpaid workers and exploited child laborers than Secretary Frances Perkins. Almost all her working 
life, Perkins fought for pro-labor legislation. To avoid the sometime pitfall ofjudicial review, she 
consulted legal experts in forming legislation. Her autobiographical account of her relations with 
President Roosevelt is filled with the names of lawyers with whom she discussed legislation: Felix 
Frankfurter, Thomas Corcoran, Gerard Reilly, Benjamin Cohen, Charles Wyzanski, and many others 
both within and outside Government. 

When, in 1933, President Roosevelt asked Frances Perkins to become Secretary of Labor, she told him 
that she would accept if she could advocate a law to put a floor under wages and a ceiling over hours of 
work and to abolish abuses ofchild labor. When Roosevelt heartily agreed, Perkins asked him, "Have 
you considered that to launch such a program ... might be considered unconstitutional?" Roosevelt 
retorted, "Well, we can work out something when the time comes.".!.§. 

During the constitutional crisis over the NRA, Secretary Perkins asked lawyers at the Department of 
Labor to draw up two wage-hour and child-labor bills which might survive Supreme Court review. She 
then told Roosevelt, "I have something up my sleeve ... J've got two bills .. .locked in the lower left-hand 
drawer of my desk against an emergency." Roosevelt laughed and said, "There's New England caution 
for you .... You're pretty unconstitutional, aren't you?" 17 

Earlier Government groundwork. One of the bills that Perkins had "locked" in the bottom drawer of her 
desk was used before the 1937 "Big Switch." The bill proposed using the purchasing power of the 
"Government as an instrument for improving labor standards. Under the bill Government contractors 
would have to agree to pay the "prevailing wage" and meet other labor standards. The idea had been 
tried in World War I to woo worker support for the war. Then, President Hoover reincarnated the 
"prevailing wage" and fair standards criteria as conditions for bidding for the construction of public 
buildings. This act -- the Davis-Bacon Act -- in expanded form stands as a bulwark of labor standards in 
the construction industry. " 

Roosevelt and Perkins tried to make model employers of government contractors in all fields, not just 
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construction. They were dismayed to find that, except in public constr~ction, the Federal Government 
actually encouraged employers to exploit labor because the Government had to award every contract to 
the lowest bidder. In 1935, approximately 40 percent of government contractors, employing 1.5 million 
workers, cut' wages below and stretched hours above the standards developed under the NRA. 

The Roosevelt-Perkins remedial initiative resulted in the Public Contracts Act of 1936 (Walsh-Healey). 
The act required most government contractors to adopt an 8-hour day and a 40-hour week, to employ 
only those over 16 years of age if they were boys or 18 years of age if they were girls, and to pay a 
"prevailing minimum wage" to be determined by the Secretary of Labor. The bill had been hotly 
contested and much diluted' before it passed Congress on June 30, 1936. Though limited to government 
supply contracts and weakened by a.rnendments and court interpretations,.the Walsh-Healey Public 
Contracts Act was hailed as a token of good faith by the Federal Governmen~ -- that it intended to lead 
the way to better pay and working conditions.'!! 

A broader bill is born 

President Roosevelt had postponed action on a fair labor standards law because of his fight to "packll the 
Court. After the "switch in time," when he felt the time was ripe, he asked Frances Perkins, "What 
happened to that nice unconstitutional bill you tucked away?" 

The bill-- the second that Perkins had "tucked" away -- was a general fair labor standards act. To cope 
, with the danger ofjudicial review, Perkins' lawyers had taken several constitutional approaches' so that, 
if one or two legal principles were invalidated, the bill might still be accepted. The bill provided for 
minimum-wage boards which would determine, after public hearing and consideration of cost-of-living 
figures from the Bureau ofLabor Statistics, whether wages in particular industries were below 
subsistence levels. .. 

Perkins sent her draft to the White House where Thomas Corcoran and Benjamin Cohen, two trusted 
legal advisers of the President, with the Supreme Court in mind, added new provisions to the already 
lengthy measure. "Ben Cohen and I worked on the bill and the political effort behind it for nearly 4 years 
with Senator Black and Sidney Hillman,n Corcoran noted.!2.. 

An early form of the bill being readied for Congress affected only wages and hours. To that version 
Roosevelt added a child-labor provision based on the political judgment that adding a clause banning 
goods in interstate commerce produced by children under 16'years of age would increase the chance of 
getting a wage-hour measure through both Houses, because child-labor limitations were popular in 
Congress.20 

Congress-round I 

On May 24, 1937, President Roosevelt sent the bill to Congress with a message that America should be 
able to give "all our able-bodied working men and women a fair day's pay for a fair day's work." He 
continued: "A self-supporting and self-respecting democracy can plead no justification for the existence 
of child labor, no ,economic reason for chiseling worker's wages or stretching workers' hours." Though 
States had the right to set standards within their own borders, he said, goods produced under Ilconditions 
that do not meet rudimentary standards of decency should be regarded as contraband and ought not to be 
allowed to pollute the channels of interstate trade." He asked Congress to pass applicable legislation"at 

" this session. "21 

Senator Hugo Black of Alabama, a champion of a 30-hour workweek, agreed to sponsor the 

Administration bill on this subject in the Senate, while Representative William P. Connery of 

Massachusetts introduced corresponding legislation in the House. The Black-Connery bill had wide 

Public support, and its path seemed smoothed by arrangements for a joint hearing by the labor 

committees of both Houses. 


Generally, the bill provided for a 40-cent-an-hour minimum wage, a 40-hour maximum workweek, and a 
minimum working age of 16 except in certain industries outside of mining and manufacturing. The bill 
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also proposed a five-member labor standards board which could authorize still higher wages and shorter 
hours after review of certain cases. 

Proponents of the bill stressed the need to fulfill the President's promise to correct conditions under 
which "one-third ofthe population" were "ill-nourished, ill-clad, and ill- housed." They pointed out that, 
in industries which produced products for interstate commerce, the bill would end oppressive child labor 
and "unnecessarily long hours which wear out part of the working population while they keep the rest 
from having work to do." Shortening hours, they argued, would "create new jobs... for millions of our 
unskilled unemployed," and minimum wages would "underpin the whole wage structure ... at a point from 
which collective bargaining could take over." 

Advocates of higher labor standards described the conditions of sweated labor. For example, a survey by 
the Labor Department's Children's Bureau of a cross section of 449 children in several States showed 
nearly one-fourth of them working 60 hours or longer a week and only one-third working 40 hours or 
less a week. The median wage was slightly over $4 a week.23 

One advocate, Commissioner of Labor Statistics Isador Lubin, explained to the joint Senate-House 
committee that during depressions the ability ~o overwork employees, rather than efficiency, determined 
business success. The economy, he reported, had deteriorated to the chaotic stage where employers with 
high standards were forced by cut-throat competition to exploit labor in order to survive. "The 
outstanding feature of the proposed legislation," Lubin said, is that "it aims to establish by law a plane of 
competition far above that which could be maintained in the absence of government edict." 24 

Opponents of the bill charged that, although the President might damn them as I!economic royalists and 
sweaters oflabor," the Black-Connery bill was "a bad bill badly drawn" which would lead the country to 
a "tyrannical industrial dictatorship." They said New Deal rhetoric, like "the smoke screen of the cuttle 

. fish," diverted attention from what amounted to socialist planning. Prosperity, they insisted, depended 
on the "genius" of American business, but how could business !'find any time left to provide jobs if we 
are to persist in loading upon it these everlastingly multiplying governmental mandates and delivering it 
to the mercies of multiplying and hampering Federal bureaucracy?"25 

Organized labor supported the bill but was split on how strong it should be; Some leaders, such as 
Sidney Hillman of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union and David Dubinsky ofthe International 
Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, supported a strong bill. In fact, when Southern congressmen asked for 
the setting of lower pay for their region, Dubinsky's union suggested lower pay for Southern 
congressmen. But William Green of the American Federation ofLabor (AFL) and John L. Lewis of the 
Congress of Industrial Organization (CIO), on one o{the rare occasions when they agreed, both favored 
a bill which would limit labor standards to low-paid and essentially unorganized workers. Based on 
some past experiences, many union leaders feared that a minimum wage might become a maximum and 
that wage boards would intervene in areas which they wanted reserved for labor-management 
negotiations. They were satisfied when the bill was amended to exclude work covered by collective 
bargaining. 

The weakened bill passed the Senate July 31, 1937, by a vote of 56 to 28 and would have easily passed 
the House if it had been put to a yote. But a coalition ofRepublicans and conservative Democrats bottled 
it up in the House Rules Committee. After a long hot summer, Congress adjourned without House action 
on fair labor standards. 26 

Congress-round II 

An angry President Roosevelt decided to press again for pas~age of the Black-Connery bill. Having lost 
popularity and split the Democratic Party in ):lis battle to "pack" the Supreme Court, Roosevelt felt that 
attacking abuses of child labor and sweatshop wages and hours was a popular cause that might reunite 
the party. A wage-hour, child-labor law promised to be a happy marriage of high idealism and practical 
politics. 

On October 12, 1937, Roosevelt called a special session of Congress to convene on November 15. The 
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public interest, he said, required immediate Congressional action: "The exploitation of child labor and 
the undercutting of wages and the stretching of the hours of the poorest paid workers in periods of 
business recession has a serious effect on buying power" .27 ' 

Despite White House and business pressure, the conservative alliance of Republicans and Southern 
Democrats that controlled the House Rules Committee refused to discharge the bill as it stood. 
Congresswoman Mary Norton of New Jersey, now chairing the House Labor Committee, made a valiant 
attempt to shake the billloose".28 Many representatives had told her that they agreed with the principles 
of the bill but that they objected to a five-man wage board with broad powers. Therefore, Norton told the 
House of Representatives that the Labor Committee would offer an amendment to change the 
administration of the bill from a five-man board to an administrator under the Department of Labor. 
Urging representatives to sign a petition to jar the bill out of committee, Norton appealed: 

I now hope and urge that these Members will keep faith with me, as I have kept faith with 
them, and sign the petition ... we are approaching Thanksgiving Day, ... I do not see how 
any Member of this House can enjoy his Thanksgiving dinner tomorrow ifhe fails to put his 
name to that petition this afternoon. 

Though Norton missed her Thanksgiving Day dead-line, by December 2, the bill's supporters had 
rounded up enough signers to give the petition the 218 signatures necessary to bring the bill to a vote on 
the House floor.29 

, With victory within grasp, the bill became a battle-ground in the war raging between the AFL and the 
CIO. The AFL accused the Roosevelt Administration of favoring industrial over craft unions and 
opposed wage-board determination of labor standards for specific indu 
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U.S. DOL~ 
HISTORY, OF CHANGES TO THE FLSA 

Adapted from Minimum Wage and Maximum Hours Sta~dards Under the Fair Labor Standards 
Act, 1988 Report to the Congress under Section 4(d)(1) of the FLSA.· 

Early in the administration of the FLSA, it became apparent thai applicatio,n of the statutory minimum 
wage was likely to produce undesirable effects upon the economies ofPuerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands if applied to all of their covered industries. Consequently on June 26, 1940, an amendment was 
enacted prescribing the establishment of special itidustry committees to determine, and issue through 
wage orders, the minimum wage levels applicable in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. The rates 
established by industry committees could be less than the statutory rates applicable elsewhere in the 
United States.. '. 

On May 14, 1947, the FLSA was amended by the Portal-to-Portal Act. This. legislation was significant 
because it resolved some issues as to what constitutes compensable hours worked underFLSA. Matters 
involving underground travel in coal mines and make-ready practices in factories had been decided 
earlier ina number of U.S. Supreme Court decisions. : ' . .... 

Subsequent amendments to the FLSA have extended the law's coverage to additional employees and 
raised the level of the minimum wage. In 1949, the minimum wage was raised from 40 cents an hour to 
75 cents an hour for all workers and minimum wage coverage was expanded to include workers in the· 
air transport industry. The. 1949 amendments also eliminated industry committees except in Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands. A specific section was added granting the Wage and ' Hour Administrator in the 
U.S: Department of Labor authorization to control the incidence of exploitative industrial homework. A . 

, 1955 amendment increased the minimum wage to $1.00 an hour with no changes in coverage .. 

The 1961 amendments greatly expanded the FLSA's scope inthe retail trade sector and increased the 
minimum for previously covered workers to $1.15 an hour effective September 1961 and to $1.25 an 
hour in September 1963. The minimum for workers newly subject to the Act was set at $1.00 an hour 
effective September 1961, $1.15 an hour in September 1964, and$L25 an hour in September 1965. 
Retail and service establishments were allowed to employ full-time students at wages of no more than 15 
percent below the minimum with proper certification from the Department of Labor. The amendments 
extended coverage to employees of retail trade enterprises with sales exceeding $1 million annually, 
although individual establishments within· those covered enterprises were-exempt if their annual sales 
fell below $250,000. The concept ofenterprise coverage was introduced by the 1961 amendments. 
Those amendments extended coverage in the retail trade industry from an established 250,000 workers 
to 2.2 million. . 

Congress further broadened coverage with amendments in 1966 by lowering the enterprise sales volume 
test to $500,000, effective February 1967, with a further cut to $250,000 effective February 1969. The 
1966 amendments also extended coverage to public schools, nursing homes, laundries, and the entire 
construction industry. Farms were subject to coverage for the first time if their employment reached 500 
or more man-days oflabor in the previous year's peak quarter. The minimum wage went to $1.00 an 
hour effective February 1967for newly covered non-farm workers, $1.15 in February 1968, $1.30 in 
February 1969, $1.45 in February 1970, an:d$1.60 in February 1971. Increases for newly subject farm 
workers stopped at $1.30. The 1966 amendments extended the full-time student certification program to 
covered agricultural employers and to institutions Qf higher learning. 

In 1974, Congress included under the FLSA all nonsupervisory employees of Federal, State, and local 
governments and many domestic workers. (Subsequently, in 1976, in NationalLeague o/Cities v. 
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Usery, the Supreme Court held that the minimum wage and overtime provisions of the FLSA could not 
constitutionally apply to State and local government employees engaged in traditional government 
functions.) The minimum wage increased to $2.00 an hour in 1974, $2.10 in 1975, and $2.30 in 1976 for 
all except farm workers, whose minimum initially rose to $1.60. Parity with nonfarm workers was . 
reached at $2.30 with the 1977 amendments. 

The 1977 amendments, by eliminating the separate lower minimum for large agricultural employers 
(although retaining the over-time exemption), set a new uniform wage schedule for all covered workers. 
The minimum went to $2.65 an hour in January 1978, $2.90 in January 1979, $3.10 in January 1980, 
and $3.35 in January 1981. The amendments eased the provisions for establishinents permitted to 
employ students at the lower wage rate and allowed special waivers for children 1 O-to-11 years old to 
work in agriculture. The overtime exemption for employees in hotels, motels, and restaurants was 
eliminated. To allow for the effects of inflation, the $250,000 dollar volume of sales coverage test for 
retail trade and service enterprises was increased in stages to $362,500 after December 31, 1981. 

As a result of the Supreme Court's 1985 decision in Garcia v. San Antonio Metropolitan Transit 
Authority et.al., Congress passed amendments changing the application ofFLSA to public sector 
employees. Specifically, these amendments permit State and local governments to compensate their 
employees for overtime hours worked with compensatory time-off in lieu of overtime pay, at a rate of 1 
112 hours for each hour of overtime worked. . 

Finally, the 1989 amendments established a single annual dollar volume test of $500,000 for enterprise 
coverage of both retail and non-retail businesses. At the same time, the amendments eliminated the 
minimum wage and overtime pay exemption for small retail firms. Thus, employees of small retail 
businesses became subject to minimum wage and overtime pay in any workweek in which they engage 
in commerce or the production of goods for commerce. The minimum wage was raised to $3.80 an hour 
beginning April 1, 1990, and to $4.25 an hour beginning April 1, 1991. The amendments also 
established a training wage provision (at 85% of the minimum wage, but not less than $3.35 an hour) for 
employees under the age of twenty, a provision that expired in 1993. Finally, the amendments 
established an overtime exception for time spent by·employees in remedial education and civil money 
penalties for willful or repeated violations of the minimum wage or overtime pay requirements of the 

.hiw1. 

1 In 1990, the Congress enacted legislation under which the Department of Labor issued regulations that provide a 
special overtime exemption for certain professionals in the computer field who receive not less than 6 and one-half 
times the applicable minimum wage. 
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VaRue of The Federal Minimum Wage, 1954-1996 

The chart and table below are a representation of the. minimum wage over the last 43 years in 1996 
dollars 'adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U. The shaded blocks on the chart below represent years in 
which the Fair Labor Standards Act was amended to raise the minimum wage. 
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Value of The Federal:Minimum Wage, 1954-1996 
In 1996 Dollars Adjusted for Inflation Using the CPI-U 

1954 1957 1960 1963 1966 1969 1972 1975 I 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 

The ~ble below shows the actual minimum wage (Nominal Dollars) and the relative value of the 
minimum age (1996 Dollars). The bolded rows represent years in which the Fair Labor Standards Act 
was amended to raise the minimum wage. This table is also available iIi PDF format. In order to view 
and/or print PDF documents you must have a PDF viewer (e.g:, Amber or Acrobat Reader) available on 
your workstation. 

Value of the.Minimum Wage 

Year Nominal Dollars 1996 Dollars 
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Source: Bureau o.fLabor Statistics 
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THE MINIMUM WAGE IS A WOMEN'S ISSUE 

, .', 

by Senator Edward M. Kennedy and Hillary Rodham Clinton 

Melissa Albis, ofNorth Adams, Massachusetts, works for the local Burger king for $5.25. 

an hour. She has five children, all under age 12. Melissajs struggling to pay her $550 a month 

rent. She is looking for less expensive housing because she fears that she and her children will 

be evicted if she cannot earn more money. 

Melissa is one of the millions ofAmericans and their families struggling to make it on 

low-paying minimum wage jobs. She and so many other women, men, and their children would 

benefit from an increase in the federal minimum wage. 

To a l~rge extent, raising the minimum wage is a women's issue. Almost 60% of the 

more than II million workers who would get a pay raise as a result of a dollar increase in the 

federal minimum wage are women, according to a (recent study by the ~conomic Policy Institute 

and the Institute for Women's Policy Research. The study also found that almost one million of 

those women are single mothers. African American and Hispanic women would particularly 

benefit, since they are overrepresented in minimum wage jobs. 

The states with the largest numbers of women who would receive a raise if we increased 

the minimum wage by a dollar are: Texas with 669,000 affected women, California (572,000), 

Florida (414;000), New York (372,000), Ohio (345,000), and Pennsylvania (338,000). One-fifth 

or more of working women in West Virginia, Arkansas, Mississippi, Montana, Louisiana, and 

Oklahoma would see a bigger paycheck. 

Representative DavidE. Bonior (D-MI) and Senator Edward M. Kennedy (D-MA) are 

sponsoring legislation in Congress to help close this gap by increasing the minimum wage from 

its current level of$5.15 an hour to $5.65 on January 1,2000, and to $6.15 an hour on January 1, 
I 

200 I. But the Republican leadership in the House and the Senate refuses to schedule action on 

\ ' 



this legislation to raise the wages of the lowest paid workers.' 

Increasing the minimum wage is a family issue., As the real value of the minimum wage 

decreased over the past 20 years, parents' ability to support themselves and their families has 

suffered. In 1979, a woman eaming the minimum wage made 70% of the hourly wage of the 

median female workers. By 1998, that ratio had fallen to 52%. In 1979, a single mother working 

full time at the minimum wage earned enough to lift a family of three, herself and two children, 

above the poverty line. But in 1998, that same family would be 18% below the poverty line, 

according to economists Heidi Hartmann, Jared Bernstein and John Schmitt. 

The minimum wage is also a children's issue. Over two million married women and men 

with children and almost a million single moms would receive a pay raise as a result of a dollar 

increase in the federal minimum wage. Among these single moms, 85% have total household 

incomes below $25,000 a year. 

The national economy is the strongest in a generation, with the lowest unemployment rate 

in three decades. Under the leadership of President Cliriton, the country as a whole is enjoying a 

remarkable period of growth and prosperity. Inflation is low and interes~ rates are low. The 

stock market continues to break once unthinkable records. 

~ But millions ofAmericans are not sharing in our country's pros Working 40 hours 

a we~eks a year, a woman earning minimum wage un current law would earn only 

$10,712 -- almost $ ,200 below the poverty guidelines or a family of three. Each year we fail to 

act to raise the minimum wage, women and their families across the country continue to fall 

farther behind. The minimum wage today would have to be $7.49 an hour, instead ofthe current 

level of$5.15, to have the same purchasing power it had ih 1968. 

The proposal is a modest one. It is a down payment to hard-working Americans who toil 

at minimum wage jobs. They are teacher's aides and child care providers, home health care 

aides and cashiers. They care for our parents in nursing homes. They mop the floor and empty 

the trash in thousands of office buildings in communities across the country. They should be 

treated with dignity. 



Itis time to raise the minimum wage for the lowest paid workers. Before the Congress 

adjourns this fall, we should vote to increase the minimum wage. America's working men, 

women and their families need and deserve a raise. No one who works for a liying should have 

to live in poverty. 
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TALKING IT OVER 
BY HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 

RELEASE: WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 14, 1998, AND THEREAFTER 

Parents who work hard and play by the rules should not have to raise their children in poverty. 

Yet, for millions of Americans in minimum-wage jobs'-- custodians and department-store clerks, 
home health-care aides and child-care workers -- as hard as they work, they still struggle to. stay 
afloat. It's time to give them a raise. 

It's time to give Diane Mitchell of Brockton, Mass., a raise. Diane, a single mother of three, earns. 

$5.90 an hour at an industrial laundry. She explains that making ends meet is a "constant 

struggle. Last month, I had my elect'ricity turned off because I had to pay my gas bill. I'm always 

juggling food and utilities." 


Diane knows that an increase of$40 a week doesn't sound like much to most people, but it is 

very i~portant for her and her family. She won't have to choose between paying the electric bill 

and the gas bill, and she'll be able tp feed her family throughout the month. 


It's time to give Cathy Adams, a mother of two daughters, ages 10 and 11, and a home health 

aide from Viola, Ill., a raise. Cathy works over 11 hours a day, five days a week, caring for a 

woman with multiple sclerosis. She bathes her, dresses her and feeds her. She does her grocery 

shopping, laundry and cleaning. She runs errands and .schedules doctor's appointments. Cathy 

likes her job but finds it hard to live on $5.30 an hour. "I literally live paycheck to paycheck," she 

says. "After paying the bills, whatever is left over goes to. groceries. I have $9 in my savings 

account and worry about being able to save for rriy girls' education." 


Cathy and Diane are not alone. That is why I was so disappointed last month when almost every 

Republican Senator voted against my husband's proposal to increase the minimum wage from 

$5.15 to $6.15 over the next two years -- a proposal that would affect 12 million Americans. For 

those who work full time, this increase would: add $2,000 per year to their paychecks. 


Let's talk about what $2,000 a year can mean to a family getting by on a minimum~wage 


paycheck: It can mean' over half a year ofgroceries or seven months of rent It can mean a year 

and ahalf of tuition and fees at a two-year college or more than 15 months of utilities. 


Our economy is the strongest it's been in a generation. Since my husband took office, more than 

16.7 million jobs have been created. Inflation is doWn, and unemployment has dropped to its 
lowest level in 28 years. 

Our prosperity is causing incomes to rise and lifting millions out of poverty. Since 1993,when 
the President launched his economic plan; the typical American family'S income has risen more 
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than $3,500, and the overall poverty rate has fallen to 13.3 percent. 

Americans at the bottom of the income ladder have done the best, thanks in large measure to the 
last bo.ost in the minimum wage -- from $4.25 to $5.15 an hour -- which the President signed into 
law in 1996. 

Combined with the expanded Earned Income Tax Credit, a tax cut for working families, this 
increase raised a full-time worker's annual income from about $10,000 to over $13,000. This is 
the good news. 

The bad news is that there are still millions of workers in this country trying to raise a family and 
struggling to pay their bills -- workers like Cathy and Diane. 

After the 1996· wage boost, 10 million American workers got a raise, and despite the dire 
predictions of some critics, millions of new jobs were created, and the unemployment rate fell 
dramatically. For teenagers, African Americans and women, employment rates have risen. 

. . . 
The minimum wage is a women's issue, a children's issue, a civil rights issue, a labor issue, a 
family issue. Above all, it is a fairness issue, a dignity issue and an issue of responsibility. The 
wealthiest nation on Earth can afford to do better for its citizens. 

A vote against increasing the minimum wage at a ~ime when we have low unemployment and 
low inflation -- when our prosperity and our economic policies are beginning to improve the 
lives of millions -- is wrong. We. should not deny any American who works hard and pays taxes 
the opportunity to participate in our prosperity. 

The President has said, "If we value work and we value' family, we should increase the value of 
the minimum wage." This is why he will continue to fight to increase the minimum wage and 
why rhope every member of Congress will support him. 

To tind out more about Hillary Rodham Clinton and read her past columns, visit the Creators 
Syndicate web page at www.creators.com. 
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