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Teble A-32. Distributicn of wage snd salary workers paid hourly ratas, by Co.Dept. M 7 Co.
selsoted characteristios, annusl sverages 1989 Phone 7 4T i : CJMA'/D
. . Phone # - -
(Numbars (n thousands) Fow 556) wa3s o)
| Sl L2 [raxe BYZEN
Yotal : - ' U’N'(ﬂ
pud | Laee $4.28 sl :
Charsciaistio Mouy | than | 8425 1 1o 1 e478 | 8800 | 8595 | ) 0 ©0 -
rales $4.28 $6.14 $564 | 3834 | $0.64 | $7.14 | more
SEX AND AGE
Total, 18 years and ovef ... wins|  71440| 1,037 e8| 1700 o8] 1208| 1593| acer| sses| 3410 «@3| 4se8 L. Vs
18 1024 yeare ... wonens|  18,981] 488 “l e a0 vez| " ess| 22s5] aes2! taed| 1,714| €000
1610 99 yoars sAn2| 208 27|  ss7 «w| 452 sza| 1481] 1,907 874 1,12 ‘.
20 % 24 yoars same| 209 17| a0 20 249] 328 eo4} 1,208]  ves| 1,014] 4978
25 YIRS BN OVEC ocvnrrccmsimarmrascnrmomrss | B5,080| 589 4“4 e |  sse| 70| u738| 318d 2081 S119] 4282
251 54 years amny| 4w s e ] s48] 53| 384] 2634 782| 2008 97688
2510 84 ysars 17500 287 0 248 2¢] 208] 45| ecs| 113 - ese| 1,100| 13020 iG7
380 44 yens 10070 140 1] 289 18] 208] 193] 470| sap 624 09| 14,537 "
450 64ynn 12448 ® s| 168 81 1s4] g8 v seqj 444 B3| 10126 /< 77T
68 YORIS ARG OV cccocrmmncrmsrismmmicsion | 7,800 ® 8| 169 7 wsl w7l e sael  019] B4l s14 o T 70
- . - M 4 %8 3 7Y vol 204] ad9] 212{ set| 43 rC
a8 4 7 4 8 o7 14l 191 107, 188 et Ry,
aca|l | 705  4s] seo| aes| _i.ser|. 2408 1918] 2004 26881 o i<
128 5] aes a7l 3| eo] Tosg| r926] e8| ess| 9828
80 12| 25 ta] 212 287 sss| vo2| 28] sy &n
87 3l 139 n| wr 142 3| e24] 30| se0] 2958
3| m ta| 30 10| 289| - 220 548 1040] @s9| 1,198| 23,095
WOmen, 16 Yaars 810 V8! wemueaimman| 38880]. 734 57| 1,003 o1l o]  ces| 24%0| 00| z008| 2730 22067 * o, VIS
$010 24 yeam ............o. ORIy 4 7 842 ) 470, 3 %82 B3| 1,243 1,368 744 318} 2469
10 10 19 years 3283) 140 B 01 26| 240 o1 783| e} o08] 23| et
024 yoans ..., oenmnes| 4688|106 T{EERT T 7| 1e3] esy| est| 438} s8] 2022
25 yoars and OV ....ocuimiaranian e | ETTIO| 302 8| 83 28] 433  4s2] 1,188| 2,043] 1384 1.0@1]| 10.794
RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN
Total, §6 Y8908 AND OV ..rrccmarinonon | EBB12} 62 | 100 84| 1088 1250 az24| agss|’ 2797 smo0f 4w0E2r G <R _—
Men reseasesttsmisn 20700 288 21 540 as| 4t aal 1280] 2007 1088 1,678] 22342 1S A
mm " 20012; 685 %8| 760 W e17] 70| 1944] 2088 re71| 2,128] 18479 -
Total, 16 Y4478 810 OV ... enevienomionenee| BT 88 8 334 1| 288] zral es2} eer| mw| evr| e2e A V5T
Men 4452 20 10 138 sl 107 og|- 28] asel ves| 30| a0 :
L S . 8281 43 18| 198 ] 62| 187 77| ee2) 344 48| 38079,
Hiapanis ongin ‘
Tolal, 16 years andi over .......... —— 9,068 %2 12| 20 2| ar| 28| 2| 1980 el TR 6280L oy i ~ <G
. & pa
Bewe K000Ies M end of tabls,
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Table A-32. Distribution of wage and salary workers pald hourly rates, by
characteristics,

selected , annual verages 1990
{(Numbere In thousands) — Continued
Yo | o )
pald $4.28 $6.14 | $5e5 | sa.16 | saes | §7.15
Chanactertstic hourly than | $4.25 1 $4.75 | $500 ( $5.15 o ®© [ © of
Crates | 428 T 8594 $564 | $6.14 | $8.84 | §7.14 | more
Hiagaric odigin ' _
Men wois| 6414 41 4 165 15 129 126 253 633 300 50 3420
Women ...... 9,851 L] 8 3. 1 18 160 ate 882 avo 4] 822
FULL- AND PART-TIME STATUS AND 8EX
Tokal, 15 years &nd OVer ..omiaienmenins| 54,083 420 39 738 14 s98| 1538 3,108}, 2187 42,108
0915 160 12 349 2 278 24| 7 a2a| (480 ez7] 1,833] 24.%9
WONMD oo sasemeientsassamron anemrsnian s | 23,770 260 27 398 2 09 7 09| 1644 1240 1,761] 17,208
Panttime worke : ’
Total, 18 Y8818 And OVeY ...covsvesssiirrcimniad| 17,100 813 4p 864 & ao7| - 03] 2438 2,785|° 1238] 1.430] 6,707
6,987 141 1] 980 7 302 are]  e21{ 1,00 365 488] 1,800
WOMEN ... corseces v ereanrssesmons wenmasnrae] 11,881 42 30| 608 LT} 504 817} 1,512{ 1,769 852 eet| &
FAMILY RELATIONSHIP
, ‘ .
HUBDANGR | vvctieriamssercomenens motmmnmsssremnnnes | 17,834 00 4 159 11 124 133] 284 620 398 844] 16504
Wives .. 18,847 209 18 276 12 223 280 885| 1,088 84| 1,158] 12281
Women who mainiain (8l .......cmene | - 5,187 ] s 142 ] 144 132 304 635 13 4317 3,307
Mon who maintaln miles ...imeane| 1033 | - 38 3 9 28 52 19 n 148} 1,402
Othat perscng In families : :
T arts et s b0 8,443 119 17]  aes 2 308 358 8471 1202 548 830| 4,056
Wornen ..... 7.054 240 20 420 ) a3y 391| 1,088 4,125 687 era| 2,849
Alotherman 1 ........cenveenierisersn romsemnrena| 7851 108 10 151 10 121 108 2713 22 808 05| 5869
Al other wormen 1 ...coeuiiiiens serssrasmimmrernas | BBE2 108 a 165 7 z| ez E 7] 5t a2 488| 4287

1 Yhe majotity of these peraons are iMing alone of with & nor-relaiive.

= Data not availabis.

_and part-gme workers |s based on hours usually worked. These data will not

NOTE  Duls exchide the incorporated sl empioyed, Delall Ior the above
rece and Hispanio-odgin grouse wil not sum 10 Ktals bacause dats lor the
*cther races’ roup ari not presentes and Hispanios ars included in balh the

white and bisck population groups. Aleo nole that the distiaction between hull

sum to lotals becguse full 07 par-tme slaius on the principal job Is not
idantifiable for m small rumber of multiple jobhaiders,

BOURCE:
urgublished tabulations lrom Ihe Current Population Survey, 1969,

U.S. Dapaiment of Labor, Bursau of Labor Statistics,

L



P. 03

15

SEP-13-93 MON 13

b.

Table A-35. Distribution of wage and salary
:v:;:on pald hourly rates, annual averages

{Numbers In thousands)
Tota!
HOURLY RATE
Toil ... wenenes] 71,440
UNAer $3.35 ....oovinrerioiniesimrissiansesraransvasense 858
Under $2.60 .. 830
$2.19 .ocoe. e Mitentaabtssab e eniing 148
82,14 3249 ..o rinnien T 143
$2.60-82.00 166
$,00-$3.34 149
$3.00 - $3.04 7
£3.08 < §3.09 . 19
$3.10-33.49 14
$3.20-83.29 )
)
{
4
49
3
1
2
13
1
3 .
2
1 1
$4.00 . m
BA0 8424 ..o i N— ?
$4.08 - $4.00 oo PO . .0
$4.10-8414 ... »0
4
2
83
80
1
]
34
7
<]
234
78
a
3
14

Bea 100tn01es Bt o of table.
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Table A-35. Distribution of wage and ealary
workers pald hourly rates, annusl averages
1948 .

{Numbers In thousands) — Continusd
Yotal

$4.80-84.84 ...... rerrrbe ates
$4.88-3480 ...,
$4.00-84.04 ...

Basotagresienianin

N T I TT YT TP

Nﬂ‘l—“gﬂ

O
—a
©
-

1,308

$3.20-36.24 ...
$5.29-85.29 ...
$5.30-395.34 ..,
45364539 ...
$5.40-8644 ..,
$5.45-$5.49 ..,

Bee lavtnotas at end of lable.
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Teble A-35. Distribution of wage and salary
workers pald hourly ratss, annual averages
1948

(Numbers In thoussnds) — Continued
Yot

—

HOURLY RATE
$5.30-$4.94 107
$8.35- $8.90 110
$8.40- 98.44 138
$8.45-30.45 a5
$3.50 - 38.99 225
$8.60-04.74 2127
$0.60 ., 1,509
$0.81 - $0.64 28
$4.05 - 30,50 )
$3.00-88.64 86
$0.05-38.80 ... emrrmismiriaien - &9
$0.70 - $8.74 60
$6.75 - $0.09 98
$8.78 ...t 442
$8.76- $0.79 a3
$6.00-38.64 .. 107
$6.85-35.80 .. 70
$8.00-36.04 (13
$8.05-35.09 .. ot
$7.00-$7.99 ....... ,768
$7.00- $7.49
$7.00
$7.01 -
$7.05-87.09
$7.10-87.14
716 s ccnriens e raston votartas msnrseres 79
LY TS 7 AT R 41
$7.20-87.24 : e
$7.28-87.29 ..vvivennnen. riontentari hrarn 522
§7.30-87.34 ... e
$7.35-47.39 . resvemiamisiaten 107
$740-8744 \...o.ooerrererenrarronsmrenis ug
$7.48- 8749 121
$760-8799 ...t ararsan istant ianen we| 2,659
$7.50- $7.7¢4 1,964
$7.80 ......... 1,580
77T T .7 S 23
$7.85-87.59 . L]
$7.60-37.84 .. 114
$7.65-87.69 .. 88
$7.70-37.74 .. e o4
$7.75-87.99 . 649

778 oo 258

Bee footnoles al end of lable.
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Table A-35. Dietribution of wege and salary
workers paid hourty rates, annual averages

1698

(Numbere In thousands) — Continued

Yotal
HOURLY RATE
8778+ $Y.T9 ..o corirerent m s 39
$760-83784 .. 128
$7.85.$7.66 ... "]
$7.90-37.94 ... bt
$7.05-87.09 ... 58
$8.00-$8.09 ... 7183
$0.00- $0.09 ... 8,609
§10.00 or more .....cicniine O w| 2243

*0 value too small 1o

aciude the
Inoorporated wi
smployed. Detall lor the
ove ce and

Hispanic-origin  groups
wil not sum 0 (otals

distinction betwean full |

Curren| Populstion
Survay, 1940,

o .. e,
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Tabls A-33. Distibution of wage and salary workers pald hourly rates, by major cocupation group, annusl averages 1698

(Numbers In thousands)

Yol _
Lees E) 5.6 | 3565 | e6.15 | sa.e5 | 4718
Ocoupation ,:2’ tan | 8425 1 o | s478 | 8800 | s358 | w0 o 0 0 o
o | 8425 $5.14 3564 | $8.14 | sae4 | 8704 | more
Tokal, 18 YRS 800 OV ..c..coensremeonrns| T1A40] 1,007 6] 1709| 08| 1308| 1593 a90e7] smees] a410] 4ea3) 40018
Mansgedial and professionsd pecaly .......| 9084|  35 al d el s vee]  zee| z2s| s epe2
Exaoutve, adminisirsiive, and manegerisl | 4279 16 2l 8 2l 1. s  ez]  vz2]  Ces| isel s
PIOISSIONN GPOORY <......cocrcisrmmrrens | 5,858 20 1 el 1 2| | 22| 8] isa] e w0
Technical, ssies, and adminisiratve support | 22,604 ] 2| e 28] 400| 48| 1901] 2005] 1288 1709 16297
Teohnioians 800 relatsd SUOOOR w.vvmrcns| 2794 5 1 7 2 12 2| a7 5 2l o 247
BAIOS COOUDABOND ..o crmasmregens | T340 21 1l %09 e 26| azr| r018] 1328] 71} re1| a0se
Adminisirative suppodt, inckuding clerioal ....| 12440 k) ol 150 ¢ 128 1401 a3a] -625| s8] o4 9708
or|  m] est] 40|  sas|  sie] vamr| vem|  em| 1] sam0
Q 3 ) 1 g2 9| 20 si| 12| 35| 2
. 2l m 1 20 i e 19 7| o7| vaee
i 0] 60 s8]  ar2|  e20] vaes| 1723]  ess| 1012] 4ves
13 8 49 | ] 3B 2 Te 204 o 34 8,817
3 1 15 k] 12 18 22 79 82 971 2,830
Y 2 20 s 13 & 2| 100 s2| e8] a2
L N I F Y77 ‘2 3 14 1 " 9 sl 108 e8| 19| 24e2
Openiorn, labricalces, and bONe ........| 14,764 & 18] 344 19 2s2| 2| 03] 047  vor| 070| 10,387
Maching cperaion, assembiare, &nd ] .
SR S 1 23 s| 18 Y o o7 2220 4ot} ao0| e8| 4994
Tranaportation &nd material moving
occupations ........ e wranmnae] 3510 13 [ .60 2 40 58| 110 150 ] 9T 2,832
Handiers, squipment claaners, hipers,
BNV IRDOTOIS oo e cosemens e R 4,495 Y ¢| 178 o] 1es| w4l 1|  e08| 0] ser| 28m
Fanming, (oreatry, 816 NIBAQ ..cmcomioens| 1,381 1 5 80 1 [ | 163l e o w| 8

NOTE: Data axoiude the incompomied asll empioysd. Detall {or the above
pwﬂmmwnmﬂmmhmhbmuu«ulwm
oM redse” Qroup are not presenied end Hispanios are Inciuded In both the
white lon groups. Alsd nole thal the distinction betwsen full
and pari-tme workens Is based on howrs baually worked. Yhese data will nol

aum % folals because full or part-tima alalus on the princical b s nol
Kantiable lor & smal aumber of muliipie jobholders.
GOURCE: U.8. Depariment of Labos, Bureau of Labor Siatistics,

3
3

unpublishad tabulatiors from the Current Populaion Survey, 1068,

¢ P
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Table A-34. Districution o1 wage and salary wotkers pald hourly rates, by major Induetry group, snnusl averages 1998
(Numbers In thousands)
m‘ Less $4.26 s5.18 | sse5 | s6.16 | sees | 7.16
Indualry hourh than | $4.25 10 $4.75 | $5.00 | $5.15 to o 1] © or ‘
nalse 428 $5.14 - $564 | $6.14 | $864 | $7.14 | more
Tolal, $8 YOUS 800 CYBF ....ooeeineceriariaermaenens | 71,440 1,037 88| 1,708 108 1,390 1,583] 3,087 6,688] 3410] 4,833 49,918
Private sacir 7001 1,000 831 1,584 109 1,269 14710 3,202|  6488] - 3,121] 4430] 41,618 ic <
Goods procucing 19,979 48 18 258 23]  208] vrv] . .eve| . e0r 677| 1,084] 15,013
‘ 1| QO 69 [ sl  eaf .1zl 40| v 43p | 9] 4] 138 489 . .
Mo bttt seans L1 1 - 4 - 4 1 4 8 7 16 913
Construciion 4,400 12 3 L) 4 a8 17 V] 150 (] 220} 3,814
Manutacturing - 18200 26 8] 180 N 1z 116) 251 e38| 409| 702| weer - /2
Ourable goods ... U— I K] 17 3 (1] 3 9 35| 1 ang 210 400| 6,996
KNondurable poods wonand 5,139 ] [} 02 4 bt ] 8 131 2 198 209 4,001
Bervios producing ... e ] 63,817 955 700 1,328 78] 1,001 1,204] 3.284] 4.400] 2844 3J346| 26302
Yranap, and publio ullllln v ] 4,112 12] »0 36 [ ] 20 k) 79] - 138 [ 2] 172] 3,560
Wholesale trade 4,200 '] 2 27 1 2 30 el - 130 -] 168 1,640 .
Ratall trade 18,289 728 4| . 780 44 838 77| 2020] 2807~ 1249] 1.338] 8019 -
Eating and cankdng ..............p.... —— | (B300] - es2 50 428 ® 328 414 o1 940! > %38 as1| 4,088
* FIORC, 0., & 1081 S81AM ...oorrers| 3,021 (] al 28 ? 15 24 w122 132 201 2.u8 2
Gonvioes . 109 3 45 25 380 427] 1045| 1,600 883 1,466] 12,630
Privaie householSs .......coveverionier pmeinine 9 <] 58 1 &6 17 33 8 IBf 4 208
Other sarvices ... 158 20 a0z 24 324 410 1008 1527 pes| 1428] 12,023
Busingss and repalr 17 4 o4 4 84 75 &4 M9 204 388] 2,748
Personyl senvices 4 3 70 4 53 82| 188] 267] 183 214 778 .
Enterialnmen! and recr, | <) 2 ()] 3 47 . 84 1 208 112 17 532 Wy
Professional and related , L] a w7 13 140 188 481 701 34 720 8882 <
Forealry and ahares ...c.iivmerioninra >0 - 1 - 1] »0 1 L] h] 1 13
M 4 124 4 107 122 265 3 20 4081 7,000
Fadersd ... ] 1 11 - 10 10 2 L 33 83| 1.725
Siale 8 1 48 - 2 48 108 20 &8 01] 1,880
Looal ..... ‘20 3 7] 4 55 64 187 218 160 46| 3807

>0 Vaua loo smak i diepiay.
= Dala not avaliabis.
NOTE Data sxclsde the Incoqonted sl employad, Delsli for the above
mmoﬂunmwnumnmuuwamum

and pari-time workers i3 bassd on hours vsually worked. Thase dala will not
wm 1 Wtale becauss full o/ pant-ime sialus on tha principal b I8 not

wma.numntordw
60URCE: - U.S.

urpd:lhhod labulatons irom the Cument Population Gurvey, 1998,

obholders.
of Labor, Buresu of Labor Statistics,

O

™

-
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Tabte A-38. Employed wape and satary workers pald hourly rates with sarnings at and sround the provalling Fadera! minimum wage, by State, annual averages 1998

Number of workers (In thousands)
';:t: Less $4.26 16 $5.65
Totat haurty than $4.25 o $4.75, $5.00 $8.15 to
L rates $4.28 $5.14 $ 38.14
pioyed .
Numbear | Peroeni { Number | Perosnt | Number | Percent { Number | Parcent | Number | Percant | Number Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Numbar | Parcant

Towl, 18 yesreanci gver ........... 71.440| 71,440] 1000 1,037 16 a8 1 1,706 24 108 A 1.396 20 1880 22 3,007 56 5068 82
Alabema . 100.0 10 8 2 ; 38| 22 f R 2Y| 24 87| 80 88 1?9 971 &6
1000 1 8 - - 3 15 1 K 2 1.9 1 8 5 25 8 45

100.0 29 2.9 4 3 35 29 2 A 3 24 48 39 72 59 108 30

100.0 11 ¥ - - 18 28 - - 15 25 32 53 4% iKY ) G

100.0 [ K.) [ A 174 2.1 20 2 148 1.8 98 1.2 320 3.9 LO7T1f 131

1000 ol a1 2 2 15 14 1 1 12 1.1 12 1.1 “ 4.0 58 53

100.0 8 8 1 A 16 1.8 - - 13 15 3 A 34 3.8 55 8.2

100.0 4 20 >0 A 4 20 >0 1 ] 1.4 3 14 8 4.4 14 6.6

100.0 R 1.1 >0 2 2 22 >0 2 2 1.8 i . 5 4.7 6 54

100.0 o1 24 4 R 113 3.0 4 2 84 25 87| 1.5 234| 62 362! 88

-100.0 28] 13 1 A 57| 29 1 A 471 24 @8 24 82| 4.0 17| 88

100, 2 8 - - 4 14 - - J K. 2 ] 25] 80 27| 86

100.0 7 1.8 | 2 10 28 1 2 ] 24 10] 28 23 7.8 25 6.8

100.0 B3 17 4 A 78 28 8 .3 8 19 54 17 180 6.0 241 1.6

1000 K 17 6 | 40 22 4 3. 2 K] 1.4 &L 4.7 82] 654

100 12] 13 11 A 22] 28 3 3 8 18 a 22 59 ‘1 a5

1000 | Y5 Z0 | T o ta |- 11 77 %0 18] 21 450 6. 12/ 6.4

100.0 “ 13 - - 19 1.7 1 A 16 14 30 27 i 6.7 100 9.2

100,0 t7] 18 1 R 27] 28 2 2 18| 1.7 B4 51 103 98 91| 87

10Q.0 4 1.1 1 3 7 1.0 1 .2 ] 18 7 20 24 86 22 60

100.0 177 1.3 4 3 28 20 - - 21 1.8 19] 18 82| 40 74| 59

100.0 x 1.9 1 A 25 1.5 2 A 20 12 10 8 68 39 105 62

100.0 o8 23 4 A 67 2.3 3 R 52 1.7 5 17 125 4.2 208 6.9

100.0 L} 4 2 A 19 13 3 2 13 9 35 24 ] 46 75 52

100.0 1A 7 - - 28] 44 1 A 24 3.2 39 6.1 56 90 54 8.4

1000 28] 19 - - 27¢ 1.8 1 A 2] 14 28| 18 84 55 ey 7.7

100.0 a 8 - ~ - B 20 >0 .1 4 1.8 13 5.2 23 ] 23 93

100.0 8| 18 >0 3 14 29 1 2 1} 22 15| 20 28] 57 41| 84

100.0 4 N4 >0 .1 8] 18 >0 A 8 15 4| 26 28] 46 Bl 10

100.0 o] 17 ! A 8] 1.8 1 2 4 12 4] 12 "] 30 2Bl 13

100.0 B 19 2 A 48] 25 2 R 3% 20 201 1.0 87| 5.4 11| sg

100.0 ] 14 - - 14 32 >0 A 10 23 19 42 Kl 7.0 a7 84

100.0 48 1.2 ] A 151, 38 3 Al 132 3.4 a9 1.8 201 5.1 - 205 7.2

100.0 29 14 2 A 50 28 4 2 2 21 28] 13 132 6.6 158| 78

100.0 2 13 »0 2 ] 0 >0 A 4 2.2 ] 44 16 [ 10 0.4

100.0 a3 1.8 4 A 79 24 3 A 85 19 78 23 213 6.4 236 71

100.0 1 23 1 A 22 2.7 2 3 1?7 21 40 60 58 13 85 106

100.0 ] K} 1 .3 a K] - - ] 8 3 3 13 1.4 101 106

100.0 58 17 4 A 87 21 2 A 55 1.7 104 3.2 108 6.2 202 €3

See footnctea at end o table.
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Table A-38. Emptoyed wage and saisry warkers peld hourly rates with
samings st and around the prevailing Federal minimum wage, by Stats,

annus) averages 1998

Number of workers (In thousands) — Continusd

$8.18
to
$6.64

$0.85
to
$7.14

Numbar | Parcent

Numbsr | Parcent

Tolal, 16 yearsand ovar ...........
Alsbama

3410

128

147
102

122

4,033

L]
L]
66
52
556
a7
48
14
7
270
120
2
28
2
89
84
63
65
n
4
67
101
1919
1
55
97
18
39
34

22
122
M
262
171
15
182
54
n”
183

6.8
18
a4
73
83
a9
a1
5.2
8.5

$7.13
or
more
Number | Parcant

48,918] 685
643{ 608
148] 827
763{ 624
MO| 555
5561 67.8
25| 75.2
604| 778
158] 729
80| 760
2,887) 640
1.360f 700
. 218| 696
237 64.9
2,109| 693
1,328| 747
603| 67.8
95| 652
729| 67.0
636| 803
259 708
op4| 789
1,288 78.1
21321 N9
1,008 752
73| 580
1,053| 69.5
148 61.0
315| 84.2
agal 721
267 749
1,408| 739
219| 3.0
2781] 704
1.044| 671
109 58.1
2025| 69.7
419 590
€92 724
2,267| 7058

Seée footnolas el and of tabie.

J —
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Issue Brief #133 Economic Policy Institute eptcmber 16, 1999

THE MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE:

A Working Woman'’s Issue

by Jared Bernstein, Heidi Hartmann, and John Schmitt

As Congtess considers raising the federal minimum wage from its current level of $5.15 per hour to $6.15, it is
important to understand who will benefit from this increase. An analysis of low-wage workers shows that the
main beneficiaries of this one-dollar increase would be working women, almost one million of whom are single
mothers. In fact, of the 11.8 million workers who would receive a pay increase as the result of this higher mini-
mum wage, 58% would be women, simply because, as a group, they earn lower wages than men. As aresult, a
minimum wage increase would help to reduce the overall pay gap between women and men.

Since the minimum wage is not indexed to inflation, when Congress fails to raise the minimum wage, these
workers’ purchasing power declines, as was the case over the 1980s. Even with the two iricreases thus far in the
1990s, the minimurm wage remains 19% below its inflation-adjusted 1979 level. This decline in the minimum
wage helps to explain the growth of wage inequality and the diminished earnings of low-wage female workers
over the last two decades.

In 1979, a woman working at the minimum wage eamed 70% of the hourly wage of the median female
worker (the woman right in the middle of the female wage scale). By 1998, that ratio had fallen to 52%. Simi-
larly, in 1979 a single mother working full time at the minimum wage eamned enough to lift a of three
(herself and two children) above the poverty line. By 1998, however, the same family would bbelow the
poverty line.!

Table 1 shows the number and the share of working women in 1998 — nationally and in each state — that
would benefit from the proposed increase. About 7 million women pationally ~ 12.6% of all working women —
earn between $5.15 and $6.14, the wage range that would be directly affected by an increase in the federal

This report is a joint publication of EPT and the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
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TABLE 1
Female workers, by state, who would benefit from proposed minimum wage increase, 1998
(in thousands)

Share of . 8hare of
State Femnale Workers* Number . State Female Workers" Number
NORTHEAST 10.5% 1,139 SOUTH 15.3% 2,974
Maine 14.1 36 Delaware 104 17
New Hampshire 8.6 23 Maryland 8.9 101
Vermont 10.1 14 DC. NA NA
Massachusetts 8.6 119 Virginia 11.0 157
Rhode Island 12.2 26 West Virginia 225 70
Connecticut 73 53 North Carolina 12.0 190
New York 104 372 South Carolina 17.8 154
New Jersey 8.9 157 Georgia 13.3 224
Pennsylvania 13.6 338 Florida 141 414
Kentucky 16.5 130
MIDWEST 12.2% 1,654 Tennessee 135 156
Ohio 14.7 345 Alabama - 191 170
Indiana 10.2 127 Mississippi 21.1 110
Ilinois 11.6 297 Arkansas 219 106
Michigan 11.5 235 Louvisiana 20.2 170
Wisconsin 9.8 121 Oklahoma 20.0 128
Minnesota 8.7 94 Texas 170 669
lowa 14,2 93 ’
Missouri 12.7 152 WEST 10.4% 1,210
North Dakota 19.0 28 Montana 20.8 35
South Dakota 18.8 30 \daho 15.9 38
Nebraska 14.8 55 Wyoming 18.3 17
Kansas 140 77 Colorado 8.6 77
New Mexico 16.1 50
Arizona 15.4 134
Utah 14.1 60
Nevada 8.7 31
Washington 9.4 109
Oregon 7.7 51
California 9.4 572
u.s. 12.6% 6,977 Alaska NA NA
Hawaii 12.2 31

* As share of female woriforce. .
Sourca: EPI analysis of 1398 CPS data

minimum wage.? In lower-wage states, the share of women that would benefit from the proposed increase is
typically higher than the national average. For example, one-fifth or more of working women would receive a
Laise after a one-dollar increase in the federal minimum in the following states: West Virginia (22.5%), Arkansas
(21 .9%), Mississippi (21.1%), Montana (20.8%), Louisiana (20.2%), and Oklahoma (20.0%). The states with the
largest nurobers of working women who would benefit from the increase are: Texas (669,000), California
(572,000), Florida (414,000), New York (372,000), Ohio (345,000), and Pennsylvania (338,000).

Table 2 helps provide a clearer picture of the low-wage women who would benefit from the proposed
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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 ($5.15-$6.14) ($6.15-$7.14) and above All
Average wage $5.64 $6.70 $14.65 $12.18
Employment 6,976,792 5,668,877 40,076,797 - 55,497,227
Share of total 12.6% 10.2% 72.2% 100.0%
Demographics
Teens (16-19) 24.7% 11.0% 1.4% 6.2%
20+ 75.3% 89.0% 98.6% 93.8%
White 65.4% 67.5% 76.6% 73.6%
Black 182% 16.2%- 12.0% 13.1%
Hispanic 14.4% 12.2% 7.1% 9.0%
Work Hours
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

Manufacturing 8.4% 10.3% 12.3% 11.4%

Retail trade 44.0% 31.2% 11.4% 18.6%
Occupation
Sales 28.3% 202% 8.7% 12.7%

Cashiers 16.4% 8.5% 1.3% 4.2%
Services 32.5% 25.9% 9.3% 15.0%

Food preparation 16.1% 9.9% 3.1% 6.1%
Union Membership

Union 3.9% 6.5% 16.2% 13.1%

Necnunion 86.1% 93.5% 83.8% 86.9%

Note: “‘Affected diractly by the increase” indicates those workers who eam betwean the mintmum wagse in thair state and tha proposed new
level ($6.15). )

Source: EP1 analysis of1998 CPS data.

increase (see column 1). The vast majority (75.3%) of these women are adults (age 20 or older). Although most
low-wage women workers are white (65.4%), African American and Hispanic women are overrepresented in low-
wage jobs. African American women are 13.1% of all women workers (see the last columm of Table 2), but 16.2%
of those in the range affected by the minimum wage increase; Hispanic women are 9.0% of all women workers,
but 14.4% of low-wage women. Close to half (44.9%) of the female workers in the affected range work full time
(35 or more hours a week), and another 35.0% work between 20 and 34 hours per week.

The next few rows of Table 2 show the industries and occupations where low-wage women tend to find
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work. An analysis by industry shows that most low-wage females are concentrated in retail trade, which
employs 44.0% of those in the affected range. In contrast, a much smaller share of low-wage women work
in the higher-paying manufacturing sector (8.4%). An analysis by occupation reveals that 28.3% of low-
wage women are sales workers, with 16.4% working as cashiers. One-third of these women (32.5%) work
in service occupations such as food preparation (16.1%). Finally, just under 4% of low-wage women are
covered by collective bargaining through a union, in contrast to 16.2% of women eaming $7.15 or more
per hour.

Table 3 examines the parental and minimum wage status of workers age 18-64. Parents with children
under 18 years old represent 32.9% of the beneficiaries of the proposed increase, while such workers represent
40.4% of the total workforce. More than two million married men and women with children would benefit from
the proposed increase (and within these families, women are disproportionately the direct beneficiaries).
Almost one million (967,000) single mothers would receive a pay increase as a resuk of a one-dollar rise in
the minimum wage. Note that single mothers are over-represented in the affected workforce — they
represent 10% of those affected by the increase but are only 5.7% of the overall workforce. l

All of the evidence suggests that the minimum wage increase is well targeted, providing significant benefits to
poor and middle-income households. Table 4 shows that about 18% of the benefits of a one-dollar increase would go
to households with incomes below $10,000 per year; another 32% of the benefits would go to households with
annual incomes between $10,000 and $25,000. In total, households making Jess than $25,000 a year would receive
half of the benefits of a one-dollar increase. Among the affected single mothers shown in Table 3, 85% have house-

hold incomes below $25,000, underscoring the importance of the policy for these low-wage and low-income fami-
lies. '

TABLE 3
Parental status of workforce, age 18-64, 1998 (in thousands)
Affected workers* Total workforce
Number Percent Number Percent
Working parents with children
All 3,198 32.9% 44 878 40.4%
Married couple 2,142 22.1 36,856 33.2
Female 1,457 15.0 15,898 143
Male 685 7.1 20,958 18.9
Single parents 1,056 109 8,022 7.2
Single fernale 967 10.0 6.306 5.7
Single male a9 09 1,716 15
Workers without children under 18**
All 6,507 . B71% 66,156 59 6%
Female 3,486 35.9 30,743 27.7
Male 3,021 311 35,413 319

Source: EPI analysis of CPS data,

* Affected by minimum wage increase.
** Includes single Individualg and childless couples.
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TABLE 4
Share of gains from proposed increase by household income level, 1998
Less than $10,000 18.1%
$10,000-25,000 320
$25,000-35,000 149
$35,000-50,000 13.6
$50,000+ 214

Source: 1998 CPS ORG data Sample excludes nonworkers. For those in the affected rangs, gains are calculated as tha difference
betwaen current samings and the new level (by state). This value is muitiplied by weekly hours and summed across each income group.

Conclusion

Those who oppose raising the minimum wage typically argue that the increase will force employers to fire, or
hire fewer of, those workers affected by the increase. The evidence, however, fails to support this claim.? Since
the last increase, in late 1996 and 1997, employment rates of low-wage workers, and particularly single mothers,
have increased dramatically, as the strong economy has bolstered demand in the low-wage labor market. In this
regard, one of the main policy lessons from the current recovery is that the macroeconomy is the key determinant
of employment opportunity for low-wage workers, most of whom are women. But, as the above evidence shows,
the wage that these women receive is very much a function of where the minimum wage is set by Congresé.
Disregarding this reality can only serve to swell the ranks of the working poor. Raising the minimum wage will
help to raise the incomes of many low-income families, especially those headed by single mothers.

Research assistance from Danielle Gao. Chauna Brocht provided helpful comments.

The Economic Policy Institute and the Institute for Women's Policy Research are grateful to The Annie E.
Casey Foundation, Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, the Ford Foundation, The John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation, the Joyce Foundation, The Rockefeller Family Fund, and The Rockefeller Founda-
tion for their support of this work.

Endnotes

1. If we deduct the costs incurred in working full time for a single mother (e.g., child care and transportation), the family’s
disposable income would fall further below the poverty line, By the same token, if wc add the cash value of food stamps and the
earned income tax credit, the gross income of the 1998 family would be above the poverty line. But if both work costs and govern-
ment assistance are considered, farnily income still falls below the poverty line.

2. More precisely, affccted workers in this report are those who carn between the maximum of cither their state’s mini-
mum or $5.15, at the lower end, and the proposed new minimum wage, at thc upper end. About 4.8 million men, or 7.9% of
all working men, are in this range.

3. For adetailed analysis of the employment impact of the 1996-97 increase, see Making Work Pay, Bemstein and Schmitt,
Economic Policy Institute (1998).
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Bingham Barbara <bingham-barbara@dol.gov>
09/24/99 09:09:25 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Carl Haacke/OPD/EOP

cc: "Stuart, Lisa" <stuart-lisa@dol.gov>
Subject: FW: basket data

From: StuartLisa
Sent.  Friday, September 17, 1999 5:41 PM

To: Kathleen_Curran@labor.senate.gov
Cc: Bingham Barbara
Subject: basket data

More work for me...Why did | open my mouth?!

Seriously though you already have the information. They are basically the
same

All 1998 data 3 person 4 person
Food at home (groceries) 7.2 months 71

Utilities 11.0 9.9

Rent 49 54

Health care* 15.9 18.9
Clothing * 214 22.4
Tranportation* 4.7 5.6

Child care* 13.6 16.7

Tuition and fees (2 yr public) 18.2 18.2

* regard these figures with suspicion

From:
Kathleen_Curran@labor.senate.gov[SMTP:Kathleen_Curran@labor.senate.gov]

Sent:  Friday, September 17, 1999 5:16 PM

To: Stuart Lisa

Subject: Re: random mw thought

sometimes it feels like ALL my MW (and other) thoughts are
random!

We should have the info for both, then we can use each as
appropriate.
Agreed that we should have all data for one size -- or both --



so we

are comparing apples with apples. We should be able to tell
the

"story" of how 3 person/4 person families are affected -- what
they'll

earn, effect of eitc, poverty level (or guideline or
whatever!),

market basket ....

so, can you get us all that?

K.

Reply Separator

Subject: random mw thought
Author: Stuart Lisa <stuart-lisa@dol.gov> at internet
Date: 9/17/99 4:.47 PM

Don't kill me, Kathy, for this random thought.

In the future, I'd suggest that we use the market basket for a
family of three (not four) for 2 reasons.
1st -- it will by more for a family of three and look more
impressive
2nd and more important -- it will be consistent with other EITC
rhetoric we use on lifting families out of poverty. As I'm sure you
recall, .
a one-earner MW family of 4 (but not 3) is below the poverty line
even with
the EITC.

What do you think?



September 23, 1999
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY HERMAN

FROM: LISA B. STUART
Special Assistant to the Chief Economist

SUBJECT: Minimum Wage — Today’s Developments

As you know, the President’s support for the Kennedy-Bonior proposal is to increase the
minimum wage $1 over two years. Congressman Bonior has introduced the proposal in the
House with 150 Members, and has also filed a discharge resolution for his proposal.
Senator Kennedy has introduced a similar proposal and plans to offer the increase as an
amendment at every opportunity on the Senate Floor.

Congress Daily reports today that Representatives Lazio and Shimkus have been negotiating
with Representatives Condit and Cramer over a minimum wage package.

According to Congressman Condit’s office they have not seen any specific package, but
they do expect to see a proposal by the end of this week. The staff did indicate that wage
increase they have been discussing is $1.30 over four years ($.30/.35/.30/.35), but that
they had anticipated a tax package of $17-20 billion as opposed to the $20-50 billion as
reported this morning.

Congressman Quinn’s office has not endorsed or seen the Lazio-Shimkus proposal. Mr.
Quinn at this point has not indicated that he would sign on to the Bonior discharge.

In the short run, the Kennedy-Bonior proposal benefits more people, more quickly. In the long
run (four years and out), minimum wage workers under the House proposal would have a higher
hourly wage. (This assumes there would be no further increases after the first two $.50 increases
under the Kennedy-Bonior bill.)

Kennedy-Bonior bill House draft proposal

2000 $5.65 $5.45
2001 $6.15 $5.80
2002 $6.15 $6.10
2003 $6.15 $6.45

The House proposal supposedly will include a number of tax related provisions targeted to small
businesses. Among the provisions under consideration are: 1) making costs of healthcare fully
deductible for the self employed; 2) increasing the deductibility of business meals for small
businesses; 3) reducing the unemployment tax surcharge (FUTA); 4) extending the Work



Opportunity Tax Credit; 4) increasing asset depreciation for small businesses; and 5) making
certain pension changes that are in the Portman/Cardin bill.

Talking Points
The President asked Congress to provide the poorest of the working poor for a 50 cent an
hour raise in each of the next two years. In these times of prosperity, I do not think it is
asking too much to make sure that these hard working Americans are not left behind.
Congress has adopted an $800 billion tax increase with a number of benefits for the
wealthiest Americans, and they have voted a $4,600 increase for themselves. I would
hope that they would also provide America’s working poor a 50 cent increase this year
and next year.
I am very pleased to hear that the House is actively considering legislation to raise the

minimum wage. When this proposal is fully drafted, [ am sure we will be talking to the
Sponsors.

Minimum Wage Facts (under Kennedy-Bonior $5.15 to $6.15 over two years proposal)
70 percent of the beneficiaries of a minimum wage increase are adults.
59 percent of the beneficiaries are women.
46 percent of the beneficiaries are full-time workers.
the Kennedy-Bonior proposal would give low-wage workers enough extra money to

attend 1% years worth of a 2-year community college or buy seven months worth of
groceries for a family of four.



THE MINIMUM WAGE IS A WOMEN’S ISSUE

by Senator Edward M. Kennedy and [Hillary Rodham Clinton?]

&r 60% of the more than 11 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 study released today by
the Economic Policy Institute and the Institute for Women’s Policy Research. The study also
found that almost one million of those women are single mothers.

Raising the minimum wage is a women’s issue. Women are the majority of low wage
workers in the United States, including minimum wage workers. About 7 million women
nationally -- 12.6% of all working women -- would be affected directly by a dollar increase in the
federal minimum wage. African American and Hispanic women would particularly benefit as
they are overrepresented in minimum wage jobs.

Together with Representative David E. Bonior (D-MI), I am sponsoring a bill to increase
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, 2001. But the Republican leadership in both the House and the
Senate continue to deny us the opportunity to vote on our bill to raise the wages of the lowest
paid workers. That is why I plan to offer [have offered] the Fair Minimum Wage Act of 1999 as
an amendment to the bankruptcy bill [this week] in the United States Senate.

Women across the country from New York to California and from Ohio to Texas would
benefit from such an increase. The states with the largest numbers of women who would receive

A ({/30 o
affected women Cahfomla Florida, New 37¢,200

a raise if we passed this bill are: Texas with 668,700
3% 1Y 337y W00
York, Oh10 and Pennsylvama One-fifth or mo

of working women in West Virginia, ™
Arkansasf’f\/[ississippi,ﬁontana‘,’iouisiana, and Oklahoma would see a bigger paycheck.
Increasing the minimum wage is a family issue. As the real value of the minimum wage

decreased over the past 20 years, women’s ability to support themselves and their families has
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suffered. In 1979, a woman earning the minimum wage made 70% of the hourly wage of the
median female workers. By 1998, that ratio had fallen to 52"/o<n 1979, a single mother working

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

e
above the poverty line. But in 1998, that same family would be 18% below the poverty line, \,\ \ J\re/\f\
according to economists Heidi Hartmann and Jared Bernstein. —~ ’_S 2 \,_,7 \/“ )<\r 6™

The minimum wage is a children’s issue. Over tmﬂlion married women and men and
almost a million single moms would receive a pay raise g a result of a dollar increase in the
federal minimum wage. Among these single moms, 85% have total household incomes below
W $25,000 a year.

The national economy is the strongest in a generation with the lowest unemployment rate
0 in three decades. Under the leadership of President Clinton, the country as a whole is enjoying a
O ¢ remarkable period of growth and prosperity. Inflation is low and interest rates are low. The
0 stock market continues to break once unthinkable records.

%- But millions of Americans are not sharing in our country’s prosperity. Working 40 hours
_ gt\\ a week, 52 weeks a year, a woman earning minipmm wage under current law would eamn only
“; $10,712 -- almost $3,200 below the poverty iﬁl\é\u;r 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 further and
further behind. The minimum wage would have to be $7.ﬁ090§g hour, instead of the current level
of $5.15, to have the same purchasing power it had in 1968.

Our proposal is a modest one. It is a down payment to the 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.

It is 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 from its current level of $5.15

an hour to $6.15 an hour by January 1, 2001. America’s working women and their families need



and deserve a raise. No woman who works for a living should have to live in poverty.



' REWARDING WORK P
N OW IS THE TIME TO RAISE THE MINIMUM WAGE

President Clinton and Congressional Democrats Propose to Increase the Minimum Wage By $1 in
Two Steps To Help Raise Living Standards for 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 of workers 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 Million Americans -- Mostly Adult Workers Trying
To Support Their Families. According to data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 11 million
hourly paid workers earn between $5.15 and $6.14 and would directly benefit from this pay raise.
Over two-thirds (70%) of the workers who would benefit are adults, age 20 or over, and three-fifths
(59%) are women, many of whom are trying to raise the family on $5.15. Almost half (46%)
worked full-time. And the average minimum-wage worker is estimated to bring home half of their
household’s earnings.

*  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
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.

*  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 of working
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. 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 these policies. This increase will help ensure 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. The last minimum wage increase provided a pay
raise to 10 million workers, and since the President signed the minimum wage increase into law in
August 1996, the economy has created new jobs at an historically high pace of nearly 250,000 per
month; and the unemployment rate has fallen to 4.2 percent -- its lowest level in nearly 30 years.
For teenagers, African-Americans, and women, unemployment is down and employment rates 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 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.



July 14, 1999

Minimum Wage

House Republicans have decided to wait to move a minimum wage bill until after President
Clinton has either vetoed or signed the big tax cut bill.

Congress Daily PM reports Republicans had been considering the option of including the
minimum wage bill in the big tax cut bill along with tax break sweeteners for small business.
The report said that Mr. Archer concluded, however, that because small business had
received tax breaks recently, other taxpayers needed more relief right now.

When minimum the wage bill moves separately, it could include tax sweeteners for small
business at that time.
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The Minimum Wage Can
Be Raised: Lessons from the
1999 Levy Institute Survey
of Small Business

‘Oren M. Levin-Waldman

In a 1999 Levy Institute survey of small businesses, more than three-quarters
of the firms surveyed said their employment practices would not be affected by
an increase in the minimum wage to $6.00. Their response makKes it clear that
the minimum can be raised to at least that level, The question now becomes
how high can it be raised before serious employment consequences occur.

It is not uncommon for those opposed to increases in the minimum wage to allege that
srnall businesses are likely to be hurt because the increase reduces their already relatively low
prefit margins and then they are forced to lay off workers. However, in a survey of small busi-
ness conducted in 1998 at the Levy Institute, most of the respondents said that their hiring
and employment practices were not affected by the most recent minimutn wage increase (10
$5.15 per hour in September 1997) and would not be affected if the minimum wage were’
increased to $6.00 (Levin-Waldman and McCarthy 1998). Although there is a vast literature
that details adverse employment consequences (for example, Kosters and Welch 1972; Welch
1974, 1978; Meyer and Wise 1983; Neumark and Wascher 1992), the findings of the 1998 sur-
vey are consistent with studies that show that minimum wage increases have not had such
consequences (most notably, Card and Krueger 1995, 1998). Moreover, other studies suggest
‘that, contrary to the common supposition that youth’ and students are hurt, minimum wage
increases actually shift employment toward them, especially in the fast-food industry (Lang
and Kahn 1998), and that since 1980 the declining value of the minimum wage has been a
contributing factor to increasing wage incquality, especially among women (Fortin and
Lernieux 1997).
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Oren M. Levin-Waldman is a resident scholar at The Jerome Levy Economics [nstitute.
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Such findings, in addition to concerns about the declining value of the minimum wage, have
no doubt contributed to a riew receptiveness among some economists and policymakers to mini-
mum wage increases. However, a question still remains as to whether there is a limit to how far the
minimurm can be raised, that is, a question as to whether there is a “tipping point” at which con-
siderable negative cmployment consequences will begin to occur. Even Card and Krueger recognize
there is a limit, although they note that it has not yet been reached as the current minimum is well
below the market-clearing wage. The responses to the 1998 Levy Institute survey suggest that $6.00
per hour is safely below the tipping point. In our initial report we therefore recommended that, at
-] the very least, the minimum wage should be raised to $6.00 and thereafter increased by indexation,
' preterably to some productivity measure (Levin-Waldman 1998). '

The Survey

A‘ second small business survey was conducted by the Levy Institute in 1999. The survey asked
questions about hiring and employment practices, educational and training preferences, wage
structure, views of the role of government, and knowledge and use of various hiring and training
incentive programs. The second survey was constructed to find out more about how small
businesses are responding to changes in the welfare law and how various macroeconomic variables
“affect the health of small businesses. Both the 1998 and the 1999 surveys were conducted by tele-
phone during the winter. The 1998 sample was a stratified, random sample across industry types
of 560 firms with 1 to 500 employees. The 1999 sample was a nationally representative, simple, ran-
dom sample across industry types of 536 small businesses employing between 5 and 500 workers.
In the 1998 sample 65 percent of firms had between 5 and 500 employees—-the number of work-
ers employed by firms in the 1999 survey.! Because of the small sample size, the findings cannot be
said to represent the viewpoint of small business in general, but they do serve as a nonanecdotal
indicator of the preferences of small firms.

In both the 1998 and 1999 surveys, we asked firms whether an increase in the minimum wage
to $6.00 per hour would affect their overall hiring or ernployment decisions. The percentage of firms
that responded they would beé affected declined from 20.7 percent in 1998 to 13.4 percent in 1999.
When asked in the 1999 survey about an increase to $7.25 per hour,? 35.8 percent said they would
be affected. The leap in percentage of affected firms at a wage of $7.25 suggests that although there
may be room to raise the minimum wage above $5.15 per hour, there are limits to how high it can
be raised.

Much of the conventional literature on the mipimum wage maintains that minimum wage
increases produce negative employment consequences and that these consequences are most pro-
nounced for teenagers. According to this literature, businesses affected by the minimum wage will
lay off workers. Of the 72 firms (13.4 percent of the total number surveyed) that stated their hiring
and employment would be affected by an increase of the minimum wage to $6.00 per hour, 11
(15.3 percent) said they would be forced to lay off workers; the remainder would choose a differ-
ent course of action (see Table 1). Over 40 percent of the affected firms at both wage rates would
limit their total number of employees by hiring fewer additional workers rather than by laying off
current workers.
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There are some interesting differences between changes in hiring and employment practices in
response to an increase to $6.00 and those in response to an increase to $7.25:

» The percentage of firms that would hire adults over teenagers drops from 5.6 percent at $6.00
to 3.1 percent at $7.25. -

» The percentage of firms that would hire more experienced workers over less experienced
almost triples from 5.6 percent at $6.00 to 15.1 percent at $7.25.

= The percentage of firms that would lay off current workers rises from 15.3 percent at $6.00 t
18.2 percent at $7.25. :

The increase in the percentage that would lay off workers is important to note in trying to deter-
mine how severe any adverse employment consequences might be. There are several ways to measure
such disemployment effects. One way is to measure
the proportion of firms that would lay off workersas
a result of a rise in the minimum wage. At $6.00 the

Table 1 Changes in Hiring and Employment Practices as a Result of
an Increase in the Minimum Wage, 1999 Survey

disemployment effect would be 2.0 percent of firms Increase to Increase to
dand at $7.25 i 1d be 6.5 percent $6.00 per Hour $7.25 per Hour
surveyed and at $7.25 it would be 6.5 percent. (Percent)e (Percent)?

Another way is to measure the proportion of
workers who would lose their jobs as a result of a

Waould hire adult workers over
teenage workers 5.6 3l

rise in the minimum wage. A way to calculate this
is to look at the number of laid-off workers rela-

Would hire more experienced
workers aver less experienced

workers 5.6 15.1
tive to total number of workers employed. Out of  Would hirc more part-time workers
14,748 workers employed by the 536 businesses in and fewer full-time workers 4.2 3.6
the sample, only 363, or 2.5 percent, were paid th-e w"“]:nlc‘li;:‘:’c‘:";ai‘t‘}l‘:;‘;‘; ‘;’;’k‘xf‘ 42 1
minimum wage. (Only 11.9 percent of the busi- Would hire fewer total workers 47.2 42.7
nesses in the sample had employees currently  would lay off current workers or
earning the minimum wage.) The 15.3 percent of reduce hours 15.3 18.2
employers who indicated that they would either Other (for example, raise prices) 15.3 12.0
Don't know 2.8 2.6

lay off workers or reduce hours at $6.00 per hour
(see Table 1) employed 62 of these minimum
wage workers. If, as a worst case scenario, all these
workers were to lose their jobs, the disemploy-
ment effect is only 0.4 percent (number of laid-
| off workers relative to total number employed). At a minimum of $7.25 per bour, the 18.2
percent of firms that would lay off or reduce hours employed 115 minimum wage workers; the
: disemployment effect under the worst case scenario is only 0.8 percent.
Estimates often place the disemployment effect for teenage workers at 1 to 3 percent for each
10 percent increase in the minimum wage. Given wage increases of 16.5 percent (from $5.15 to
$6.00) and 40.8 percent (from $5.15 to $7.25), the adverse effect among survey respondents, when
| measured using bases of total workers and affected workers, is small (relative to that for teenage
workers). That is, although it is true that the disemployment effect doubles as the minimum wage
’ increascs from $6.00 to $7.25, the effect is smaller than the effect estimated for all teenage workers.

Note: Respondents were asked to indicate the one course of action they were most likely
1o pursue. Percentuges may not toral to 100 because of rounding.

ePercentage of the 72 firms that responded they wuuld be affected by an increase to $6.00.
bPercentuge of the 192 firms that responded they would be uffected by an increase o §7.25.
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Table 2 Firms Affected by Increases in the Minimum Wage,

(For example, a 16.5 percent increase in the minimum wage would be expected to produce a dis-
employment effect between 1.6 and 5.0 percent, and a 40.8 percent increase would be expected to
produce a disemployment effect between 4.1 and 12.2 percent.)

It may be expccted that the higher rise in the minimum wage would have a relatively larger dis-
employment effect. The fact that the results from this survey are smaller than those from others daes
not disprove the conventional theory It rather may indicate that the minimwmn wage has not
reached the tipping point or the level at which it “bites” (Freeman and Freeman 1991; Gordon
1995). If the tipping point would not be reached at $7.25, the argument for raising the minimum
wage becomes even stronger. It may also suggest that something else is at work. '

Wage Contours

An explanation can be found by looking at the effects of minimum wage increases on other seg-
ments of the labor force—those earning wages around the minimurn. In a well-known essay John
Dunlop (1957) suggested that the internal wage structure of a firm was affected as much by exter-
nal as internal forces, and he proposed a theory of wage contours. In essence, the theory posits that
an economy’s overall wage structure can be thought of as a series of wage contours (with a contour
representing a wage or a wage range for a group of
workers with similar characteristics working in

by Entry-Wage Paid o . .
y Entry-Veg _ similar industries). For example, contours might
‘Would Your Firm Would Your Firm g ind
Be Affected by an Be Affected by an be defined as $5.15 (the statutory minimum)},
Entry Wage Increase to $6.007 Increase to $7.252 $5.16 to $6.00, $6.01 to $7.25, and so on. A change
$5.15 in 2 wage rate affects other wages within that wage
Yes 469 719 range (or contour) and also has a ripple effect on
gg 7't know 5}'_2 zg:(l) the contours surrounding it; the pearer to the
45,16 1o $6.00 changed rate, the greater the impact. Thus, the
Yes 25.3 69.5 statutory contour and the contour immediately
No 73.7 29.5 N
Dor't know L1 11 above it will be most affected by changes to the
$6.01 10 7.25 statutory minimum. However, because of the rip-
::es gg.: ;g-g ple effect, employers (and employees) who do not
Dgn,t Know 0.0 0.9 pay (or earn) the minimum wage still have a con-
$7.26 to 8.50 siderable stake in any changes to that wage.
;’;S gg-; ;‘51-; When the responses of the firms in the survey
Dz o't know 0.0 0.0 are viewed in the context of wage contours, they

Note: 64 firms (11.9 percent of firms surveyed) paid $5.15; 95 fiems (17.7 percent of firms
surveyed) paid $5.)6 to $6.00; |12 firms (20.9 percent of firms surveyed) paid $6.01 to
$7.25: 95 firms (17.7 percent of firms surveyed) paid 57.26 to §8.50.

are not so anomalous after all. About half (50.5
percent) of the small businesses surveyed paid an
entry-level wage between $5.15 and $7.25, and
an additional 17.7 percent paid an entry-level
wage between $7.26 and $8.502 The wage contour theory would lead us to expect that an increase
in the minimum wage would affect not only those earning the statutory minimum but also those
earning a wage close to the minimum, particulacly those in the wage range immediately above the
minimum (Spriggs and Klein 1994; Gordon 1996; Levin-Waldman 1999).
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Not surprisingly, the percentage of firms saying that they would be affected by a wage
increase drops as the entry-level wage rises, and the patterns appear 1o offer some support for the
wage contour theory (see¢ Table 2). Firms paying the statutory minimum or immediately above
had the highest percentage saying they would be affected by an increase to $7.25. Of the firms
farther removed from the minimum (those paying $6.01 to $7.25 and $7.26 to $8.50), over 93
percent said they would not be affected by an
 \crease to $6.00, while 58 percent of those paying  Given that more than 60 percent of the small

$6.01 to §7.25 and 85.3 percent of those paying  businesses we spoke to would not be affected by
$7.26 to $8.50 stated they would not be affected by an increase to $7.25, an argument could he made

an increase to $7.25. )
Wage contour theory seems to indicate that since that the bOId step should be taken now, esp ecially

the minimum wage is likely to have its greatest effect - while the economy continues to be strong.
on the contours just above it, it is not at all surprising )

that the disemployment effect should drop for employees of firms affected at $7.25. A critical issue

in the minimum wage debate, therefore, is not the level of the statutory minimum itself or the costs

and benefits of an increase in the wage for those earning it, but the impact of an increase in the

minimum wage on firms paying wages around it. And this issue, unfortunately, has received little

attention.

Public Policy

Despite the fact that most small businesses we surveyed would not be affected by an increase in
the minimum wage, even up to $7.25, certain industries appear to be more sensitive to increases than
others. Since the percentage of affected firms increases for a wage of $7.25, it would seem that this
wage is getting closer to the tipping point, the point above which we are likely to see serious discm-
ployment effects. Many municipalities have already enacted living wage ordinances that set 2 min-
imum wage for those doing business with them at around $7.25 per hout. Some set their wages even
higher. However, no disemployment effects have been observed among employees of firms doing
business with these municipalities (Pollifi and Luce 1998).

Such a finding would suggest two possible avenucs for public policy. At the very least the min-
imum wage could be raised to $6.00; this would have the advantage of affecting a smaller pexcent-
age of businesses than if the wage were raised to $7.25, but would have the disadvantage of falling
somewhat below the level of a “living wage.” The other is to take the bold step and raise the min-
imumn wage to $7.25 and then tie any future increases to some index. Given that more than 60 per-
cent of the small businesses we spoke to would not be affected by an increase to $7.25, an argument
could be made that the bold step should be taken now, especially while the economy continues to
be strong. The relatively low estimated disemployment effects make the argument for the bold step
even stronger. : N

The fact that a majority of the businesses we surveyed indicated they would not be affected by
a wage increase to $7.25 is an indication that the curreat minimum wage is below the
market-clearing wage. However, we can expect that disemployment effects will increase as the wage
approaches a market-clearing wage.
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The survey data also suggest the need for more research on wage contours to place the debate
about the minimum wage inr a larger context. For t00 long, discussion of the minimum wage has
been narrowly framed in terms of a trade-off between youth disemployment effects and potential
benefits to the poor. :

' The minimum wage was originally conceived as an element of macroeconomic policy with the
goal of building up depressed wages and prices. As a society, we have an economic and moral
intetest in ensuring that those who work earn a wage that allows them to live in dignity above the
poverty line. With appropriate consideration given to wage structure and employment
consequences, the minimum wage can be used to boost incomes for those at the low end of the
wage scale, Today there is the additional concern of growing wage inequality, and research into the
relationship between the minimum wage and wage contours could provide some insight into
means of narrowing the wage gap.

Notes

1. Although statistically the two samples arc not strictly comparable because they were drawn from different
(though not mutually exclusive populations) and there was some¢ variation in the questions, there is
enough overlap so that we can still derive valid information by looking at the responses to similar ques-
tions in the two surveys.) t

2. The rate of §7.25 was chosen because it is a rate often put forth by living wage proponents as the wage that
would be necessary to provide an acceptable standard of living.

3. The rate of $8.50 per hour was chosen as defining the next wage contour because it is the same dollar
increase above $7.25 as $7.25 is above $6.00 (51.25).
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TECHNICAL NOTE

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT BECAUSE OF THE NEWNESS OF THE
RECENT INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE THERE ARE ANOTHER 2
MILLION WORKERS WITH REPORTED EARNINGS OF $5.00 PER HOUR.

 THE MAJORITY OF THESE WORKERS ARE PROBABLY ALSO RECEIVING
THE MINIMUM WAGE.
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MINIMUM WAGE FACTS
ACCORDING TO BLS DATA, 2 MILLIOKN WORKERS EARN $5.15.

THERE ARE 12 MILLION WORKERS MAKING BETWEEN $5.15 AND $6.14
WHO WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSED MINIMUM
WAGE INCREASE.

THREE-QUARTERS (74%) OF THOSE WORKERS WHO WOULD BENEFIT
FROM THIS MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE ARE ADULTS OVER THE AGE
OF 20. ' '

THREE-FIFTHS (60%) OF THOSE WORKERS WHO WOULD BENEFIT
FROM THIS MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE ARE WOMEN.

ABOUT TWO-FIFTHS (40 %) OF THE WORKERS WHO WOULD BENEFIT
FROM A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE ARE SOLE BREAD WINNERS IN
THEIR HOUSEHOLD.

THE PROPOSED MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE WILL RESTORE THE REAL
VALUE OF THE MINIMUM WAGE TO THE LEVEL IT HAD IN 1981 WHEN
PRESIDENT REAGAN TOOK OFFICE. DURING PRESIDENT REAGAN’S
EIGHT YEARS IN OFFICE, THE REAL VALUE OF THE MINIMUM WAGE
FELL MORE THAN 25 PERCENT.

A WORKER WORKING FULL-TIME AT THE CURRENT MINIMUM WAGE
HAS AN ANNUAL INCOME OF $10,712. IF THAT WORKER WORKED ONLY
HALF-TIME THEIR ANNUAL INCOME WOULD BE $5356. ABOUT 48
PERCENT OF THOSE WORKERS WHO WOULD BENEFIT FROM AN
INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE WORK FULL-TIME.

WITH THE PROPOSED NEW MINIMUM WAGE A WORKER WORKING
FULL-TIME WOULD HAVE AN ANNUAL INCOME OF $12,792. THIS IS $2(@0
MORE PER YEAR.

WITH THE PRESIDENT’S EXPANSION OF THE EARNED INCOME TAX
CREDIT(EITC), THE MINIMUM WAGE AND THE EITC BRINGS A FAMILY
OF THREE OUT OF POVERTY IF THE PARENT WORKS FULL-TIME. A
FURTHER, EXPANSION OF THE MINIMUM WAGE WOULD LIFT EVEN
MORE FAMILIES FROM POVERTY.

THE POVERTY LINE FOR A FAMILY OF THREE IN 1997 WAS $12,803.

THE POVERTY LINE FOR A FAMILY OF FOUR IN 1997 WAS $16,404.
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON INCREASING THE MINIMUM WAGE

Q1. Congress raised the minimum wage by 50 cents in 1996 and by 40 cents on
September 1, 1997. Is this a good time to be raising the minimum wage again?

A1. 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 an hour. But there are still millions of
workers 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.

In addition, the minimum wage is still low compared to its historical value -- we have
yet to make up for the inflation of the 1980's that eroded the real value of the minimum
wage. This erosion can also be seen when you compare the minimum wage to the
average wage. The minimum wage was generally worth more than 50 percent of the
national average hourly wage during the 1950's and 1960's and 46 percent in the
1970's. Yet the 1980's and 1990's have seen the value of the minimum wage decline
to near 40 percent of the average wage.

Q2. What exactly is the President’s proposal?

A2. The President's proposal would increase the minimum wage from $5.15 to $6.15
~an hour over two years, through a 50-cent increase on January 1, 1999 and a 50-cent
increase on January 1, 2000.  For someone who works full-time, thls minimum wage
_increase will mean an additional $2 ,000 a year. - o o

Q3. Isn’t the minimum wage still very low in historical terms?

A3. Yes. Between 1966 and 1996, the minimum wage averaged $5.53 an hour (in
1996 dollars). The value of the minimum wage reached its peak in 1968 at $7.21.
Today, even after the 90-cent increase that President Clinton pushed through
Congress, the minimum wage is only $5.15 an hour. President Clinton’s new pro- .
posal to increase the minimum wage by $1 in two equal steps -- combined 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.
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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.

Q4. When the current minimum wage is combined with food stamps and the
EITC, isn’t it enough to lift even a family of four out of poverty?

A4. Yes, but historically the minimum wage alone has been enough to lift a family out of
poverty -- without resorting to help from the government. The minimum wage no longer
lifts a family of two out of poverty. Yetin 1968, a family of four could be supported
above the poverty threshold by the earnings of one full-time minimum wage worker.

We should not be satisfied with bare subsistence incomes for the working poor. Full-
time workers who are supporting families should be able to lift themselves out of
poverty. To do that, we need to continue to make work pay by assuring that the
minimum wage is a livable wage.

Q5. Who will benefit from a minimum wage increase?

AS5. A higher minimum wage will help 12 million Americans -- mostly adult workers
trying to support their families. According to data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
12 million hourly paid workers earn between $5.15 and $6.14 an hour and would
directly benefit from this raise. Three-quarters (74%) of the workers who would benefit
~ are adults, age 20 or over, and three-fifths (60%) are women, many of whom are trying
to raise their family on $5.15 an hour. About two-fifths of the workers who will benefit
from the increase are the sole wage earner in their household. The average minimum-
wage worker brings home half of his or her family’s income. '

A higher minimum wage will help 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 of working families out of poverty. Today, with the 1996
minimum wage increase and the expanded EITC, parents who work full-time do not
“have to bring up their children in poverty. This new 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. _
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Q6. Aren’t most minimum wage earners women? Won't they get the greatest
benefit from a raise?

A6. Yes, about 60 percent of minimum wage earners are women, so a raise could help
reduce the gender gap in wages.

Q7. But won’t a raise cause job losses?

A7. Evidence from the last minimum wage increase is clear: 10 million workers got a
raise and no jobs were lost. The last minimum wage increase provided a pay raise to
10 million workers, and since the President signed the minimum wage increase into law
in August 1996, the economy has created new jobs at an historically high pace of
250,000 per month; the inflation rate has declined from 2.9 percent to 1.7 percent; and
the unemployment rate has fallen to 4.7 percent -- its lowest level in 25 years. For
teenagers, African-Americans, and women, unemployment is down and employment
rates are up.

This is consistent with empirical evidence that shows moderate minimum wage
increases do not cost jobs. 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 shows
that state minimum wage increases did not result in any job loss.

Q8. The 50-cent increase in 1996 had a statistically significant negative effect on
the employment of young black men. Won’t another increase worsen their
5|tuat|on'?

A8 Unemployment for young black men is too high, though it has fallen over the last
five years by 5.5 percentage points (1992-1997; 16-19 year olds). Also, there has been
improvement in the employment rate of young black men who have dropped out of high
school (16-24.year olds). Their employment rate has risen 5.7 percent over the last five
years.

The problems faced by young African-American men in our economy are complicated,
but they are certainly not caused by the minimum wage. Keeping wages low will not
solve these problems. The solution will come from a growing economy, enhanced
education and training opportunities, and full enforcement of civil rights laws.
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Q9. Many States that are putting welfare recipients to work find that they can
barely afford to pay the current minimum wage. If we raise the minimum wage
any higher, won’t we undermine the states’ welfate-to-work efforts? Won’t
private-sector employers be more reluctant to hire welfare recipients?

A9. As people move from welfare to work, one of the most important lessons they can
learn is that work pays. Raising the minimum wage is a signal that the nation should
reward —- and not hold back --- people who try their best to work hard and play by the
rules. Welfare recipients should not be excepted from that ideal.

New block grant rules and declining caseloads have resulted in many states having
more flexible resources and additional funds available per welfare household this fiscal
year. A report by a House Ways and Means subcommittee shows that last year the
typical state received a 56% increase in available funding per recipient family over 1994
levels. In addition, states may use their state-only welfare funds to serve a variety of
needs and special populations. States have substantial available resources.

The President proposed and won passage of the Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge
which will make $3 billion available over three years to state and localities for the
purpose of placing the hardest-to-serve recipients into lasting jobs. The President also
proposed and won passage of a “super” Work Opportunity Tax Credit for long-term
recipients. Employers could receive a credit equal to 50% of the first $10,000 in wages
for each of two years, making for a maximum credit to private-sector employers of
$10,000, as opposed to $2,100 under the regular WOTC.

In light of all these additional resources and incentives to employ welfare recipients, it
“will be difficult to argue that a moderate increase in the minimum wage will interfere with
the transition from welfare to work.

NOTE: At current benefit levels, a number of states (see attached list) will not
be able to meet minimum wage requirements for WTW recipients. In addition,
some employers (public and private) will say that the skill level of many WTW
recipients is so low that they cannot afford to hire them at any amount over
$5.15 an hour (although they make this argument each time the minimum wage
is debated). Thus, pressure may be generated for an exemption from FLSA
coverage or a WTW sub-minimum wage -- as happened with tipped workers
and youth in the last legislative amendment to increase the minimum wage.
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Q10. Isn’t it unprecedented to raise the minimum wage so soon after : nother
increase?

A10. Mere questions of timing should not determine whether the lowest pz  wort "3
in our society receive a well-deserved raise. If there is a need for an increz "2, anc
economic and labor market conditions can support giving an increase, the  itis 2=
appropriate time to raise the minimum wage. In addition, it is not. uncomm- .1 for
Congress to legislate multi-year increases to restore the minimum wage to its proper
level. For example, Congress legislated increases three years in a row in :974-1¢76
and four years in a row in 1978-1981.

NOTE: The April 8, 1974 amendments resulted in three generally applicable
increases in May 1974, January 1975, and January 1976. This was followed by
the 1977 amendments which were enacted on November 1 and whase first
increase was effective January 1978. Thus there were two years between the
fwo increases -- the shortest span to date between two increases mandated by
two different legislated amendments.
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[ Description

Estimated Cost

| Comrﬁents

Tax-Law Provisions

Small business
equipment deduction

L onr
s

Accelerate $17,500 to
$25,000 increase in
allowable first year
deduction for
equipment purchase

by small businesses.
$25,000 deduction to,
be allowed in 2003 A
per 1996 MW act. /8 z

1999: $19,000
2000: $20,000 -
2001: $24,000
2003: $25,000
(?7)Estimated 5 year
revenue loss in 1996
was $1.6 billion

How this is
accelerated has big
impact. We are
probably OK if it is
paid for.

R&D experimentation
tax credit

Extend Credit for
research and
experimentation, due
to expire June 30,
1999, for one year.
(Our budget extends
through June 30,
2000) Credit was
extended in through
May 31, 1997 in 1996
MW Act.

$2.1 billion loss over
five years from 1 year
extension.

OK for permanent
extension.

WOTC

A

Make permanent. Due
to expire June 30,
1999. Our proposal is
to extend to June 30,
2000.

$415 million loss over
five years from 1 year
extension.

We should resist
making it permanent,
as it 1s a new program
and we should assess
its effectiveness
before committing to
it permanently.

Self-employed health
insurance deduction

Accelerate 100
percent health
deduction for self-
employed, currently

due to occur in 2005.

$2.5 billion over 5
years ?

Not great, but just

acceleration OK 1f
paid for. Costisa
factor.
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Reduce FUTA tax
from 0.8 percent to
0.6 percent.

S

N
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$1.3 — $1.6 billion.

S

Very expensive.
Doing this
independently of other
Administration-
supported Ul changes
weakens the ability to
achieve broad-based
UI reforms and would
conflict with the
President’s budget.

Tax Deduction for
business meals

Increase somehow-
once was 100 percent,
now 50 percent. They
want 80 percent.

Oppose.

Business meals for H.R. 3667, McCrery- V) W) Oppose.
small businesses Tanner (introduced '}w"‘: \v N
4/1/98) 9
Reduce max tax rate | Limit tax on small 77 Oppose.
for small business business to 34 percent
on net taxable income
Subchapter S Raise ceiling on Oppose as
corporations number allowed on unnecessary. The
board to qualify ? ceiling on the number
. 6\ & \b of shareholders
W \(\ allowed inan S
p&; | N Corporation was
/\U‘ raised from 35 to 75
7 last year.
Independent Make it easier to /1 We could support the
contractors characterize what are \

now “‘employees” as
“independent
contractors.”

Kleczka bill with
Wﬂm
¢ oppose other bills.

Pension incentives

W

H.R. 1590,
Gejdenson-Gephardt-
Bonior-Rangel-Clay
(introduced 4/28/99)

We are generally 7
favorable to 1t, 0
although we do have
concerns about a
handful of provisions,
some of which are

quite controversial.
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Pension changes to
section 415

(a)
(a)
income
calculation
(c)
employer pension
plans

2
|/ high 3 years
‘/‘raising the corporat

aggregating mult-
g V% L.

W By

We could use more
e information on these.

Labor-Law Provisions

Anti-Ergo

Delay or prohibit
OSHA rulemaking on
ergonomics. Bond and
Blunt bills.

Oppose.

Bonus

Reduces overtime pay
by excluding bonuses
form the calculation
of base pay.

Oppose.

Volunteers

Allow workers to
volunteer to work for
their employers.

Oppose.

Inside sales overtime

Make salespeople
who work inside
exempt from overtime
rules in FLSA, like
door-to-door
salespeople.

Oppose.

Helpers

Norwood bill H.R.
1012 “provides for the
creation of an
additional category of
laborers or mechanics
known as helpers
under the Davis-
Bacon Act.”

Oppose.

Project Labor
Agreements

Tim Hutchinson bill,
S.1194, "prohibits
discrimination in
contracting on
federally funded
projects on the basis
of certain labor
policies of potential
contractors."

Oppose.




Contractor Repeal or block Oppose.
Responsibility proposed regulation

that would allow

contracting officer to

take into

consideration

contractors record of

obeying the law.

Indexing Quinn bill. We are not opposed to
indexing in principle,
but would examine it
in its particular
circumstances.

Wages paid to tipped | Maintain amount Oppose.

employees employers must pay

tipped employers at
$2.15.

Youth subminimum
training wage

a8

Such a subminimum
has been authorized
and assessed in the
past. Virtually no one
adopted it. We would
oppose.

Subminimum wage
for former welfare
recipients

We already have the
Welfare-to-Work tax
credit that effectively
achieves this hiring
incentive for
employers. Oppose as
unnecessary (not to
say punitive).

Lower wage increase
or extended time
frame for wage
increase

Oppose.

Credit health
insurance premiums
to minimum wage
obligation

Unlikely to support.

Amish child labor bill

Oppose. Single-
agency veto threat by
DOL.




Comp Time

Reduce employers’
overtime pay
requirements through
comp time or flex-
time changes.

Oppose.




Proposal Description Estimated Cost Comments
Tax-Law Provisions
Small business Accelerate $17,500 to | 1999: $19,000 How this is

equipment deduction

$25,000 increase in
allowable first year
deduction for
equipment purchased
by small businesses.
$25,000 deduction to
be allowed in 2003
per 1996 MW act.

2000: $20,000
2001: $24,000
2003: $25,000
(?)Estimated 5 year
revenue loss in 1996
was $1.6 billion

accelerated has big
impact. We are
probably OK if it is
paid for.

R&D experimentation
tax credit

Extend Credit for
research and
experimentation, due
to expire June 30,
1999, for one year.
(Our budget extends
through June 30,
2000) Credit was
extended in through
May 31, 1997 in 1996
MW Act.

$2.1 billion loss over
five years from 1 year
extension.

OK for permanent
extension.

WOTC Make permanent. Due | $415 million loss over | We should resist
to expire June 30, five years from | year | making it permanent,
1999. Our proposal is | extension. as it is a new program
to extend to June 30, and we should assess
2000. its effectiveness
before committing to
it permanently.
Self-employed health | Accelerate 100 $2.5 billion over 5 Not great, but just

insurance deduction

percent health
deduction for self-
employed, currently
due to occur in 2005.

years ?

acceleration OK if
paid for. Costisa
factor.




FUTA tax

Reduce FUTA tax
from 0.8 percent to
0.6 percent.

$1.3 — $1.6 billion.

Very expensive.
Doing this
independently of other
Administration-
supported Ul changes
weakens the ability to
achieve broad-based
UI reforms and would
conflict with the
President’s budget.

Tax Deduction for Increase somehow- $3 billion Oppose.
business meals once was 100 percent,
now 50 percent. They
want 80 percent.
Business meals for H.R. 3667, McCrery- Oppose.
small businesses Tanner (introduced
4/1/98)
Reduce max tax rate | Limit tax on small 277 Oppose.
for small business business to 34 percent
on net taxable income
Subchapter S Raise ceiling on Oppose as
corporations number allowed on unnecessary. The
board to qualify ? ceiling on the number
of shareholders
allowed inan S
Corporation was
raised from 35 to 75
last year.
Independent Make it easier to We could support the
contractors characterize what are Kleczka bill with
now “employees” as minor modifications.
“independent We oppose other bills.
contractors.”
Pension incentives H.R. 1590, We are generally

Gejdenson-Gephardt-
Bonior-Rangel-Clay
(introduced 4/28/99)

favorable to it,
although we do have
concerns about a
handful of provisions,
some of which are

'quite controversial.




Pension changes to
section 415

(@)

(a)
income
calculation

(c)
employer pension
plans

high 3 years
raising the corporat

aggregating mult-

We could use more
s information on these.

Labor-Law Provisions

Anti-Ergo

Delay or prohibit
OSHA rulemaking on
ergonomics. Bond and
Blunt bills.

Oppose.

Bonus

Reduces overtime pay
by excluding bonuses
form the calculation
of base pay.

Oppose.

Volunteers

Allow workers to
volunteer to work for
their employers.

Oppose.

Inside sales overtime

Make salespeople
who work inside
exempt from overtime
rules in FLSA, like
door-to-door
salespeople.

Oppose.

Helpers

Norwood bill H.R.
1012 “provides for the
creation of an
additional category of
laborers or mechanics
known as helpers
under the Davis-
Bacon Act.”

Oppose.

Project Labor
Agreements

Tim Hutchinson bill,
S.1194, "prohibits
discrimination in
contracting on
federally funded
projects on the basis
of certain labor
policies of potential
contractors."

Oppose.




Contractor
Responsibility

Repeal or block
proposed regulation
that would allow
contracting officer to
take into
consideration
contractors record of
obeying the law.

Oppose. ‘

Indexing Quinn bill. We are not opposed to
indexing in principle,
but would examine it
in its particular
circumstances.

Wages paid to tipped | Maintain amount Oppose.

employees employers must pay

tipped employers at
$2.15.

Youth subminimum
training wage

Such a subminimum
has been authorized
and assessed in the
past. Virtually no one
adopted it. We would
oppose.

Subminimum wage
for former welfare
recipients

We already have the
Welfare-to-Work tax
credit that effectively
achieves this hiring
incentive for
employers. Oppose as
unnecessary (not to
say punitive).

Lower wage increase
or extended time
frame for wage
increase

Oppose.

Credit health
insurance premiums
to minimum wage
obligation

Unlikely to support.

Amish child labor bill

‘Oppose. Single-

agency veto threat by
DOL.




Comp Time

Reduce employers’
overtime pay
requirements through
comp time or flex-
time changes.

Oppose.
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July 17,1998 Issue Brief #127
FINALLY, REAL WAGE GAINS

Lower unemployment, higher minimum wage
spur recent wage growth

by Lawrence Mishel, Jared Bernstein, and John Schmitt

By many important indicators, the American economy is soaring. Unemployment in
early 1998 fell to its lowest point in 30 years, real wages for most workers are finally
on the rise, and even productivity — a broad measure of the efficiency of the iabor
force — is speeding up. Yet even with these recent gains, the pay of the typical
worker in mid-1998 is still not as high as it was in 1989, the year of the last business
cycle peak. Moreover, these recent wage gains, dependent upon current tight labor
markets, low inflation, and one-time increases in the minimum wage, are unlikely to
withstand the inevitable shift in the business cycle.

In other words, recent trends provide little basis for optimism that America has
permanently turned the corner on wages.

The good news of 1996-98

Wage growth on an inflation-adjusted basis from 1996 through the first half of 1998
has been both strong and equalizing (see the table on the following page) and far
better than in the earlier portion of this business cycle from 1989 to 1996. For
example:

+ Real wages grew 2.6% per year for the typical (50th percentile) worker,
reversing declines of 0.8% per year from 1989 to 1996.

« Real wages grew 4.1% per year for low-wage (20th percentile) male workers
and 2.0% per year for the median male workers, indicating a narrowing of the
wage gap between middle- and low-wage men. By contrast, male wages at
the 20th and 50th percentiles fell about 1% per year in the 1989-96 period.

¢ While wages fell for low- and middle-wage female workers at an annual rate
of 0.2% from 1989 to 1996, they reversed course and grew at annual rates of
2.7% and 2.6% respectively over the last year and a half.

+ Wages for high-wage male and female workers also grew relatively quickly in
the 1996-98 period, but in both cases wage growth at the 90th percentile was
slower than that at the 20th.

6/21/99 11:38 AM
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‘Hourly wages* (1998 dollars)
Al '

rcentiy e

percentile - 679 663 03 36 03
90th percentile $2641 $2644° $2220 04 27, 03
S0thpercentile 1322 1226, 1263 44 2. .05
20th percentile o182 132 e 08 41; 0.1;
fomale R | :
90th percentile | $19.55  $20.59 © $21.14 0.7 18 0.9
50th percentile . 966 951, 988 02 26 - 03
20th percentile . 625 615 64 02 27 03

Real minimum wage* (1998 $4.30 8453 $515. 05 9. 19
Consumer price index* - 124 1569 1624~ 34 2.3 3.2
* Annualized percent changes.

* These columns reflect seasonally adjusted data for the first six months of 1998.

** Percentage-point changes.
Source: State of Working America 1998-99 (fothcoming).

This pattern of growth indicates a narrowing of the wage gap between the top and
the bottom of the wage scale, an uncharacteristic pattern given inequality’s
persistent increase over the past two decades. The gap between the top and the
middle, however, continues to expand for men.

The other panels in the table show the primary factors responsible for the recent
growth spurt of real wages: falling unemployment, the increase in the
inflation-adjusted value of the minimum wage, and an unexpected decline in the
growth of inflation.

The role of low unemployment

The overall unemployment rate was 4.5% in the first half of 1998, down almost a fuil
percentage point since 1996. Moreover, this 0.9-point decline overall was
accompanied by larger declines among groups of workers who are traditionally
further down the hiring queue. For example, the unemployment rate for African
Americans and Hispanics fell by 1.5 and 2.0 points over this recent period. Looking
at a particularly disadvantaged group — young (18-35), minority high school
graduates — reveals an even larger decline of 3.5 percentage points for young
blacks. Of course, even with these large declines, unemployment rates for young
minority workers are still many times higher than the overall rate (e.g., the
unemployment rate for young African Americans with a high school degree was
more than three times that of whites in each of the years shown). Nevertheless,
these recent improvements provide clear evidence that persistently tight labor
markets have greatly increased the employment opportunities of the least well-off.
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The role of a higher minimum wage

The Congress mandated two $0.90 increases in the federal minimum wage in the
1990s, the first of which was implemented in 1990/91, the second in 1996/97. By
1996 inflation had eroded much of the value of the first increase, but the second
increase, which raised the real value of the minimum wage 9% per year over the
1996-98 period, clearly helped to lift wages at the lower end of the wage scale.

The role of lower inflation

Inflation, as measured by the annualized growth rate of the consumer price index,
grew by 3.4% per year in the 1989-96 period but slowed to 2.3% in 1996-98. This
unexpected deceleration in inflation means that wage increases given by employers
simply to offset anticipated higher inflation have translated into real wage increases.
Thus, some of the wage growth over the past year and a half is a result of inflation
temporarily growing more slowly than expected. As inflationary expectations begin
to conform more closely to the actual path of price growth, real wage growth is likely
to slow down.

These recent wage and employment trends are a welcome reversal of the long-term
trend toward rising inequality despite overall economic growth. This long-term
problem has led numerous analysts to view low unemployment levels as well as
increases in the minimum wage as desirable policies that could be implemented
without adversely affecting the economy or hurting the workers they are meant to
help. As the data in the table show, low unemployment has not led to runaway
inflation, nor has the increase in the minimum wage hurt the job prospects of
low-wage workers.

But will these positive trends continue? Unfortunately, the fundamental problems
that have kept working families from realizing their share of the benefits of economic
growth and that have led to widespread wage erosion for most of the past two
decades have not been corrected. They have simply been temporarily suppressed
by low unemployment and, for low-wage workers, a federally mandated wage
increase.

Because of the long-term erosion of the institutions that have historically protected
workers from the vicissitudes of market forces, along with the increased adversity of
such forces, the typical American worker has less bargaining power than ever
before. At the moment, tight labor market are substituting for these eroded
protections, but business cycles inevitably come to an end. When unemployment
begins to rise, the gains documented above will aimost certainly prove to be short

lived.
Hourly productivity and compensation growth in the 1990s
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The bigger picture of the 1989-98 business cycle

Our examination of the past few years provides important insights into the
short-term condition of the economy and underscores the importance of low
unemployment. But to accurately assess the economy, it is best to examine an
entire business cycle (in this case 1989-98) and compare it to trends in other cycles.

From this perspective, the typical worker has lost ground since 1989, the last
business cycle peak, and the typical male worker is still well behind his
pre-recession wage level. The final column in the tabie shows the annualized
percent change in wages over the 1989-98 period. Despite the growth since 1996,
the wage of the median male has fallen 0.5% per year since 1989, representing a
decline of $0.59 per hour. Clearly, most of the damage was done in the 1989-96
period, when the median male wage fell 1.1% annually. Strong growth in the recent
period has helped low-wage male workers regain much of the ground lost over the
1989-96 period; their wage in the first half of 1998 was only slightly below that of
1989,

The wage of the median female worker, which rose consistently over the 1980s, fell
0.2% per year from 1989 to 1996. The increase over the last 18 months, however,
led to a 0.3% annual growth rate over the full period. A similar pattern prevailed for
low-wage female workers.

At the top of the wage scale, the wage of the 90th percentile worker grew more

quickly for both men and women over the full 1989-98 period than it did for other

groups. Thus, despite the equalizing pattern of wage growth in the very recent past,

wage inequality has continued to grow for both men and women, as workers at the

Lop of the wage scale have pulied away from both those in the middle and at the
ottom.

Adding fringe benefits to these wage data does not brighten the picture. Although
the compensation (wages plus benefits) of the median worker is not directly
available, assigning the average benefit package to the median worker in
proportional terms (which certainly overstates the typical worker's benefits) reveals
that the typical worker actually lost more in terms of compensation than in terms of
wages. For example, the inflation-adjusted decline in the median wage for all
workers was 3.2% from 1989 to 1997; the fall in median compensation was 4.2%
(the most recent data of this type are for 1997).

It is also important to put recent wage gains into the context of the overall growth of
the economy. As the accompanying figure shows, productivity grew 9% from 1989
to 1997, while the compensation of the typical worker, and particularly that of the
median male worker, actually fell (these data are available only through 1997).
Thus, the pay of the typical worker has lagged far behind the capacity of the
economy to pay more.

Conclusion

The wage trends of the 1990s, despite dramatic improvements in recent months,
have still left many workers behind their pre-recession levels. In this regard, getting
back to the level of 1989 serves as a minimal benchmark, but even this measure of
success sets a low standard given the higher productivity of the 1990s economy.
Certainly the median worker has played a nontrivial role in the 9% increase in
productivity over the 1990s, and one might expect his or her compensation to reflect
that growth. By this measure, the economy’s performance falls short.

Danielle Gao provided research assistance for this paper.

The Economic Policy Institute wishes to thank The John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation, the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, and the Rockefeller
Foundation for their support of this publication.
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June 11, 1999

MEMORANDUM FOR: DAVID BEIER (OVP)
BARBARA CHOW (OMB)
JOHN FRASER (DOL)
CAROLINE FREDRICKSON (WH)
SUSAN GREEN (DOL)

CARL HAACKE (NEC)
BRODERICK JOHNSON (WH)
BRIAN KENNEDY (NEC)
LARRY MATLACK (OMB)
JOE MINARIK (OMB)

GERI PALAST (DOL)

BILL SAMUEL (DOL)

KAREN TRAMONTANO (WH)

FROM: BILL DAUSTER
RE: LIVING WAGE
Here are some background materials on living wage campaigns for our meeting

Thursday, June 17, to which I have invited Stephen Kest of ACORN and Chris Owens of
the AFL-CIO.

Attachments
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Acnn N E June 10, 1999

Bill Dauster

Deputy Assistant to the President for Economic Policy
National Economic Council

The White House

OEOB Room 235

Washington DC 20502

Dear Bill:

Enclosed is some background information on living wage campaigns, prepared by ACORN’s
National Living Wage Resource Center. As the material indicates, at this point 33 local
jurisdictions have passed living wage ordinances, and eight states have passed across-the-
board increases in the state minimum wage. (Additional information is available at our web
site: www.acorn.org.)

This is an extremely popular issue; as Bob Kuttner put it in a syndicated column last year,

The living wage campaign, which dates only to 1993, is the most interesting (and
underreported) grassroots enterprise to emerge since the civil rights movement.
Promoted by a loose coalition of community, religious and labor groups, often
spearheaded by ACORN (the Association of Community Organizations for Reform
Now), it signals a resurgence of local activism around pocketbook issues.

We believe that the Administration should support and promote the living wage movement,
which is consistent with and complements your current support for an increase in the federal
minimum wage. Indeed, local living wage campaigns provide a ready-made base of
membership organizations that can be (and in 1996 were) activated to support federal
minimum wage legislation.

When we meet next Thursday we would like to discuss some proposals on how the
Administration could increase the visibility of these campaigns. One suggestion we would
like to pursue is that the President or Vice President participate in an event celebrating a local
living wage victory. In several cities we can identify low-wage workers who have received or
who will soon receive significant pay increases due to a local living wage ordinance. We
could assemble local union, church, community, and public official supporters of the
campaign, along with affected workers, and demonstrate the broad-based support that these
measures enjoy.

Please contact me if you need any additional information. Ican be reached at our Brooklyn
office (718-246-7900, ext. 201) or by e-mail at skest@acorn.org. Thanks for your help in
this matter, and for pulling together next week’s meeting. Ilook forward to seeing you
Thursday.

Sincerely,

Steven Kest
Executive Director

Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now
National Office: 739 8th Street S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003 » 202-547-2500 FAX 202-546-2483
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Summary of ACORN/Labor Living Wage Campaigns

subsidized businesses
to pay a living wage of]|
$8.00/hour ($9.25 if no
health benefits),
provide 12
compensated and 10
unpaid days off per
year.

Strong
community/labor
coalition plans to
move hew campaigns
in Bay Area.

March 1999
City or Type of Description of | Sample Labor
State Campaign [Mechanism Measure (- Timeline Endorsers
Chicago, IL  |corporate legislative Requires city Ordinance passed in [SEIU Local
accountability contractors and July '98 after two and |880,1,7,25,46,73,236
subcontractors to pay |a half year high and Joint Council,
employees at least profile campaign. AFGE Local 1395,
$7.60 an hour. Mayor and council AFSCME Council 31,
opposition overcome |ATU Local 308,
by political pressure |Chicago Fed. of Labor,
to pass living wage UE Dist. Cnecl 11,
bill before voting to  |IBEW Local
raise their own 134&1031, Teamsters
salaries. Coalition Local 705,726,
working with city on |738&743, UAW Reg.
implementation. 4, UFCW Local
881&100A, UNITE,
USWA Local 110
Cook corporate legislative Requires county Pushed by the See Chicago,
County,IL accountability contractors of any size|Chicago Jobs and principally SEIU
to pay employees Living Wage Local 880
working under such {Campaign, the County
contracts at least Board of Supervisors
$7.60 an hour. voted in this policy in
' September, on the
heels of successful
passage in Chicago. )
Boston, MA  |corporate legislative Original bill required [Ordinance passed city |Mass. AFL-CIO,
accountability public contractors and |council 11-1 in Greater Boston Labor
subsidized businesses {summer of '97. Strong { Council, SEIU
to pay a living wage of|community-labor 285&509, UNITE,
$8.23/hr. Amended [coalition credited. IBEW 2222,
version covers Fight to put into effect| Teamsters 25,122,
contractors, in '98 led to amended |379&504
encourages version; Coaltion
commmunity hiring |involved in
and establishes a implementation
community advisory |process and expanded
board with ACORN, |to state min. wage
labor and local and EITC campaign.
business reps.
Oakland, CA |corporate legislative Requires public Ordinance passed city | Alameda County
accountability contractors and council 9-0 March 24. |Central Labor

Council, HERE Local
2850, National
Lawyers' Guild, SEIU
Locals 250, 535, 790
&1877, Teamsters
Local 70, UFCW Local
870




Summary of ACORN/Labor Living Wage Campaigns

living wage initiative
leads to joint Twin
Cities task force
recommendations for
city oouncil living
wage resolutions.

recommendations led
to resolutions in both
cities including
$8.70/hr. living wage
(110% of poverty) for
some subsidzed
employers, pro-labor
language, local hiring
requirements.

March 1999
City or Type of Description of | Sample Labor
State Campaign | Mechanism Measure ++  Timeline Endorsers
Denver, CO corporate legislative Require public Coalition over 40 orgs.|Initiative supporters
accountablility contractors and and churches strong. |included: Denver Area
subsidized businesses |5 of 12 city councilors |Labor Federation,
to pay a living wage of}in support. Council |GCIU Local 440,
$7.9Vhour, require task force to consider. |SEIU Local 105, CWA
reporting Mayor remains Quad 7, AFSCME
requirements and opposed. Campaign to| Regional Council 76,
citizens advisory build political Pipefitters
board. pressure continues.
Philadelphia, |corporate legislative Would require public [Community-labor Greater Philly AFL-
PA accountability contractors and coalition now over 40 |CIO, PA State Labor
subsidized businesses |groups strong; Council{Fed., SEIU Locals
to pay a living wage of|hearings around 668&36, AFSCME
$7.90/hour and hire |ordinance in May and |District Council 47
from the community. {November; Coalition [Exec.Bd. and Locals
continues to build 1723 &2187;
public pressure and |AFSCME DC 33 Exec.
council support for Council and Locals
ordinance through 394, 408, 427, 1637
research, press, voter |&1971, UFCW 1776,
guide, etc. APWU
St. Louis, MO |corporate legislative {Would require public |Corporate 96 initiative
accountability |(then initiative |contractors and accountability supporters included:
if need be) subsidized businesses |campaign coalition Teamsters Joint
to pay a living wage |already at over 20 Council 13, SEIU
and health benefits, |orgs. Aldermanic Local 50&96,
hire from the meetings started. AFSCME Local 410,
community, report on |Have already targeted|Elevator Constructors
jobs and wages, create|high profile subsidy |Local 3, CWA MO Pol.
a community advisory |recipients for jobs, Cmte, UNITE Central
board on business living wage. States Reg, Iron
assistance. Workers 396, IBEW
Local 1, American
Postal Workers Union
Springfield Local.
Albuquerque, | corporate legislative Would require Coalition meeting Bernalillo County
NM accountability subsidized businesses | with city officials; Central Labor
to pay a living wage of|planning to introduce |Council, Operating
$7.91/hr. or $9.16 if no| this year. Organizing |Enigineers Local 953,
health benefits are temp workers covered | AFSCME Local 624,
provided. by proposal. Machinists Local 1635
Minneapolis/ |corporate legislative ACORN's Living Wage Task Involved in process:
St. Paul, MN |accountability unsuccessful 1995 Force St. Paul Trades and

Labor Assembly,
AFSCME Councils 6
& 14, HERE Local 17,
UFCW Local 789,
Minnesota Building
Trades




Summary of ACORN/Labor Living Wage Campaigns

March 1999
City or Type of Description of -Sample Labor
State Campaign | Mechanism Measure % Timeline Endorsers
New Orleans, |minimum initiative Would set city-wide |Twice gathered over |SEIU Local 100,
LA wage minimum wage at 25,000 signatures for |Greater New Orleans
$1.00 above federal |initiative. Campaign |AFL-CIO
minimum wage. scuttled by new state
legislation banning
local wage-raising
efforts. Preparing
lawsuit to challenge
constitutionality of
state law. Economist
and living wage
expert Bob Pollin to .
testify.
Little Rock, corporate legislative Would require city Campaign kicked off |Arkansas Central
AR accountability contractors and in September; two Labor Council, SEIU
subsidized businesses |labor and community- | Local 100
to pay a living wage |endorsed candidates
and hire from the won on living wage
community. platform; Plan to
introduce in council in
1999.
Detroit, MI corporate initiative Requires city Measure passed with |Greater Detroit Metro
accountability |contractors and 81% of the vote on AFL-CIO and 83
subsidized businesses |November 3, 1998. endorsing
to pay a living wage of]| organizations.
at least $8.23 an hour
($10.29 if no health
benefits are offered)
and encourages local
hiring by these
businesses.
Dallas, TX corporate legislative Would require city Campaign in initial |SEIU Local 100

accountability

contractors and
subsidized businesses
to pay a living wage
and hire from the
community.

stages; Building
campaign coalition
and steering
committee.
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Listed below, in reverse chronological order, are examples of local living wage
laws tying wage and/or benefits requirements to government contract eligibility
or other government financial assistance.”

LY

. Somerville, MA (1999) -- In May, the Somerville Board of Aldermen unanimously
passed an ordinance requiring that a living wage be paid to full and part time direct employees of
the City of Somerville, as well as employees of firms carrying out service contracts with the city
for at least $50,000 (this threshold will decrease to $30,000 in 2 years and again to encompass all
contracts valued at $10,000 or more two years after that). The living wage is set at no less than
$8.35 an hour, the poverty line for a family of four (based on 40 hours a week for 50 weeks),
adjusted annually in accordance with the poverty guidelines (Somerville Living Wage Committee,
local labor, Massachusetts AFL-CIO).

. Miami-Dade County, FL (1999) -- In May, the Board of County Commissioners
of Miami-Dade County voted unanimously to enact a living wage ordinance requiring that the
County itself, certain of its service contractors, and airport licensees (for ground service
personnel) pay employees a living wage of no less than $8.56 an hour if employer-paid health
benefits are offered, or $9.81 without health benefits. The ordinance covers the following
categories of county service contracts worth at least $100,000: food preparation and/or
distribution; security services; routine maintenance services such as custodial, cleaning, refuse
removal, repair, refinishing, and recycling; clerical or other non-supervisory office work,
whether lemporary or permanent; transportation and parking services including airport and
seaport services; printing and reproduction services; and, landscaping, lawn, and/or agricultural
services. The ordinance establishes a Living Wage Commission to enhance compliance and
review the effectiveness of the law (South Florida AFL-CIO, Human Services Coalition of Dade
County, Florida Legal Services).

. Cambridge, MA (1999) -- In May, the Cambridge City Council adopted an
ordinance requiring a living wage of at least $10.00 an hour be paid to employees of the City of
Cambridge, as well as to employees of companies or non-profits that enter into service contracts
or subcontracts with the city worth at least $10,000 and to employees of firms that benefit from at
least $10,000 in city subsidies in a year (as well as their tenants and leaseholders). The wage

These summaries are not specific as to some important features such as
exemptions, reporting rcquirements, and enforcement provisions, which vary
significantly among ordinances. For more specific information, contact ACORN or
the organizations listed as responsible for cach victory. In addition, this list does
not include existing or proposed state-wide legislation to impose wage, job creation
benefit or disclosure rcquirements on firms doing business with the states. Such
measures do exist and are being explored, proposed or expanded in states such as
Connecticut, Minnesota, New York, and Montana. Please report any omissions to Jen
Kern at ACORN.




level is to be adjusted yearly in accordance with the area Consumer Price Index. The ordinance
directs the city agencies to report annually on subsidics and establishes a Community Advisory
Board to review and recommend action on waiver requests. (Eviction Free Zone, Carpenters
Local 40, National Lawyers Guild).

. Hayward, CA (1999) -- In April, the Hayward City Council approved the Hayward
Living Wage Ordinance which provided that a living wage be paid to direct employees of the City
of Hayward, as well as employees of certain firms contracting with the city for at least $25,000.
The living wage is set at no less than $8.00 an hour if health benefits are paid to the employees,
or $9.25 per hour if no such benefits are paid. The wage will be upwardly adjusted annually in
accordance with the area cost of living calculation. The contracted service categories covered
under the policy are: automotive repair and maintenance, facility and building maintenance,
janitorial and custodial, landscaping, laundry services, temporary personnel, pest control,
security services, and social service agencies. The ordinance entitles covered workers to a
minimum of 12 paid days oftf and 5 uncompensated days off per year. The ordinance also allows
for the terms of a collective bargaining agreement to provide that said agreement may,supersede
the requirements of the living wage ordinance upon mutual agreement by both parties (Alameda
County Central Labor Council, Hayward Democratic Club).

. Madison, WI (1999) -- In March, the Madison City Council passed an ordinance that
requires employers holding city service contracts (and their subcontractors) worth at least $5,000
and firms receiving $100,000 or more in financial assistance (and their contractors) from the city
to pay employees on city funded projects a living wage of at least $7.91 an hour. The wage will
be upwardly adjusted in two steps to 110% of the federal poverty guidelines for a family of four
by January 1, 2001 and continuing thereafter. City of Madison employees are also covered. The
ordinance also allows that the terms of a collective bargaining agreement may supersede the
requirements of the living wage ordinance (Progressive Dane/New Party, South Central
Federation of Labor).

. Dane County, WI (1999) -- In March, the Dane County Board of Supervisors
passed an ordinance requiring that a living wage be paid to county employees, employees of
county service contractors, subcontractors, and beneficiaries of economic development assistance
of $5,000 or more from the county. The living wage is established at the federal poverty level for
a family of four, currently $8.03 an hour. By July I, 1999 a Living Wage Review Council will
make recommendations on possible adjustments for employers that do not provide health
insurance (Progressive Dane/New Party, South Central Federation of Labor, Developmental
Disabilites Coalition).

. Hudson County, NJ (1999) -- In January, the Hudson County Board of Freeholders
unanimously adopted an ordinance requiring County service contractors employing security, food
service, and janitorial workers to pay all employees working at least 20 hours per week on
County contracts at an hourly rate of pay of 150% of the federal minimum wage, currently $7.73
an hour. Contractors must also provide health benefits and one week paid vacation to these
employees.

. San Jose, CA (1998) -- In November, the San Jose City Council voted to require
companies holding city service contracts worth at least $20,000 to pay those employed on such
contracts a wage of at least $9.50 an hour with health benefits, or $10.75 if the company does not
provide benefits. In addition, the ordinance requires companies seeking these service contracts to
provide assurances of good labor relations and requires certain companies awarded a new
contract by the city to offer jobs to the employees of the city’s former contractor. Employees of
companies receiving direct financial grants from the city valued at $100,000 or more in a year are
also covered. The contracted service categories covered under the policy are: automotive repair
and maintenance, food service, janitorial, landscaping, laundry, office/clerical, parking lot
management, pest control, property maintenance, recreation, secunly shuttle services, street



sweeping, and towing (South Bay AFL-CIO/Working Partnerships USA with ACORN and other
groups).

. Detroit, MI (1998) -- At the ballot box on November 3, Detroit volters
overwhelmingly approved a living wage measure that requires city service contractors or
recipients of city financial assistance worth $50,000 or moreo pay employees a wage equivalent
to the federal poverty line for a family of four, currently $8.35 an hour (the ordinance calculates
the work year at 40 hrs./50 weeks a year), or 125% of the poverty line, $10.44 an hour, if no
health benefits are provided. The ordinance also requires companies to attempt to hire Detroit
residents to fill any new jobs created as a result of the contract or assistance granted by the city
(Metropolitan Detroit AFL-CIO with ACORN and other groups).

. Multnomah County, OR (1998) -- In October, the Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners passed a living wage policy that requires county janitorial and security services
contractors to pay their employees a combined wage and benefit package of $9.00 per hour
(adjusted annually by the Consumer Price Index). The County’s action will also apply to food
service contracts when those are rebid in 2000. In addition, the resolution includes a retention
provision requiring new janitorial contractors to first interview employees of the previous
contractor before hiring new workers. Language in the ordinance commits living wage advocates
and County officials to a joint lobbying effort aimed at increasing state funding sources that
would enable the County to extend the current living wage policy to social service contract
workers (Jobs with Justice, Oregon Public Employees Union Local 503, New Party).

. Boston, MA (1997, amended 1998) -- In September of 1998, the Boston City
Council approved an amended version of an earlier, more comprehensive living wage ordinance.
In its current form, the ordinance requires companies getting city service contracts worth at least
$100,000 (or subcontracts of at least $25,000) to pay their employees a wage at least $8.23 an
hour, equal to the poverty level for a family of four upon date of passage (assuming 40 hrs/50
wks. a yr.), indexed annually on July 1 to whichever is higher of the adjusted poverty guidelines
or 110% of the state minimum wage. The measure also includes community hiring provisions
for both contractors and recipients of subsidies or other financial assistance, requires covered
companies to report on jobs created and wages paid, and creates a Living Wage Advisory
Commitiee to oversee the implementation of the ordinance (ACORN, Greater Boston Labor
Council and the Massachusetts AFL-CIO led the 40-member Boston Jobs and Living Wage
Coalition).

. Pasadena, CA (1998) -- On September 14, the Pasadena City Council adopted a
living wage ordinance which requires city service contractors (with contracts worth at least
$25,000) to pay employees $7.25 per hour, $8.50 if health benefits are not provided. In August,
the Coalition succeeded in getting the City to make a permanent budget adjustment (o provide the
same wage and benefits package to City employees. Coalition set to work on expanding coverage
to recipients of economic development and other city subsidies (Pasadena Living Wage Coalition,
including Clergy and Laity United for Economic Justice).

. Cook County, IL (1998) -- In September, the Cook County Board of
Commissioners passed an ordinance that requires County contractors of any size to pay
employees working under such contracts at least $7.60 an hour (Commissioners Stroger,
I\%zbldonado. and Daley; Chicago Jobs and Living Wage Coalition led by ACORN, SEIU Local
880).

. Chicago, IL (1998) -- In July, the Chicago City Council voted 49-0 to require for-
profit city contractors and subcontractors to pay their workers at least $7.60 an hour in the
following categories: home and health care workers, security guards, parking atiendants, day
laborers, cashiers, elevator operators, custodial workers and clerical workers (Chicago Jobs and



Living Wage Coalition led by ACORN, SEIU Local 880, New Party, Chicago Coalition for the
Homeless).

. San Antonio, TX (1998) -- In July, the San Antonio City Council passed an
ordinance adopting guidelines and criteria pertaining to tax abatements that includes a requirement
for beneficiaries to pay at least 70% of employees in new jobs created at least $9.27 per hour
(non-durable goods manufacturing and service companies; and $10.13/hr for durable goods
manufacturing). The guidelines deem retail industry facilities ineligible for tax abatements. In
addition, businesses may be eligible for more tax abatement if they fill 25% of new jobs created
with economically disadvantaged individuals (COPS/Metro Alliance, San Antonio Central Labor
Council).

. Portland, OR (1996, amended 1998) -- June 1996 City Council ordinance required
city contractors employing janitors, parking lot attendants, temporary clerical services and
security workers to pay their employees $6.75/hour starting July 1, 1996, $7.00/hour in 1997.
April 1998 amendment requires a new wage floor of $7.50 an hour beginning July 1,1998 and
$8.00/hour beginning July, 1999 through the year 2000. In addition, the amendment requires
that such service contractors offer basic medical benefits to their employees performing work for
the City (Jobs with Justice).

. Oakland, CA (1998) -- In March, the Oakland City Council unanimously approved
an ordinance requiring companies or non-profits that enter into service contracts with the city
worth at least $25,000 or and firms that benefit from at least $100,000 in city subsidies in a year
(as well as their tenants and leaseholders) to pay workers a minimum of $9.25 an hour or $8.00
if the firm provides health benefits. The wage level is to be adjusted by April 1 each year in
accordance with the Bay Region Consumer Price Index, bringing the current wage requirements
to $8.35 and $9.60 an hour. The ordinance entitles covered workers to 12 paid days off per
year. The ordinance also allows for the terms of a collective bargaining agreement to provide that
said agreement may supersede the requirements of the living wage ordinance (Oakland Jobs and
Living Wage Campaign led by ACORN and the Alameda County Central Labor Council,
including HERE, SEIU, UFCW, etc.).

. Durham, NC (1998) -- In January, 1998 the Durham City Council passed an
ordinance requiring City service contractors to pay their employees working on city projects an
hourly wage at least equal to the minimum hourly wage rate paid to Durham City employees,
currently $7.55 an hour.

. Duluth, MN (1997) -- In July, 1997, the City Council passed a living wage ordinance
requiring recipients of city economic development assistance of $25,000 or more to pay at least
90% of employees on the assisted project at least $7.25 an hour. ($6.50 with health benefits).
(Coalition led by AFSCME Council 96).

. Milwaukee, WI (1995,1996,1997) -- November 1995 City Council ordinance
requires certain cily service contractors to pay employees at least $6.05/hr, adjusted annually to
the poverty level for a family of three (currently $6.67). Jan. 1996 school board measure requires
all Milwaukee Public School system employees and employees of MPS contractors to be paid
$7.70/hr.  County Board of Supervisors voted in May 1997 to require county contractors to pay
at least $6.25/hr. in the areas of janitorial, security, and parking lot attendant, indexed
increased wages of county employees (Progressive Milwaukee/New Party, Campaign for a
Sustainable Milwaukee).

. New Haven, CT (1997) -- In April, 1997, the Board of Aldermen passed living wage
ordinance requiring city service contractors to pay their employees a wage at least equivalent to
the poverty line for a family of four. The wage will be phased up to 120% of poverty over 5
years beginning July '97. The ordinance also requires such contractors to give first consideration



to referrals from community based hiring halls to fill vacant service positions.
(Labor/community/church coalition led by HERE Locals 34, 35,217 ).

. Los Angeles, CA (1997) -- On March 18, 1997, City Council overwhelmingly
approved a living wage ordinance requiring recipients of public service contracts worth $25,000
or more as well as any business beneliting from a subsidy of at least $1,000,000 in one year or
$100,000 on a continuing annual basis to pay their employees a living wage. The wage --
indexed yearly to the rise in cost of living-- is set at $7.25 an hour plus family health benefits, or
$8.50 without. The wage is to be adjusted annually to correspond with adjustments to retirement
benefits paid to members of the City Employees Retirement System, bringing the current wage
requirements up to $7.39 and $8.64 an hour. Affected workers are entitled to 12 paid days off a
year. The ordinance also allows that a collective bargaining agreement may supersede the
requirements of the living wage ordinance (Los Angeles Living Wage Coalition).

. Minneapolis, MN (1997) -- In March, 1997 city council unanimously passed a living
wage policy requiring businesses benefiting from $100,000 or more in city assistancg in one year
o pay employees a living wage. The wage will be defined and indexed as 110% of the federal
poverty level for a family of four, currently $8.83. Recipients of such assistance must also set a
goal that 60% of new jobs created will be held by City residents. Additional provisions prohibit
privatization of services currently performed by city employees that would result in lower wages,
and preferences for assistance to union-fricndly businesses (defined as neutrality on union
organizing, providing complete list of names and addresses of employees, access to facilities
during non-work hours, card-check recognition, etc.). Administrative guidelines determine
implementation details (Based on recommendations of the Joint Twin Cities Living Wage Task
Force -- including ACORN, New Party, and labor unions -- convened to respond to issues raised
by a 1995 living wage initiative effort spcarheaded by ACORN, New Party and labor).

. St. Paul, MN (1997) -- In January 1997, city council unanimously passed a directive
requiring recipients of $100,000 or more of city economic development assistance in one year to
pay employees a living wage, defined as 110% of the federal poverty level for a family of four,
currently about $8.83 an hour (100% of poverty line required for companies who provide health
- insurance; currently $8.03). At least 60% of new jobs created as a result of such assistance must
go to St. Paul residents (As above, based on recommendations of the Living Wage Task Force,
including ACORN, New Party, and labor unions).

. New York City, NY (1996) -- Scptember 1996 City Council ordinance requires that
employees of city contractors for security, temporary, cleaning and food services be paid the
applicable prevailing wage for the industry to be determined by the City Comptroller (Industrial
Areas Foundation, Councilmember Albanese).

* Jersey City, NJ (1996) -- Junec 1996 City Council ordinance requires that city
contractors employing clerical, food service, janitorial workers, or security guards pay these
workers $7.50/hour and provide health benefits and vacation (Interfaith Community
Organization/IAF).

. Santa Clara County, CA (1995) -- County Board of Supervisors law requires
manufacturing firms applying for tax abatements to disclose how many jobs they will create,
what wages and benefits they will pay, and what other subsidies they are seeking. Businesses
benefiting from abatements must also pay a minimum wage of $10/hr. and provide health
insurance or a suitable alternative to all permanent employees. The measure gives the county
money-back guarantee protection if goals are not met (South Bay AFL-CIO Labor Council,
California Budget Project, Working Partnership USA).

. Baltimore, MD (1994) -- In December 1994 the Baltimore City Council pa_ssed a bill
requiring companies that have service contracts with the city of Baltimore to pay workers



$6.10/hr. The bill included steps to increase the wage to its current level of $7.70/hr. over a four
year period (BUILD/Solidarity Support Committee, AFSCME).

d San Jose, CA (1991) -- Prevailing wage ordinance requires city contractors to pay
union-scale wages and requires the city to evaluate health benefits, workplace grievance
procedures, workplace health and safety standards, and la.bor standard compliance records of
companies bidding for city contracts.

. Gary, IN (1991) -- Ordinance requires recipients of any tax abatement to pay
prevailing wage and provide complete health care package to employees working over 25 hours a
week. Also includes public disclosure provisions (Calumet Project for Industrial Jobs).

. Des Moines, IA (1988, amended 1996) -- In 1988 City Council set a $7.00/hr.
minimum compensation policy for City-funded urban renewal and loan projects. In 1996, this
policy was amended to require such city funded projects to set a goal of a $9 00/hr. average
wage, including benefits (Councilmember George Flagg).

And the movement continues. . .

Growing coalitions of community, labor and religious organizations continue to organize
campaigns to tic higher wages, benefits, and other worker protections to public contracts, tax
breaks and other subsidies in cities and counties all over the country. Such campaigns are now
underway in places such as Philadelphia, Albuquerque, St. Louis, Denver, Cleveland,
Pittsburgh, Buffalo, San Francisco, Marin County, CA, Missoula, MT, Manhattan, KS,
Montgomery County, MD, Alexandria , VA, Austin, TX, South Bend, IN, and are being
explored in dozens of additional cities, counties and states.




Summary of Research on
Living Wage Ordinances

Prepared by ACORN
February, 1999

Living wage ordinances are relatively new and therefore have not yet been
the focus of much research. However, some recent studies evaluating or
predicting the economic effects of living wage ordinances are instructive.
On the whole, these analyses effectively debunk the arguments of living
wage opponents that such ordinances lead to cost increases and/or
unemployment: ‘

Baltimore's Living Wage Law: An Analysis of the Economic
Costs of Baltimore City Ordinance 442, October 1996.

In October 1996, the Preamble Center for Public Policy, a Washington-
based independent research and education organization, conducted a study
on the effect of Baltimore's living wage ordinance. The 1994 ordinance
mandated a minimum hourly wage of $6.10 for anyone working on a city
service contract, with an increase to $6.60 on July 1, 1996. The wage is
indexed to $7.70 by 1999.

The study found:

. The real cost of city contracts actually decreased since the ordinance
went into effect.

. Business investment in the city increased substantially in the year
following the ordinance.

. Companies interviewed that held contracts before and after passage
of the ordinance did not report reducing staff levels in response to the
higher wage requirement. Some contractors praised the ordinance for
"leveling the playing field" by relieving pressure on employers to squeeze
labor costs in order to win low-bid contracts.

. The cost to taxpayers of compliance with the ordinance has been
minimal, with the City allocating about 17 cents per person annually for
this purpose.

The authors note that while the study effectively disproves the predicted
negative effects of the ordinance, their analysis includes no assessment of
the potentially significant benefits of the living wage ordinance including
substantially higher incomes for low wage workers and their families,



higher quality of life, and cost savings as a result of decreased demand on
federal, state and local government assistance programs.

The Effects of the Living Wage in Baltimore, February 1999.

This study, commissioned by the Economic Policy Institute in Washington,
D.C. and carried out by researchers at The Johns Hopkins University, this
study updates and largely confirms the earlier findings of the Preamble
study (above). Benefiting from an additional year of data since the 1996
study, the EPI study examines the impact of the 1994 living wage
ordinance on the City budget, comparing contract data from before the
ordinance was passed to data from living wage-covered contracts as of
August 1997. In addition, using payroll data and interviews, the new study
surveys the impact on workers covered by the ordinance.

In short, the researchers conclude that the living wage ordinance has had
direct positive impact on a relatively modest number of workers in
Baltimore without significant financial cost to the city. The study’s
findings also suggest that the City may be failing to sufficiently implement
the ordinance:

. For contracts that could be directly compared before and after the
law went into effect, the real aggregate cost to the city for these contracts
actually declined slightly, when adjusted for inflation, despite the increase
in wage rates.

. Cost changes varied considerably by contract type, with the largest
percentage increase in the labor-intensive janitorial sector. However, other
contracts with concentrations of low wage workers (i.e. bus aides) did not
produce proportional contract cost increases.

. The number of workers directly affected by the ordinance is
estimated to be around 1,500. Since some part time workers “share” living
wage jobs, the number could be substantially higher.

. Payroll evidence suggests that higher wages and hours improve the
stability of the workforce.

. Non-compliance with the living wage ordinance with respect to both
wage rates and payroll reporting is a significant problem that limits the
benefits of the ordinance to an unknown degree.

. While praising the ordinance highly, the majority of living wage
~workers interviewed work only part time and report a need for full time
work to raise themselves above poverty. Workers indicate a greatly



enhanced sense of recognition for work, which may in turn be linked to
increased job commitment, reduced turnover, and increased productivity.

Economic Analysis of the Los Angeles Living Wage Ordinance,
October 1996 (study).

The Living Wage: Building a Fair Economy by Robert Pollin
and Stephanie Luce: New Press, 1998 (book, includes above
study) :

In 1996, a research team at the University of California-Riverside lead by
Professor Robert Pollin of the Department of Economics, was
commissioned by the Los Angeles City Council to conduct an extensive
study to estimate the economic impact of the proposed Los Angeles Living
Wage Ordinance. The Ordinance was passed unanimously by the Council
in March of 1997.

’ The study reviews experiences with federal and state minimum wage
laws as well as existing living wage and prevailing wage regulations and
concludes that these measures did not result in either unemployment or
significant cost to their respective cities.

. The study calculates the total cost of the proposed wage increase to
affected firm as a percentage of their total output (production of goods and
services) and concludes that the ordinance could be implemented while
causing no net increase in the City budget, no employment loss and no loss
of city services to the residents of Los Angeles.

. The study also quantifies potential benefits of such an ordinance,
including a 50.4% reduction in the amount of government subsidies
received by affected workers and their families, as well as growth in
spending, homeownership, and small business markets for at least three
areas of the city.

. Researchers document case studies of successful "high road"
employers and predict that the ordinance has the potential to encourage
"high road" competition among businesses, characterized by decent wages,
increased productivity, reduced turnover, and increased efficiency.

Among the researchers' other findings are:

. The living wage ordinance will not increase unemployment among
less-skilled workers in Los Angeles



. The living wage ordinance does not place small business at any
disadvantage

. The ordinance will not discourage busingsses from either locating i in
Los Angeles or doing business with the city itself.

In their 1998 book, The Living Wage: Building a Fair Economy, Pollin
and Luce present a revised version of the original L.A. study, as well as
propose to answer the same impact questions given the alternative
(hypothetical) coverage scenarios of a minimum wage increase and an
ordinance covering just service contracts (like Baltimore) . '

The authors also provide a useful review of the available economic
research on the effects of comparable wage interventions -- minimum wage
and prevailing wage laws -- noting the positive affects of both.

In addition, they discuss evidence of the failure of the prevailing “business
subsidy model” of economic development to produce living wage jobs and
effectively reduce poverty, giving specific city examples and proposing
alternative sustainable development policies predicated on the creation of
living wage jobs.

Living Wage Campaigns: A Small Step in the Right Direction,
February, 1998.

Labor economist Jared Bernstein of the Economic Policy Institute issued a
paper examining the growing phenomenon of living wage campaigns as a
strategy to raise the wages of low-wage workers. The paper provides a
context of stagnating wages at the bottom of the wage scale and increasing
income inequality. It also reviews both the research on the impact of living
wage ordinances and the more substantial economic evidence on the impact
of past minimum wage increases.

Bernstein concludes that living wage ordinances as they are currently being
proposed clearly raise the earnings of covered workers while not lowering
their employment opportunities. He further notes that by counteracting
trends that have a negative distributional consequences for low wage
workers -- such as privatization and increased use of tax abatements --
living wage policies take the place of some of the eroded bargaining power
that has been lost to low wage workers.

[Dr. Bernstein is a labor economist who specializes in the analysis of wage
and income inequality, with an emphasis on low-wage labor markets and
poverty. Between 1995 and 1996, he held the post of deputy chief
economist at the U.S. Department of Labor.]



Living Wage Ordinances: A Closer Look

Prepared by ACORN
April, 1999 L

Over the last five years, over 29 local jurisdictions have passed what have commonly come to be
known as "Living Wage Ordinances”. These measures are all similar in that they require certain

employers who do business with the city or county' to pay their employees a "living wage".
These ordinances are a result of organized community-labor coalitions who have successfully
argued that public tax dollars should not be used to subsidize poverty wages.

Despite their similarities, living wage ordinances differ in significant ways, such as how broadly
they apply, the wage levels they impose, and whether or not they include other components such
as health benefits, vacation days, local hiring, public disclosure requirements, or ldbor-friendly
language.

The following summary attempts only to clarify some of the differences in scope of coverage
between existing ordinances by grouping them in distinct categories.?

|City Contracts -- The Baltimore Model (1994) |
Perhaps the best known and one of the oldest living wage ordinances was passed in Balumore in

1994.> The ordinance:

* Covers only city service contractors and their subcontractors

* Defines a living wage as $6.10 an hour at passage, phased up over four years to $7.70 in 1999:

* Compliance monitored by the Wage Commission of the Board of Estimates, including requiring
payroll records, also made available to public.

* Sanctions for non-compliance include forfeited payment for services, fines, back pay to workers,
debarment from future contracts.

Subsequent ordinances in Milwaukee (1995), New York (1996), Portland (1996 and
1998), Jersey City (1996), New Haven (1997), Milwaukee County (1997),
Durham, NC (1998), Chicago, IL (1998), Cook County, IL (1998), Pasadena,
CA (1998), Multnomah County, OR (1998), San Jose, CA (1998), Hudson
County, NJ (1999) and Hayward, CA (1999) also cover city or county service
contractors. Each of these ordinances, with the exception of Milwaukee (city), Pasadena and Cook
County, further narrows living wage coverage to certain contractors concentrated in typically low
wage industries such as janitorial, clerical, food services, parking attendants, security, temporary

- work. The Los Angeles and Durham ordinances apply only to service contractors performing
work that could or would otherwise have been provided by city employees.

The wage levels required by these ordinances range from $6.25 to $10.75 an hour.* Most are
“indexed” to increase over time with the cost of living.

' And - in the case of Milwaukee, WI - the local school district.

? This is not a complete list of living wage ordinances on the books. Others considered
precursors: Des Moines, IA (1988, amended 1996), San Jose, CA and Gary, IN (both
1991), Santa Clara County, CA (1995).

* Earlier ordinances in San Jose, CA and Gary, IN (1991) require tax abatement
recipients to pay prevailing wage. The Gary measure also requires health benefits
and includes public disclosure provisions. '

* New York City’s ordinance requires service contractors to pay the industry’s
prevailing wage as determined by the city’s Comptroller.



[Subsidies and Tax Abatements-- Minneapolis and St. Paul (1997) |
In January and March of 1997, resolutions passed city councils in the Twin Cities requiring
companies benefiting from $100,000 or more in city economic.development assistance in a year to
pay employees at least 110% of the poverty level for a family of four, currently $8.70 an hour.

Both resolutions stipulate that 60% of new jobs created should be filled by city residents.’
Although these resolutions do not immediately cover city contractors, Minneapolis contains
language to phase in living wage for contractors over four years and to immediately prohibit any
new privatization of city services that results in lower workers’” wages.

In July, the city council of Duluth, MN (1997) followed suit, passing an ordinance that
requires recipients of city economic development assistance of $25,000 or more to pay at least 90%
of their employees at least $7.25 an hour, $6.50 with health benefits. Subsequently, the city
council in San Antonio, TX (1998) approved an ordinance requiring beneficiaries of tax
abatements to pay at least 70% of employees in any new jobs a living wgae of $9.27 an hour (non-
durable goods and services) or $10.13 an hour (durable goods manufacturing).

Contracts and Subsidies -- Los Angeles (1997), Oakland (1998), Detroit (1998),
Dane Couny, WI (1999), Madison, WI (1999)

In March of 1997, the Los Angeles city council passed the first living wage ordinance to cover
both city service contractors and subsidy recipients in some form. In March of 1998, the Oakland
City Council passed a similar measure and in November, Detroit voters approved an ordinance
with similar coverage. Most recenly, both Dane County and Madison, WI passed such
comprehensive measures. All of these also include some non-profit coverage. The Oakland
provisions follow as the best example:

* Covers city service contractors who receive public contracts of at least $25,000 and have at least
5 employees, as well as their subcontractors.

* Covers employers with 5 or more employees who receive at least $100,000 in city financial
assistance in a one year period, as well as their subcontractors and leaseholders.

* Sets a living wage at $8.00 per hour, $9.25 if no health benefits are provided, indexed to the
yearly adjustment in the Consumer Price Index.

* Provides affected workers with twelve compensated days and ten unpaid days off per year.

* Encourages unionization by allowing collective bargaining agreements to supersede
requirements. : '

* Requires covered employers to make regular reports to city on hiring, wages, and benefits.

* Is accompanied by strong implementing regulations for administration, compliance monitoring
and enforcement.

* In case of violation, workers may sue for back pay and benefits; the City may terminate
contracts, recover the value of the contract or assistance awarded, disbar the employer from future
contracts or financial assistance, collect fines, require back pay to employees and pursue other legal
remedies.

[Contracts, Subsid@s, and Community Hiring -- Boston (1997-98) |
On August 12, 1997, Boston’s mayor signed into law the most comprehensive living wage
ordinance to date. The ordinance was weakened before it was set to be implemented in 1998, but
still includes the following provisions:

* City service contractors with at least 25 employees who receive public contracts valued at
$100,000 or more (as well as substantial subcontractors) must pay a living wage that would at least
bring a family of four to the poverty level (given 50 full time weeks a year), currently $8.23 an
hour, indexed to the cost of living.

* While St. Paul’s resolution requires this hiring, Minneapolis states such as a “goal”.



* These contractors as well as employers who benefit from $100,000 or more in city financial
assistance (loans, grants, tax abatements, other subsidies) must work with community-based
hiring halls or city job centers to provide Boston residents with opportunities for jobs created by
public dollars.

* Creates a Citizens Assistance Advisory Committee to review the effectiveness of the ordinance at
creating and retaining living wage jobs and securing access to jobs for low income residents in
Boston.

¢ Covers non-profits with more than100 employees.

* Requires that covered contractors report on workforce profiles including job titles, residency,
wage levels and projections for hiring, training, and promotion.

* Designated city department shall monitor compliance, including requiring payroll records,
investigating claims of violation, and calling comphance hearings.

* Sanctions for violations include termination of assistance, debarment from future business with
the city, fines, back pay, and complaints filed with federal agencies.



Living Wage Ordinances
“stats at a glance””

Compiled by ACORN, 5/99

* Thirty two ordinance on the books, couming “pre-cursors’” such as Des Moines (1988,
amended 1996) and Gary, IN (1991). 29 ordinances have passed since Baltimore in 1994
(largely considered to be the first victory in the modern living wage movement).

. City ordinances = 24
County ordinances = 7 (Santa Clara, Milwaukee, Cook, Multnomah, Hudson,
Dane, Miami-Dade)
School board = 1 (Milwaukee)

» Wage ranges from $6.25 (Milwaukee County) to $10.75/hour (San Jose, assuming
employer doesn't pay health benefits, otherwise $9.50/hour)

[Note: $9.00 in Des Moines stated as a "goal" and includes substantial exemptions; $10.00
an hour in Santa Clara County covers only manufacturers that get tax abatements]

* Seventeen ordinances cover only city or county service contractors

*» Seven cover only some form of economic development subsidy (Minneapolis, St. Paul,
Duluth, Gary, Santa Clara County, Des Moines, San Antonio)

* Eight cover both (L.A., Boston, Oakland, Detroit, San Jose (sort of), Dane County,
Madison, Cambridge)

* Several also cover direct city or county employees in addition to contracts and/or subsidy
recipient coverage (Cambridge, Somerville, Miami-Dade Co., etc)

* Ten ordinances specifically limit coverage to certain service contracts (Miami-Dade Co.,
Hayward, Hudson County, San Jose, Chicago, Multnomah County, New York, Jersey
City, Portland, Milwaukee County)

[Note: Job categories covered generally: janitorial, food service, security, parking lot
attendants, clerical workers. Hayward and San Jose include more; Chicago includes home
health care workers]

* Seven ordinances include some "jobs" language -- e.g. job creation goals, targeted
community hiring (Detroit, San Antonio, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Boston, New Haven, and
Santa Clara County)

* Two require covered firms to work with community hiring halls to fill jobs created with
contracVsubsidy (Boston, New Haven)

* Sixteen ordinances require (or encourage) some form of health benefits (Hayward,
Hudson County, San Jose, Detroit, Multnomah County, Pasadena, Oakland, Los Angeles,
St. Paul, Minneapolis, Gary, Santa Clara County, Des Moines, Jersey City, Duluth, and
Portland, as amended in 1998)

* This compilation attempts only to provide a thumbnail sketch of some of the
technical points of the living wage measures on the books. It does not catalog
many important aspects of the ordinances, such as monitoring, enforcement
and sanctions. While the information was gathered carefully, we¢ cannot-
guarantee complete accuracy. Feel free to flag mistakes and report any
omissions to Jen Kern at ACORN; 202-547-2500. -



[Note: In some ordinances, the health benefit requirement is simply stated as such (Santa
Clara County, Gary, IN). Other ordinances require a wage at a higher percentage of the
poverty calculation for firms that don't provide health benefits (Twin Citics); other
ordinances just tack on an extra dollar-plus per hour (San Jose, Oakland, L.A., Hayward,
Duluth, etc.)] L

* Nine ordinances cover some non-profits (Somerville, Cambridge, Hayward, Madison,
Dane County, Detroit, Qakland, Boston, L.A.)

[Notes: L.A. -- if non-profit executive director makes more than eight times lowest paid
worker; Boston -- if non-profit has over 100 employees; Hayward, Madison, Dane
County, Oakland and Detroit -- cover all (within established dollar and employee number
thresholds) except certain training and educational programs]

* Five include vacation benefits (Hayward, Hudson County, Jersey City, Los Angeles,
Oakland) .

* Six ordinances include specific labor language (San Jose -- worker retention and good
labor relations; Minneapolis -- preference given to firms with broadly defined "responsible
labor relations"; Hayward, Madison, L.A. and Oakland -- collective bargaining
supersession clause; many also prohibit retaliatation against employees inquiring about
coverage or making claims of non-compliance with the ordinance)

* Some ordinances set dollar-value and/or employee-minimum thresholds for coverage of
service contractors:

Madison, Dane County and Milwaukee (city): $5,000

Cambridge -- $10,000

San Jose: $20,000

Hayward: $25,000

Detroit: $50,000

Somerville: $50,000 (goes down to $10,000 over four years)

Los Angeles: at least $25,000 and at least 5 employees

Miami-Dade -- $100,000 |
Boston: at least $100,000 and 25 employees for a for-profit firm, 100/non-profit.
Oakland: at least $25,000 and 5 employees

* Most ordinances define subsidy thresholds:
Cambridge -- $10,000

Dane County -- $5,000

Duluth -- $25,000/year

Detroit -- $50,000

Madison -- $100,000

L.A. -- $1,000,000 in a year or $100,000 on a "continuing basis"
Boston -- $100,000 in a year

Oakland -- $100,000 in a year

St. Paul -- $100,000/year

Minneapolis -- $100,000/year
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The Living-Wage Wars

Increasingly, governments are requiring cuh»ti'actn'rs to raise their
workers’ pay. Businesses are responding with rearguard resistance.

ust over a year ago, the prospects
for passing a “living wage” law in
Chicago appeared dead. Mayor
Richard M. Daley opposed the
idea, and most of the city's alder-
men agreed with him. The plan, which
would have required city contrdctors to
pay their employees atleast $7.60 an hour,
was bad for business, they said. When it
came to a vote, they killed the living wage
proposal overwhelmingly, 31 to 17.

As things turned out, however, that
wasn’t the final word. In the ensuing
months, a grassroots coalition of boosters
for the working poor rallied thousands of
supporters and conducted petition drives
in low-income districts whose aldermen
had voted dowri the living-wage measure.
Altogether, more than 50 organizations—
including the local service employees
union, an association of community groups
known nationally as ACORN, churches,
the Chicago Coalition for the Homeless, o R
and a group of political reformers known r s $5‘15—-cheral minimum wage
as the New Party—had jumped on the liv- R il
ing-wage bandwagon since the issue first . I
emerged there three years earlier. A RN

While their long-running effort was A
based on the notion of economic justice
and the moral argument that governments s I n [ ]l n “ I “ E
should not be funding poverty-level jobs, it
was shrewd politics that ultimately carried i
them to victory. This past summer, when e P A v ' c “ [ n K s
lawmakers proposed giving themselves a ' R
pay raise, living-wage supporters linked
the two issues. It would be political sui- . L .
cide, they reasoned, for aldermen to raise Hourly rate in localities with a living-wage
their own pay while denying a raise for the requirement, as of October 1998
working poor. The tactic worked, and R
when it came to a vote again this July, the

living wage prevailed—unanimously.

The dramatic tumaround in Chicago
reflects the resilience of a nationwide living-
wage movement that is gathering more and
more steam. Since 1994, when Baltimore

- Sourdes: AOORNandEnuﬁoymemPolncles’hstmnn" :
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hecame the first municipality to adopt a liv-
ing-wage law, nearly two dozen others from
Boston to Los Angeles have followed suit. At
the same time, the magnitude of the mea-
sures is increasing: In mid-November, the
San Jose city council passed the nation's
highest living-wage rate: $10.75 an hour (or
$9.50 with benefits).

At the core of these campaigns is the
idea that the federal minimum wage of
$5.15 an hour (around $10,700 a year for a
full-time employee) still leaves many
working families in poverty. The “living”
wage, as the name suggests, is meant to
be a higher rate that would raise their stan-
dard of living. In truth, however, the term
is something of a misnomer; the higher
rate that most localities have set—typically
between $7.50 and $8.50—Dbarely brings
a family up to the poverty line.

In most living-wage cities, the higher
wage requirement applies only to vendors
who contract with the city. Workers who
get the pay hike are usually low-paid ser-
vice employees—janitors, cashiers or
security guards, for example. As employ- .
ees of government contractors, living-
wage supporters point out, these workers

say the added expense could be enough to
drive them away. Others say they'll stay, but
will either have to lay off workers or pass
along their higher labor costs in the form of
higher bids. And luring a company with a
tax abatement while simultaneously raising
its labor costs strikes opponents as an incon-
gruous and misguided economic develop-
ment strategy. In Boston, that requirement
stood to put long-sought development in
neighborhood business districts at risk. “It's
difficult to attract developers to these areas,
even with financial support from the city,”
says Sam Tyler, president of the pro-busi-
ness Boston Municipal Research Bureau.
“Boston has one of the highest tax rates in
Massachusetts. We don’t need any more
disincentives.”

While business interests, such as local
chambers of commerce, clearly oppose liv-
ing-wage ordinances, they have shown real
difficulty marshaling their forces to actively
fight against enactment in various cities.
This seems particularly surprising coming
on the heels of major triumphs only a few
years ago, when grassroots activists were
trying to pass broad minimum-wage laws
on the local level. In both Houston and

R s

are only one step removed from the rela-
tive comforts of civil service. Yet they are
relegated to the ranks of the working poor.

The living-wage movement has another
dimension in cities such as Oakland, San
Antonio and Minneapolis, which target
businesses that benefit from tax abate-
ments, subsidies or other forms of eco-
nomic development assistance. Although
subsidies are often touted as necessary to
lure jobs, living-wage supporters say there
is no guarantee that those jobs pay well.
“Economic development dollars are being
used poorly,” says Jen Kern, a national
organizer at ACORN, which is spearhead-
ing most of the living-wage campaigns.
“We should expect a return on that money.
Low-wage jobs will always be there. Why
are we payving for more of them?”

Not surprisingly, the business commu-
nity disagrees. Vendors view the living wage
as vet another unwelcome cost of doing
business with government. Some—espe-
cially those in labor-intensive businesses—
24
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Denver, where proposals for a $6.30 city-
wide minimum wage made it onto the bal-
lot, business counter-attacked with fistfuls
of cash and a media campaign. The initia-
tives were crushed by a 3-to-1 margin in
each of the two cities.

Veterans of the campaigns, such as
ACORN organizer Brian Kettenring,
learned a key lesson. “Politically, the busi-
ness community will raise more money
and fight more on a minimum wage than
on a living wage,” he says. “We don't have
the strength vet to win a minimum wage
on a local level in a lot of places.”

So higher-pay proponents have adopted
something of a divide-and-conquer strat-
egy. Because the living-wage proposals are
so narrowly targeted, not all businesses are
in the same boat. Their limited scope
affects only those companies that contract
with the government or receive subsidies.
Opposition, therefore, is diluted. And even
in a large city like Chicago, the pay of only
3,000 or so workers stands to be raised—

hardly enough to warrant the intervention
of big guns such as the National Federation
of Independent Business.

Another problem for business is the
sheer complexity of the proposals. In a sys-
tem where contractors often subcontract,
and even the subcontractors contract out, it
is anything but clear exactly who would
have to pay the higher rate. Some don’t real-
ize that a proposed ordinance targets them
until after it has been enacted. “It would be
difficult to know you're covered without
reading the fine print,” says John Doyle,
spokesman for the Employment Policies
Institute, an opposition think tank. “They
don’t realize it until after the fact, when they
geta letter from some city wage commission
saying that they have to pay the higher rate.”

fight that business is putting up against

implementation of these laws. In
Boston, for example, it was only after the
living wage passed last August that business
mounted a serious counterattack—manag-
ing to delay the law and investigate its
impact. Business leaders were particularly
upset with the law’s open-book reporting
requirements, which they feared could be
exploited by their competitors or by living-
wage supporters themselves. After negoti- -
ations this summer, both sides agreed to a
revised law that dropped the reporting
requirements. The rewrite also ditched the
living-wage requirement for companies
that get tax abatements and the like, but
kept the mandate for city contractors.

Likewise, business and its allies are gum-
ming up implementation of Los Angeles’
vear-old living-wage law. At L.A.’s two air-
ports, airlines are refusing to pay the $8.50
living wage to about 3,000 baggage han-
dlers, wheelchair runners and security offi-
cers. Although they hold leases with the city,
the airlines argue, the jobs are contracted
out. The airlines won backing from Mayor
Richard Riordan, who opposes the living-
wage policy and whose administration has
been less than diligent about enforcing the
law. A study conducted recently found
fewer than 10 percent of L.A.’s contractors
in compliance with the law.

Rearguard resistance may in fact be busi-
ness’ best strategy, suggests Robert Pollin,
a University of Massachusetts economics
professor and co-author of a new book enti-
tled The Living Wage. They may be content
to let supporters claim what is still a limited
victory, and then get to work in further min-
imizing it. “They're saying, ‘We'll hang
around, and when the more complicated

That would explain the more spirited



part of implementing this comes along, we
can hire lawyers to re-interpret the law.’”

Even if implementation had gone
smoothly in L.A., the living wage was only
expected to apply to about 8,000 workers
in a city of more than 3.5 million people.
Supporters, of course, are quick to point
out that the pay raises do have a very real
impact on individual lives. But given their
narrow focus, these laws aren’t a panacea
for the problem of the working poor.

tle has been a tremendous success for

the groups behind it. Of perhaps wider
significance, however, is the issue’s role as
an organizing tool. The simple message—
that working people should not live in
poverty—has an appeal that is a magnet for
all kinds of groups looking to energize their
members. In city after city, labor unions,
community organizations, religious groups
and others are forming coalitions and ral-
lying under the living-wage banner.

ACORN hopes they'll become perma-
nent fixtures of its grassroots efforts, ready
to move on other issues such as low-
income housing or bank lending. “There’s
more to these living-wage campaigns than
policy,” says ACORN’s Kern. “We're
about raising issues, building alliances and
having strength in numbers. In Boston, the
mayor’s office wouldn’t return our calls last
year, and now we're in regular meetings.”

For labor, the living wage is acting as a
catalyst for union organizing. By rallying
home-care workers for the living-wage
effort in Chicago, forexample, the Service
Employees International Union Local 880
discovered new home-care companies
that it has now set out to organize. In Los
Angeles, unions jumped on the contro-
versy over the airport workers to launch an
organizing drive. And for the public
employee unions involved in some cities,
the living wage is becoming a tool to battle
privatization. By increasing the private
sector’s labor costs, the living wage can
level the playing field. Gerald McEntee,
president of the American Federation of
State, County and Municipal Employees,
says, “We fight for these people, to bring
up their wages, benefits and health care,
first because it’s good for them, but also
so they're not in direct competition with
folks in the public sector.”

The living-wage movement, however, is
more than various groups acting out of self-
interest. Although their immediate focus
is the microcosm of government subsidies
and contracting, supporters clearly have

Vet by all accounts, the living-wage bat-

the big picture in mind. They see the living
wage as a step, if a small one, toward nar-
rowing the gap between the rich and poor.
And they hope that some businesses that
pay the minimum wage will follow the
example of government and its contracttrs
and give their workers a raise. j
That may be a quixotic dream. But then
again, it might not. After four years of cham-

pioning on this issue, living wage activists

" have embedded the phrase “living wage”

into both the public consciousness and the
political lexicon. Increasingly, Americans are
coming to understand the difference
between a minimum-wage job and a living-
wage job—and are expressing their desire
for more of the latter. “The term living wage’
is a new way of conceptualizing an old
idea—that people must make enough to live
on,” says Kettenring. “This political organiz-
ing around the term has given it currency.
Itisalabel that people can relate to.” @
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Setting a Living Wage Level

Some questions to consider: e

* How should your figure compare to the average wage of the greatest segment of low wages
potentially affected by the proposal?

* What "definition" of a living wage is rhetorically most defensible/useful?

* Cost of living in area (see below)

* What makes sense given the constituency of your coalition organizations (members of
community orgs, unions)

* Can you also win indexing of the wage? (if not, argue to set it higher)

* What's winnable?

Some numbers to consider:

1."Poverty Line" figures

Hourly wages based on the "1999 Poverty Guidelines" provided by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services for a family of four = $16, 700 and $13,880 for a family of three. (Can do
different family sizes here too, as well as different percentages of the poverty level):

Family of four

* $8.03 -- 52 weeks at 40 hours
* $8.35 -- 50 weeks at 40 hours
* $9.18 -- 52 weeks at 35 hours
* $9.54 -- 50 weeks at 35 hours

Family of three

* $6.67 -- 52 weeks at 40 hours .

* $6.94 -- 50 weeks at 40 hours (given unpaid time off)

* $7.63 -- 52 weeks at 35 hours (given "full time" is often less than 40 hrs)
* $7.93 -- 50 weeks at 35 hours (given both possibilitics)

2. Food Stamp eligibility

In order to qualify for food stamps, the federal government sets two thresholds. First, your gross
income cannot exceed 130% of the poverty line. Second, your net monthly income cannot exceed
100% of the poverty line.

Family of 4 (130% of $16,700 = $21,710) Family of 3 (130% of 13,880= $18,044)
* $10.44 -- 52 weeks at 40 hours * $8.67 -- 52 wks at 40 hrs

* $10.86 -- 50 weeks at 40 hours * $9.02 -- 50 wks at 40 hrs

* $11.93 -- 52 weeks at 35 hours * $9.92 -- 52 wks at 35 hrs

* $12.40 -- 50 weeks at 35 hours * $10.31 -- 50 wks at 35 hrs

Some studies to consider:

There are now countless examples of “Cost of Living”, “Minimum Standard of Need”, or “Self-
Sufficiency Standards” study methodologies that take advantage geographically specific data on
expenditures (food, housing, health care, transportation, child care. misc.) to calculate a truer
“living wage” for different family sizes in different cities and states. These figures are, obviously,
higher than the poverty line -- ranging from around $8.00 an hour for a single person with a child
to as much as $15+ an hour for two workers and two kids; higher in more expensive cities and
depending on the methodology.



Some living wage campaigns have chosen to base their ordinance's living wage on these figures.
Other campaigns are using these higher "real cost of living" figures to make a point about the
insufficiency of lower wages, while at the same time making their ordinance's own (lower) "living
wage"” figure look modest in comparison.

Sample studies:

* Wide Opportunities for Women (WOW) has developed a Self Sufficiency Standard that is
being used in several cities, states, and a number of community organizations. For further
information about the Standard, to obtain report copies, or to learn about how to have WOW
develop the Standard for your community, contact WOW at 202-638-3143, 815 Fifteenth Street,
NW, Suite 916, Washington, D.C. 20005

* ACORN has also developed a Basic Needs Budget methodology for three different family
sizes (based substantially on that used by Patricia Funk, Ph.D. in her study cost of family support
in Nebraska in 1994, updated in 1997) and has produced reports in several cities. Several living
wage coalitions have used this basis and developed their own cost of living studies. ACORN
studies available: ACORN, 739 8th St., SE, Washington, D.C. 20003; 202-547-2500.

* National Priorities Project developed statewide "living wage" figures for their December
1998 study entitled: Working Harder, Earning Less: The Story of Job Growth in America
available by calling: 413-584-9556.

* "The Cost of Living in Minnesota" by the JOBS NOW coalition on the minimum cost of
basic needs for Minnesota families in 1997. Reports available: JOBS NOW Coalition, 46 East
Fourth Street, 818 Minnesota Building, St. Paul, MN 55101-1101; 651-290-0240;
jobsnow@mtn.org.

* Increasingly, city and county social service agencies are conducting similar studies.

Prepared by ACORN, 1999
202-547-2500



Elements of a Living Wage Ordinance
(Outline of Questions to Grapple With)

I. "The Basics"

1. Wage level o
2. Scope of coverage

« Direct city and/or county employcees?

+ City or county contractors and/or subcontractors?

* Recipients of city or county economic development assistance/subsidies ?
« Contractors of economic development assistance recipients?

« Tenants or leascholders of economic development assistance recipients?

3. Covered workers -

All workers employed by covered employer?

Just workers employed on contract or assisted project?

All employees working within the city or county limits?

¢ How much of their time must be spent on project before they’re covered?

4. Thresholds for coverage

* By dollar value of contract or subsidy?

* By number of employces?

« Are there different thresholds for different types of assistance?
5. Monitoring/Disclosure, Enforcement, and Sanctions

6. Duration of coverage

II. Possible '"Add-ons"

* Indexing the wage

* Health benefits

« Job creation requircments -- maximum cost per job (€.g. must create X jobs [or every
$10,000)

« Community hiring

* Vacation days and/or sick lcave

« Union-friendly language/organizing handles (retention, collective bargaining supersession,
labor peace considerations, elc.)

e Community oversight board

« Up-front reporting and regular disclosure of wage and hiring info

I11. Possible exemptions (to consider ... or to beware of!)

« Construction or othcr work covered by prevailing wage laws

« Contracts for goods, as opposcd to scrvice contracts

» "Hardship" waivers

« Non-profits (CEO to lowest paid worker ratio cutoff, phase-ins, employee thresholds)
* Loans ‘
 Redevelopment authoritics, airport and port authoritics, elc.

e Summer youth jobs programs

* Part time and temporary workers

e Wellare-to-work trainces or "workfarc” workers

* New businesscs

* New employees
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§ Socicty should be independently organized outside the gov-
ernment—a simple idea with complicated and controverstal im-
plications. Onc major site of organization is work. Labor laws
need to be strengthened, not to deepen divisions between a mi-
nority of relatively privileged workers in traditional industries
and everyone else but to facilitate unionization everywhere, par-
ticularly in the expanding area of temporary work. We must resist
the entrenchment of stark divisions between insiders—relatively
privileged, organized workers with jobs in the capital- and
knowledge-rich sectors of the economy—and outsiders with un-
stable, dead-end jobs in the capital- and knowledge-poor sectors.

To advance such a program, we must encourage the master
practice of democratic experimentalism: motivated, sustained
and cumulative tinkering with the institutional arrangements of
the government and the economy, relying on a more engaged and
informed citizenry rather than on a more enlightened techno-
cratic elite. The gradual emergence of a lasting, transracial pro-
gressive majority in American politics is both the condition and
the consequence of such democratizing changes. Ultimately,
this project will move us not toward the humanization of the
inevitable, but toward the alternative to an unnecessary and
unacceptable fate. ' [

SUCCESSFUL CAMPAIGNS SHOW THE VALUE OF STRONG ORGANIZING AT THE LOCAL LEVEL.

Living Wage, Live Action

ROBERT POLLIN

his past summer, security workers at LAX

airport in Los Angeles began their first-ever

union organizing drive. They were motivated,

labor activists say, by the city’s foot-dragging

in implementing a living-wage ordinance that
had passed the previous year and guaranteed a
minimum of $7.25 an hour (rising with inflation
every July 1), plus health benefits and twelve
paid days off. Workers unaccustomed to chal-
lenging income and power inequities suddenly
felt emboldened by the experience of that earlier _
drive, which, like similar efforts taking off elsewhere in the coun-
try, began with the simple premise that no one who works for a
living should have to struggle in poverty.

As of 1997. 7.3 million American families were officially
poor, and in 66 percent of them at least one person had a job. At
the current minimum wage of $5.15 an hour, someone who works
full time for fifty weeks eans only $10,300 a year—below the na-
tional poverty threshold for a family of two. A “traditional” fam-
ily of four with one wage-earner falls nearly 40 percent below the
line. True, this family is eligible to receive an earned-income tax
credit, food stamps and Medicaid, but the need for such programs
to support a full-time worker’s household only underscores the
fact that $5.15 an hour is not close to being a living wage.

In opposition to this state of affairs the living-wage movement
was initiated four years ago by unions, community groups and
religious organizations. It has succeeded in passing living-wage
ordinances—higher minimum-wage standards for workers affect-
ed by the measures—in seventeen cities. Now organizing cam-
paigns are pressing forward in twenty-four other municipalities.

" There are a number of lessons from these campaigns, not least

Robert Pollin is a professor of economics and co-director of the Polit-
ical Economyv Research Institute at the University of Massachuselts.
He is co-author, with Stephanie Luce, of The Living Wage: Building a
Fair Economy (New Press). This article is part of the continuing Hay-
wood Burns series on Community Activist Journalism.

that even in an expansion, real wages will not rise
without strong, creative organizing efforts. The
real value of the minimum wage is 30 percent
below what it was in 1968, even though the econ-
omy is 50 percent more productive than it was
thirty years ago, and even after the seven-year
“Clinton boom.” Now it looks as if we’re coming
to the end of that boom. Given the September 22
defeat of Senator Kennedy’s bill to raise the min-
imum wage by a dollar over two years, it’s clear
that, in a weakening economy, workers can win
higher wages and better conditions only if they fight effectively.
The living-wage movement has been strategically astute since
its inception. It has emerged primarily at the level of municipal
politics because organizers correctly assessed that their efforts
have a greater chance of success when they attempt to change mu-
nicipal laws rather than those of states or the federal government,
where business has a great capacity to use its money and lobbying
clout. Various local campaigns are gaining strength through build-
ing national connections. This past May, the first National Living
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‘Wage Campaign Training Conference, sponsored by labor groups

and ACORN, drew organizers from thirty-four cities to discuss
strategy and consider ways to coordinate their work. But a local
focus is still central to building grassroots support.

Organizing at the municipal level is also the most effective
tactic for fighting the trend toward outsourcing—contracting out
government services to private firms. Because private contractors
pay lower wages and offer fewer benefits, outsourcing saves cities
money by driving down the living standards of workers. In Chica-
go the outsourcing of public sector jobs from 1989 to 1995 meant
income losses of between 25 and 49 percent for watchmen, ele-
vator operators, cashiers, parking attendants, security guards and
custodians whose jobs were privatized. Forcing private firms with
city contracts to pay living wages at least weakens the incentive
for cities to achieve budget cuts on the backs of their workers.

The first living-wage victory was in Baltimore in 1994. The or-
dinance there stipulated that firms holding service contracts with
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the city pay a nunimum of $6.10 an hour, rising to $7.70 as of July
1998 and after that moving in step with inflation. A single mother
working full time at $7.70 an hour would thus be able to live with
her child above the poverty line. However, a family of one job-
holder, onc homemaker and two children would still be in pov-
erty. The Baltimore “living wage,” in other words, is not much of
a living, though in light of the precipitous fall in the real value
of the national minimum wage, it was a major breakthrough.
Within four years of the Baltimore ordinance, living-wage laws
passed in New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Boston, Milwaukee,
Jersey City, Durham, Portland, Oregon, and eight other cities. Mu-
nicipalities with ongoing campaigns include Philadelphia, New
Orleans, Albuquerque, Knoxville and Santa Cruz. Proposals vary,
but the basic idea is the same almost everywhere: If private firms
want city contracts, they must pay their workers substantially
better than the subpoverty wage of the national minimum.
Living-wage laws targeting city contractors will, however, af-
fect only a small proportion of low-wage workers. Some organ-
izers have thus taken a more ambitious approach, pushing for
laws that would apply to all workers in a2 municipality, regardless
of who their employer is, just as national or statewide minimum-
wage laws apply to virtually all workers within a geographic
area. Recently, organizers in Denver and Houston advanced
these more ambitious proposals but were soundly defeated at the
polls. At least in part, they lost because of their ambitious scope,
which invited an even more determined opposition. So how are
living-wage organizers and supporters to assess the range of pos-
sibilities before them? And how are they to answer their critics?

Will Living-Wage Laws Backfire?

pponents of mininum-wage laws—of which the municipal

living-wage ordinances are one variant—have long argued that

such laws actually hurt their intended beneficiaries, pricing

unskilled workers out of the job market and so causing un-

employment among the poor {see Pollin, “Barely Minimum,”
April 6]. Against municipal living-wage laws in particular, op-
ponents make two other arguments: that these will place severe
strains on the already overstretched budgets of cities, perhaps forc-
ing painful cuts in other benefits to low-income families; and that
they will discourage firms from locating in municipalities, thus
increasing unemployment and poverty in these areas.

Blustering politicians are usually the most visible mouthpieces
for such views. In Los Angeles, then—deputy mayor for economic
development Gary Mendoza said a living-wage law there would
mean “entire industries could be wiped out or move overseas.”
Such fulminations can be easily dismissed. But can we be confi-
dent that the critics are completely wrong?

The answer depends, first, on the specifics of any given ordi-
nance. The LA law, for example, affects employees of three types
of private businesses: those holding city service contracts of more
than $25,000, such as accounting or janitorial companies; con-
cessionaires on city property, such as LAX; and firms receiving
city subsidies of more than $1 million. This law, applying as it
does only to city contractors and subsidy recipients, resembles
those passed in Baltimore, Boston, Portland and Chicago.

My colleague Stephanie Luce and I have estimated that, at the
outside, this ordinance will raise the pay of 7,600 full- and part-

time workers in LA. Over a year, the income of a full-time living-
wage worker will rise by $3,600. These increases will be spreac
among the roughly 1,000 firms that are obligated to comply witt
the law, making the cost per firm about $24,000. But since thesc
1,000 firms produce about $4.4 billion in goods and services ir,
a year, the extra $24 million in their combined wage bill amount:
to efily about 0.5 percent of their annual budgets.

The health benefits to workers and the paid days off provided
under the ordinance will together amount to another $28 million.
A final likely, though not mandated, effect of the law is pressure
for wage increases for workers in the affected firms who now
earn more than the $7.25 minimum. This ripple effect of wage
increases is likely to pertain to workers earning perhaps as much
as $9.25 once their lower-paid co-workers get a raise.

When we add these additional costs to the basic mandated
wage increases, the sum still comes to only about 1.5 percent of
the total annual budget of the average affected firm. Indeed, for
about 85 percent of the firms involved, the total annual increase
in costs will be less than | percent of their budgets.

City Budgets Won’t Go Bust

ost companies faced with a cost increase of 1 percent or

less would be willing to absorb the cost if it were the only

condition on which they could keep winning city contracts.

Some may refuse to absorb these increases, but competi-

tors seeking the same contracts would likely step into the
breach. This means that, through intelligent bargaining, a city
government can purchase essentially the same quality of services
from most private firms after the passage of a living-wage ordi-
nance with virtually no impact on its budget.

For the roughly 15 percent of firms that will experience cost in-
creases over | percent, a city should expect to absorb some of these
increased costs if it wants to maintain at least a stable level of serv-
ices. Here too the impact should be negligible. If, for example,
LA’s city government allowed companies to pass on all increases
above 3 percent of their total budgets, the new costs to the city
would amount to less than 0.5 percent of its $3.4 billion budget.

Will firms simply exit the city rather than face the higher
costs? In fact, there is nothing in the Los Angeles ordinance or
its equivalents elsewhere that encourages relocation. That’s be-
cause these ordinances apply to al/ firms with city contracts,
regardless of where they are located. The same rules for city
contracting, including adherence to the living-wage ordinance,
apply to companies whether they are in LA, an adjacent city like
Santa Monica, or anywhere inside or outside the United States.

Moreover, consider that many companies already pay their
workers higher minimums and still compete successfully. They
do so because they have much lower turnover and absenteeism
and higher morale. A living-wage ordinance encourages more
companies to operate along this high efficiency/high morale path,
thereby diminishing the cost increases they face.

Considering all these factors, it is not hard to understand the
striking result that emerged in both Baltimore and LA after their
initial year of experience with living-wage ordinances. In both
cities, the law on the books had no significant impact on contracts.
To understand this, Mark Weisbrot and Michelle Sforza of the Pre-
amble Center for Public Policy interviewed business owners in
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Job Opening:
Woodward Chair in Public Policy

Sarah Lawrence College, a small liberal arts
college close to New York City, seeks applicants to
teach in Public Policy for a tenure-track position,
beginning fall semester 1999. “The Joanne
Woodward Chair in Public Policy” was endowed
in honor of Joanne Woodward, as a tribute to the
breadth of Ms. Woodward’s social commitment
and concern with public issues. The Chair pro-
vides a prominent focus for interdisciplinary
work, and the College’s efforts to integrate liberal
arts courses with major public policy issues. It em-
phasizes the power of informed citizen advocacy
to affect outcomes in areas such as promoting
peace, protecting the environment, safeguarding
human rights, alleviating poverty and supporting
a free and uncensored forum for original voices in
the arts. The holder of the chair will be expected to
develop courses and public policy field place-
ments for students.

The ideal candidate will have teaching and
public policy practice experience, evidence of ac-
tive engagement in scholarly research and a
commitment to liberal arts education. Candidates
should have demonstrated scholarship and
teaching experience in areas such as Legal
Studies, Racial/Ethnic Studies, Environmental
Studies, Poverty Studies.

Applicants should send a letter addressing
the criteria noted above, including a concise state-
ment about their public policy work, scholarship
and research interests, a curriculum vitae, two
relevant course syllabi or descriptions of courses
to be proposed and three letters of reference by
December 15 to: Regina A. Arnold, Ph.D., Profes-
sor of Sociology, Chairperson, Search Committee
in Public Policy, Social Science Division, Sarah
Lawrence College, 1 Mead Way, Bronxville, NY
10708.

Early submission is strongly recommended.
An equal opportunity employer, Sarah Lawrence
College encourages applications from minority
candidates and women.

Sarah Lawrence College

Baltimore affected by the ordinance. These owners were actually
positive about how the living-wage law affected bidding, since
it “levels the playing field.” One bus company manager said
“We feel more able to compete against businesses who were
drastically reducing wages in order to put in a low bid.”

A4ll these estimates of the impact of living-wage laws do, how-
ever, make one strong assumption: that the affected city contrac-
tors will abide by the law. This will not happen automatically. In
LA the mayor’s office vehemently opposed the ordinance, and has
sought to exempt as many contractors as possible. This and expe-
riences elsewhere make it clear that living-wage supporters cannot
assume their job is done once a law has been passed.

Would a Citywide Living-Wage Law Work?

he very features that make the LA proposal and its equiva-

lents so manageable are also their limitations. Getting raises

for 7,000 low-wage workers in a city is a major accomplish-
ment. But 2.4 million other low-wage workers in the LA arca

are still not covered by the ordinance. What would be the im-
pact of a more sweeping municipalitywide law, such as those
that were proposed but defeated in Denver and Houston and
the one that is now getting off the ground in New York? Peter
Phillips, an organizer in Sonoma County, California, told me at
a recent conference that this sort of proposal was the only one
that made sense for his area. With either proposal, he argued, the
organizers would have to launch an ambitious educational cam-
paign. But only a few hundred workers would get raises through
a contractors-only proposal, while several thousand would ben-
efit through the municipalitywide approach.

In LA a countywide minimum wage of $7.25 would bring
raises to some 2.4 million workers. At the same time, the impact
per firm, on average, would not be significantly different from that
of the contractors-only law now in place in the city. In terms of
creating incentives for firms to relocate, however, a countywide
ordinance could be substantially different. This is because. under
such a proposal, affected firms could avoid paying higher wages
by moving outside the municipal boundaries. The question, there-
fore, is: How many firms would actually leave rather than pay a
living wage, and what would be the effect of their departure?

In fact, even here, fears of a mass exodus are unfounded. Most
companies facing significant cost increases under a countywide
ordinance would not relocate. A high proportion of these are
restaurants, hotels or retail outlets, and are tied to their existing lo-
cations. Indeed. only one type of firm would have a strong incen-
tive to relocate. These are manufacturers that are not tied to their
locations and that employ a high percentage of low-wage work-
ers. Some of these may choose simply to raise wages rather than
incur the costs of relocation. But even if we assume that a// such
manufacturers did relocate just outside the county limits, the main
loss for the Los Angeles County government would be the loss of
tax revenues. Stephanie Luce and | estimate that the number of
firms likely to leave would generate a loss in county tax revenue
of between $50 million and $60 million. This is no small amount,
but it is still less than 1 percent of the total wage increases that
workers would enjoy with a $7.25 minimum wage. The county
would likely experience some additional losses, such as a decline
in property values due to firms leaving their existing locations.
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But all those costs would also total less than an additional 1 per-
cent of the wage increases received by workers. Meanwhile, the
workers would have more money 1o spend, would pay more in
taxes and would rely less on government subsidies. The negative
effects would be more severe if firms moved completely outside
the region, since workers would also have to move to keep their
jobs. But here again, nothing in a municipalitywide living wage
would encourage firms to leave the region altogether, as opposed
to getting themselves just beyond the county line.

Why Not a National Living Wage?

he wiability of the living-wage proposals, whether applied to
government contractors alone or to all companies in a region,
invites consideration of an even more ambitious proposal: a
national living wage of $7.25. If that sounds outlandish, it is
only because the presumptions of greed have so dominated US
economic policy discussions for a generation. After all, in today’s
dollars, the minimum wage was S7.37 thirty years ago when the
economy was 50 percent less productive. If the minimum wage
had just kept pace with productivity over the intervening years,
it would today be $11.07. If nothing else were to change in the
economy, bringing all workers up to at least $7.25 would require
only small adjustments in income distribution. Just to illustrate
the degree of redistribution necessary, the wage increases needed
to bring all minimum-wage workers up to $7.25 would be equal
to a reduction of only 6.6 percent in the incomes of the richest
20 percent of households, from roughly $106,600 to $100,000.

However, even this small sacrifice by the well-off could be
avoided if the economy’s rate of growth increased. But to think
seriously about accelerating growth means confronting the com-
mitment of Wall Street and the Federal Reserve to an economy
whose real growth is slow, even while financial markets are al-
lowgd to expand at dizzying—and ultimately destabilizing—rates.

AE the nineties boom economy appears to be ending, it is im-
portant to be clear on just how weak—from the standpoint of real
productive growth as opposed to speculative financial excess—
this expansion has been. On average, national income grew only
2 percent between 1990 and 1997. This is in contrast to an average
income growth rate of 4.4 percent in the sixties and an average of
3 percent in the seventies and eighties, widely considered to be
decades of poor economic performance. What if the growth rate
rose to an average of only 3 percent over the next ten years? In that
situation, all workers earning less than $7.25 could be raised to this
new minimum and there would still be an additional $3,000 per
year to distribute equally to all other workers, on top of what they
would otherwise receive were the economy growing at 2 percent.

This growth solution is obviously much more complicated than
this simple illustration can convey. For one thing, a new financial
regulatory structure is clearly needed to channel funds away from
stock run-ups and into productive activity. But even if new regula-
tions could dampen speculative excesses, rapid growth still pre-
sents problems from the standpoint of business. Workers gai
confidence because of the better wages and greater job security
that result from a faster-growing economy, and this can Jead to fur
ther demands for full employment, higher wages and improve:

this might lead.”

Tipping the Scales: The Christian Right’s Legal Crusade Against Choice

Tipping the Scales is the first comprehensive investigation into extreme right organizations
using the law to try to end a woman’s right to choose. Starting with a review of their
history and work, this exposé profiles the top 12 institutions that threaten to replace
democracy with a singular fundamentalist Christian agenda.

“The comprehensive and detailed analysis in Tipping the Scales reveals a serious danger
to Amcrican constitutional principles from a well-financed and zealous brand of radical
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working conditions. Businesses want to prevent workers from
gaining this bargaining strength, and the job of national policy-
makers is to articulate the self-interested position of business
for slow growth, as if it were the only sensible policy for everyone.

Such thinking was cogently expressed before Congress in July
1997 by Federal Reserve chairman Alan Greenspan. Testifying
that the economy’s performance in 1997 was “extraordinary” and
“exceptional,” he noted that a mfajor factor contributing to this
outstanding performance was “a heightened sense of job insecu-
rity and, as a consequence, subdued wage gains.”

Thus, for Greenspan, the “economy” is doing well when work-
ers can’t get raises. Could it be more clear that the real barriers to
achieving a national minimum wage of $7.25 are not economic but
political? But how can political power be mobilized in support of
economic justice? Here we return to the central importance of
the living-wage movement. Organizers are clear that their agenda
includes more than passing local ordinances, even while the or-
dinances themselves represent major victories. Tammy Johnson,
until recently with Progressive Milwaukee, an affiliate of the New
Party, says that because of living-wage campaigns, “the phrase
‘living-wage job’ is in the vocabulary in a way it wasn’t two or
three years ago. When jobs are being created, people will ask, ‘Is
ita livable wage job?”” The director of the LA Living Wage Coali-
tion, Madeline Janis-Aparicio, says the goal of the campaign has
been, first, “to directly affect the lives of workers who are getting
a raise.” But she also sees the campaign as “a tool for union orga-
nizing, for confronting the problem of wage inequality and for ex-

pressing a certain level of dignified treatment of workers” That
such a campaign can spark further demands on the part of work-
ers is illustrated by the LAX union organizing drive.

The living-wage proposals gaining ground will directly con-
tribute only modestly toward eliminating poverty. But their
impartance far exceeds their immediate measurable impact.
As rifore cities gain experience with these laws over the next
few years, their limitations as well as strengths will become
evident. The process of political and economic education will
then provide a platform from which to launch more ambitious
egalitarian wage and employment programs and to deepen the
movement for economic justice in this country. -

For further information, here is a partial list of contacts:

ACORN, Jen Kern, (202) 547-2500

AFL-CIO, Christine Owens, (202) 637-5178

Solidarity Sponsoring Committee, Kerry Miciotto, (410) 837-3458
Boston Jobs & Living Wage Campaign, Lisa Clauson, (617) 436-7100
Cleveland SEIU Local 47, Willie Howard, (216) 621-0995
Metropolitan Detroit AFL-CIO, Joyce Lartigue, (313) 896-2600
Duluth Coalition for a Living Wage, Erik Peterson, (218) 722-0577
LA Living Wage Coalition, Madeline Janis-Aparicio, (213) 486-9880
Campaign for a Sustainable Milwaukee, Bill Dempsey, (414) 444-0525
Progressive Minnesota, Jennifer Smith (651) 641-6199

New Haven Living Wage Campaign, Andrea Cole, (203) 624-5161
Oakland Living Wage Campaign, Jim DuPont, (510) 893-3181
Portland Jobs With Justice, Nancy Haque, (503) 236-5573

A RANK-AND-FILE POLL FINDS STRONG CONSENSUS ON PROBLEMS, LESS ON SOLUTIONS.

Notes for a Progressive Agenda

DAVID DYSSEGAARD KALLICK [

ost political strategists assume the road
to victory is through the middle. What if,
instead of fishing for supporters in the
center, progressives began by getting our
own house in order? What if we decided
to hash out our differences, get clear about our
priorities and move into the broader public de-
bate from an impassioned and coherent base
(think Chrisuan Coalition)?
In order 10 learn more about who the mem-
bers of progressive organizations are and what

around a single survey. Still, the 113-question
poll of more than 1,800 people “is a much-
needed beginning to open a window into what
a program might look like if we led with our
membership,” says Colin Greer, president of the
New World Foundation. And if the experience
§_of the pollsters making these phone calls is any
iguide, the members are hungry for engagemen:
Zin this kind of conversation and pleased to fee

their views count. Except on issues directly re-

lated to the group’s purpose (environment fo:

KARE YR,

/

could galvanize them, the New World Foundation commissioned
a poll of members of nine progressive organizations. The poll,
conducted by the respected firm Zogby International, was jointly
released on November 5 by the New World Foundation, the Pre-
amble Center and The Nation.

Not even the most poll-driven politician would craft a message

David Dyssegaard Kallick was staff consultant to the New World Foun-
dation and is a senior fellow of the Preamble Center: A full report of the
poll results can be found at www:preamble.org.

environmentalists, labor for labor organizations) there was littl
divergence in either beliefs or demographics among the pol
respondents, who were drawn from a variety of grassroots an
national organizations that agreed to cooperate with the poll
They were: the Center for Health, Environment and Justice; th
Hunger Action Network of New York State; Jobs With Justict
the Labor Party; the National Network for Immigrant Rights; th
Natural Resources Defense Council; the World Federalist A
sociation; and the subscription lists of The Progressive Populi:
and the Utne Reader. Here are some of the major findings:
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Boston Mayor Tom Menlno has just

pproved the most far-reaching “Giving -
-age” law yet enacted. Effective 1998, ..
:oston will require any private compa- -

y'that does business with the city to
ay its workers at least $7.49 an hour.

This is ‘more than $2 above the
adéral minimum wage; it is the hourly
ay rate that yields an annual income
qual to the federal poverty line for a
amily of four. Firms are covered if the
ity .awards them contracts, grants,
oans, tax breaks or other financial
yenefits worth at least $100,000.

Los Angeles enacted similar legis-
ation last March by a unanimous vote
»fiitgi city council. Variations are al-
ready. on the books in New York,
\filwvaukee, Baltimore, New Haven,
San.Jose, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Port-
land(Ore.) and several smaller cities.

; The living wage campaign, which -
dafes-only to E&’ﬂs the most Inter-

psting  (and underreported) gr_t:ss-.-

rcots enterprise to emerge since the
cvilldghts movement. Promoted by a

1_o%u'coalltion of community, religious-
an 0r_groups, often spearneat
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] pocketbook issués.- - -

activism aroun
' that, In a nation

The basic theme is

as rich as America, anyone who works

full time should not have to live in

[he Living Wage’ Movernent
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- The Boston ordinance has been le-

by ACORN the Association of Com+ '
m:Tn] Organizations for _Reform. , gitimately criticized for disclosure re-
Now), it aggﬂs a resurgence of Jocal: :

quirements that fail to’protect conf-
‘dential". business. information. This

could create a competitive disadvan-
tage for Boston if it caused firms to
locate elsewhere. But that provision

poverty. In one city after another, ordicrz: will: likely -be finetuned; . the basic

narily powerful business groups have

fiving-wage concept remains sound.

been blindsided by a :’.urprlaing'ly"""h "Opponents also say higher wage

strong organizing drive that puts local -

elected officlals on the spot. Who could
be against paying -workers a living
wage?

“ costs eliminate jobs. But similar argu-

ments were made against the rise in
‘the federal minimum wage. In fact, the

. good economic times have more than

Business, not surprisingly, insists, .

that such initlatives are bad for the,

business climate. Seemingly, a living- -

wage law enacted one city at a time
would be economic suicide:: Compa-
nies confronted with such ordinances
would just relocate, and the city with

the higher wage standards would lose.

jobs.

" However,’ these . liws -are astutely -

wherever they are located, must meet
city wage standards. Business can run,
butitcan'thide., .°..:" o

b

R SR IO

- crafted to require that city contractors, .

offset the slightly higher wage costs;

" better pay is frequently associated with

lower turnover and with productivity
gains. Business continues to create
jobs at an impressive clip. - «

« Since John Sweeney took over as
president of the AFL/CIO, the national
labor ‘movement has_ embraced the
living wage campalgn. Local drives are
now underway in several other cities,
including Albuquerque, Denver, Phila-

_,delphidand St. Louls,” " -

-

The living wage carmpalgn, like the

';‘e.'amsters'ueﬁbrt',tﬁ'curtaﬂ the shift to

v

part-time jobs, helps spotlight the split-
level character of the current econom-
ic boom. Despite a relatively low over-
all unemployment rate, millions of jobs
don't pay what used to be called a
family wage.

This trend can be challenged on
multiple fronts. A higher federal mini-
mum, as proposed by Sen. Edward
Kennedy, would make a living wage
national policy; an expanded earned
income tax credit can reward work by
increasing take-home pay; and unions
can escalate the campaign against a
two-tier work force.

Living-wage legislation at the city
level not only raises earnings of low-
wage workers; it also discourages pri-
vatizations intefided mainly to cut pay
scales. If even private contract workers
must be paid nearly $7.49 an hour,
cities have less temptation to contract
work out.

In this era of diminished expecta-
tions and hollow politics, the living
wage campaigns are a heartening re-
minder that economic distress can
rekindle grass-roots political energy. In

th's case, the movement is an overd
reunion of unions and community a
tivists. :

The gross inequality of the 1990s is
national disgrace. At one extrem
some may think it shameful that B
Gates; makes more money befoi
funch than most people make in
lifeime.

But the bigger disgrace is that am
glittering affluence, millions of Ame
cans report punctually to work, p«
form conscientiously—and still do:
zke home epough money to €sca
poverty. If remedying that disgrace
truly bad for business, the flaw is not
the remedy but in the system.

.

Correction:- My column of Aug.
erroncously reported that partty
UPS workers do not get bealth be:
fs. In fact, part-timers who work
loast 60 hours a month do get benef.
I regret the error.

Robert Kuttner is co-editor of the
American Prospect.



Wage
Warriors

Labor unions, religious
groups and community
organizations push for
standard of $15,000 a year.

By Melita Marie Garza
TRBUKE STAFF WRITER

As the national debate over the mini-
mum wage continues to generate politi-
cal heat. another movement that could
force some employers to almost double
the salaries of their workers is develop-
ing in several major U.S. cities.

The living wage campaign. led by an
unlikely coalition of labor unions, reli-
gious groups and community-based
organizations, has brought together
working-class Americans to flex their
political musde.

The effort is underway in 30 cities but
has been especially visible in Chicago,
where weekly rallies, demonstrations
and town hall meetings have attracted
hundreds of supporters in recent
months.

On Thursday. an ordinance is
expected to be introduced in the City
Council that would require businesses
that receive city contracts or subsidies
to pay their workers at least $7.57 an
hour, or $§15000 a year—the federal pov-
erty level for 2 family of four. Many
such jobs currenty pay the minimum
wage of $4.25 an hour.

Without the support of Mayor Richard
Daley, who has questions about the bud-
get implications of such a requirement.
the legislation likely will not go far. But
organizers of the local campaign, led by
ACORN. the Association of Community
Organizations for Reform Now, say 36
aldermen have {ndicated they are recep-
tive to the concept.

“The City of Chicago has an obliga-
tion to ensure that when it spends

SEE WAGE, PacE 2
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money, it spends it wisely.” said
Ald. Ricardo Munoz (22nd), who
will joinlly sponsor the ordinance
with Ald. Toni Preckwinkle (4th).
“In this case, it means supporting
a living wage.” .

Thus far. Baltimore and Mil-
waukee are the only cities that
have passed living wage laws. The
Minnesota legislature approved a

* similar statewide law this year

that was vetoed by Gov. Arne
Carlson.

The proposed Chicago ordi-
nance would apply to firms that
receive at least $50,000 in city sub-
sidies and employ at least 25
employees, with the exception of
those that employ construction
workers, - virtually all of whom
already earn above living-wage
pay. It would also affect compa-
nies with at least 10 employees
that hold city contracts valued at
a minimum of $5,000.

In all, the ordinance would
affect more than 1,000 businesses
and some 10,000 workers. It also
would require firms to attempt to
fill vacant jobs with unemployed
and underemployed Chicago resi-
dents and to recruit first in the
neighborhood where the business

. is located. -

As it has elsewhere, the pro-
posed ordinance is opposed by
such business interests as the Chi-
cagoland Chamber of Commerce
and the Dlinois Restaurant Associ-
ation. The reasoning is similar to

that of opponents on the national

level to efforts to increase the
minimum wage to $5.15 an hour:
that forcing companies to pay
higher wages would be devastat-
ing to small businesses that
already are on financially shaky

- ground.

According to Colleen McShane,
executive director of the restau-
rant association, the national
organization documented a loss of
500,000 jobs in 1992 and 1993 fol-
lowing the last minimum wage
hike in 1991

“The living wage, like the minij-
mum wage, would be counterpro-
ductive,” said McShane. “If wages
go up, there will be layoffs.”

The Chicago-based Heartland
Alliance has calculated that
increasing wages to $7.57 an hour
from $4.25 will cost businesses
about $200 more a month per
worker. However, a worker earn-
ing $7.57 an hour contributes an
average of $101 a month in taxes,
while a minimum wage worker
qualifies for a monthly tax credit,
they point out.

Daley—as well as several alder-
men, including Finance Commit-
tee Chairman Ed Burke
(14th)—has expressed concern that
living wages will increase the cost
of some city contracts.

come from?" Daley sald 1ast
mornth’ before a meeting with
ACORN. _

On Wednesday, he pointed out
that many city contractors are
already required to pay the pre-
vailing wage—an amount at least
comparable to what unionized
warkers earn doing the same job
in the private sector, generally
more than $7.57 an hour. .

Living wag&ilaws, like the mini-
mum wage hike proposal, are
aimed at raising the pay base for
the working poor. The main dif-

. ference is that minimum wage

laws affect 95 percent of all work-
ers, while living wage laws affect
primarily government contract
workers, such as Leon Doughty of
Chicago. '

Doughty, 65, works for Andy
Frain Services Inc, a city contrac-
tor that provides passenger secu- .
rity and services at the United
Airlines terminal at O'Hare Inter-
national Airport

Doughty is a retired Chicago
Head Start coordinator who
needed to take the job with Frain
seven months ago to help pay the
rent on the apartment he shares
with his wife. He never expected
to be doing this kind of work at
retirement age.

“We are just getting by,” said
Doughty. -

Organized labor, which has lost
membership and bargaining
power in recent years, has led
many of the ongoing demonstra-
tions in support of living wage
laws in various cities.

The grass-roots movements
have picked up local steam
because of the widespread senti-
ment that the shape of the econ-
omy has had a devastating effect
on the working class. And, politi-
cal savvy organizers, such as
ACORN, have taken advantage of
an election year to boost their
local agenda to state and national
levels.

Ted Thomas, a postal worker
from the Englewood neighbor-
hood, sees the issue as one of eco-
nomic parity.

“Living wage workers pay more
taxes than minimum wage work-
ers. Living wage workers spend
more in their communities,” said
Thomas, president of the ACORN
board. “It's time we quit promot-
ing welfare and give people an
incentive to work.”

Carl Tannenbaum, chief econo-
mist for LaSalle National Bank,
said most businesses probably
could afford the proposed 21 per-
cent increase in the minimum
wage.

But regarding a living wage law,
he said: “Asking businesses to
absorb 2 bucks more than that—a
78 percent increase—might be too
much to ask.”

Staff writer Jacquelyn Heard
contributed to this article.



By Wiiliam Gordon
Staff Writer

After a press conference on the 28th of

July and a rally on the 29th were held in
City Hall by the Association of
Community Organizations for Reform
Now, Service Employee International
Union Local 880, the Chicago Coalition
for the Homeless, and the New Party, the
city's aldermen decided to pass the living
wage ordinance, along with increases in
the salaries of public officials, including
aldermen and the mayor.

Last ycar a similar ordinance was
proposed, but was rejected by a vote of 31

10 17. Since then the ordinance has been

h W

stuck in going 73
changes that would make it more
politically viable. After the rally, the
ordinance sponsored by Ald. Joha

Buchanan (10), Ald. Toni Preckwinkle

(4th), and Ald. Ricardo Muiioz (22nd)
passed casily — 49-0 (there are 50 wards
in the city).

At the press conference on July 28, the
organizations present had a simple plea: -

Increase the wages of the people of
Chicago before increasing the wages of
the politicians who serve them. Ald.

Buchanan agreed, saying, “The people of

Chicago should get a living wage, and get
that first. Then let's consider a wage
increase [fot the aldermen).”

The quires city

\zaw‘»’ LIVING WAGE ~

FICHTING &
FORA

| se1u LOCAL 880

Members of SEIU, wmmwmmmwmnm

mmwm et

The Chamber views low \v"ages- as an
opportuaity for people to enter iato a
company and develop marketable

city.

llnhopedlhulhnmllneuneumplc-

for businesses throughout the city to

and sub-contractors o pay their workers
the minimum of $7.60 an bour, beginning
with contracts awarded after Jan. 1, 1999.
The federal minimum wage is $5.15 an
bour.

This was a very convenient time 10 pass
the ordinance, according 1o Ald. Dorothy
Tillman (3rd). She has been fighting to

pass this ordi since its d I

rkplace skills. Now they believe that

employers will actually decrease their .

labor force, because of the -increase in
spending on wages, dec:eumg lhe
amount of jobs available.

The carlier ordinance was hindered by
the issues raised by the Chamber, and also

by its inability to coavince some aldermen -

that it would be the most beneficial

but acknowledges that the politics
involved helped pass this controversial
piece of legislation. “Elected officials
always use ci to leverage. At

for all involved. Ald. Bernard
Hnnscn (44) linked his earlier refusal to
vote for a living wage to the penaltics

least it was levei-aged for the people,”
Tillman said.

At the same time the aldermen were
considering an increase in their wages,

from $75,000 a year to $85,000, they were

also prepaiing to go on vacation. Also, the
organizations fighting for this change
pointed out loud and clear at the press
conference on the 28th that if they didn't
win this ycar, they would make this an
issue in 1999—an election year.

Now that the ordinance has been
passed, most of thosc involved are
satisfied, except the Chicagoland
Chumber of C: A di
director of government relations, Mark
Pufundy, this ordinance hinders the city's
ability “to attract and expand businesses
and corporate investment.”

“Employers must have the ngh( to
negotiate wage rates and benefits with

gtothe

p in the ordi " He Ida‘t
: on sy p lar penalties, but
repeatedly said, “They had penalties that T

felt were unreasonable.” -

The recent passing of the cumreat
ordinance shouldn’t be' linked to the
absence of barsh penalties, said Keith
Kelleher of the SEIU, Local 880. Since

the rejection of the previous ordinance,.

his organization and its affiliates focused
advocacy efforts in the wards of the
aldermen who voted against it, “We
targeted the 31 wards for retribution at the
polls,” be said. “We passed out fliers in
the same wards where they voted against
it, moved referendums in the wards, and
the aldermen felt a lot of heat. They
vastly und
the ordinance.”
In the curreat ordlnmce there are
restrictions to protect small businesses
that may have been hurt by the previous

“legistati The aew ordinance only

current or potential employees within the
federally established law,” said Pufundt.

applies to for-profit businesses with over
25 employees that have with the

d public support for

their wage. “ltsctsa
policy example in the city of Chicago that
people should be required to pay a living
wage, otherwise we have to pay for food
and shelter [for the working poor),” said
John Donahue of the Chicago Coalition
for the Homeless. This is onc of many

issues his organization fights for, to, in his
words, “find real solutions o
homelessness.”

“Corporations have made more money
over the past 20 years by depressing the
wages,” said Donahue. “They are making
overwhelming profit using minimum

" wage as slave labor.”

In-the July 16-31, 1997 issuc of
StreetWise it is pointed out that the
proposed $7.60 an_hour would raise
thousands of families to the poverty level.
With a minimum wage, families only net

* §811 a month, whereas a living wage

brings in about $1,188.90 a month. The
living wage ordinance is based on the cost
of supporting a family of four. The
expenses of which was estimated at about
$1,450 a month by the original supporters.

Living wagegupporters go further to
point out that it costs taxpayers less to
support a living wage family, since a
houschold on minimum wage receives
about $637 in aid, food stamps and
Medicaid, and $83.64 in fedcral tax
returns. The living wage family receives
almost $300 less in aid, and pays more
than $100 dollars in federal taxes.

Chicago is now the third largest city in
the country to pass a living wage, but
organizations like the SEIU Local 880,
ACORN, and the New Party still have
work 10 do in the city. Now their efforts
are dneaed to ensurc the proper-

ion of the ordi and
expud the benefits. According to
Kelleher, it now benefits only two to three
thousand people, covering only ten job
descriptions. “This is just the first stop,
round one,” he said.
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Working hard for a living Wage"

R Oakland activists lead
push to increase minimum
pay for companies doing
business with the city '

e

By Jessica Guynn
TIMES STAFF WRITER

OAKLAND — In an East Oakland
neighborhood, rich only in welfare
recipients and the working poor, is
the campaign headquarters of
ACORN — the Association of Com-
munity Organizations for Reform
Now, the national grassroots orga-
nization of low- and moderate-in-
come families that i is leading the fight :
for a "lmng wage.”

Even in the fading daylight, it is

rhood that surrounds it have -
seen better days. The smell of urban
is everywhere in the cavernous -
hall. Wrought iron chandeliers hang :
from tall ceilings, but the bulbs have -
bumed out. Cracked and peeling walls,
are patched with  palitical posters. The'
hollow expanse is httened withanold -
couch here, a sagging armchair there,
and a handful of desks where staff
members busily work the phones. - 5

On the far wall, a sign says
bluntly, “No common wealth.” -

And that is ACORN's point.

In this dilapidated neighborhood -
forgotten in the shadow of the °
wealthy Oakland hills, the gap be-
tween rich and poor continues to
widen, undaunted by the region's
near-record prosperity. - -

ACORN and its 1,300 Oakland '
members have drawn the battle line
here, at the poverty line. And, if the .
organization's efforts around the
country to improve the standard of
living for the working poor are any
indication, this is where a key battle
waged against poverty in the East
Bay may be won.

In Oakland, living-wage activists -
are campaigning to boost wages in city
contracts granted to businesses that
either have a service contract worth
at least $25,000 or receive $100,000 in
financial assistance. The proposed or-
dinance would require employers to
pay at least $8 an hour — the federal
poverty wage level for a family of four
— in addition to health benefits. Com-
panies that do not offer health bene-
fits would be required to pay workers
$9.25 an hour.

A year in the making, Oakland's

GREGORY UROUIAGAIHMES
—_—_— SHIRLEY BURNELL, board member of a grassroots orgamzatuon of low- and moderate-income families, is
See WAGES, Page C2 campaigning for a living wage in Oakiand.
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Jiving-wage ordinance, championed
‘by mayoral candidate Ignacio De La
-Fuente, was unanimously adopted by
:the Oakland City Council’s commu-
ity and economic development com-
1nittee last week. If it gains final pas-
sage at a March 24 vote of the full
‘city council, it will go into effect July
'l and become the strongest legisla-
tion of its kind enacted in the coun-
oy.

“It is not a panacea; it doesn’t af-

“fect millions of workers,” said Jen

Kern, an ACORN researcher in
Washington, D.C. “It's a way to raise
the issue and open up debate.”

The proposed city legislation faces
strong opposition from business
owners and Oakland Metropolitan
Chamber of Commerce officials, who
say it would eliminate jobs, increase
the cost of doing business and send
a message to corporate America that
Qakland is unfriendly to business at
a time when the city is attempting to
revive the local economy.
~ “The city and the chamber ulti-
mately want the same thing, a pros-
perous and economically vital com-
munity,” said Barbara Leslie, the
chamber’s public policy manager. “Our
means to that end are just different.”

Living-wage activists counter that
using taxpayer money as leverage to
raise wages for the working poor is
good for workers and for business.
The ordinance, they say, would ease
demands on overburdened public as-
sistance programs, funnel more
money into the local economy and dis-
courage privatization, which lowers
pay scales. Moreover, the Bay Area’s
current economic boom would offset
higher wage costs, activists said.

' “Our community needs this ordi-
nance,” said Shirley Burnell, a West
Oakland board member who believes
low-paying jobs that offer no bene-
fits have eroded living conditions for
thousands of workers in the East
Bay. “People can’t make it on $5.75
an hour.”

+ The campaign for a living wage,
founded in 1993 by a coalition of
community activists, religious groups
and labor unions, is one of the most

powerful grassroots movements to
emerge on the national political
scene since the civil rights move-
ment. - _

. Its rallying cry is politically pow-
erful: In the world’s richest nation,
American workers should not have
to live in poverty. “A lot of families
aren’t getting by, our communities
are becoming polan’zed\)ased onin-
come,” said John Dalrymple, secre-
tary-treasurer of the Contra Costa
Labor Council, which has begun to
explore the possibility of a living-
wage campaign. “When we don’t ad-
dress the income gap, it creates lot
of social dysfunction.”

Tapping into a growing sense of
community despair, the living-wage
grassroots movement has gathered
momentum. This year, nearly two
dozen municipal government offi-
cials are considering or adopting pro-

posals that would force government -

contractors to pay higher wages to
thousands of workers or forfeit gov-
ernment contracts, Kern said.

Los Angeles, Baltimore and
Boston are among the major cities
that already have adopted living-
wage ordinances. ACORN officials
will conduct their first national train-
ing conference in May to teach
strategies on mounting a successful
living-wage campaign.

Supporters of the “Oakland Jobs
and Living Wage Campaign” pledge
that Oakland is just the first city they
will target in the Bay Area, home to
one of the greatest concentrations of
wealth in the country. Owen Marron,
executive secretary of the Alameda
County Labor Council, said the local
living-wage movement will call on
officials in all 13 of Alameda
County's cities to support a living-
wage ordinance. Community activists
have embarked on similar efforts in
San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa
Cruz. In San Jose, ACORN hopes to
strengthen an existing prevailing
wage ordinance.

“The whole idea is not to spend
taxpayer dollars to subsidize poverty-
wage jobs,” Kern said. “In cities like
Oakland, we have a lot to bargain
with, great locations and good work
forces. If a business person passes
up a lucrative city contract in Oak-
land because of a living-wage ordi-
nance, that person is a fool.”

7
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F'YOU LISTEN closely, you cait hear . B
Ia'u-uth whispered in the Bay Arca .-
and around thc couniry. 1t is begin-- - .

- ning (o be heard cven gbove the din of -

. sclf-congratulations oif our natlonsl ‘oco- -
. nomic upswiug. The truth tv: Worklag

. people ate KUl poor. €

Even as the entire American econom-
fc ple grows, the shces reserved for
. Amorica's lowest waga workers are get-
, ting thinner, In the Bay Areu and else-
- -where, working citizens struggle to sup-
* porl familics on wages below the poverty

line. Desplte the 1896 incresse, the mind- -

mum wage buys far less now than it did
in tho 19603, Over the same 30-year pert-
_ od, corporate profits and CEO salarics
- have dramatically increased. For cxam-

ple, in 1676 the pay raslo between top

managers and the average worker was - ;-

41:1; now that rutfo exceeds 200:1,

Today, an .impressive grassrools

movement -- lcd by Jabor unfons, the
community group ACORN, and religlous -
leaders — has arlsen to fight wage stug-
natlon and the growing fhcome gap. In
California and across the country, well-
organizod coalitions are pushing city
couaclis to enact tving wage ordinances

thut raise wages and promote corporate .
accountability —- putting an end 10 tax-
" payer subsidies 1o busincsees that pay -
. poverty wagos and force their workersto °
. roly on public roctal services _lo" meet

thelr basic necds.

On March 10, in a room packed with -

200 communiity supporters, Oakland City

Councit’s Economic Development Com. -

mittee took a first step in Improving the
lives of working {fumilies by unanimously
approving & Uving wagc ordluunce, The
full City Couzcil unanimously adupted
the bill April 7; tho law takes effect July
L

Tht Oskland effort, Mke similar cam-

THURSDAY, APRIL 9, 1998
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ives Hope to Poor |

over a dozen living wage ordinknces on
the books with no evidence of harm
done. Many contractors — {rom fanitort-
aleervices to bus companies — noted that

* the living wage “levels the playing fleld”

~and relleves pressure on employers to
squeere labor costs in order (6 wia city
service comtracts. St} others noted a
marked change in worker morsle and

. productyity brought about by the higher

wage. A new study by researchors at

"+ Johns Hopkins Univeraity, set for relcase -
* . next month, expands and conflrmns these
o) . findings. - © . (.

M _Eoonomtsu estimating the impact of

the 1996 Los Angelesliving wage ords-

i .. nance predicted an increase in local

-palgns nationwido, calls for businesscs
receiving substantial financlal benetits

_ from the city to pay employees a wage

sufflcient to keep s faily of four above

the poverty lne - 68.00 plus benefits or

$0.25 without benefits The argument is

- simple: Wo must target our Uimited pub-

. lic resources to businesses that are com- ; ~

* mitled to creating lfving wage fobs —not -
poverty wage jobs that drain our limited

city services.

Not surprisingly, lving wage cam-

paigns have come under withering at-

. tack from busineas fnterests that {nsist
- that any proposul to increase the wages -

- of even the lowest jmid workers will Jead

to economic stagnation. Time and agaln, -
- these dire predictions prove wrong. Wit-
_ ness (he last Increase In the federal mint-

mum wege — it boosted the earnings of .

Amerlca’s lowest wage carners without

‘Lilndering the countey's

growth and low unemployment
Consider further that there arc now

cconomic.

". spending, homeownership, and entrepre-

neurship In low lncome and minority
neighborhoods. Jabs that aliow working

> familles W be cconomically eelfsuftlh. -

clent promote public savingy by decress
fng demand for public assistance. Unlike
low-wage Joby, living-wage jobs create
consumers of goods and services, who fu
turn creste more business opportuaity
and an englne for job growth in our
cldes. ’

Oakland — and the country — slands
at a crossroads, One road lcads to corpo-
rate givcaways at the expensa of working -

_ people. The other holds the promise of -
economic prosperity shared by all. That

. promiso is stariing to betng fulfilled as

the living wage movement grows across

. the country. Against the backdrop of a

- buoming economy, the working poor are
- bullding a movcrmout {or our fair share
. — and we are startiug to be heard.

" Arthalia Ray i a board member of Cofi{ornla

ACORN, the Association of Communlity Orgo-
- nizokons for Reform Now. For more informa-
on ACORMN. [he Wabsite Is see
www.ocorn.org/community or call (310)
43&-5690. -
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San Francisco Department of Social Services security guard Hilda Wade would benefit if a living-wage ordinance were passed.

Living-Wage Wildfire

Ne g By llana DeBare
ClthS CHRONICLE STAPF WaITER
BERERES he road to a higher U.S. minimum wage
Ponder : could lead through San Francisco.
And through San Jose, Hayward, Los An-
laWS tO geles, Detroit, Baltimote and even Duluth,
Minn. . .
I'aise San Francisco may soon be the latest of
about two dozen U.S. cities to pass “living wage”
» laws, which typically require firms doing busines;
Workers with local gavernment to pay higher-than-minimum

wages. .
These laws — including San Francisco’s proposal
— tend to be limited in scope and apply only to a rel-
atively small number of workers. .
But they're part of a large, growing campaign that

pay

could end up sparking a national debate about eco-
nomic inequality and raising the U.S. minimum
wage. -

It's a campaign in which — for a change — orga-

"nized labor-and its liberal allies are outsmarting _and

outmaneuvering their business opponents.
“I’s a model case of changing social policy

" through an issue with widesprcad appeal: After all,

who would say they’re for a wage that you can't live
on?” said Harley Shaiken, a UC Berkeley professor

.who studies the labor movement.

~Labor has been very focused and very effective in
these campaigns, while much of business hasa't been
real focused,” Shaiken added. “This campaign hag
been a marked success for l'abor, while business has

> PAY: Page B2 Col. 3
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From Page Bl
just been reacting.”

San Francisco city officials are an-
alyzing a living wage proposal that
would require firms with city con-

tracts to pay hourly wagetq{SH.SO, .

ot $13 if the company provides .
health benefits. The Board of Super--
_ visots could vote on the or
2 modified version of itaseatly 20

May ot june. :

Swpoﬂqsayu\c'& isamatter -

of si faimess. They note that it
takes far move than the state mini-
mum wage of $5.75 to survive ina.
high-cost tegion like the Bay Area. ~
“Anyene who works full time ina
city-su ed job should receive
enough mooey to support their fam-

ily and make it through the month.

without turning to chasity,” said
Ken Jacabs, a spokesman for San

Francisco's Coalition foraLiving .- en
- onthelocallevel:: - -.-

Wage. .
Opponents — including many -

small firms with city contracts — sy

hiking wages as high 2 $14 could
drive them out of business or force
themtolay peopleoff. . .-

~If wages are raised ta $14, a small
number of peaple will get that $14,
but it will also expand the welfare -
rolls since companies won't pay that
much maney for unskilled people,™
said John Doyle, spokesman foc the
libertarian Employment Policies In-
stitute in Washington, D.C. )

Nationally, the Jivingsvage move-
ment has mushroomed during the -
past year. Within the Bay Arca, the
cities of Oakland, San Jose and Hay-
ward all passed laws within the past

2 months.
But the movement first started in

Baltimore in 1994. Religious groups
there noticed that more and more. -

of the people showing up at their
soup kitchens were actually working
full time, at wages too low to sur- -
vive. )

The religious leaders formed an
alliance with labor unions and com-
munity activisty that became a mod-
¢l for other cities where living-wage
laws have passed.

“Everyone thinks of this segment

as gmumher, but really, they

hadn't together before the
living-wage movement,” said Jen

Kem, director of the living-wage re-
source center at ACORN, a nation- .
wide community group thatis very «
involved in promoting living-wage
laws. o

What led labor and anti-poverty
-activists 10 embark on 8 series of lo-
cal wage j

! campgigns? 5 o
One big reason is that unionsand

their allies had been stymied at try-

" ing to win significant hikes in the

Despite increases in 1996end
1997,

power than it did two decades ago.

", That's partly because

the issue: Companies with city con-
tracts see living-wage laws as a seri-
ous pocketbook issue but'thase
without city contracts haventseen
‘much ressonto getinvolved. -
*“Most businesspeople in San
Princisco, San José of Baston can

say, Thave rio dealinigs with the city. -

It's not my problem,’ ~.said Doyle.

“There reslly has been no concerted

{business) effort tooppose i, a- -

though people arc now startingto . .

wake uptotheissue.” )

Doyle's organization — which is
funded largely by craployers — fears
that the spread of local living-wage
1aws will provide amrmunition fore
campaign to raise state and federal
minimum wage levels.

“Take Wisconsin, where the aty

of Madison tecently passed g living-

wage law for vatious groups of work- -

er3,” Doyle said. “Now the Wiscon-

sin state Scnate president has writ-

ten an op-ed piece saying that a
minimum wage of $7.25 should ap-
ply to all workers.” .. o
“~The phrase is sceping into the
political vernacular and changing
. the dynamics of political discus-
sion,” Doyle added. :

Supporters of living-wage laws ac-

 knowledge their goals strctch far be-

[IE

| Living-Wége Laws

. today’s US. minimum wage .
_ot‘SS.lShstﬂpueemleabuying ’

_ b
nets communities ate dividedon -

@1002/003

| LIVING-WAGE ORDINANCES IN THE UNITED STATES
" ay - . Houdy Wage Requiremen
Baltimore $7.7(
" Boston 8.2
Chicage’ 7.60
Cook County, IiL - 76¢
Dane County, Wis. - 80
Dot Moines 9.0
Detrolt 8351043
Ouiuth, Minn. 650725
" Durham, NC. - 82

" Gary, Ind.. Prevaiing indusiry wag

" Hayward . 8001925
Hudson County, N5, 17

" Jersey Oy 7,50 plus $2,000¢year towerd benefi
Log Angeles 7397364

. Madison, Wis. 78
Mitwackee 6.0
Minaeapolis . - 84

" Muttnomah County, Ore. - ) 9L
New Haven, Conn. - : 8¢
MNew York Prevailing lndustry wac
Oskland 8.00/9.2¢

. Pasadena 725185
Portland, Ore. 7.7
San Antonlo, Texas 9z
San Jose ‘95010.7¢
Santa Clara County 104

B«
wmmmwmmaudwmmme

.fits to pay ¢ higher wage. _

: NmSmﬂdetdSm'bﬁ:dmlhclederalmeMvﬂ
@uwmmtmwmuamnmmmmw-
emment service mnumwinatcwwp(ymﬁnnsmmwmmm
Sources. San Francisco Cosktion for 8 Using Wage: Assacietion of Communiy Orgealzations f

yond the local ordinances they're
busy promoting.

They hope that, as the 2000 elec-
tion season approaches, they can
pressure Congress into passing an-
other, larger minimum wage in-
crease. - . :

And they hope to put issues of
economic inequality at the center of

the country’s political debate.
_ “These living-wage ordinances

_ tend to be very narrow and affect

just a tiny pocket of poor working
families,” said Robert Pollin, a Uni-

versity of Massachusetts econos
and authar of the 1998 book T
Living Wage.”

“But you have to start some-
where,” Pollin continued. "Arx
movement has given voice 10 p
ple’s sense that if someone is g¢
t0 go to work, they should at le
earn a Jiving wage. S:Q the tem

- ing wage' ispart of the policy o
ture now, in a way it wasn't 3 yeer
two ago. . . . The debate in Con 5059
ts now being driven by these lo
living-wage ordinances™
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The positive effects outweigh extra costs.

ow and then, govermment should be
ia the business of cagincering social
. Promoting 2 ""liviag wege"'
for Miami- C y and its 3
is one of those issues — and wday is the
ume. ’ :
" it's worth pating that threc of the four
:{:ﬂm of the living-wage ordinance o4
Miami-Dadc County Commissios
agenda arc sicadlast opponcats of Ux and
fec hikes W moct budger demands. So s 2
nlcnu( surprise (o sce Commissioncss
atacha Millan. Javier Souto and Migue!
Diaz de ls Poctilla promoting this proposcd
hourly bac (o e covaly and i con-
Hactoss. fourth sponsoe is Commis-
sioner Dogna Rotle.

Together, they arc gsking colicagues w
scquire the county to pay ell cmployees &
salery that's at losst 10 parcent above the
1997 nationa! poverty level {or & family of
foue. That would b 2 hourly e
of $8.56. In addiion, the living-wags ordi-
aance would requie the covnty and sil con-
tractors 10 Provide health-care tasurance at
the ralc of $1.2% an hour of clsc 8dd the
cquivetent of that oato employees” wage.

Greaotcd, this will acrcase couaty
cApeascs, iag that these commiskioa-
crs Pt remember whea setiag (ax faies.
But g:sod social policy docea’t come cheap.
and this oac is worth the pnce. Othes Couaty
poticics long have promolod sulcs — aiinar-
ny-sei-aside programs gad other coatracting
sequircmants. for Instlance — whose intct i
te ioprove the lives of Miami-Dade resi-
dents. So will this ocuc.

o

The ordlaance has beea fashioacd in a
manact seasilive W budget festrictions and
the commiscion’s owa k! reluce
aace to jncrease taxes. The living wage
would be phased ia over three yeark. M
teast. If the ordimaacc is adopted,
woulda't be implemonted for 3ix moaths,
affocting only ocw coagacts made from then
on. Forewarned. coualy numbers crunchers
can adapt sanus! budgets 0 the Righer wage
eQuiremcnly.

A Flocida lricrnationst University study-

cstimates — with ail avallable data — what
it will “*most likely'' cost the county 34.3
millioa ia the fiest year of implementation,
and $360.000 the tccond and chiud years.
The couaty’s sstimales aup higher, up to
$16.5 auilion. The real price of this good-
faith cffort 10 bang morc oquity 0 residenys
likely falls somewhere in between.

what would the coumty get fof its
money? Well, in other mewopolitan rcds
that have adopted the liviag wage. nowebly
Balimore, cady resulis chaw a more-slable
work force. That meens less money (Q
eccrun and ondlexsly UHR new workery

The community beaclits fram the mulii-
plice effect. Higher wages mcan peopic
spcad wmore monay in the local cconomy.
Morce MY" cen Qualify (or home loans.
which builds familics aad acighbochoods.
Finally, 3 wage that includes healin-cate
cavcrage or moncy (0 buy it means fower
people end up getting indigent heslth-care
on the public't tah. Bul More important
fairmess: Nodody should work for the public
and comasn is paverty because of .

A e st AL e - -



N Robert A. Jordan

Boston needs

the livingwage’ :

HERE'S THE MINIMUM WAGE, THE
prevailing wage, and now the living wage -
the nevwest member of the wage family.
Although the current federal minimum
. wage of $4.T6 will go up to $5.16 Sept. 1, and
the current state minimum wuge is $5.26 an hour, these
wages would not be high enough to bring workery’
wages to even the federal poverty line. -

The “living wage,” however, has & floor of $749 &an
-hour, which would equal the federal poverty level for a
full-time employee supporting 8 family of four.

A coalition of labor, religious, and community groups
are spearheading a strong campaign to bring the hiving
wage to Boston. The coslition will lead & rally todsy at
5:30 pam. at City Hall, follgwred by 2 € p.m. hearing on-
an ordinance to make the living wage a reality.

This proposed ardingnce would apply to any com-
pany with more than 25 employees that receives from
the City of Boston a loan, a major subsidy, or a tax
break of more than $100,000.

It would also apply to & company that receives a city
contract of more than $10,000. Subcontractors and
leaseholders would be excluded. As drafted, the ordi-
nance would require such firms to make an effort to do
community-based hiring for nonconstruction jabs.

As supparters point out, the ordinance's goal is to
utilize taxpayers' money to create decent jobs for Bos-
ton residents. By daing so, supporters further argue,

" the ordingnce would also szve taxpayers' money. The
living wage would reduce the need for city money to
subsidize day care, housing, and other city services.

The state's prevailing wage law, enacted in 1916, re-
quires contractors to pay wages that reflect community
standards for all publicly funded constryction projects.

The living wage, in effect, is the prevailing wage for
nonconstruction city prajects.

Some critics argue the ardinance goes too far Be-
meitmdudammggﬁnﬁmmdnonmqq
agencies. Bat it would be Fimited to such groups thi: >
ceive very large amounts of funding from the'city.. .

For these nonprofits, some supporters sgggeet.;f :
city provide any extra funda these organizations negs -
paydselivingw:ge.ﬁepmvisionwouldhelptngmr
moresupportforthisbill . . et
“Under the bill, the Gity Council could approve e
empmwweodmmlhehwmﬂdﬂsomﬂ JL
wageraﬁmﬁon.Andthedtyequldahosuspendqot-
tract payments to firms viclating the law, as well gsd
the company from future eligibility for city contracts

Bostouwouldnogbe-theﬁmtdxy-wemctaﬁvim
wage law: Baltimore passed & similar law that etarger
wageut&GJOandwuldinaua'ebns?.ZSanhmr.

Los Angelea recently passed & contract and subui | 1
living wage ordinance for companies that recerve cbo- |
tracts for more than $100,000. Under this ordinsnoc:
workers would be psid $72vhour with subsidies, or:
$8.60/hour without subsidies. : L

Other cities inclading New York, Minnéapolis, M -
waukee, and Portland passéd simflar ardinances.

Oppanents also argue the bill would lead to highe -
bids on contracts, which would cost the ity more. Bu . -
the evidenca in other cities suggests otherwise. -

In Baitimore; s study done a year after tho citg ¢ - I
acted its ordinance found that the bids did not come .+ | .
any higher when adjusted for inflation. o

For owners and exscutives of large companies w{ -
oppose such a bill, proponents suggest these executis - ¢
compu'etheirown“livingwages"bothepmpoaedsg.;ﬁ
an hour living wage. PR

o

does not yet have the endorsement of afl Boston
Council members. . . -t
., Supporters bope to guin.the backing of Bostoa 3 «
or Thomas M, Menino- His opposition is a bit it ; 7
even his own supporters, since he reportedly backe¢;
both the mintmum and prevafling wage laws. 5
Earning a decent living from & wage with 2 - ';E‘
$7.49/hour mitimum {s the prevailing theme behindht - :
ordinancs, and that is resson enough why it should Jx : 5
bt |

e

Although the proposed law has strong M
v

i

b

Robert A Jordan is o Globe colummnist.
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EDITORIALS

Oakland should adopt
Living Wage Ordinance

1E Oakland City Council
seemns to be on the road toward
approving the Bay Area's first
ltving wage ordinance. The

Oakland Jobs and Living Wage

Ordinance raises the minimum wage for
workers at companies that do busiucss
with the cily. While we have some con-
cerns the ardinance could he tnterpreted
as anUi-business, on balance, we believe it
1s good for the city.

We support the Oakland Jobs and
Living Wage Ordinarice and urge the City
Councll to approve it.

The ordinance, drafted by Coun-
cllmember Ignacto De La Pucn(c's office
after months of study, was recently ap-
proved by the council's comnunity and
economic development commitice.

It Increases the minimum wage to §8
an hour for workers with health benefits,
and $9.25 an hour for workers who don't
have benefits. Companfes that have a
service contract of $25,000 or more or
reccive $100.000 in financial assistance,
clty substdles or tax breaks would be
covercd by (he ordinance. The law is not
retroactive.

In one version, the ordinance would
have required the compantes to give
workers 20 paid days off a year and
guarantee 16 hours of work a week. In
response to concerns of the business
cotnmunity, the number of patd days off
was 1educed to 12 and the guarantee of
work hours was dropped.

Repneseatutives of the Chamber of
Comnicree wanted small businesses
exempted from the ordinance; we think
such an exemption would make the luw
more attractve.

Some critics, including Audrey Rice Ol-

“tver, Oakland mayoral candidate, warn it
will scare business away from the city.

We understand the cancerns, however.
we don{ think the ordinance as it is
wrilten would have that effect, It only
covers businesses with city contracts. It's
those contracts that attract the bust-
nesscs; a lhnn%wage is stmply onc of the
conditions of the contract. Analysts est!-
mate the ordinance will ¢ffect only about
20 to 50 companies, primarily those that
provide security guards, parking lot at-
tendants and temporary workers. Butlt
{ulo the ordinance is a provision to reeva-
luate it in one year. A benefit to the city.
especially in the casc of security guards,
would be that by offering highér pay,
stricter qualificattons could be required.

On balance, we think it will be good for
the city's economy. As supporters point
out, a higher minimum wage puts more
moncy In the pockets of lower-paid
workers who will therefore have more
money to spend at ¢ily businesses. It
puts lnto practice the belief that a living
wage, as opposed (o the growing dis-
parity between rich and poor, creates a
s{ronger econonty. Supporters call it a
strategy for economic development.

Furthermore, the studies of citfes that
huve lving wage ordinances indicate they
have netther had a negative impact on the
econoniy nor led (o ncreuned costs lo
taxpayers thirough higher priced city con-
tracts. '

We support the Oakland Jobs and
Living Wage Ordinance. A move toward
greater equity {u wages {s a step toward a
stronger economy.



