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various job training programs. We
heard testimony from a very distin-
guished professional from Arlington,
VA, who said you cannot expect to
move people out of welfare into jobs
that pay less than $7 an hour, because
people cannot afford the cost of hous-
ing, transportation, health care—or
day care if they have children—at a
lower wage. Therefore, there is very
little incentive for people to move off
welfare unless the job they are moving
into pays a livable wage.

Let me also point out this to the
Senator from Illinois: The Senator is
quite correct that 43 percent of the
benefits of the last minimum wage in-
crease went to families with earnings
in the bottom 20 percent. But 45 per-
cent of the benefits went to families
with earnings in the middle 60 percent.
Increasing the minimum wage is criti-
cally important to workers trying to
support their families on a minimum
wage job. But it is also a lifeline to
families that are just on the border of
middle income, and are dependent on
the earning of someone who is working
and supplementing the family’s income
with a minimum wage job to maintain
their standard of living.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, if I may
ask one more question of the Senator?
So this talk that when we raise the
minimum wage, we are really just help-
ing the teenagers of people who are
well off, that really is a myth and has
no substance in fact?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is quite
correct. Two-thirds of those who are
making the minimum wage today are
adults—two-thirds.

It is a reasonable ask what is going
to be the impact of this increase on
jobs in our country? I hope, over the
course of both the debate on this issue
and in the course of hearings, to have
a chance to review the most recent
studies. David Card and Alan Krueger,
of Princeton Universit did a very inter-
esting study. They studied the effects
on employment on the fast food indus-
try in New Jersey, resulting from the
1992 increase in the State minimum
wage from $4.25 to $5.05. This 80-cent
increase in 1992 followed the 1990 in-
crease in the Federal minimum wage
from $3.35 to $3.80 and the 1991 increase
of $3.80 to $4.25.

We listened to the Governor of the
State of New Jersey speak the other
night in her response to the President’s
State of the Union message about how
strong the economy in New Jersey.
This is a State that had a 45-cent in-
crease, another 45-cent increase, and
then had an 80-cent increase in the
minimum wage after that, and the
state economy is flourishing.

And that was borne out by the
Princeton economists’ study. It found
no negative impact on employment
from the increase in the New Jersey
State minimum wage to $5.05. And, in-
terestingly, it showed some evidence of
positive impact on employment. People
who were outside the labor market
came back because they could make a
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decent living. So they added to the
economy. Rather than a reduction of
jobs, it increased jobs.

The Wessell study on the impact on
restaurant employment of the 1990 and
1991 increases in Federal minimum
wage from $3.25 to $4.25 also found
there was virtually no impact on em-
ployment.

Similar results were found by Law-
rence Katz of Harvard University and
Alan Krueger of Princeton University,
who did a 1992 study on employment in
the fast food industry in Texas in 1990
and 1991 following the last increase in
the Federal minimum wage. They also
found no significant impact on employ-
ment. So we have similar results from
studies of the impact of minimum wage
increases in an industrial State, New
Jersey, and in the State of Texas.

In addition, we have a 1992 study by
Professor Card of the effects on teenage
employment across 50 States resulting
from the 1991 increase from $3.80 to
$4.25. This study again found virtually
no significant impact on teenage em-
ployment in low-wage as well as high-
wage States.

And this was found true as well in an-
other study in that looked at changes
in retail trade and teenage employ-
ment in California resulting from the
1988 increase in the State minimum
wage from $3.25 to $4.35.

We will hear a great deal during the
course of the debate about the impact
of minimum wage increases on employ-
ment. I think those issues are legiti-
mate ones and have to be addressed.
But any thoughtful and fair review of
recent empirical evidence on the actual
effect of minimum wage increases
shows that the kind of increase pro-
posed this morning by the President
would have only a marginal, neglible
effect on employment.

Most of all, this issue is really about
making work pay. It is a hollow argu-
ment indeed, to say this increase is
going to mean a lesser life for working
families in this country. We are talk-
ing about permitting working families
to participate in the prosperity of
America. This is a fair proposal. It
ought to be treated fairly here in the
Congress. I believe it ought to be part
of the Contract With America.

Profits are up. Wages across this
country have been stagnant for most
workers for many years. This is really
a concrete effort to try to make a dif-
ference for working families, to give
them a livable wage so they can live
with respect and dignity, and with a
real sense of hope for the future.

I hope at the appropriate time we
will have a chance to have further de-
bate and take positive action, hope-
fully in a bipartisan way, in this body.

———

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
THE VOTERS HAVE SAID “YES”
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Thursday,
February 2, the Federal debt stood at
$4,814,204,062,209.10. On a per capita
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basis, every man, woman, and child in
America therefore owes $18,274.80 as his
or her share of that debt.

——————

COSPONSOR S. 228—BRYAN BILL
ON CONGRESSIONAL PENSIONS

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, dur-
ing the past year I have repeatedly
been approached by citizens of my
State of Michigan who have expressed
their outrage about the current con-
gressional pension system. Initially,
their anger was focused upon what
they believed to be an exorbitant level
of compensation for Members of Con-
gress. Later in the campaign, another
issue also rose; namely, the shroud of
secrecy which surrounded congres-
sional pensions themselves.

Because of my experience, during the
campaign I pledged to introduce or co-
sponsor legislation which would bring
congressional pension plans into gen-
eral line with the rest of the Federal
Government and with the private sec-
tor. I also committed myself to elimi-
nating the shroud of secrecy which has
surrounded the pension system by
pushing for full disclosure. Con-
sequently, I am today announcing my
cosponsorship of S. 228, the bill intro-
duced by the Senator from Nevada,
Senator BRYAN, which will bring the
pension compensation for Members of
Congress in line with that currently
available to members of the Federal
civil service.

However, because the Senator from
Nevada’s legislation does not include
language on disclosure, I am also today
introducing my own legislation which
will require that information regarding
Members’ pensions be made available
to the public. When the issue of con-
gressional pension reform reaches the
floor, the Senator from Michigan will
offer this disclosure bill as an amend-
ment if similar language is not already
contained therein.

Mr. President, only when the Amer-
ican people are provided with accurate
information can they make informed
decisions regarding what level of pen-
sion compensation for Members of Con-
gress and their staffs is appropriate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

——————

REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1995

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, yesterday I
introduced S. 350, the Regulatory
Flexibility Amendments Act of 1995, to
provide for judicial enforcement under
the Reg Flex Act. This bill is vitally
important to America’s small busi-
nesses who are suffering from the ex-
cessive burdens of Federal Government
regulations. In support of my bill, S.
350, I have received letters from the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Small
Business Legislative Council, and the
National Roofing Contractors Associa-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letters and the bill, S.
350, be printed in the RECORD.
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