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Secretary Donovan
June 8, 1983
Page Four

regulation's impact upon employment opportunities. These groups
include: National Alliance of Homebased Businesswomen, National
Homeworker Extension Council, National Association of Cottage
Industry, American Farm Bureau, World Relief, U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, and the National Association of Glove Manufacturers. I
believe a personal meeting with you would provide the most efficient
and effective means of explaining the degree of new evidence and
support which exists to repeal the bans.

We believe that lifting the homework prohibitions will lead to new

job openings and strengthen family ties by allowing thers to stay
home with their children yet still be able to earn an income.
Evidence shows that the elderly are now involved in work at home which
supplements their social security and makes them feel productive. The
World Relief organization has stated that placing refugees in homework
industries is vital to the success of its resettlement objectives.

Therefore, pursuant to Section 530.13 of the Code of Federal
Regulations of Title 29 of the United States Code and in keeping with
your October 1981 regulatory promise, we petition you to reopen
rulemaking hearings to hear this evidence.

Sincerely,

T =t

Steve M. Antosh
Executive Director

SMA/cm
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The Center On National Labor Policy, Inc
5211 Port Royal Road, Suite 400
North Sprindfield, Virginia 22151
(703) 321-9180

Steve M. Antosh .

Executive Director

March 14, 1983

The Honorable Raymond J. Donovan
Secretary of Labor

United States Department of Labor
200 Constitution Avenue
Washington, D. C. 20210

Dear Secretary Donovan:

In 1981, as you will recall, the Labor Department held hearings to
obtain information on the situation with respect to the Department's
limited prohibition on industrial homework. The purpose of the
hearings was to examine whether restrictions were still necessary to
safeguard the minimum wage. )

After having assessed all the evidence produced at the hearings,
you decided that of the then seven restricted industries, only knitted
outerwear warranted exemption from the regulation on the basis of the
evidence produced.

Since that time, the Center has come across extensive documentation
which controverts the current regulatory program on homework. In
Ripon, Wisconsin, for example, the Department has sought to prevent
approximately thirty women from sewing skirts and pants in their homes
and selling their product to area retailers. In addition, we have
located other groups and individuals in Virginia, Georgia, Ohio and
elsewhere who are seriously affected by the regulations and who have
expressed a strong interest in having the restrictions repealed.

In your final regulation of October 9, 1981, you stated that if
new evidence comes to your attention concerning the six non-released
industries, you will reopen the hearings and implement a new
rule-making process. Not only have brave workers decided to come
forward and expose 1
you ho. he :ings, vuc wney Lrust your juagment and OIiiclal auty to
protect them. Moreover, the issue of homework has finally generated
broad based surnart fvne +L-~ heqjpness community in this regard.

I believe ; with you would provide the most

efficient and C..cciive wecaus vl explaining the degree of new evidence




Honorable Raymond J. Donovan
Page Two

March 14, 1983

accumulated in the six restricted industries and the nationwide
support which exists to repeal the bans.

I will be calling you shortly to arrange the details of this
meeting. ’

Very truly yours,

Steve M. Antosh
Executive Director

SMA/cm
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HOMEWORK
TV Commentary - March 1, 1983

If you want to do some extra sewing at home and sell what you sew --
why not?

~ It seems unconscionable, but there's a 1943 law that says you may
not. Unions sought and got regulation in 1943 which specifically forbids
an individual to produce homecraft in his or her own home.

That includes embroidery, womens' apparel, jewelry, gloves, mittens,
belts, buckles, handkerchiefs and knitwear.

Some independently-minded New Englanders, riled by this intrusion,
sent a feisty contingent of grandmothers to Washington to confront union
officials and to convince enough members of Congress so that in May of
1981, Labor Secretary Donovan proposed lifting the homework ban on al
seven industries.

But union officials applied more pressure on Congress and forced
Donovan to back down; the law presently permits home manufacture of only
knitted outerwear -- nothing else.

Cottage industries, elsewhere in the world, are useful, profitable
and greatly beneficial in holding families together, furnishing
constructive activity for elderly living at home.

Most all Swiss watch parts are made by highland families during the
long winters between dairying seasons.

But here in the United States the Labor Department has been required,
under law, to impose heavy fines for homework.

Now, individuals who dare to continue working at home must do so
underground -- risking tax evasion prosecution because they dare not
report any income.

In the computer industry -- as in Swiss watchmaking -- there is great
opportunity for cottage industry.

1t U ion ] aders persist in portr ying at-home work :s as Jullible,
fear-ridden, exploited" people.

On the other side is a public interest legal group called the Center
on National Labor Policy seeking, with one court challenge at a time, to
reopen the marketplace to homecraft.

-MORE-
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Women seek to stop
U.S. from banning
jobs sewing at home

By Glenn Emery

WASHINGTON TIMES STAFF

For the women of Ripon, Wis., who
make a modest living sewing in their
homes, the idea that the federal govern-
ment would threaten to cut off their liveli-
hood was inconceivable, especially at a
time when more than 12 percent of their
state’s labor force is unemployed.

But last r the Department of Labor
determined that the women were in vio-
lation of a 40-year-old regulation
prohibiting the home manufacture of
women’s garments for profit. It ruled
that the Silent Woman company, which
buys the lion’s share of the women’s

handiwork, owed them more than $70,000

in back wages. The department main-
tained that the women are not independ-
ent contractors, as they claimed, but
rather employees of Silent Woman.

How the department arrived at that
determination is not clear, but both the
owners of the company and the seam-
tresses believe it is an unwarranted intru-
sion by the government that will result
in the company’s shutting down. The Cen-
ter on National Labor Policy has filed
suit in U.S. District Court in Milwaukee
against the Labor Department on behalf
of Silent Woman.

Diane Krauss, one of several dozen
women faced with the loss of significant
income if Silent Woman is forced out of
business, is doubly frustrated, because
her husband already is unemployed.

“I can’t see whv the Department of

COlleCt Tuel assistarnce dana wellare, sre
said in a telephone interview.

Aside from providing the women with
the basic materials to sew, Krauss said,
Silent Woman makes no demands on them
and pays them a fair price for the com-
pleted garn ts, in some cases higher
than local factory rates.

The type of work done by the women

_ is just one of six cottage industries

banned by the Labor Department under
the reasoning that such homeworkers

-organizers.

are subject to exploitation. When Secre-
tary of Labor Raymond J. Donovan pro-,
posed lifting the bans on home work in!
1980, the department was deluged with

complaints from union officials and

“Women need protection to ensure they
get paid basic minimum wages for the
hours worked, including overtime, (and)
that children not be employed in the
manufacture of such products. That’s
the historical basis for the regulations,”
said Rudy Oswald of the AFL-CIO.

Although a Labor Department task
force recently found a number of
“sweatshops’ in urban areas, which
would tend to support the union’s
arguments, department officials said in
off-the-record comments that the 1943
regulations are antiquated and in need
of revision.

The women in Wisconsin, for example,
all have testified to making well over the
minimum wage and take particular
offense ai the suggestion that they work
in sweatshops, As Jon Imbody from the
CNLP observed: “It's not a sweatshop,
it’s a home. A sweatshop is a factory-
style operation. If officials want to go in

and tell these ladies they have messy
houses, that’s their business, but these
women maintain clean homes. They’'re
not going to live in a sweatshop.”

The CNLP, besides seeking an injunc-;
tion against the department, is also push-
ing for renewed hearings on banned home
work. Hearings in early 1981, in which
the CNLP represented a group of Ver-
mont women, resulted in the lifting of
the i1onhon «nitti for profit.

Since that ban was lifted, the Labor
_ _partment has been sued by the Inter-
national Ladies Garment Workers Union,
which sought to have the ban reinstated.
The union’s real complaint, Imbody
claims, is that home workers are too dif-
ficult to organize, which translates into
lost dues.

“I really don’t think the officials of
the Ladies Garment Workers Union, who
are 50-year-old men, can relate to. the
mativations of a mother who is living at
h :, wants to take care of her kids,iut
still wants an extra family income,”
Imbody said.







BIRMINGHAM (AL) NEWS

February 24, 1983

Abuse Of Labor Law =

The potenual for abuse of the country’s labor laws, passed for the most
part during the Roosevelt years, is fully illustrated by circumstances
surroundiig a suit filed by 10 Milwaukee Seamstresses and a clothing
retailer. ‘

The suit filed a;7~"~5t © " or Secretary Raymond Donovan claims the
" "or Department nas vioiated the constitutional r' s of the seam-
stresses when it refused to recognize that they had a legitimate right to
contract-work with The Silent Woman Inc.,, a clothing retailer. The Labor
Department, without due process, ruled they were employees of the -
retailer and must be paid the minimum hourly wage and paid back
wages to cover work already done.

The women do not work in the place of business, but contract tb do
certain work in their homes for an agreed fee. ‘

This is not a sweatshop situation, where a greedy employer is taking
advantage of a hapless group of immigrants. The working aggreement is -
between consenting adults, made without force or pressure, and is in
the best tradition of the free market.

"The seamstresses know what their work is worth to them and their
price meets the ability of the employer to pay. Furthermore, both work- |
ers and employer are happy with the arrangement. i

How then is it incumbent on the U.S. government to step in and order
them to dissolve the arrangement? |

Behind the action by the Labor Department, of course, lurks the pres-
ence of big unions, pledged to keep as much control of the nation’s labor
force as possible. It is clear that workers who contract for their own'
labor at a price which suits them will have little need of a union to
represent them in labor negotiations. It is aiso ciear that they would not
be eager candidates as dues-paying members of unions. \

The women are right to file suit and it w1ll be no loss to the nation if
they win their case. L

- . de s .
{
i



 @heWashington Post Magazine

. December 26, 1982

FUTURE SHOCK

Alvin Toffler’s book Future
Shock was a watchword on
technological and social
change for the '70s and be-
yond. Toffler’s latest book,
Previews and Premises, will
be released in the spring:

estimated 15 million jobs can
——=. | § be done at home. What we may be heading toward
is the officeless office. The energy economics, the
cost of commuting against electronic transmission
of information, all point toward a radical decentral- |
ization of work. There’s no reason why the typing
{1 pool has to come to a central location. Instead of
'} 100 typists working eight hours a day at a central
pool, we could have 1,000 typists working one or
two hours at home. Yet I don’t believe people will
work at home all the time. We may go to the office
; B for a meeting or a social event.

v By 1990, it has been | &—















The Center On National Labor Policy, Inc.

5211 Port Royal Road, Suite 400
North Springfield, Virginia 22151
(703) 321-9180

HOMEWORK

Do you have the right to work in your own home? Don't bet on it.

Believe it or not, a federal regulation actually forbids work at home
in six traditional crafts: embroidery, sewing womens' clothing (mens’
clothing is OK), making handkerchiefs, buttons and buckles, jewelry,
g ves and mittens.

The homework ban is backed by union officials bent on eliminating
independent, non-dues-paying workers. The ban is also favored by some
big-industries anxious to appease the unions and avoid competition.

Two years ago, a Springfield, Virginia-based legal foundation called
the Center on National Labor Policy (CNLP) fought to lift the homework
ban. The Labor Department initially agreed, but after a deluge of
union protest letters and political pressure, lifted only the ban on
home knitting.

Since then, the CNLP has been coordinating a drive to repeal the
homework ban. Unless the Labor Department receives significant
support for the move, union officials will again use their political
muscle to stop the homeworkers.

Let Secretary of Labor Raymond Donovan know your support for lifting
the homework ban. Even a simple, "Free the homeworkers!" message will
help the fight. You may also wish to address these points:

1. Why you think Americans have a right to work in their own homes.

2. Why the government should encourage rather than eliminate jobs in
a time of high unemployment.

3. Why mothers with small children and elderly on fixed incomes
1 to irn an incon - workir at hor ,

Letters should be sent to: The Honorable Raymond Donovan
Secretary of Labor
c/o0 Employment Standards Division
Room S-3502
United States Department of Labor
Washington, D.C. 20210







-PAGE TWO-

Democrat Congressman George Miller of California is chairman of the
House Subcommittee on Labor Standards. He says, "If all (Mr. Donovan)
wants to do is take care of a few people who want to sit around their
hearths in Vermont and knit, that is one thing. 1If he is going to allow
women and children in urban slums to be exploited, that is something
else..."

Presently in litigation in Milwaukee is a suit by Wisconsin women who
want to do embroidery in their homes and sell it thr« gh an outlet for
homemade wares in Ripon.

My own frequent travel has kept me reminded of the singular skills
and interests characteristic of each geographical are and/or ethnic
concentration.

I cannot believe that it is useful to throttle talent or to
discourage individual industry.

And with our increasing elderly population, homework is not only
economically useful but profoundly therapeutic.

*kkk ki
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ization of work. There’s no reason why the typing
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The Center On National Labor Policy, Inc.

5211 Port Royal Road, Suite 400
North Springfield, Virginia 22151
(703) 321-9180

Steve M. Antosh
:utive Director October 21, 1982

Mr. Morton Blackwell
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Morton:

The Center on National Labor Policy is seeking to hire an
additional full-time staff attorney and a part-time law clerk.

I've enclosed a brochure describing the program of the Center.
The Center is a non-profit, non—-partisan public interest legal
foundation that works through the courts to restore individual rights
lost through the abuse of union power.

The Staff Attorney position would be ideal for a recent law school
graduate. It would afford experience in litigation and administrative
agency work as well as expertise in labor, employment and
constitutional law.

If you know of an aggressive, philosophically motivated attorney
who would be interested in such a position, please pass this
information along to them or have them give me a call.

Thank you very much for your time.

Sincerely,

VLT VT Jie IAMLUDIL

Executive Director
SMA/ jh

1 ires






Senator Dole
Sep: 1ber 3, 1982
Page 2

to this proposal?
Senator, something appears to be horribly wrong when the AFL-CIO

knows more about what is in the President's tax bill than the President.
I would greatly appreciate your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, /

Steve M. Antosh
Executive Director

SMA/cc

bce: Morton C. Blackwell



The C-1t-— On National Labor Policy, Inc.

5211 Port Royal Road, Suite 400
North Springfield, Virginia 22151
(703) 321-9180

Steve M. Antosh

Executive Director

September 3, 1982

The Honorable Barber Conable
U.S. House of Representatives
Cannon HOB, Room 237
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Congressman Conable:

I am writing to you in regards to the provision in the recently
enacted Senate Finance Cc “ttee tax bill on medicare reimbursement to
hospitals for the costs they incur in union related activity.

Earlier this year, Secretary Schweiker announced that HHS was
proposing to change the medicare regulations to allow reimbursement for
management initiatives to inform themselves and their employees con-
cerning collective bargaining issues. The Center on National Labor
Policy supported this move as providing a needed balance in hospital
labor relations.

The administration supported this regulation. Hearings were held
on April 1, 1982 in the House Subcommittee on Labor Management Relations.
The matter appeared to be resolved and settled at that time. Even
Congressman Burton seemed resigned to it.

Then all of a sudden I read in the August 28, 1982 AFL-CIO News
that the payments have been scuttled!!!

Please explain to me what in the world is going on. Absolutely no
one who participated in the earlier hearings in support of Secretary
Schweiker's regulations had any idea that this was in the tax bill.

1
Why w T :ommittee alerted
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to this proposal?
Congressman, something appears to be horribly wrong when the AFL-
CIO knows more about what is in the President's tax bill than the President.

I would greatly appreciate your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

/7
%WW%
teve M. Antosh

Executive Director

SMA/cc

bece: Morton C. Blackwell

























The Center On National Labor Policy, Inc.
5211 Port Royal Road, Suite 400
North Springfield, Virginia 22151
(703) 321-9180

Steve M. Antosh

Executive Director

November 4, 1981

Mr. Morton C. Blackwell

Special Assistant to the President
The White House

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. Blackwell,

When White House Chief of Staff, James A. Baker, was quoted as
saying that the Department of Justice is "out of control," he wasn't
kidding. The case of Mildred Ramsey and her small pro-employee group
is illustrative.

Mildred Ramsey and her co-workers have been success ful in
preventing the Unionization of their jobs at their textile plant in
South Carolina. They believe in the right to deal directly with their
employer on the basis of their individual work per formanct and have
deep seated philosophic and religious differences with union
representation.

These "incredible'" acts of individuality were apparently beyond
the comprehension of the unions and their former friends in the Carter
Administration.

The Department of Labor attempted to subpoena Mildred and the
records, membership lists and contributor lists of her group. The
government frankly admitted they had no evidence of wrongdoing to
justify such an investigation. The effect was to chill the enthusiasm
of and cast suspicion on Mildred's group.

Given the close connection between the Carter Administration and
organized labor, this behavior is understandable. [The Carter
administration's labor inspired subpoena request was quashed by the
district court as a willful violation of the First Amendment freedom
of e o]

The D.O.L. appealed and the Fourth Circuit partially rejected the
district court's holding. The Fourth Circuit's decision restored the
Department of Labor's power to intimidate employee groups, leaving



Mr. Blackwell
November 4, 1981

Page 2

only some minor procedural impediments. By this time, however, we are
in the Reagan era, and such abuse of governmental authority is not
supposed to happen, right?

Well, just recently, the Reagan Department of Justice has moved to
enforce the subpoenas, even though they know Mildred is appealing to
the Supreme Court. This is particularly disturbing for two reasons.

First, when Reagan appointees at the Department of Labor were
asked to find out why this action against Mildred was proceeding, the
Labor officials did not even know that the subpoena had been issued.

Secondly, a comparison of the names of bureaucrats working on this
case before and after the Reagan election is even more shocking.
Those attorneys who are moving again to chill Mildred Ramsey's rights
are the same Carter Administration attorneys that took her to court in
the first place!

Enclosed you will find a copy of the subpoena served upon Mildred
Ri sey. This type of action is entirely inconsistent for an
Administration headed by Ronald Reagan to be taking. Perhaps you can
provide us with help in convincing the Department of Justice to
r« :ind this 1ill advised action.

Any advice or assistance in this matter will be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,

VLT VE le HMILUDILL

Executive Director
SMA/cm

Enclosure









-PAGE TWO-

courts to "restore individual rights lost through the abuse of
union power." The Springfield, Virginia-based organization
provides free legal assistance to victims of union coercion,

corruption, and violence.

In making the announcement, Austad said, "We're delighted to
have Steve on board. His broad range of experience will be a great

asset to the Center."

Mr. Antosh is a graduate of Oklahoma Sta @ University in
electrical engineering and attended the University of Oklahoma

School of Law.

Mr. Antosh served as national chairman for the Committee for
Responsible Youth Politics, Oklahoma state chairman of Young
Americans for Freedom, and as delegate to the 1976 and 1980

Republican National Conventions.
Former executive director of the Center, Baker Armstrong Smith,

will be serving the Reagan administration as Assistant for Labor

to the 'y ¢ Housir~ ar E.

-30-






‘ The Center On National Labor Policy, Inc.
5211 Port Royal Road, Suite 400
North Springfield, Virginia 22151

B (703) 321-9180

Steve M. Antosh

Executive Director

June 3, 1982

Mr. Morton Blackwell

Special Assistant to the President
Office of Public Liaison

The White House

The Old E: utive Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Morton:

As you are well aware, among many people who should be Pr  dei
Reagan's staunchest supporters, the President has received harsh eriticism for
not being "Rea; 1" enough.

I believe that this criticism is seldom justified because critics are ascribing
to the President actions of various eivil servants over whom he 1 ;little control
or authority to dismiss.

I respectfully request your ¢ istance in setting right a situation that is a
clear example of the type of thing for which the President is often blamed.

Over the past four years, the Center on National Labor Policy has served as
counsel for Mrs. Mildred Ramsey in the case Ramsey v Nenartment of Labor.
The case involves a dispute with the Carter Departmen. vi uauvor over Mrs,
Ramsey's right to organize an anti-union employee group without undue
governmental harassment.

A final resolution in the case was reached on May 3, 1982 when William
Wilkins, United States Distriet Judge for the District Court for Greenville, South
Carolina, rendered an order that would have allowed some scerutiny of Mrs.
Ramsey's records, but contained protections for their confidentiality.

The enclosed documents implicitly charge two agents of the Department of
Labor with violations of the Code of Professional Responsibility.

__le Center on National Labor Policy has sucece ully susper :d
enforcement of the court order, and is further moving to have the lawyers
disbarred.

As you can r¢ 1 from the affidavits attached to the Motion to Show Cause,
a DOL agent on four separate occasions conducted discovery and investigation of
our client without limitation or reference to the explicit exclusiveness of the




Page Two

court order of May 3, 1982 by Judge William Wilkins.

These facts are corroborated by LMSA Area Administrator Howard L. Marsh
in his letter of May 25, 1982 (attached).

The actions taken by the Department of Labor agents in this matter are
outrageous, oppresive violations of a citizen's constitutional rights of
representation. The conduet is, in addition, totally reprehensible to the lawyers
Code of Professional Responsibility, as outlined in Disciplinary Rule 7-104(A)(1).

This situation is a clear demonstration that a certain divisive element within
the bureaucracy is undermining the President's committment to individual
rights. The actions of the two DOL agents in this case leaves little doubt that
the bureaucracy needs an effective and immediate purge.

Judge Wilkins has already suspended compliance with his earlier order, and
is requiring the Departments of Labor and Justice to show cause why his order of
May 3rd should not be vacated.

I respectfully ask that you do all in your power to have these agents

summarily dismissed, and that action be taken to prohibit this behavior by
representatives of the Administration in the future.

Executive Director
SMA/jw

Enclosures





