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OPTION 6: Favor indexation.

This option probably would be considered the most "positive”
by those favoring an increase in the minimum wage. Histor-
ical comparisons show that after allowing for the irregular
pattern of legislated increases, the minimum wage has, on
average, followed the rate of increase for average wages.
In particular, the minimum wage has averaged 48 percent of
average hourly earnings. Indexing the minimum wage to the
historically observed increases in average hourly earnings
would have resulted in a minimum wage very close to the
current level. Indexing to prices--such as the CPI--would
have resulted in a much lower minimum wage level.

In taking this option, there is some risk of future legis-
lated increases on top of the indexed minimum, particularly
if it is indexed to the CPI. Wage indexation, however,
probably would undercut political support for such increases.

If the Administration adopted this option, it could propose
a particular procedure or try to work with Congress to-
assure a mutually satisfactory method.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
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I am scheduled to meet with Congressman Dent and Andrew .
Biemiller of the AFL-CIO on June 16 to sound them out on
various approaches. It would be desirable to have general
guidance from you before that meeting, but you do not need
to select a specific proposal yet.

The following are a set of options for minimum wage policy.

"OPTION l: Oppose an increase in the minimum wage at the
present time.

This option represents the most conservative approach and

is likely to anger Congressman Dent who is expecting a
positive proposal in June. An increase could be opposed on
the grounds that another increase so soon would hamper the
recovery, by reducing employment opportunities and stimulating
inflation. On the other hand the most recent increase to
$2.30 on January 1 of this year has already been eaten up by
inflation. (The CPI had increased 15.4% since the effective
date of the 1974 amendments but the $2.30 figure represents
an increase of only 15 percent in the minimum wage since
that time. Increases in the CPI since January have resulted
in further erosion.) Opposing any increase will put the
Administration in a position to be attacked as opposing the
interests of the rank-and-file worker.

»

OPTION 2: Take no position at this time.

Under this option the Administration would "wait and see"
what develops in Congress. It is possible that those in
Congress seeking to raise the minimum wage would find
relatively little support for major initiatives in this area
now. More likely is the possibility of a full-fledged
debate on the issue with a fair probability of the passage
of legislation both increasing the minimum wage and indexing
it to the growth in average wages. While the Administration
will come under increasing pressure to take a position it
probably will be two or three months before we must comment
ourselves. '

OPTION 3: Propose a study of the minimum wage including
its effects on inflation and unemployment.

This option would pose the dilemma between desirable increases
in the minimum wage to compensate for inflation and employment

effects of such increases. The study would seek to ad
this problem and propose solutions. /gw' 0{/
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OPTION 4: Favor a legislated increase but oppose
indexing.

This would permit the President to recognize the erosion
of the minimum wage due to inflation while avoiding the
relatively controversial step of endorsing indexation.

However, a somewhat larger increase is likely if index—-
ation is not adopted.

The most frequent figure mentioned in discussions on raising
the minimum wage is $2.65 from the current $2.30--a 15%
increase. It would appear that the "minimum" increase that
could be offered for January, 1977 under this option would
be $.15, raising the level to $2.45. This would just make
up for the expected 6% increase in consumer prices between
January, 1976 and January, 1977.

The impact of such an increase on inflation and employment
opportunities would of course depend on the size of the
increase.

OPTION 5: Propose a.modest increase in January, 1977,
and statutorily mandate for a study to determine
the best method for increasing the minimum wage
in January 1978. The study might result in a
proposal for another simple increase, or some
method of indexation.

This option would permit the President to favor an increase
in the minimum wage without committing himself on the
subject of indexation. It recognizes the complexity of
designing a satisfactory indexation formula and provides a
method whereby the issue must be addressed in roughly the
same time frame as the Dent proposal would address it.
While the indexing concept is relatively simple, previous
experience with indexing in the case of social security has
demonstrated the importance of correct technical design.
The two stage approach permits both the Congress and the
President flexibility to monitor events, to do further
analysis on the appropriateness of indexing, and the effect
of various indexing methods, and to exercise judgment in
early 1977 as to the best course of action in 1978.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON R

JUN 3 1976

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: International Labor Organization

—-- The ILO Annual Conference is considering whether to admit
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) as observer
to the ILO World Employment Conference (WEC) which starts
tomorrow.

—— If the Annual Conference does - admit the PIO, the U. S.
worker, employer, and goverrment delegates have agreed
to temporarily walk out of the Annual Conference. In
that event, I recamend that you make a public statement
supporting their response and expressing your pleasure
at the unity of the U. S. delegation. Current plans
are for the entire U. S. delegation to walk out of the
WEC whenever the PLO has the floor.

; -- If the Annual Conference does not admit the PLO, the
issue will be raised again at the WEC itself, perhaps
tomorrow. If the WEC admits the PIO, again I think a
public statement would be appropriate.

—- If neither the Annual Conference nor the WEC admits the
PIO, a statement from you is less desirable, but might
still be considered. You should be aware that denial of
admittance could trigger severe protests by the Arab countries
and sympathizers. '

Attached are examples of the statement you might make and a background
paper on our problems with the IIO.

Attachments



Possible Presidential Statements

1. If the PIO is given cbserver status at the WEC: RN

"In November 1975 the United States notified the Intermational
Labor Organization of its intention to withdraw from the
Organization in two years if the ILO did not resume its basic
mission: improving the welfare of workers. In that notification,
the United States cited increasing politicization of the IIO

as one of the chief concerns of the U. S. :

"I regret that the ILO Conference [or the WEC] now in session
in Geneva has admitted the Palestine Liberation Organization
to observer status in the World Employment Conference, a
technical conference concerned with employment creation.

This action was taken in violation of ILO established procedures,
is in contradiction to recent rulings of the IIO's Governing
Body, and is yet another demonstration of the increasing
politicization of the IIO. I support the entire U. S.
delegation -~ government, worker, and employer —- in their
emphatic response to this unfortunate decision. Such concerted
action demonstrates the basic unity within the United States in
our approach to the ILO. We are not, however, walking out of
the II0. We are staying on -- for the duration of the two-
year period -- in the hope that we can yet restore the IIO

to its fundamental work."

2. If the PIO is not given cbserver status:

"Recently, successive attempts to have the Palestine Liberation
Organization admitted to the World Employment Conference as an
observer were rejected in the Governing Body of the ILO, its
Annual Conference, and its World Employment Conference. I
welcome this decision, which had the wnanimous support of the
U. S. worker, employer, and government delegates, as evidence
that the PIO is reversing some of the unfortunate trends we
pointed out in our letter of intent to withdraw sent to the
IIO last November. I am especially pleased at the unity of
the U. S. delegation and their effectiveness in working
together on this issue.™




BACKGROUND

Up—date on the International Labor Organization

Last Noverber the United States filed notice with the ILO of our intent

to withdraw from the Organization. We stated in that letter that we did
not desire to leave the ILO and would use the two-year period prior to our
notice taking effect to try to remedy those trends which were destroying
the effectiveness of the II0. We cited four key problems:

(1) Increasing efforts to limit the ability of. independent

enmployer and worker groups in the IO to represent
their own interests; , .

(2) The failure of the ILO to insist on universal application
of standards and the failure to condemn certain cowntries
(e.g. USSR) for violations of those standards;

(3) The increasing use of resolutions to condem individual
countries, such as Israel, without giving those countries
benefit of due process under the II0's existing investigative
procedures; and

(4) The increasing preoccupation of ILO conferences with
political issues more properly handled in the United Nations
General Assenbly or Security Council.

Since filing this letter, we have been vigorously seeking ways to bring
the ILO back to its fundamental principles. At your request we established
a Cabinet-level committee which has developed a unified plan of action.
Both the AFL~CIO and the Chamber of Commerce of the United States are
actively participating in and supporting these efforts. Recently, we
arranged for Anbassador Laurence Silberman, serving as a Presidential
Envoy, to visit key government officials in industrialized countries in
Europe and Asia. His efforts were designed to explain our positions and
seek their support. On balance, we feel this effort was successful.

Our current concern is to counter efforts to grant the Palestine Liberation
Organization (PLO) observer status at the ILO World Employment Conference
(WEC). The IIO is holding two conferences this month: the regular Annual
Conference plus the WEC on employment creation and econcmic development.
hWhile the PIO was granted observer status, over our opposition, during the
Annual Conference, we have successfully resisted efforts to date to grant
it abserver status during the WEC.

On May 29, this issue came to a vote in the ILO's Governing Body, which
establishes the rules and procedures for the WEC. This effort was defeated
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by only one vote in a secret ballot. While the IIO's Director—-General
has advised that both the Annual Conference and the WEC lack authority to
override the decision made by the Governing Body, the supporters of the
PIO are ignoring this advice and seeking to seat the PLO anyway.

Several Arab states yesterday made a high-level aporoach to the President
of the Annual Conference (Labor Minister Michael O'Leary of Ireland),
demanding that he allow the Annual Conference to consider a motion to
seat the PIO in the employment conference. Minister O'Leary agreed to
consider their request and make a decision today (June 3). We hawve
previously had assurances from Minister O'Leary that he would stand firm,
but the pressures being brought to bear on him are tremendous.

If the PIO is granted observer status at the WEC by the Annual Conference,
the U.S. Government, worker, and employer delegates will walk out of that
sitting of the conference as a sign of protest and a demonstration of the
unity of the U.S. delegation. The U.S. delegation will continue to
participate in other sittings of the Annual Conference, and in the WEC,

but will absent itself from both conferences whenever the PIO has the floor.

Should Minister O'Leary reject the motion to seat the P10, the Arab

states will make a similar attempt to get the President of the WEC to allow
such a motion. Mohamed Ennaceur, Minister of Social Affairs of Tunisia,

is President of the WEC, and while he has assured us of his desire to
maintain order in the WEC and adhere to the rules, we are not able to
predict how he will rule. If the PIO is granted cbserver status by the
WEC itself, the U.S. delegation plans to follow the same instructions as
are outlined above for the Annual Conference—-to withdraw from the sitting
in which the decision is made, and any other time when the PIO is given

the floor.

Efforts to seat the PLO in the WEC may, however, be successfully blocked
in both the Annual Conference and the WEC. This would constitute a major
victory for the U.S. position. It may also trigger a noisy and angry
protest by the Arab states, supported by the Communist Bloc and other
sympathetic developing countries, which could disrupt both the Annual
Conference and the WEC.
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The Dole-Scott bill provides an important focus on the shortcomings
of the Humphrey-Ha.wkins bill and has many attractive features.

In part;lcular, it addresses the issﬁe of the long-range policy
objectivesbof C.ongx"ess and establishes high employment, reduced
inflation, and budgetary re sponsibility as interrelated and

complementary goals.

In summary, both bills are definitely superior to Humphrey-Hawkins

and merit careful consideration by the Congress.
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Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.






























THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 3, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: DAVID LISSW
SU53§CT: Weekly Report °

[ ]

1. OSHA Presidential Task Force: The urgent press release
announcing this task force which we stopped from going
out two weeks ago has become considerably less urgent
and there is now some sensible questioning of whether
it should go at all. I am working on this with Paul
MacAvoy and Mike Moskow.

OSHA Regulations on Farm Equipment: OSHA has agreed —~_

2.
W to postpone implement on of certain rules from June 6
to October 25. Thigfwas in response to com i o)
' Agriculture and farm or i : . SHA's acti was
announced in the June 2 Federal Register.
- 3. Education Block Grant: I will have to you shdértly the ,/’

final list OfA£52§§~3HP will testify on J
We have also weeeawed the first draft

Mathews' testimony.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM

TEVE McCONAHEY

FROM: DAVID LISS

SUBJECT: Advance Alert -- CETA Year End
Evaluation

DOL will release tojorrow, as required by law, the year end
evaluation 1 CETA prime sponsors. It will show that

e approxim 450) of the prime sponsors have
"unsatisfactory" rating he problems are in fiscal and
general management.

All 25 have known for 2 weeks of their status but tomorrow
will be the first public release. Although under the law
an "unsatisfactory" status could lead to a fund cut-off,

Bill Kolberg says that in reality that is not even a remote
likalihood.

Among the 25 prime sponsors are some which may attract some
attention:

Boston, Mass.

Massachusetts (Governor's program)

Rhode Island (Governor's program)

Newark, New Jersey

Trenton, New Jersey

Prince George's County, Maryland (described to me as the worst)
Detroit, Michigan

Also on the list is Mayaguez, Puerto Rico.

cc: Bill Diefenderfer
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