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N
EARLY 1,000 days remain until the
2016 presidential election. Yet al
ready it is impossible to escape the
maneuvers, machinations, and me

dia coverage of men and women so consumed
with winning the highest office in the land
that the lust for power all but oozes from their
pores. For as long as most of us can remem
ber, the obsessive quest for the presidency has
been an indelible feature of American politics.
Try to envision successful candidates for the
White House who don’t have that “fire in the
belly,” candidates prepared to accept the job if
it seeks them out, but not driven by such insa
tiable ambition for it that everything else
pales by comparison. It would be easier to en
vision a team of unicorns.

And yet America once had such a presi
dent. He was James A. Garfield of Ohio, a re
markable individual who rose from grinding
poverty to the presidency of the United States
without ever thrusting himself forward as a
candidate for election to anything. It is a
shame that Americans don’t know more about
this gifted yet modest leader, as they doubtless
would had he not been shot by an assassin
just four months after becoming president.

On the eve of Garfield’s inauguration as the
nation’s 20th chief executive, he told a group
of old friends: “This honor comes to me un
sought. I have never had the presidential fe
ver, not even for a day.”

It was true. At every step of his political ca
reer, Garfield had to be urged to serve for the
good of the country. He was first elected to
Congress during the Civil War in 1862, while

he was on active duty as a major
general in the Union Army. The

31yearold Garfield, a Republican
and ardent abolitionist, “receiv[ed] nearly

twice as many votes as his opponent, although
he had done nothing to promote his candida
cy,” writes Candice Millard in “Destiny of the

Republic,” her 2011 history of Garfield’s elec
tion and tragic death. He didn’t take his con
gressional seat for another year — and then
only because President Lincoln pressed him to
do so. “I have resigned my place in the army
and have taken my seat in Congress,” Garfield
wrote in a letter home. “I did this with regret
. . . [b]ut the President told me he dared not
risk a single vote in the House.”

A competent lawmaker with a reputation
for conciliation, Garfield served nine terms in
the House, before being elected to the US Sen
ate in 1880. It was as Ohio’s senatorelect that

he arrived that June at the Republican Nation
al Convention in Chicago. He had come to
serve as floor manager for Treasury Secretary
(and fellow Ohioan) John Sherman in what
was expected to be a threeway fight for the
GOP nomination. The other leading contend
ers were former president Ulysses S. Grant
and US Senator James G. Blaine of Maine.

But none of the three could win the 379
votes needed for nomination. As the conven
tion remained deadlocked through ballot after
ballot, some delegates began floating Gar
field’s name as a compromise. On the 34th

ballot, after a day and a half of voting, 17
votes were unexpectedly cast for Garfield.
Dumbfounded, he rose to protest, objecting
vehemently to any effort to nominate him.

“The announcement contains votes for
me,” said Garfield, who had remained loyal to
Sherman. “No man has a right, without the
consent of the person voted for, to announce
that person’s name and vote for him in this
convention. Such consent I have not given—”

Before he could finish, the convention
chairman gaveled him out of order. The poll
ing continued. On the 35th ballot, there were
50 votes for Garfield. By the 36th, with even
Sherman throwing his support to his ally, it
was all over. Garfield was nominated with 399
votes. As the convention erupted in cheers
and song, a “shocked and sickened” Garfield
was beset by wellwishers. To one delegate’s
congratulations, he replied: “I am very sorry
that this has become necessary.”

Five months later, he was elected presi
dent. On March 4, 1881, he was sworn in, and
delivered an inaugural address passionate in
its emphasis on the rights of freed blacks.
“Former slaves in the crowd openly wept,”
Millard recounts. Many more Americans wept
six months later, when Garfield died of the
gunshot wound he had received on July 2,
1881.

“I suppose I am morbidly sensitive about
any reference to my own achievements,” Gar
field once acknowledged. “I so much despise a
man who blows his own horn, that I go to the
other extreme.”

Not many presidents have been more suit
ed for high office than this admirable man
who never lusted for power. Would that his
like were in the mix for 2016.

Jeff Jacoby can be reached at
jacoby@globe.com. Follow him on Twitter
@jeff_jacoby.

JEFF JACOBY

The man who didn’t want to be president
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James A. Garfield, a compromise Republican nominee, was elected president in 1880.

I
T’S EASY to recognize a former res
taurant dishwasher. Long, deep
scars often line their forearms —
the result of nights when, as the
lowest on the chain of kitchen
workers, they must plunge their

hands into boiling hot water to unclog in
dustrialsize dishwashing machines. An
other requirement is hauling heavy dish
tubs across slippery kitchens. For this
backbreaking work, the hourly pay fre
quently doesn’t exceed the state minimum
wage of $8. Undocumented workers often
make significantly less. If a dishwasher
shows promise, he’ll get a second job in
the kitchen, usually prepping salads, for
no extra pay. “Paying your dues quietly is
how to move up in a kitchen,” says Jonny
Arévalo, who worked at several Boston
restaurants, including Bennigan’s, for nine
years. “Then some other poor guy takes
your place.”

The restaurant industry in the United
States is exploding, just as the income gap
is widening. The trends are related: While
expansion of other industries often leads
to higher wages and greater opportunities,
growth in the restaurant business does
not. Shielded by a powerful lobby and a
franchise system that makes union orga
nizing difficult and impractical, it provides
the scraps at the bottom of the income lad
der. The food service industry is the prov
ince of kitchen workers
who must enlist govern
ment investigators to col
lect the bare minimum
that the law entitles them
to receive; wait staff who
earn a punishingly low
$2.13 per hour nationally
in exchange for tips whose
distribution is often con
trolled by management;
and fastfood employees
who work for chains that
explicitly advise them to
apply for food stamps and
other government aid to
supplement their unlivable
pay.

These low wages do not
represent an efficient,
marketdriven distribution
of labor. Because waiters
making poverty wages
turn to public aid, Ameri
can taxpayers effectively
subsidize the restaurant industry to the
tune of $7 billion per year. All this for an
industry that isn’t beset by global competi
tion — as industrial manufacturers are —
and doesn’t represent a vital national in
terest, like energy or utilities. In fact, the
economic arguments against policies that
would raise the wages of restaurant work
ers are distinctly unimpressive. Claims
that higher wages would result in fewer
jobs aren’t borne out by the experience of
California, which bolted ahead of Massa
chusetts and other states years ago by pro
hibiting the practice of giving submini
mum paychecks to workers in jobs with
heavy tipping: The number of restaurant
jobs in the Golden State is expected to rise
by 141,000, or 9.1 percent, by 2024 de
spite workers having higher guaranteed
pay, outpacing Massachusetts’ projected
jobs growth of 5.7 percent over the same
period.

Fairness alone suggests making a con
certed effort to remove the loopholes that
allow many restaurants to keep their
workers in dire circumstances. Concern
for the children of such workers ought to
be enough of an incentive to mount an ef
fort to raise salaries. But there is a larger
reason to elevate the status of restaurant
employees: It would be the single most ef
fective way to combat income inequality in
a country where the gap between rich and
poor is soaring to levels not seen since be
fore the stock market crash of 1929.

Restaurant workers represent a whop
ping 10 percent of the workforce, and a
vastly disproportionate share of lowwage
workers. By changing a few policies and
adjusting some industry practices, the na
tion could sharply reduce the numbers of
families in poverty and enhance the mid

dle class while actually saving taxpayer
dollars. It’s time to start moving in this
sensible direction, both in Massachusetts
and the nation as a whole.

Restaurants, in a way, are the quintessen
tial industry of a challenging 21stcentury
economy. Timepressed Americans eat out
for at least five meals a week, and the aver
age household spent $2,620 on food away
from home in 2011, according to the Na
tional Restaurant Association. A thriving
restaurant scene like Boston’s, with its fine
dining and food trucks, is an integral part
of a modern city. Massachusetts’ restau
rants alone are projected to ring up $13.5
billion in sales for 2014. Yet as fine diners
increasingly seek out organic, farmtota
ble cuisine, few think much of the work
force making those meals.

What goes on behind the kitchen doors
is grim. The 13 millionplus restaurant
workers in the United States face a poverty
rate that is nearly three times that of the
rest of the country’s workforce, and the in
dustry hosts seven of the 10 worst paying
American jobs, according to federal labor
statistics. Dishwashers in Massachusetts,
for instance, made $10.29 per hour on av
erage in 2012. (That figure is telling in it
self, as it includes dishwashers at hotels,
universities, and health care facilities, who
are usually union workers and nationally

earn on average nearly $3
more per hour than restau
rant dishwashers.) Re
search done by MIT puts a
livable wage for Boston —
the minimum income
someone needs to live ade
quately given local costs of
living — at $12.65 for a sin
gle adult and $22.40 for a
family of four.

Moreover, these jobs
come with few of the bene
fits that workers in other
industries take for granted.
Health coverage is rarely
offered; paid sick leave, va
cation time, and 401(k)s
are virtually unheard of.
Schedules often change on
a weekly or even daily ba
sis, making child care a
nightmare to arrange. And
forget about job security.
Restaurant analyst Victor

Fernandez says annual turnover is above
95 percent for hourly workers.

Very little will improve until consumers
begin to pressure the industry. While din
ers feel empowered to ask whether pro
duce was purchased locally or if chickens
were given free range to lay their eggs,
they don’t feel comfortable questioning
the treatment of employees, despite
mounting evidence of violations of labor
laws and poor conditions for workers. Din
ers, either through their political represen
tatives or their own complaints to manag
ers, should argue that workers be given:
RHourly wages at or above a living

wage for individuals.
R Payment for all the time they work,

including overtime.
ROpportunities to organize if they

choose to do so.

Meanwhile, lawmakers should summon
the courage to reject the demands of the
National Restaurant Association, which is
largely responsible for Massachusetts’
“tipped minimum wage” — under which
restaurants are allowed to pay workers
just $2.63 with the hardtoenforce under
standing that tips will make up the rest of
the way to at least $8 per hour. California,
for its part, has guaranteed that all restau
rant workers will earn at least $10 per
hour by 2016, through a straightforward
paycheck, with tips extra.

Most restaurant owners blame low
wages and poor working conditions on
slim profit margins amid intense competi
tion. But raising wages across the board
wouldn’t change the competition; every
outlet would have to play under the same
rules and demands. And while consumers
should expect somewhat higher prices to

cover higher la
bor costs, some
restaurants in
sist that better
paid workers are
more reliable and
stay in their jobs long
enough to make up in
efficiency for what
they’re costing in extra wag
es.

In reality, employers get
away with paying little and
treating workers badly simply
because they can. There ar
en’t many other opportuni
ties in Massachusetts for
workers with few or no skills,
especially if they are undocu
mented. In 2012, there were
1.8 job seekers for every
opening in the restau
rant sector state
wide, a relatively
low figure com
pared to other in
dustries. Yet the data
suggest more than two
thirds of those openings
were for parttime work,
while the vast majority of
the unemployed want full
time positions.

In Boston, immigrants from
Latin America — most often from
Colombia, El Salvador, or Brazil — fill res
taurant kitchens. Many, because they have
limited English or are in the country ille
gally, are simply glad for paying work.
Supporting family here and back home,
they often string together two or three jobs
to make ends meet. “They start at 7 a.m. in
one kitchen doing prep, then leave for a
second shift, working until midnight or 1
a.m.,” says Arévalo, who was a pilot in his
native Colombia and now runs the worker
center at the Massachusetts Coalition For
Occupational Safety and Health (Mass
COSH).

Filiberto Lopez moved to Boston from
El Salvador seven years ago in hopes of
finding the American Dream, and ended
up sleeping in the kitchen of a East Boston
Peruvian restaurant. He worked more
than 80 hours a week there, schlepping
200pound sacks of flour from the kitch
en’s basement storage area, cleaning the
restaurant after hours, even maintaining
its air filters and electrical system. His
boss, himself an immigrant, was verbally
abusive, regularly referring to Lopez as
“Boy.” For this, Lopez was paid $5 an hour
and never overtime. “I didn’t speak Eng
lish and didn’t have legal documents,” Lo
pez says. “I assumed I had no rights at all.”
Lopez has moved on to work at other Bos
ton restaurants, and has helped Mass
COSH identify other abusive workplaces.

Wage theft is common across the in
dustry, and not just at struggling ethnic
outlets in distant neighborhoods. It starts
with failure to pay overtime. State law ex
empts eateries from paying timeanda
half for more than 40 hours of work in one
week. However, federal laws do not — and
if a restaurant makes more than $500,000
in gross annual sales, it is compelled to fol
low the federal law. Local establishments
have also been found to be breaking child
labor laws, failing to pay minimum wage,
or failing to pay workers at all.

Massachusetts’ restaurants are under
more scrutiny than most. The Boston of
fice of the US Department of Labor con
ducted 165 investigations in the restau
rant industry in fiscal year 2013, collecting
more than $1.7 million in back wages
from employers who violated wageand

hour laws. Among those cited for various
violations since 2009 by the Labor Depart
ment, state Attorney General’s Office, and
other enforcement agencies are some of
the Boston area’s most popular dining es
tablishments: Not Your Average Joes; the
Metropolitan Club; Sunset Grill & Tap;
Brookline’s Pomodoro; Cambridge’s Mira
cle of Science, Middlesex Lounge, and Tory
Row; and Ruby Tuesday.

In 2012, acclaimed restauranteurs Pat
rick Lyons and Ed Sparks agreed to pay
$424,000 in back pay and damages to im
properly underpaid workers at 15 of the
restaurants they own, including Towne,
Scampo, Sonsie, and the Bleacher Bar. In
what is a common practice, Lyons and
Sparks had contracted out their labor to
an agency that not only failed to pay em
ployees but also disappeared. At the end of
the day, though, the law rightly holds the
restaurants responsible for ensuring their
workers are fully paid. “Know who you’re
doing business with,” Lyons warns. “Or
you’ll end up paying at least twice what
you owed in the first place.”

But resources for enforcement are lim
ited. Boston Mayor Marty Walsh could
help. During his campaign, Walsh pledged
his support for a livable wage. A first step
for his administration toward achieving
that would be to streamline the permitting
process. By allowing restaurants to open
and operate with less red tape, overhead
could be reduced, and capital freed up for
owners to pay their workers a higher
wage.

Or, better yet, Walsh could follow the
lead of Somerville Mayor Joe Curtatone.
Last summer Curtatone championed and
passed a citywide ordinance put forward
by local activists that now prevents em
ployers who are guilty of wage theft from
getting or renewing permits. This law
should be replicated across Massachusetts.
“If you break the law and don’t pay your
workers what they’re owed, you won’t do
business in Somerville,” Curtatone says.

That’s a message any business owner
will understand.

SERVICE NOT INCLUDED

In this series

TODAY: IGNORED RIGHTS
Unpaid work, threats of de
portation, and outright wage
theft plague the restaurant
industry.

MONDAY: TIPPING
Meant as a reward, tips in
stead make up much of a
worker’s pay— if the money
even gets to them.

TUESDAY: FAST FOOD
Higher wages for fastfood
jobs would benefit workers,
business, and government.

WEDNESDAY: UNIONS
Restaurant workers need to
fight for their rights. So why
aren’t they organizing?
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GUARANTEED INCOME
FOR ALL AMERICANS?

THE GLOBE deserves congratula
tions for running Leon Neyfakh’s
piece on guaranteed income (”Money
for all,” Ideas, Feb. 9). As the global
economy churns out epic levels of in
equality, our greatest challenge will
be to craft an alternative system that
will be both sensible and moral. As
Neyfakh expresses it, we’ll need to de
couple people’s “value in society from
their ability to do a job.”

The recession is so stubborn be
cause it’s not really a recession at all.
Rather, we’re in a historic shift, in
which technology and economy are
permanently diminishing the value of
human labor. The longer we deny this

reality, by scolding the swelling num
bers of unemployed and underem
ployed as moral failures, the harder it
will be to embrace potential solutions
like the guaranteed income. Our
longterm future will veer in one of
two directions: largescale redistribu
tion of the fruits of economic produc
tivity, or fullblown collapse. And if it
turns out to be the latter, we can be
sure that the overmoralizing about
labor, to defend unsustainable levels
of inequality, will have played a major
part.

JEREMY RAYMONDJACK
Roslindale

Linking job status,
moral worthmust end

I AM responding to the article “Mon
ey for all” (Ideas, Feb. 9), about a
guaranteed income for every Ameri

can. As a mature person who grew up
surrounded by immigrant families
who successfully achieved the Ameri
can dream, I believe that cash hand
outs would often discourage work. In
stead, our society could fund credit
cards for all citizens — one for hous
ing, one for electricity and heat, and
one for nutritious foods only. Basic
health care would be provided to all.

With essential needs met, and no
threat of losing those supports, fami
lies would benefit from even low
wage jobs. They would be motivated
to make the most of what they had.
People could combine their housing
credits to upgrade where they would
live. Families could share child care
(and housing) while the adults
worked varying shifts. The guaran
teed basic benefits would also encour
age artists, musicians, and people
with startup ideas to pursue their en

deavors even though they would earn
little at first.

Most of us would probably pay
more taxes, but we’d all receive the
credits to apply to our essential ex
penses. Our society can only benefit
when more people become motivated
towork and to improve their lives.

JOSÉE KLENTAK
Medfield

Give credits
not cash

WHILE THE future of Roman Catho
lic teaching on subjects such as mar
riage and divorce may be uncertain, I
hope for a day when Catholic clergy
no longer purport to explain it simply
by stating that “the church needs to
be faithful to the Gospel and to
Christ’s teaching,” as Cardinal Sean
O’Malley did in the interview pub
lished last Sunday. (“Pope softening
tone, not stance, O’Malley says,” Page
A1, Feb. 9). Such remarks deeply of
fend members of other churches (and
many Catholics) who would make the
very same statement but have
reached different theological and
moral conclusions.

F. DAVIS DASSORI
Hingham

O’Malley’s certainty
offensive to many

THE GLOBE and academics seem to
be missing the point of gun buyback
programs (“A statement, not a strate
gy,” Editorial, Feb. 11; “Success of gun
buyback programs is debated,” Metro,
Feb. 13).

With the number of guns in circu
lation in America (at least 300 million)
it is unlikely that taking 1,000 or 2,000
off the streets would make an immedi
ate difference in the crime rate. But
that is not what should be measured.

As public health leaders have point
ed out, guns are a leading cause of
death for children and teens, second
only to car accidents. Gun buybacks
are catalysts bringing clergy, youth,
parents, and police together to talk
about the impact of guns, and provide
a safe avenue to get rid of guns that
may have been obtained in fear, anger,
or for purposes of retaliation.

We have to address why young peo
ple might not feel safe in their neigh
borhood or in their school; and that’s
another reason to be at the same table
to devise and implement comprehen
sive strategies. Prevention, interven
tion, and enforcement are all needed.

KATHERINE MAINZER
Boston

The writer is cofounder of Citizens
for Safety.

Buying guns,
promoting talk

JORGE MARTINEZ’S comments are
spoton “that every gun you get off the
street is a small victory” (“Success of
gun buyback programs is debated,”
Metro, Feb 13).

It may be public relations, and it
may make people feel good, but it also
does more. I was involved in a buyback
in the 1990s in Hyde Square where we
used it as an organizing tool to involve
the community.

BILL ALLAN
Roslindale

More than P.R.

NOT JUST
ABOUT GUNS
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Guns from a buyback program.
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Cardinal Sean P. O’Malley, right, with the future Pope Francis in 2013.

THE POPE
AND THE CARDINAL

THE RECENT interview with Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley (“Pope softening
tone, not substance, O’Malley says,”
Page A1, Feb. 9) avoided the most
pressing question — “Is the pope pro
choice?” A careful listening to Francis
suggests the answer is “Yes.” He has
instructed his 4,000 or so bishops to
minimize their antiabortion preach
ing, and that will probably mean a
cutback in classic prolife activity, i.e.
efforts to create civil law that would
prohibit or greatly reduce the avail
ability of abortion.

O’Malley’s spin that the pope is
only changing emphasis and the
pope’s statment that abortion is hor

rific are boundtofail efforts to main
tain an illusion of orthodoxy. Francis
is what he is, another Jesuit in the

traditon of the late congressman and
Jesuit priest Robert Drinan, and he is
unlikely to change.

The real question for Catholics is
what the next conclave to elect a pope
will bring — an affirmation of Francis’
new direction or a return to the hard
line.

TOM TIERNEY
Framingham

A prochoice
pontiff?

IN THE Sunday Globe article ”Pope
softening tone, not stance, says
O’Malley” (Page A1, Feb. 9), Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley says the Vatican
needs national bishops’ conferences
to provide “some clarity about what
the expectations are around the
world” with regard to allegations of
child sexual abuse by priests.

How can Cardinal O’Malley seri
ously believe that human decency,
moral principles, and legal statutes
are not enough guidance for church
leaders when dealing with child
abuse?

Does he not believe the molesta
tion and rape of children are inher
ently wrong, even in the absence of
clarity in church policies? If the
bishops of the church need clarity
on these issues, they need to read
the 2,000year record of Christian
writings on ethics and morals.

ROBERT DUNCAN
Scituate

If Vatican needs
clarity on abuse,
it should consult
Christianmoral texts

For many restaurant workers,
fair conditions not on menu

I
t’s easy to recognize a former restau-
rant dishwasher. Long, deep scars 
often line their forearms — the result 
of nights when, as the lowest on the 
chain of kitchen workers, they must 
plunge their hands into boiling hot 

water to unclog industrial-size dish-washing 
machines. Another requirement is hauling 
heavy dish tubs across slippery kitchens. 
For this backbreaking work, the hourly pay 
frequently doesn’t exceed the state mini-
mum wage of $8. Undocumented workers 
often make significantly less. If a dishwasher 
shows promise, he’ll get a second job in the 
kitchen, usually prepping salads, for no extra 
pay. “Paying your dues quietly is how to move 
up in a kitchen,” says Jonny Arevalo, who 
worked at several Boston restaurants, includ-
ing Bennigan’s, for nine years. “Then some 
other poor guy takes your place.”

The restaurant industry in the United 
States is exploding, just as the income gap 
is widening. The trends are related: While 
expansion of other industries often leads 
to higher wages and greater opportunities, 
growth in the restaurant business does not. 
Shielded by a powerful lobby and a franchise 
system that makes union organizing difficult 
and impractical, it provides the scraps at the 
bottom of the income ladder. The food ser-
vice industry is the province of kitchen work-
ers who must enlist government investigators 
to collect the bare minimum that the law 
entitles them to receive; wait staff who earn a 
punishingly low $2.13 per hour nationally in 
exchange for tips whose distribution is often 
controlled by management; and fast-food 
employees who work for chains that explicit-
ly advise them to apply for food stamps and 
other government aid to supplement their 
unlivable pay.

These low wages do not represent an 
efficient, market-driven distribution of labor. 
Because waiters making poverty wages turn 
to public aid, American taxpayers effectively 
subsidize the restaurant industry to the tune 
of $7 billion per year. All this for an industry 
that isn’t beset by global competition — as 

industrial manufacturers are — and doesn’t 
represent a vital national interest, like energy 
or utilities. In fact, the economic arguments 
against policies that would raise the wages 
of restaurant workers are distinctly unim-
pressive. Claims that higher wages would 
result in fewer jobs aren’t borne out by the 
experience of California, which bolted ahead 
of Massachusetts and other states years ago 
by prohibiting the practice of giving sub-min-
imum paychecks to workers in jobs with 
heavy tipping: The number of restaurant 
jobs in the Golden State is expected to rise 
by 141,000, or 9.1 percent, by 2024 despite 
workers having higher guaranteed pay, out-
pacing Massachusetts’ projected jobs growth 
of 5.7 percent over the same period.

Fairness alone suggests making a con-
certed effort to remove the loopholes that 
allow many restaurants to keep their workers 
in dire circumstances. Concern for the chil-
dren of such workers ought to be enough of 
an incentive to mount an effort to raise sal-
aries. But there is a larger reason to elevate 
the status of restaurant employees: It would 
be the single most effective way to combat 
income inequality in a country where the gap 
between rich and poor is soaring to levels not 
seen since before the stock market crash of 
1929.

Restaurant workers represent a whop-
ping 10 percent of the workforce, and a vast-
ly disproportionate share of low-wage work-
ers. By changing a few policies and adjusting 
some industry practices, the nation could 
sharply reduce the numbers of families in 
poverty and enhance the middle class while 
actually saving taxpayer dollars. It’s time to 
start moving in this sensible direction, both 
in Massachusetts and the nation as a whole.

Restaurants, in a way, are the quintes-
sential industry of a challenging 21st-century 
economy. Time-pressed Americans eat out for 
at least five meals a week, and the average 
household spent $2,620 on food away from 
home in 2011, according to the National 
Restaurant Association. A thriving restaurant 
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N
EARLY 1,000 days remain until the
2016 presidential election. Yet al
ready it is impossible to escape the
maneuvers, machinations, and me

dia coverage of men and women so consumed
with winning the highest office in the land
that the lust for power all but oozes from their
pores. For as long as most of us can remem
ber, the obsessive quest for the presidency has
been an indelible feature of American politics.
Try to envision successful candidates for the
White House who don’t have that “fire in the
belly,” candidates prepared to accept the job if
it seeks them out, but not driven by such insa
tiable ambition for it that everything else
pales by comparison. It would be easier to en
vision a team of unicorns.

And yet America once had such a presi
dent. He was James A. Garfield of Ohio, a re
markable individual who rose from grinding
poverty to the presidency of the United States
without ever thrusting himself forward as a
candidate for election to anything. It is a
shame that Americans don’t know more about
this gifted yet modest leader, as they doubtless
would had he not been shot by an assassin
just four months after becoming president.

On the eve of Garfield’s inauguration as the
nation’s 20th chief executive, he told a group
of old friends: “This honor comes to me un
sought. I have never had the presidential fe
ver, not even for a day.”

It was true. At every step of his political ca
reer, Garfield had to be urged to serve for the
good of the country. He was first elected to
Congress during the Civil War in 1862, while

he was on active duty as a major
general in the Union Army. The

31yearold Garfield, a Republican
and ardent abolitionist, “receiv[ed] nearly

twice as many votes as his opponent, although
he had done nothing to promote his candida
cy,” writes Candice Millard in “Destiny of the

Republic,” her 2011 history of Garfield’s elec
tion and tragic death. He didn’t take his con
gressional seat for another year — and then
only because President Lincoln pressed him to
do so. “I have resigned my place in the army
and have taken my seat in Congress,” Garfield
wrote in a letter home. “I did this with regret
. . . [b]ut the President told me he dared not
risk a single vote in the House.”

A competent lawmaker with a reputation
for conciliation, Garfield served nine terms in
the House, before being elected to the US Sen
ate in 1880. It was as Ohio’s senatorelect that

he arrived that June at the Republican Nation
al Convention in Chicago. He had come to
serve as floor manager for Treasury Secretary
(and fellow Ohioan) John Sherman in what
was expected to be a threeway fight for the
GOP nomination. The other leading contend
ers were former president Ulysses S. Grant
and US Senator James G. Blaine of Maine.

But none of the three could win the 379
votes needed for nomination. As the conven
tion remained deadlocked through ballot after
ballot, some delegates began floating Gar
field’s name as a compromise. On the 34th

ballot, after a day and a half of voting, 17
votes were unexpectedly cast for Garfield.
Dumbfounded, he rose to protest, objecting
vehemently to any effort to nominate him.

“The announcement contains votes for
me,” said Garfield, who had remained loyal to
Sherman. “No man has a right, without the
consent of the person voted for, to announce
that person’s name and vote for him in this
convention. Such consent I have not given—”

Before he could finish, the convention
chairman gaveled him out of order. The poll
ing continued. On the 35th ballot, there were
50 votes for Garfield. By the 36th, with even
Sherman throwing his support to his ally, it
was all over. Garfield was nominated with 399
votes. As the convention erupted in cheers
and song, a “shocked and sickened” Garfield
was beset by wellwishers. To one delegate’s
congratulations, he replied: “I am very sorry
that this has become necessary.”

Five months later, he was elected presi
dent. On March 4, 1881, he was sworn in, and
delivered an inaugural address passionate in
its emphasis on the rights of freed blacks.
“Former slaves in the crowd openly wept,”
Millard recounts. Many more Americans wept
six months later, when Garfield died of the
gunshot wound he had received on July 2,
1881.

“I suppose I am morbidly sensitive about
any reference to my own achievements,” Gar
field once acknowledged. “I so much despise a
man who blows his own horn, that I go to the
other extreme.”

Not many presidents have been more suit
ed for high office than this admirable man
who never lusted for power. Would that his
like were in the mix for 2016.

Jeff Jacoby can be reached at
jacoby@globe.com. Follow him on Twitter
@jeff_jacoby.
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James A. Garfield, a compromise Republican nominee, was elected president in 1880.

I
T’S EASY to recognize a former res
taurant dishwasher. Long, deep
scars often line their forearms —
the result of nights when, as the
lowest on the chain of kitchen
workers, they must plunge their

hands into boiling hot water to unclog in
dustrialsize dishwashing machines. An
other requirement is hauling heavy dish
tubs across slippery kitchens. For this
backbreaking work, the hourly pay fre
quently doesn’t exceed the state minimum
wage of $8. Undocumented workers often
make significantly less. If a dishwasher
shows promise, he’ll get a second job in
the kitchen, usually prepping salads, for
no extra pay. “Paying your dues quietly is
how to move up in a kitchen,” says Jonny
Arévalo, who worked at several Boston
restaurants, including Bennigan’s, for nine
years. “Then some other poor guy takes
your place.”

The restaurant industry in the United
States is exploding, just as the income gap
is widening. The trends are related: While
expansion of other industries often leads
to higher wages and greater opportunities,
growth in the restaurant business does
not. Shielded by a powerful lobby and a
franchise system that makes union orga
nizing difficult and impractical, it provides
the scraps at the bottom of the income lad
der. The food service industry is the prov
ince of kitchen workers
who must enlist govern
ment investigators to col
lect the bare minimum
that the law entitles them
to receive; wait staff who
earn a punishingly low
$2.13 per hour nationally
in exchange for tips whose
distribution is often con
trolled by management;
and fastfood employees
who work for chains that
explicitly advise them to
apply for food stamps and
other government aid to
supplement their unlivable
pay.

These low wages do not
represent an efficient,
marketdriven distribution
of labor. Because waiters
making poverty wages
turn to public aid, Ameri
can taxpayers effectively
subsidize the restaurant industry to the
tune of $7 billion per year. All this for an
industry that isn’t beset by global competi
tion — as industrial manufacturers are —
and doesn’t represent a vital national in
terest, like energy or utilities. In fact, the
economic arguments against policies that
would raise the wages of restaurant work
ers are distinctly unimpressive. Claims
that higher wages would result in fewer
jobs aren’t borne out by the experience of
California, which bolted ahead of Massa
chusetts and other states years ago by pro
hibiting the practice of giving submini
mum paychecks to workers in jobs with
heavy tipping: The number of restaurant
jobs in the Golden State is expected to rise
by 141,000, or 9.1 percent, by 2024 de
spite workers having higher guaranteed
pay, outpacing Massachusetts’ projected
jobs growth of 5.7 percent over the same
period.

Fairness alone suggests making a con
certed effort to remove the loopholes that
allow many restaurants to keep their
workers in dire circumstances. Concern
for the children of such workers ought to
be enough of an incentive to mount an ef
fort to raise salaries. But there is a larger
reason to elevate the status of restaurant
employees: It would be the single most ef
fective way to combat income inequality in
a country where the gap between rich and
poor is soaring to levels not seen since be
fore the stock market crash of 1929.

Restaurant workers represent a whop
ping 10 percent of the workforce, and a
vastly disproportionate share of lowwage
workers. By changing a few policies and
adjusting some industry practices, the na
tion could sharply reduce the numbers of
families in poverty and enhance the mid

dle class while actually saving taxpayer
dollars. It’s time to start moving in this
sensible direction, both in Massachusetts
and the nation as a whole.

Restaurants, in a way, are the quintessen
tial industry of a challenging 21stcentury
economy. Timepressed Americans eat out
for at least five meals a week, and the aver
age household spent $2,620 on food away
from home in 2011, according to the Na
tional Restaurant Association. A thriving
restaurant scene like Boston’s, with its fine
dining and food trucks, is an integral part
of a modern city. Massachusetts’ restau
rants alone are projected to ring up $13.5
billion in sales for 2014. Yet as fine diners
increasingly seek out organic, farmtota
ble cuisine, few think much of the work
force making those meals.

What goes on behind the kitchen doors
is grim. The 13 millionplus restaurant
workers in the United States face a poverty
rate that is nearly three times that of the
rest of the country’s workforce, and the in
dustry hosts seven of the 10 worst paying
American jobs, according to federal labor
statistics. Dishwashers in Massachusetts,
for instance, made $10.29 per hour on av
erage in 2012. (That figure is telling in it
self, as it includes dishwashers at hotels,
universities, and health care facilities, who
are usually union workers and nationally

earn on average nearly $3
more per hour than restau
rant dishwashers.) Re
search done by MIT puts a
livable wage for Boston —
the minimum income
someone needs to live ade
quately given local costs of
living — at $12.65 for a sin
gle adult and $22.40 for a
family of four.

Moreover, these jobs
come with few of the bene
fits that workers in other
industries take for granted.
Health coverage is rarely
offered; paid sick leave, va
cation time, and 401(k)s
are virtually unheard of.
Schedules often change on
a weekly or even daily ba
sis, making child care a
nightmare to arrange. And
forget about job security.
Restaurant analyst Victor

Fernandez says annual turnover is above
95 percent for hourly workers.

Very little will improve until consumers
begin to pressure the industry. While din
ers feel empowered to ask whether pro
duce was purchased locally or if chickens
were given free range to lay their eggs,
they don’t feel comfortable questioning
the treatment of employees, despite
mounting evidence of violations of labor
laws and poor conditions for workers. Din
ers, either through their political represen
tatives or their own complaints to manag
ers, should argue that workers be given:
RHourly wages at or above a living

wage for individuals.
R Payment for all the time they work,

including overtime.
ROpportunities to organize if they

choose to do so.

Meanwhile, lawmakers should summon
the courage to reject the demands of the
National Restaurant Association, which is
largely responsible for Massachusetts’
“tipped minimum wage” — under which
restaurants are allowed to pay workers
just $2.63 with the hardtoenforce under
standing that tips will make up the rest of
the way to at least $8 per hour. California,
for its part, has guaranteed that all restau
rant workers will earn at least $10 per
hour by 2016, through a straightforward
paycheck, with tips extra.

Most restaurant owners blame low
wages and poor working conditions on
slim profit margins amid intense competi
tion. But raising wages across the board
wouldn’t change the competition; every
outlet would have to play under the same
rules and demands. And while consumers
should expect somewhat higher prices to

cover higher la
bor costs, some
restaurants in
sist that better
paid workers are
more reliable and
stay in their jobs long
enough to make up in
efficiency for what
they’re costing in extra wag
es.

In reality, employers get
away with paying little and
treating workers badly simply
because they can. There ar
en’t many other opportuni
ties in Massachusetts for
workers with few or no skills,
especially if they are undocu
mented. In 2012, there were
1.8 job seekers for every
opening in the restau
rant sector state
wide, a relatively
low figure com
pared to other in
dustries. Yet the data
suggest more than two
thirds of those openings
were for parttime work,
while the vast majority of
the unemployed want full
time positions.

In Boston, immigrants from
Latin America — most often from
Colombia, El Salvador, or Brazil — fill res
taurant kitchens. Many, because they have
limited English or are in the country ille
gally, are simply glad for paying work.
Supporting family here and back home,
they often string together two or three jobs
to make ends meet. “They start at 7 a.m. in
one kitchen doing prep, then leave for a
second shift, working until midnight or 1
a.m.,” says Arévalo, who was a pilot in his
native Colombia and now runs the worker
center at the Massachusetts Coalition For
Occupational Safety and Health (Mass
COSH).

Filiberto Lopez moved to Boston from
El Salvador seven years ago in hopes of
finding the American Dream, and ended
up sleeping in the kitchen of a East Boston
Peruvian restaurant. He worked more
than 80 hours a week there, schlepping
200pound sacks of flour from the kitch
en’s basement storage area, cleaning the
restaurant after hours, even maintaining
its air filters and electrical system. His
boss, himself an immigrant, was verbally
abusive, regularly referring to Lopez as
“Boy.” For this, Lopez was paid $5 an hour
and never overtime. “I didn’t speak Eng
lish and didn’t have legal documents,” Lo
pez says. “I assumed I had no rights at all.”
Lopez has moved on to work at other Bos
ton restaurants, and has helped Mass
COSH identify other abusive workplaces.

Wage theft is common across the in
dustry, and not just at struggling ethnic
outlets in distant neighborhoods. It starts
with failure to pay overtime. State law ex
empts eateries from paying timeanda
half for more than 40 hours of work in one
week. However, federal laws do not — and
if a restaurant makes more than $500,000
in gross annual sales, it is compelled to fol
low the federal law. Local establishments
have also been found to be breaking child
labor laws, failing to pay minimum wage,
or failing to pay workers at all.

Massachusetts’ restaurants are under
more scrutiny than most. The Boston of
fice of the US Department of Labor con
ducted 165 investigations in the restau
rant industry in fiscal year 2013, collecting
more than $1.7 million in back wages
from employers who violated wageand

hour laws. Among those cited for various
violations since 2009 by the Labor Depart
ment, state Attorney General’s Office, and
other enforcement agencies are some of
the Boston area’s most popular dining es
tablishments: Not Your Average Joes; the
Metropolitan Club; Sunset Grill & Tap;
Brookline’s Pomodoro; Cambridge’s Mira
cle of Science, Middlesex Lounge, and Tory
Row; and Ruby Tuesday.

In 2012, acclaimed restauranteurs Pat
rick Lyons and Ed Sparks agreed to pay
$424,000 in back pay and damages to im
properly underpaid workers at 15 of the
restaurants they own, including Towne,
Scampo, Sonsie, and the Bleacher Bar. In
what is a common practice, Lyons and
Sparks had contracted out their labor to
an agency that not only failed to pay em
ployees but also disappeared. At the end of
the day, though, the law rightly holds the
restaurants responsible for ensuring their
workers are fully paid. “Know who you’re
doing business with,” Lyons warns. “Or
you’ll end up paying at least twice what
you owed in the first place.”

But resources for enforcement are lim
ited. Boston Mayor Marty Walsh could
help. During his campaign, Walsh pledged
his support for a livable wage. A first step
for his administration toward achieving
that would be to streamline the permitting
process. By allowing restaurants to open
and operate with less red tape, overhead
could be reduced, and capital freed up for
owners to pay their workers a higher
wage.

Or, better yet, Walsh could follow the
lead of Somerville Mayor Joe Curtatone.
Last summer Curtatone championed and
passed a citywide ordinance put forward
by local activists that now prevents em
ployers who are guilty of wage theft from
getting or renewing permits. This law
should be replicated across Massachusetts.
“If you break the law and don’t pay your
workers what they’re owed, you won’t do
business in Somerville,” Curtatone says.

That’s a message any business owner
will understand.

SERVICE NOT INCLUDED

In this series

TODAY: IGNORED RIGHTS
Unpaid work, threats of de
portation, and outright wage
theft plague the restaurant
industry.

MONDAY: TIPPING
Meant as a reward, tips in
stead make up much of a
worker’s pay— if the money
even gets to them.

TUESDAY: FAST FOOD
Higher wages for fastfood
jobs would benefit workers,
business, and government.

WEDNESDAY: UNIONS
Restaurant workers need to
fight for their rights. So why
aren’t they organizing?
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GUARANTEED INCOME
FOR ALL AMERICANS?

THE GLOBE deserves congratula
tions for running Leon Neyfakh’s
piece on guaranteed income (”Money
for all,” Ideas, Feb. 9). As the global
economy churns out epic levels of in
equality, our greatest challenge will
be to craft an alternative system that
will be both sensible and moral. As
Neyfakh expresses it, we’ll need to de
couple people’s “value in society from
their ability to do a job.”

The recession is so stubborn be
cause it’s not really a recession at all.
Rather, we’re in a historic shift, in
which technology and economy are
permanently diminishing the value of
human labor. The longer we deny this

reality, by scolding the swelling num
bers of unemployed and underem
ployed as moral failures, the harder it
will be to embrace potential solutions
like the guaranteed income. Our
longterm future will veer in one of
two directions: largescale redistribu
tion of the fruits of economic produc
tivity, or fullblown collapse. And if it
turns out to be the latter, we can be
sure that the overmoralizing about
labor, to defend unsustainable levels
of inequality, will have played a major
part.

JEREMY RAYMONDJACK
Roslindale

Linking job status,
moral worthmust end

I AM responding to the article “Mon
ey for all” (Ideas, Feb. 9), about a
guaranteed income for every Ameri

can. As a mature person who grew up
surrounded by immigrant families
who successfully achieved the Ameri
can dream, I believe that cash hand
outs would often discourage work. In
stead, our society could fund credit
cards for all citizens — one for hous
ing, one for electricity and heat, and
one for nutritious foods only. Basic
health care would be provided to all.

With essential needs met, and no
threat of losing those supports, fami
lies would benefit from even low
wage jobs. They would be motivated
to make the most of what they had.
People could combine their housing
credits to upgrade where they would
live. Families could share child care
(and housing) while the adults
worked varying shifts. The guaran
teed basic benefits would also encour
age artists, musicians, and people
with startup ideas to pursue their en

deavors even though they would earn
little at first.

Most of us would probably pay
more taxes, but we’d all receive the
credits to apply to our essential ex
penses. Our society can only benefit
when more people become motivated
towork and to improve their lives.

JOSÉE KLENTAK
Medfield

Give credits
not cash

WHILE THE future of Roman Catho
lic teaching on subjects such as mar
riage and divorce may be uncertain, I
hope for a day when Catholic clergy
no longer purport to explain it simply
by stating that “the church needs to
be faithful to the Gospel and to
Christ’s teaching,” as Cardinal Sean
O’Malley did in the interview pub
lished last Sunday. (“Pope softening
tone, not stance, O’Malley says,” Page
A1, Feb. 9). Such remarks deeply of
fend members of other churches (and
many Catholics) who would make the
very same statement but have
reached different theological and
moral conclusions.

F. DAVIS DASSORI
Hingham

O’Malley’s certainty
offensive to many

THE GLOBE and academics seem to
be missing the point of gun buyback
programs (“A statement, not a strate
gy,” Editorial, Feb. 11; “Success of gun
buyback programs is debated,” Metro,
Feb. 13).

With the number of guns in circu
lation in America (at least 300 million)
it is unlikely that taking 1,000 or 2,000
off the streets would make an immedi
ate difference in the crime rate. But
that is not what should be measured.

As public health leaders have point
ed out, guns are a leading cause of
death for children and teens, second
only to car accidents. Gun buybacks
are catalysts bringing clergy, youth,
parents, and police together to talk
about the impact of guns, and provide
a safe avenue to get rid of guns that
may have been obtained in fear, anger,
or for purposes of retaliation.

We have to address why young peo
ple might not feel safe in their neigh
borhood or in their school; and that’s
another reason to be at the same table
to devise and implement comprehen
sive strategies. Prevention, interven
tion, and enforcement are all needed.

KATHERINE MAINZER
Boston

The writer is cofounder of Citizens
for Safety.

Buying guns,
promoting talk

JORGE MARTINEZ’S comments are
spoton “that every gun you get off the
street is a small victory” (“Success of
gun buyback programs is debated,”
Metro, Feb 13).

It may be public relations, and it
may make people feel good, but it also
does more. I was involved in a buyback
in the 1990s in Hyde Square where we
used it as an organizing tool to involve
the community.

BILL ALLAN
Roslindale

More than P.R.

NOT JUST
ABOUT GUNS

GLOBE FILE

Guns from a buyback program.
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Cardinal Sean P. O’Malley, right, with the future Pope Francis in 2013.

THE POPE
AND THE CARDINAL

THE RECENT interview with Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley (“Pope softening
tone, not substance, O’Malley says,”
Page A1, Feb. 9) avoided the most
pressing question — “Is the pope pro
choice?” A careful listening to Francis
suggests the answer is “Yes.” He has
instructed his 4,000 or so bishops to
minimize their antiabortion preach
ing, and that will probably mean a
cutback in classic prolife activity, i.e.
efforts to create civil law that would
prohibit or greatly reduce the avail
ability of abortion.

O’Malley’s spin that the pope is
only changing emphasis and the
pope’s statment that abortion is hor

rific are boundtofail efforts to main
tain an illusion of orthodoxy. Francis
is what he is, another Jesuit in the

traditon of the late congressman and
Jesuit priest Robert Drinan, and he is
unlikely to change.

The real question for Catholics is
what the next conclave to elect a pope
will bring — an affirmation of Francis’
new direction or a return to the hard
line.

TOM TIERNEY
Framingham

A prochoice
pontiff?

IN THE Sunday Globe article ”Pope
softening tone, not stance, says
O’Malley” (Page A1, Feb. 9), Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley says the Vatican
needs national bishops’ conferences
to provide “some clarity about what
the expectations are around the
world” with regard to allegations of
child sexual abuse by priests.

How can Cardinal O’Malley seri
ously believe that human decency,
moral principles, and legal statutes
are not enough guidance for church
leaders when dealing with child
abuse?

Does he not believe the molesta
tion and rape of children are inher
ently wrong, even in the absence of
clarity in church policies? If the
bishops of the church need clarity
on these issues, they need to read
the 2,000year record of Christian
writings on ethics and morals.

ROBERT DUNCAN
Scituate

If Vatican needs
clarity on abuse,
it should consult
Christianmoral texts

For many restaurant workers,
fair conditions not on menu
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N
EARLY 1,000 days remain until the
2016 presidential election. Yet al
ready it is impossible to escape the
maneuvers, machinations, and me

dia coverage of men and women so consumed
with winning the highest office in the land
that the lust for power all but oozes from their
pores. For as long as most of us can remem
ber, the obsessive quest for the presidency has
been an indelible feature of American politics.
Try to envision successful candidates for the
White House who don’t have that “fire in the
belly,” candidates prepared to accept the job if
it seeks them out, but not driven by such insa
tiable ambition for it that everything else
pales by comparison. It would be easier to en
vision a team of unicorns.

And yet America once had such a presi
dent. He was James A. Garfield of Ohio, a re
markable individual who rose from grinding
poverty to the presidency of the United States
without ever thrusting himself forward as a
candidate for election to anything. It is a
shame that Americans don’t know more about
this gifted yet modest leader, as they doubtless
would had he not been shot by an assassin
just four months after becoming president.

On the eve of Garfield’s inauguration as the
nation’s 20th chief executive, he told a group
of old friends: “This honor comes to me un
sought. I have never had the presidential fe
ver, not even for a day.”

It was true. At every step of his political ca
reer, Garfield had to be urged to serve for the
good of the country. He was first elected to
Congress during the Civil War in 1862, while

he was on active duty as a major
general in the Union Army. The

31yearold Garfield, a Republican
and ardent abolitionist, “receiv[ed] nearly

twice as many votes as his opponent, although
he had done nothing to promote his candida
cy,” writes Candice Millard in “Destiny of the

Republic,” her 2011 history of Garfield’s elec
tion and tragic death. He didn’t take his con
gressional seat for another year — and then
only because President Lincoln pressed him to
do so. “I have resigned my place in the army
and have taken my seat in Congress,” Garfield
wrote in a letter home. “I did this with regret
. . . [b]ut the President told me he dared not
risk a single vote in the House.”

A competent lawmaker with a reputation
for conciliation, Garfield served nine terms in
the House, before being elected to the US Sen
ate in 1880. It was as Ohio’s senatorelect that

he arrived that June at the Republican Nation
al Convention in Chicago. He had come to
serve as floor manager for Treasury Secretary
(and fellow Ohioan) John Sherman in what
was expected to be a threeway fight for the
GOP nomination. The other leading contend
ers were former president Ulysses S. Grant
and US Senator James G. Blaine of Maine.

But none of the three could win the 379
votes needed for nomination. As the conven
tion remained deadlocked through ballot after
ballot, some delegates began floating Gar
field’s name as a compromise. On the 34th

ballot, after a day and a half of voting, 17
votes were unexpectedly cast for Garfield.
Dumbfounded, he rose to protest, objecting
vehemently to any effort to nominate him.

“The announcement contains votes for
me,” said Garfield, who had remained loyal to
Sherman. “No man has a right, without the
consent of the person voted for, to announce
that person’s name and vote for him in this
convention. Such consent I have not given—”

Before he could finish, the convention
chairman gaveled him out of order. The poll
ing continued. On the 35th ballot, there were
50 votes for Garfield. By the 36th, with even
Sherman throwing his support to his ally, it
was all over. Garfield was nominated with 399
votes. As the convention erupted in cheers
and song, a “shocked and sickened” Garfield
was beset by wellwishers. To one delegate’s
congratulations, he replied: “I am very sorry
that this has become necessary.”

Five months later, he was elected presi
dent. On March 4, 1881, he was sworn in, and
delivered an inaugural address passionate in
its emphasis on the rights of freed blacks.
“Former slaves in the crowd openly wept,”
Millard recounts. Many more Americans wept
six months later, when Garfield died of the
gunshot wound he had received on July 2,
1881.

“I suppose I am morbidly sensitive about
any reference to my own achievements,” Gar
field once acknowledged. “I so much despise a
man who blows his own horn, that I go to the
other extreme.”

Not many presidents have been more suit
ed for high office than this admirable man
who never lusted for power. Would that his
like were in the mix for 2016.

Jeff Jacoby can be reached at
jacoby@globe.com. Follow him on Twitter
@jeff_jacoby.
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James A. Garfield, a compromise Republican nominee, was elected president in 1880.

I
T’S EASY to recognize a former res
taurant dishwasher. Long, deep
scars often line their forearms —
the result of nights when, as the
lowest on the chain of kitchen
workers, they must plunge their

hands into boiling hot water to unclog in
dustrialsize dishwashing machines. An
other requirement is hauling heavy dish
tubs across slippery kitchens. For this
backbreaking work, the hourly pay fre
quently doesn’t exceed the state minimum
wage of $8. Undocumented workers often
make significantly less. If a dishwasher
shows promise, he’ll get a second job in
the kitchen, usually prepping salads, for
no extra pay. “Paying your dues quietly is
how to move up in a kitchen,” says Jonny
Arévalo, who worked at several Boston
restaurants, including Bennigan’s, for nine
years. “Then some other poor guy takes
your place.”

The restaurant industry in the United
States is exploding, just as the income gap
is widening. The trends are related: While
expansion of other industries often leads
to higher wages and greater opportunities,
growth in the restaurant business does
not. Shielded by a powerful lobby and a
franchise system that makes union orga
nizing difficult and impractical, it provides
the scraps at the bottom of the income lad
der. The food service industry is the prov
ince of kitchen workers
who must enlist govern
ment investigators to col
lect the bare minimum
that the law entitles them
to receive; wait staff who
earn a punishingly low
$2.13 per hour nationally
in exchange for tips whose
distribution is often con
trolled by management;
and fastfood employees
who work for chains that
explicitly advise them to
apply for food stamps and
other government aid to
supplement their unlivable
pay.

These low wages do not
represent an efficient,
marketdriven distribution
of labor. Because waiters
making poverty wages
turn to public aid, Ameri
can taxpayers effectively
subsidize the restaurant industry to the
tune of $7 billion per year. All this for an
industry that isn’t beset by global competi
tion — as industrial manufacturers are —
and doesn’t represent a vital national in
terest, like energy or utilities. In fact, the
economic arguments against policies that
would raise the wages of restaurant work
ers are distinctly unimpressive. Claims
that higher wages would result in fewer
jobs aren’t borne out by the experience of
California, which bolted ahead of Massa
chusetts and other states years ago by pro
hibiting the practice of giving submini
mum paychecks to workers in jobs with
heavy tipping: The number of restaurant
jobs in the Golden State is expected to rise
by 141,000, or 9.1 percent, by 2024 de
spite workers having higher guaranteed
pay, outpacing Massachusetts’ projected
jobs growth of 5.7 percent over the same
period.

Fairness alone suggests making a con
certed effort to remove the loopholes that
allow many restaurants to keep their
workers in dire circumstances. Concern
for the children of such workers ought to
be enough of an incentive to mount an ef
fort to raise salaries. But there is a larger
reason to elevate the status of restaurant
employees: It would be the single most ef
fective way to combat income inequality in
a country where the gap between rich and
poor is soaring to levels not seen since be
fore the stock market crash of 1929.

Restaurant workers represent a whop
ping 10 percent of the workforce, and a
vastly disproportionate share of lowwage
workers. By changing a few policies and
adjusting some industry practices, the na
tion could sharply reduce the numbers of
families in poverty and enhance the mid

dle class while actually saving taxpayer
dollars. It’s time to start moving in this
sensible direction, both in Massachusetts
and the nation as a whole.

Restaurants, in a way, are the quintessen
tial industry of a challenging 21stcentury
economy. Timepressed Americans eat out
for at least five meals a week, and the aver
age household spent $2,620 on food away
from home in 2011, according to the Na
tional Restaurant Association. A thriving
restaurant scene like Boston’s, with its fine
dining and food trucks, is an integral part
of a modern city. Massachusetts’ restau
rants alone are projected to ring up $13.5
billion in sales for 2014. Yet as fine diners
increasingly seek out organic, farmtota
ble cuisine, few think much of the work
force making those meals.

What goes on behind the kitchen doors
is grim. The 13 millionplus restaurant
workers in the United States face a poverty
rate that is nearly three times that of the
rest of the country’s workforce, and the in
dustry hosts seven of the 10 worst paying
American jobs, according to federal labor
statistics. Dishwashers in Massachusetts,
for instance, made $10.29 per hour on av
erage in 2012. (That figure is telling in it
self, as it includes dishwashers at hotels,
universities, and health care facilities, who
are usually union workers and nationally

earn on average nearly $3
more per hour than restau
rant dishwashers.) Re
search done by MIT puts a
livable wage for Boston —
the minimum income
someone needs to live ade
quately given local costs of
living — at $12.65 for a sin
gle adult and $22.40 for a
family of four.

Moreover, these jobs
come with few of the bene
fits that workers in other
industries take for granted.
Health coverage is rarely
offered; paid sick leave, va
cation time, and 401(k)s
are virtually unheard of.
Schedules often change on
a weekly or even daily ba
sis, making child care a
nightmare to arrange. And
forget about job security.
Restaurant analyst Victor

Fernandez says annual turnover is above
95 percent for hourly workers.

Very little will improve until consumers
begin to pressure the industry. While din
ers feel empowered to ask whether pro
duce was purchased locally or if chickens
were given free range to lay their eggs,
they don’t feel comfortable questioning
the treatment of employees, despite
mounting evidence of violations of labor
laws and poor conditions for workers. Din
ers, either through their political represen
tatives or their own complaints to manag
ers, should argue that workers be given:
RHourly wages at or above a living

wage for individuals.
R Payment for all the time they work,

including overtime.
ROpportunities to organize if they

choose to do so.

Meanwhile, lawmakers should summon
the courage to reject the demands of the
National Restaurant Association, which is
largely responsible for Massachusetts’
“tipped minimum wage” — under which
restaurants are allowed to pay workers
just $2.63 with the hardtoenforce under
standing that tips will make up the rest of
the way to at least $8 per hour. California,
for its part, has guaranteed that all restau
rant workers will earn at least $10 per
hour by 2016, through a straightforward
paycheck, with tips extra.

Most restaurant owners blame low
wages and poor working conditions on
slim profit margins amid intense competi
tion. But raising wages across the board
wouldn’t change the competition; every
outlet would have to play under the same
rules and demands. And while consumers
should expect somewhat higher prices to

cover higher la
bor costs, some
restaurants in
sist that better
paid workers are
more reliable and
stay in their jobs long
enough to make up in
efficiency for what
they’re costing in extra wag
es.

In reality, employers get
away with paying little and
treating workers badly simply
because they can. There ar
en’t many other opportuni
ties in Massachusetts for
workers with few or no skills,
especially if they are undocu
mented. In 2012, there were
1.8 job seekers for every
opening in the restau
rant sector state
wide, a relatively
low figure com
pared to other in
dustries. Yet the data
suggest more than two
thirds of those openings
were for parttime work,
while the vast majority of
the unemployed want full
time positions.

In Boston, immigrants from
Latin America — most often from
Colombia, El Salvador, or Brazil — fill res
taurant kitchens. Many, because they have
limited English or are in the country ille
gally, are simply glad for paying work.
Supporting family here and back home,
they often string together two or three jobs
to make ends meet. “They start at 7 a.m. in
one kitchen doing prep, then leave for a
second shift, working until midnight or 1
a.m.,” says Arévalo, who was a pilot in his
native Colombia and now runs the worker
center at the Massachusetts Coalition For
Occupational Safety and Health (Mass
COSH).

Filiberto Lopez moved to Boston from
El Salvador seven years ago in hopes of
finding the American Dream, and ended
up sleeping in the kitchen of a East Boston
Peruvian restaurant. He worked more
than 80 hours a week there, schlepping
200pound sacks of flour from the kitch
en’s basement storage area, cleaning the
restaurant after hours, even maintaining
its air filters and electrical system. His
boss, himself an immigrant, was verbally
abusive, regularly referring to Lopez as
“Boy.” For this, Lopez was paid $5 an hour
and never overtime. “I didn’t speak Eng
lish and didn’t have legal documents,” Lo
pez says. “I assumed I had no rights at all.”
Lopez has moved on to work at other Bos
ton restaurants, and has helped Mass
COSH identify other abusive workplaces.

Wage theft is common across the in
dustry, and not just at struggling ethnic
outlets in distant neighborhoods. It starts
with failure to pay overtime. State law ex
empts eateries from paying timeanda
half for more than 40 hours of work in one
week. However, federal laws do not — and
if a restaurant makes more than $500,000
in gross annual sales, it is compelled to fol
low the federal law. Local establishments
have also been found to be breaking child
labor laws, failing to pay minimum wage,
or failing to pay workers at all.

Massachusetts’ restaurants are under
more scrutiny than most. The Boston of
fice of the US Department of Labor con
ducted 165 investigations in the restau
rant industry in fiscal year 2013, collecting
more than $1.7 million in back wages
from employers who violated wageand

hour laws. Among those cited for various
violations since 2009 by the Labor Depart
ment, state Attorney General’s Office, and
other enforcement agencies are some of
the Boston area’s most popular dining es
tablishments: Not Your Average Joes; the
Metropolitan Club; Sunset Grill & Tap;
Brookline’s Pomodoro; Cambridge’s Mira
cle of Science, Middlesex Lounge, and Tory
Row; and Ruby Tuesday.

In 2012, acclaimed restauranteurs Pat
rick Lyons and Ed Sparks agreed to pay
$424,000 in back pay and damages to im
properly underpaid workers at 15 of the
restaurants they own, including Towne,
Scampo, Sonsie, and the Bleacher Bar. In
what is a common practice, Lyons and
Sparks had contracted out their labor to
an agency that not only failed to pay em
ployees but also disappeared. At the end of
the day, though, the law rightly holds the
restaurants responsible for ensuring their
workers are fully paid. “Know who you’re
doing business with,” Lyons warns. “Or
you’ll end up paying at least twice what
you owed in the first place.”

But resources for enforcement are lim
ited. Boston Mayor Marty Walsh could
help. During his campaign, Walsh pledged
his support for a livable wage. A first step
for his administration toward achieving
that would be to streamline the permitting
process. By allowing restaurants to open
and operate with less red tape, overhead
could be reduced, and capital freed up for
owners to pay their workers a higher
wage.

Or, better yet, Walsh could follow the
lead of Somerville Mayor Joe Curtatone.
Last summer Curtatone championed and
passed a citywide ordinance put forward
by local activists that now prevents em
ployers who are guilty of wage theft from
getting or renewing permits. This law
should be replicated across Massachusetts.
“If you break the law and don’t pay your
workers what they’re owed, you won’t do
business in Somerville,” Curtatone says.

That’s a message any business owner
will understand.

SERVICE NOT INCLUDED
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TODAY: IGNORED RIGHTS
Unpaid work, threats of de
portation, and outright wage
theft plague the restaurant
industry.

MONDAY: TIPPING
Meant as a reward, tips in
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even gets to them.
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jobs would benefit workers,
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WEDNESDAY: UNIONS
Restaurant workers need to
fight for their rights. So why
aren’t they organizing?

THOMAS FUCHS FOR THE BOSTON GLOBE

GUARANTEED INCOME
FOR ALL AMERICANS?

THE GLOBE deserves congratula
tions for running Leon Neyfakh’s
piece on guaranteed income (”Money
for all,” Ideas, Feb. 9). As the global
economy churns out epic levels of in
equality, our greatest challenge will
be to craft an alternative system that
will be both sensible and moral. As
Neyfakh expresses it, we’ll need to de
couple people’s “value in society from
their ability to do a job.”

The recession is so stubborn be
cause it’s not really a recession at all.
Rather, we’re in a historic shift, in
which technology and economy are
permanently diminishing the value of
human labor. The longer we deny this

reality, by scolding the swelling num
bers of unemployed and underem
ployed as moral failures, the harder it
will be to embrace potential solutions
like the guaranteed income. Our
longterm future will veer in one of
two directions: largescale redistribu
tion of the fruits of economic produc
tivity, or fullblown collapse. And if it
turns out to be the latter, we can be
sure that the overmoralizing about
labor, to defend unsustainable levels
of inequality, will have played a major
part.

JEREMY RAYMONDJACK
Roslindale

Linking job status,
moral worthmust end

I AM responding to the article “Mon
ey for all” (Ideas, Feb. 9), about a
guaranteed income for every Ameri

can. As a mature person who grew up
surrounded by immigrant families
who successfully achieved the Ameri
can dream, I believe that cash hand
outs would often discourage work. In
stead, our society could fund credit
cards for all citizens — one for hous
ing, one for electricity and heat, and
one for nutritious foods only. Basic
health care would be provided to all.

With essential needs met, and no
threat of losing those supports, fami
lies would benefit from even low
wage jobs. They would be motivated
to make the most of what they had.
People could combine their housing
credits to upgrade where they would
live. Families could share child care
(and housing) while the adults
worked varying shifts. The guaran
teed basic benefits would also encour
age artists, musicians, and people
with startup ideas to pursue their en

deavors even though they would earn
little at first.

Most of us would probably pay
more taxes, but we’d all receive the
credits to apply to our essential ex
penses. Our society can only benefit
when more people become motivated
towork and to improve their lives.

JOSÉE KLENTAK
Medfield

Give credits
not cash

WHILE THE future of Roman Catho
lic teaching on subjects such as mar
riage and divorce may be uncertain, I
hope for a day when Catholic clergy
no longer purport to explain it simply
by stating that “the church needs to
be faithful to the Gospel and to
Christ’s teaching,” as Cardinal Sean
O’Malley did in the interview pub
lished last Sunday. (“Pope softening
tone, not stance, O’Malley says,” Page
A1, Feb. 9). Such remarks deeply of
fend members of other churches (and
many Catholics) who would make the
very same statement but have
reached different theological and
moral conclusions.

F. DAVIS DASSORI
Hingham

O’Malley’s certainty
offensive to many

THE GLOBE and academics seem to
be missing the point of gun buyback
programs (“A statement, not a strate
gy,” Editorial, Feb. 11; “Success of gun
buyback programs is debated,” Metro,
Feb. 13).

With the number of guns in circu
lation in America (at least 300 million)
it is unlikely that taking 1,000 or 2,000
off the streets would make an immedi
ate difference in the crime rate. But
that is not what should be measured.

As public health leaders have point
ed out, guns are a leading cause of
death for children and teens, second
only to car accidents. Gun buybacks
are catalysts bringing clergy, youth,
parents, and police together to talk
about the impact of guns, and provide
a safe avenue to get rid of guns that
may have been obtained in fear, anger,
or for purposes of retaliation.

We have to address why young peo
ple might not feel safe in their neigh
borhood or in their school; and that’s
another reason to be at the same table
to devise and implement comprehen
sive strategies. Prevention, interven
tion, and enforcement are all needed.

KATHERINE MAINZER
Boston

The writer is cofounder of Citizens
for Safety.

Buying guns,
promoting talk

JORGE MARTINEZ’S comments are
spoton “that every gun you get off the
street is a small victory” (“Success of
gun buyback programs is debated,”
Metro, Feb 13).

It may be public relations, and it
may make people feel good, but it also
does more. I was involved in a buyback
in the 1990s in Hyde Square where we
used it as an organizing tool to involve
the community.

BILL ALLAN
Roslindale

More than P.R.

NOT JUST
ABOUT GUNS

GLOBE FILE

Guns from a buyback program.

REUTERS

Cardinal Sean P. O’Malley, right, with the future Pope Francis in 2013.

THE POPE
AND THE CARDINAL

THE RECENT interview with Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley (“Pope softening
tone, not substance, O’Malley says,”
Page A1, Feb. 9) avoided the most
pressing question — “Is the pope pro
choice?” A careful listening to Francis
suggests the answer is “Yes.” He has
instructed his 4,000 or so bishops to
minimize their antiabortion preach
ing, and that will probably mean a
cutback in classic prolife activity, i.e.
efforts to create civil law that would
prohibit or greatly reduce the avail
ability of abortion.

O’Malley’s spin that the pope is
only changing emphasis and the
pope’s statment that abortion is hor

rific are boundtofail efforts to main
tain an illusion of orthodoxy. Francis
is what he is, another Jesuit in the

traditon of the late congressman and
Jesuit priest Robert Drinan, and he is
unlikely to change.

The real question for Catholics is
what the next conclave to elect a pope
will bring — an affirmation of Francis’
new direction or a return to the hard
line.

TOM TIERNEY
Framingham

A prochoice
pontiff?

IN THE Sunday Globe article ”Pope
softening tone, not stance, says
O’Malley” (Page A1, Feb. 9), Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley says the Vatican
needs national bishops’ conferences
to provide “some clarity about what
the expectations are around the
world” with regard to allegations of
child sexual abuse by priests.

How can Cardinal O’Malley seri
ously believe that human decency,
moral principles, and legal statutes
are not enough guidance for church
leaders when dealing with child
abuse?

Does he not believe the molesta
tion and rape of children are inher
ently wrong, even in the absence of
clarity in church policies? If the
bishops of the church need clarity
on these issues, they need to read
the 2,000year record of Christian
writings on ethics and morals.

ROBERT DUNCAN
Scituate

If Vatican needs
clarity on abuse,
it should consult
Christianmoral texts

For many restaurant workers,
fair conditions not on menu
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N
EARLY 1,000 days remain until the
2016 presidential election. Yet al
ready it is impossible to escape the
maneuvers, machinations, and me

dia coverage of men and women so consumed
with winning the highest office in the land
that the lust for power all but oozes from their
pores. For as long as most of us can remem
ber, the obsessive quest for the presidency has
been an indelible feature of American politics.
Try to envision successful candidates for the
White House who don’t have that “fire in the
belly,” candidates prepared to accept the job if
it seeks them out, but not driven by such insa
tiable ambition for it that everything else
pales by comparison. It would be easier to en
vision a team of unicorns.

And yet America once had such a presi
dent. He was James A. Garfield of Ohio, a re
markable individual who rose from grinding
poverty to the presidency of the United States
without ever thrusting himself forward as a
candidate for election to anything. It is a
shame that Americans don’t know more about
this gifted yet modest leader, as they doubtless
would had he not been shot by an assassin
just four months after becoming president.

On the eve of Garfield’s inauguration as the
nation’s 20th chief executive, he told a group
of old friends: “This honor comes to me un
sought. I have never had the presidential fe
ver, not even for a day.”

It was true. At every step of his political ca
reer, Garfield had to be urged to serve for the
good of the country. He was first elected to
Congress during the Civil War in 1862, while

he was on active duty as a major
general in the Union Army. The

31yearold Garfield, a Republican
and ardent abolitionist, “receiv[ed] nearly

twice as many votes as his opponent, although
he had done nothing to promote his candida
cy,” writes Candice Millard in “Destiny of the

Republic,” her 2011 history of Garfield’s elec
tion and tragic death. He didn’t take his con
gressional seat for another year — and then
only because President Lincoln pressed him to
do so. “I have resigned my place in the army
and have taken my seat in Congress,” Garfield
wrote in a letter home. “I did this with regret
. . . [b]ut the President told me he dared not
risk a single vote in the House.”

A competent lawmaker with a reputation
for conciliation, Garfield served nine terms in
the House, before being elected to the US Sen
ate in 1880. It was as Ohio’s senatorelect that

he arrived that June at the Republican Nation
al Convention in Chicago. He had come to
serve as floor manager for Treasury Secretary
(and fellow Ohioan) John Sherman in what
was expected to be a threeway fight for the
GOP nomination. The other leading contend
ers were former president Ulysses S. Grant
and US Senator James G. Blaine of Maine.

But none of the three could win the 379
votes needed for nomination. As the conven
tion remained deadlocked through ballot after
ballot, some delegates began floating Gar
field’s name as a compromise. On the 34th

ballot, after a day and a half of voting, 17
votes were unexpectedly cast for Garfield.
Dumbfounded, he rose to protest, objecting
vehemently to any effort to nominate him.

“The announcement contains votes for
me,” said Garfield, who had remained loyal to
Sherman. “No man has a right, without the
consent of the person voted for, to announce
that person’s name and vote for him in this
convention. Such consent I have not given—”

Before he could finish, the convention
chairman gaveled him out of order. The poll
ing continued. On the 35th ballot, there were
50 votes for Garfield. By the 36th, with even
Sherman throwing his support to his ally, it
was all over. Garfield was nominated with 399
votes. As the convention erupted in cheers
and song, a “shocked and sickened” Garfield
was beset by wellwishers. To one delegate’s
congratulations, he replied: “I am very sorry
that this has become necessary.”

Five months later, he was elected presi
dent. On March 4, 1881, he was sworn in, and
delivered an inaugural address passionate in
its emphasis on the rights of freed blacks.
“Former slaves in the crowd openly wept,”
Millard recounts. Many more Americans wept
six months later, when Garfield died of the
gunshot wound he had received on July 2,
1881.

“I suppose I am morbidly sensitive about
any reference to my own achievements,” Gar
field once acknowledged. “I so much despise a
man who blows his own horn, that I go to the
other extreme.”

Not many presidents have been more suit
ed for high office than this admirable man
who never lusted for power. Would that his
like were in the mix for 2016.

Jeff Jacoby can be reached at
jacoby@globe.com. Follow him on Twitter
@jeff_jacoby.

JEFF JACOBY

The man who didn’t want to be president
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James A. Garfield, a compromise Republican nominee, was elected president in 1880.

I
T’S EASY to recognize a former res
taurant dishwasher. Long, deep
scars often line their forearms —
the result of nights when, as the
lowest on the chain of kitchen
workers, they must plunge their

hands into boiling hot water to unclog in
dustrialsize dishwashing machines. An
other requirement is hauling heavy dish
tubs across slippery kitchens. For this
backbreaking work, the hourly pay fre
quently doesn’t exceed the state minimum
wage of $8. Undocumented workers often
make significantly less. If a dishwasher
shows promise, he’ll get a second job in
the kitchen, usually prepping salads, for
no extra pay. “Paying your dues quietly is
how to move up in a kitchen,” says Jonny
Arévalo, who worked at several Boston
restaurants, including Bennigan’s, for nine
years. “Then some other poor guy takes
your place.”

The restaurant industry in the United
States is exploding, just as the income gap
is widening. The trends are related: While
expansion of other industries often leads
to higher wages and greater opportunities,
growth in the restaurant business does
not. Shielded by a powerful lobby and a
franchise system that makes union orga
nizing difficult and impractical, it provides
the scraps at the bottom of the income lad
der. The food service industry is the prov
ince of kitchen workers
who must enlist govern
ment investigators to col
lect the bare minimum
that the law entitles them
to receive; wait staff who
earn a punishingly low
$2.13 per hour nationally
in exchange for tips whose
distribution is often con
trolled by management;
and fastfood employees
who work for chains that
explicitly advise them to
apply for food stamps and
other government aid to
supplement their unlivable
pay.

These low wages do not
represent an efficient,
marketdriven distribution
of labor. Because waiters
making poverty wages
turn to public aid, Ameri
can taxpayers effectively
subsidize the restaurant industry to the
tune of $7 billion per year. All this for an
industry that isn’t beset by global competi
tion — as industrial manufacturers are —
and doesn’t represent a vital national in
terest, like energy or utilities. In fact, the
economic arguments against policies that
would raise the wages of restaurant work
ers are distinctly unimpressive. Claims
that higher wages would result in fewer
jobs aren’t borne out by the experience of
California, which bolted ahead of Massa
chusetts and other states years ago by pro
hibiting the practice of giving submini
mum paychecks to workers in jobs with
heavy tipping: The number of restaurant
jobs in the Golden State is expected to rise
by 141,000, or 9.1 percent, by 2024 de
spite workers having higher guaranteed
pay, outpacing Massachusetts’ projected
jobs growth of 5.7 percent over the same
period.

Fairness alone suggests making a con
certed effort to remove the loopholes that
allow many restaurants to keep their
workers in dire circumstances. Concern
for the children of such workers ought to
be enough of an incentive to mount an ef
fort to raise salaries. But there is a larger
reason to elevate the status of restaurant
employees: It would be the single most ef
fective way to combat income inequality in
a country where the gap between rich and
poor is soaring to levels not seen since be
fore the stock market crash of 1929.

Restaurant workers represent a whop
ping 10 percent of the workforce, and a
vastly disproportionate share of lowwage
workers. By changing a few policies and
adjusting some industry practices, the na
tion could sharply reduce the numbers of
families in poverty and enhance the mid

dle class while actually saving taxpayer
dollars. It’s time to start moving in this
sensible direction, both in Massachusetts
and the nation as a whole.

Restaurants, in a way, are the quintessen
tial industry of a challenging 21stcentury
economy. Timepressed Americans eat out
for at least five meals a week, and the aver
age household spent $2,620 on food away
from home in 2011, according to the Na
tional Restaurant Association. A thriving
restaurant scene like Boston’s, with its fine
dining and food trucks, is an integral part
of a modern city. Massachusetts’ restau
rants alone are projected to ring up $13.5
billion in sales for 2014. Yet as fine diners
increasingly seek out organic, farmtota
ble cuisine, few think much of the work
force making those meals.

What goes on behind the kitchen doors
is grim. The 13 millionplus restaurant
workers in the United States face a poverty
rate that is nearly three times that of the
rest of the country’s workforce, and the in
dustry hosts seven of the 10 worst paying
American jobs, according to federal labor
statistics. Dishwashers in Massachusetts,
for instance, made $10.29 per hour on av
erage in 2012. (That figure is telling in it
self, as it includes dishwashers at hotels,
universities, and health care facilities, who
are usually union workers and nationally

earn on average nearly $3
more per hour than restau
rant dishwashers.) Re
search done by MIT puts a
livable wage for Boston —
the minimum income
someone needs to live ade
quately given local costs of
living — at $12.65 for a sin
gle adult and $22.40 for a
family of four.

Moreover, these jobs
come with few of the bene
fits that workers in other
industries take for granted.
Health coverage is rarely
offered; paid sick leave, va
cation time, and 401(k)s
are virtually unheard of.
Schedules often change on
a weekly or even daily ba
sis, making child care a
nightmare to arrange. And
forget about job security.
Restaurant analyst Victor

Fernandez says annual turnover is above
95 percent for hourly workers.

Very little will improve until consumers
begin to pressure the industry. While din
ers feel empowered to ask whether pro
duce was purchased locally or if chickens
were given free range to lay their eggs,
they don’t feel comfortable questioning
the treatment of employees, despite
mounting evidence of violations of labor
laws and poor conditions for workers. Din
ers, either through their political represen
tatives or their own complaints to manag
ers, should argue that workers be given:
RHourly wages at or above a living

wage for individuals.
R Payment for all the time they work,

including overtime.
ROpportunities to organize if they

choose to do so.

Meanwhile, lawmakers should summon
the courage to reject the demands of the
National Restaurant Association, which is
largely responsible for Massachusetts’
“tipped minimum wage” — under which
restaurants are allowed to pay workers
just $2.63 with the hardtoenforce under
standing that tips will make up the rest of
the way to at least $8 per hour. California,
for its part, has guaranteed that all restau
rant workers will earn at least $10 per
hour by 2016, through a straightforward
paycheck, with tips extra.

Most restaurant owners blame low
wages and poor working conditions on
slim profit margins amid intense competi
tion. But raising wages across the board
wouldn’t change the competition; every
outlet would have to play under the same
rules and demands. And while consumers
should expect somewhat higher prices to

cover higher la
bor costs, some
restaurants in
sist that better
paid workers are
more reliable and
stay in their jobs long
enough to make up in
efficiency for what
they’re costing in extra wag
es.

In reality, employers get
away with paying little and
treating workers badly simply
because they can. There ar
en’t many other opportuni
ties in Massachusetts for
workers with few or no skills,
especially if they are undocu
mented. In 2012, there were
1.8 job seekers for every
opening in the restau
rant sector state
wide, a relatively
low figure com
pared to other in
dustries. Yet the data
suggest more than two
thirds of those openings
were for parttime work,
while the vast majority of
the unemployed want full
time positions.

In Boston, immigrants from
Latin America — most often from
Colombia, El Salvador, or Brazil — fill res
taurant kitchens. Many, because they have
limited English or are in the country ille
gally, are simply glad for paying work.
Supporting family here and back home,
they often string together two or three jobs
to make ends meet. “They start at 7 a.m. in
one kitchen doing prep, then leave for a
second shift, working until midnight or 1
a.m.,” says Arévalo, who was a pilot in his
native Colombia and now runs the worker
center at the Massachusetts Coalition For
Occupational Safety and Health (Mass
COSH).

Filiberto Lopez moved to Boston from
El Salvador seven years ago in hopes of
finding the American Dream, and ended
up sleeping in the kitchen of a East Boston
Peruvian restaurant. He worked more
than 80 hours a week there, schlepping
200pound sacks of flour from the kitch
en’s basement storage area, cleaning the
restaurant after hours, even maintaining
its air filters and electrical system. His
boss, himself an immigrant, was verbally
abusive, regularly referring to Lopez as
“Boy.” For this, Lopez was paid $5 an hour
and never overtime. “I didn’t speak Eng
lish and didn’t have legal documents,” Lo
pez says. “I assumed I had no rights at all.”
Lopez has moved on to work at other Bos
ton restaurants, and has helped Mass
COSH identify other abusive workplaces.

Wage theft is common across the in
dustry, and not just at struggling ethnic
outlets in distant neighborhoods. It starts
with failure to pay overtime. State law ex
empts eateries from paying timeanda
half for more than 40 hours of work in one
week. However, federal laws do not — and
if a restaurant makes more than $500,000
in gross annual sales, it is compelled to fol
low the federal law. Local establishments
have also been found to be breaking child
labor laws, failing to pay minimum wage,
or failing to pay workers at all.

Massachusetts’ restaurants are under
more scrutiny than most. The Boston of
fice of the US Department of Labor con
ducted 165 investigations in the restau
rant industry in fiscal year 2013, collecting
more than $1.7 million in back wages
from employers who violated wageand

hour laws. Among those cited for various
violations since 2009 by the Labor Depart
ment, state Attorney General’s Office, and
other enforcement agencies are some of
the Boston area’s most popular dining es
tablishments: Not Your Average Joes; the
Metropolitan Club; Sunset Grill & Tap;
Brookline’s Pomodoro; Cambridge’s Mira
cle of Science, Middlesex Lounge, and Tory
Row; and Ruby Tuesday.

In 2012, acclaimed restauranteurs Pat
rick Lyons and Ed Sparks agreed to pay
$424,000 in back pay and damages to im
properly underpaid workers at 15 of the
restaurants they own, including Towne,
Scampo, Sonsie, and the Bleacher Bar. In
what is a common practice, Lyons and
Sparks had contracted out their labor to
an agency that not only failed to pay em
ployees but also disappeared. At the end of
the day, though, the law rightly holds the
restaurants responsible for ensuring their
workers are fully paid. “Know who you’re
doing business with,” Lyons warns. “Or
you’ll end up paying at least twice what
you owed in the first place.”

But resources for enforcement are lim
ited. Boston Mayor Marty Walsh could
help. During his campaign, Walsh pledged
his support for a livable wage. A first step
for his administration toward achieving
that would be to streamline the permitting
process. By allowing restaurants to open
and operate with less red tape, overhead
could be reduced, and capital freed up for
owners to pay their workers a higher
wage.

Or, better yet, Walsh could follow the
lead of Somerville Mayor Joe Curtatone.
Last summer Curtatone championed and
passed a citywide ordinance put forward
by local activists that now prevents em
ployers who are guilty of wage theft from
getting or renewing permits. This law
should be replicated across Massachusetts.
“If you break the law and don’t pay your
workers what they’re owed, you won’t do
business in Somerville,” Curtatone says.

That’s a message any business owner
will understand.

SERVICE NOT INCLUDED
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TODAY: IGNORED RIGHTS
Unpaid work, threats of de
portation, and outright wage
theft plague the restaurant
industry.

MONDAY: TIPPING
Meant as a reward, tips in
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even gets to them.
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aren’t they organizing?
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GUARANTEED INCOME
FOR ALL AMERICANS?

THE GLOBE deserves congratula
tions for running Leon Neyfakh’s
piece on guaranteed income (”Money
for all,” Ideas, Feb. 9). As the global
economy churns out epic levels of in
equality, our greatest challenge will
be to craft an alternative system that
will be both sensible and moral. As
Neyfakh expresses it, we’ll need to de
couple people’s “value in society from
their ability to do a job.”

The recession is so stubborn be
cause it’s not really a recession at all.
Rather, we’re in a historic shift, in
which technology and economy are
permanently diminishing the value of
human labor. The longer we deny this

reality, by scolding the swelling num
bers of unemployed and underem
ployed as moral failures, the harder it
will be to embrace potential solutions
like the guaranteed income. Our
longterm future will veer in one of
two directions: largescale redistribu
tion of the fruits of economic produc
tivity, or fullblown collapse. And if it
turns out to be the latter, we can be
sure that the overmoralizing about
labor, to defend unsustainable levels
of inequality, will have played a major
part.

JEREMY RAYMONDJACK
Roslindale

Linking job status,
moral worthmust end

I AM responding to the article “Mon
ey for all” (Ideas, Feb. 9), about a
guaranteed income for every Ameri

can. As a mature person who grew up
surrounded by immigrant families
who successfully achieved the Ameri
can dream, I believe that cash hand
outs would often discourage work. In
stead, our society could fund credit
cards for all citizens — one for hous
ing, one for electricity and heat, and
one for nutritious foods only. Basic
health care would be provided to all.

With essential needs met, and no
threat of losing those supports, fami
lies would benefit from even low
wage jobs. They would be motivated
to make the most of what they had.
People could combine their housing
credits to upgrade where they would
live. Families could share child care
(and housing) while the adults
worked varying shifts. The guaran
teed basic benefits would also encour
age artists, musicians, and people
with startup ideas to pursue their en

deavors even though they would earn
little at first.

Most of us would probably pay
more taxes, but we’d all receive the
credits to apply to our essential ex
penses. Our society can only benefit
when more people become motivated
towork and to improve their lives.

JOSÉE KLENTAK
Medfield

Give credits
not cash

WHILE THE future of Roman Catho
lic teaching on subjects such as mar
riage and divorce may be uncertain, I
hope for a day when Catholic clergy
no longer purport to explain it simply
by stating that “the church needs to
be faithful to the Gospel and to
Christ’s teaching,” as Cardinal Sean
O’Malley did in the interview pub
lished last Sunday. (“Pope softening
tone, not stance, O’Malley says,” Page
A1, Feb. 9). Such remarks deeply of
fend members of other churches (and
many Catholics) who would make the
very same statement but have
reached different theological and
moral conclusions.

F. DAVIS DASSORI
Hingham

O’Malley’s certainty
offensive to many

THE GLOBE and academics seem to
be missing the point of gun buyback
programs (“A statement, not a strate
gy,” Editorial, Feb. 11; “Success of gun
buyback programs is debated,” Metro,
Feb. 13).

With the number of guns in circu
lation in America (at least 300 million)
it is unlikely that taking 1,000 or 2,000
off the streets would make an immedi
ate difference in the crime rate. But
that is not what should be measured.

As public health leaders have point
ed out, guns are a leading cause of
death for children and teens, second
only to car accidents. Gun buybacks
are catalysts bringing clergy, youth,
parents, and police together to talk
about the impact of guns, and provide
a safe avenue to get rid of guns that
may have been obtained in fear, anger,
or for purposes of retaliation.

We have to address why young peo
ple might not feel safe in their neigh
borhood or in their school; and that’s
another reason to be at the same table
to devise and implement comprehen
sive strategies. Prevention, interven
tion, and enforcement are all needed.

KATHERINE MAINZER
Boston

The writer is cofounder of Citizens
for Safety.

Buying guns,
promoting talk

JORGE MARTINEZ’S comments are
spoton “that every gun you get off the
street is a small victory” (“Success of
gun buyback programs is debated,”
Metro, Feb 13).

It may be public relations, and it
may make people feel good, but it also
does more. I was involved in a buyback
in the 1990s in Hyde Square where we
used it as an organizing tool to involve
the community.

BILL ALLAN
Roslindale

More than P.R.

NOT JUST
ABOUT GUNS

GLOBE FILE

Guns from a buyback program.
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Cardinal Sean P. O’Malley, right, with the future Pope Francis in 2013.

THE POPE
AND THE CARDINAL

THE RECENT interview with Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley (“Pope softening
tone, not substance, O’Malley says,”
Page A1, Feb. 9) avoided the most
pressing question — “Is the pope pro
choice?” A careful listening to Francis
suggests the answer is “Yes.” He has
instructed his 4,000 or so bishops to
minimize their antiabortion preach
ing, and that will probably mean a
cutback in classic prolife activity, i.e.
efforts to create civil law that would
prohibit or greatly reduce the avail
ability of abortion.

O’Malley’s spin that the pope is
only changing emphasis and the
pope’s statment that abortion is hor

rific are boundtofail efforts to main
tain an illusion of orthodoxy. Francis
is what he is, another Jesuit in the

traditon of the late congressman and
Jesuit priest Robert Drinan, and he is
unlikely to change.

The real question for Catholics is
what the next conclave to elect a pope
will bring — an affirmation of Francis’
new direction or a return to the hard
line.

TOM TIERNEY
Framingham

A prochoice
pontiff?

IN THE Sunday Globe article ”Pope
softening tone, not stance, says
O’Malley” (Page A1, Feb. 9), Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley says the Vatican
needs national bishops’ conferences
to provide “some clarity about what
the expectations are around the
world” with regard to allegations of
child sexual abuse by priests.

How can Cardinal O’Malley seri
ously believe that human decency,
moral principles, and legal statutes
are not enough guidance for church
leaders when dealing with child
abuse?

Does he not believe the molesta
tion and rape of children are inher
ently wrong, even in the absence of
clarity in church policies? If the
bishops of the church need clarity
on these issues, they need to read
the 2,000year record of Christian
writings on ethics and morals.

ROBERT DUNCAN
Scituate

If Vatican needs
clarity on abuse,
it should consult
Christianmoral texts

For many restaurant workers,
fair conditions not on menu

scene like Boston’s, with its fine dining and 
food trucks, is an integral part of a modern 
city. Massachusetts’ restaurants alone are 
projected to ring up $13.5 billion in sales 
for 2014. Yet as fine diners increasingly seek 
out organic, farm-to-table cuisine, few think 
much of the workforce making those meals.

What goes on behind the kitchen doors 
is grim. The 13 million-plus restaurant 
workers in the United States face a pov-
erty rate that is nearly three times that of 
the rest of the country’s workforce, and the 
industry hosts seven of the 10 worst paying 
American jobs, according to federal labor 
statistics. Dishwashers in Massachusetts, for 
instance, made $10.29 per hour on average 
in 2012. (That figure is telling in itself, as it 
includes dishwashers at hotels, universities, 
and health care facilities, who are usually 
union workers and nationally earn on aver-
age nearly $3 more per hour than restaurant 
dishwashers.) Research done by MIT puts a 
livable wage for Boston — the minimum in-
come someone needs to live adequately given 
local costs of living — at $12.65 for a single 
adult and $22.40 for a family of four.

Moreover, these jobs come with few of 
the benefits that workers in other industries 
take for granted. Health coverage is rarely 
offered; paid sick leave, vacation time, and 
401(k)s are virtually unheard of. Schedules 
often change on a weekly or even daily 
basis, making child care a night-
mare to arrange. And forget 
about job security. Restaurant ana-
lyst Victor Fernandez says annual turnover 
is above 95 percent for hourly workers.

Very little will improve until consum-
ers begin to pressure the industry. While 
diners feel empowered to ask whether 
produce was purchased locally or if chick-
ens were given free range to lay their eggs, 
they don’t feel comfortable questioning the 
treatment of employees, despite mounting 
evidence of violations of labor laws and 
poor conditions for workers. Diners, either 
through their political representatives or 
their own complaints to managers, should 
argue that workers be given:

• Hourly wages at or above a living wage 
for individuals.

• Payment for all the time they work, 
including overtime.

• Opportunities to organize if they 
choose to do so.

Meanwhile, lawmakers should sum-
mon the courage to reject the demands of 
the National Restaurant Association, which 
is largely responsible for Massachusetts’ 
“tipped minimum wage” — under which 
restaurants are allowed to pay workers just 
$2.63 with the hard-to-enforce understand-
ing that tips will make up the rest of the 
way to at least $8 per hour. California, for 
its part, has guaranteed that all restaurant 
workers will earn at least $10 per hour by 
2016, through a straightforward paycheck, 
with tips extra.

Most restaurant owners blame low 
wages and poor working conditions on slim 
profit margins amid intense competition. 
But raising wages across the board wouldn’t 
change the competition; every outlet would 
have to play under the same rules and de-
mands. And while consumers should expect 
somewhat higher prices to cover higher 
labor costs, some restaurants insist that 
better-paid workers are more reliable and 
stay in their jobs long enough to make up in 
efficiency for what they’re costing in 

extra wages.
In reality, em-

ployers get away 
with paying little 
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N
EARLY 1,000 days remain until the
2016 presidential election. Yet al
ready it is impossible to escape the
maneuvers, machinations, and me

dia coverage of men and women so consumed
with winning the highest office in the land
that the lust for power all but oozes from their
pores. For as long as most of us can remem
ber, the obsessive quest for the presidency has
been an indelible feature of American politics.
Try to envision successful candidates for the
White House who don’t have that “fire in the
belly,” candidates prepared to accept the job if
it seeks them out, but not driven by such insa
tiable ambition for it that everything else
pales by comparison. It would be easier to en
vision a team of unicorns.

And yet America once had such a presi
dent. He was James A. Garfield of Ohio, a re
markable individual who rose from grinding
poverty to the presidency of the United States
without ever thrusting himself forward as a
candidate for election to anything. It is a
shame that Americans don’t know more about
this gifted yet modest leader, as they doubtless
would had he not been shot by an assassin
just four months after becoming president.

On the eve of Garfield’s inauguration as the
nation’s 20th chief executive, he told a group
of old friends: “This honor comes to me un
sought. I have never had the presidential fe
ver, not even for a day.”

It was true. At every step of his political ca
reer, Garfield had to be urged to serve for the
good of the country. He was first elected to
Congress during the Civil War in 1862, while

he was on active duty as a major
general in the Union Army. The

31yearold Garfield, a Republican
and ardent abolitionist, “receiv[ed] nearly

twice as many votes as his opponent, although
he had done nothing to promote his candida
cy,” writes Candice Millard in “Destiny of the

Republic,” her 2011 history of Garfield’s elec
tion and tragic death. He didn’t take his con
gressional seat for another year — and then
only because President Lincoln pressed him to
do so. “I have resigned my place in the army
and have taken my seat in Congress,” Garfield
wrote in a letter home. “I did this with regret
. . . [b]ut the President told me he dared not
risk a single vote in the House.”

A competent lawmaker with a reputation
for conciliation, Garfield served nine terms in
the House, before being elected to the US Sen
ate in 1880. It was as Ohio’s senatorelect that

he arrived that June at the Republican Nation
al Convention in Chicago. He had come to
serve as floor manager for Treasury Secretary
(and fellow Ohioan) John Sherman in what
was expected to be a threeway fight for the
GOP nomination. The other leading contend
ers were former president Ulysses S. Grant
and US Senator James G. Blaine of Maine.

But none of the three could win the 379
votes needed for nomination. As the conven
tion remained deadlocked through ballot after
ballot, some delegates began floating Gar
field’s name as a compromise. On the 34th

ballot, after a day and a half of voting, 17
votes were unexpectedly cast for Garfield.
Dumbfounded, he rose to protest, objecting
vehemently to any effort to nominate him.

“The announcement contains votes for
me,” said Garfield, who had remained loyal to
Sherman. “No man has a right, without the
consent of the person voted for, to announce
that person’s name and vote for him in this
convention. Such consent I have not given—”

Before he could finish, the convention
chairman gaveled him out of order. The poll
ing continued. On the 35th ballot, there were
50 votes for Garfield. By the 36th, with even
Sherman throwing his support to his ally, it
was all over. Garfield was nominated with 399
votes. As the convention erupted in cheers
and song, a “shocked and sickened” Garfield
was beset by wellwishers. To one delegate’s
congratulations, he replied: “I am very sorry
that this has become necessary.”

Five months later, he was elected presi
dent. On March 4, 1881, he was sworn in, and
delivered an inaugural address passionate in
its emphasis on the rights of freed blacks.
“Former slaves in the crowd openly wept,”
Millard recounts. Many more Americans wept
six months later, when Garfield died of the
gunshot wound he had received on July 2,
1881.

“I suppose I am morbidly sensitive about
any reference to my own achievements,” Gar
field once acknowledged. “I so much despise a
man who blows his own horn, that I go to the
other extreme.”

Not many presidents have been more suit
ed for high office than this admirable man
who never lusted for power. Would that his
like were in the mix for 2016.

Jeff Jacoby can be reached at
jacoby@globe.com. Follow him on Twitter
@jeff_jacoby.

JEFF JACOBY

The man who didn’t want to be president
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James A. Garfield, a compromise Republican nominee, was elected president in 1880.

I
T’S EASY to recognize a former res
taurant dishwasher. Long, deep
scars often line their forearms —
the result of nights when, as the
lowest on the chain of kitchen
workers, they must plunge their

hands into boiling hot water to unclog in
dustrialsize dishwashing machines. An
other requirement is hauling heavy dish
tubs across slippery kitchens. For this
backbreaking work, the hourly pay fre
quently doesn’t exceed the state minimum
wage of $8. Undocumented workers often
make significantly less. If a dishwasher
shows promise, he’ll get a second job in
the kitchen, usually prepping salads, for
no extra pay. “Paying your dues quietly is
how to move up in a kitchen,” says Jonny
Arévalo, who worked at several Boston
restaurants, including Bennigan’s, for nine
years. “Then some other poor guy takes
your place.”

The restaurant industry in the United
States is exploding, just as the income gap
is widening. The trends are related: While
expansion of other industries often leads
to higher wages and greater opportunities,
growth in the restaurant business does
not. Shielded by a powerful lobby and a
franchise system that makes union orga
nizing difficult and impractical, it provides
the scraps at the bottom of the income lad
der. The food service industry is the prov
ince of kitchen workers
who must enlist govern
ment investigators to col
lect the bare minimum
that the law entitles them
to receive; wait staff who
earn a punishingly low
$2.13 per hour nationally
in exchange for tips whose
distribution is often con
trolled by management;
and fastfood employees
who work for chains that
explicitly advise them to
apply for food stamps and
other government aid to
supplement their unlivable
pay.

These low wages do not
represent an efficient,
marketdriven distribution
of labor. Because waiters
making poverty wages
turn to public aid, Ameri
can taxpayers effectively
subsidize the restaurant industry to the
tune of $7 billion per year. All this for an
industry that isn’t beset by global competi
tion — as industrial manufacturers are —
and doesn’t represent a vital national in
terest, like energy or utilities. In fact, the
economic arguments against policies that
would raise the wages of restaurant work
ers are distinctly unimpressive. Claims
that higher wages would result in fewer
jobs aren’t borne out by the experience of
California, which bolted ahead of Massa
chusetts and other states years ago by pro
hibiting the practice of giving submini
mum paychecks to workers in jobs with
heavy tipping: The number of restaurant
jobs in the Golden State is expected to rise
by 141,000, or 9.1 percent, by 2024 de
spite workers having higher guaranteed
pay, outpacing Massachusetts’ projected
jobs growth of 5.7 percent over the same
period.

Fairness alone suggests making a con
certed effort to remove the loopholes that
allow many restaurants to keep their
workers in dire circumstances. Concern
for the children of such workers ought to
be enough of an incentive to mount an ef
fort to raise salaries. But there is a larger
reason to elevate the status of restaurant
employees: It would be the single most ef
fective way to combat income inequality in
a country where the gap between rich and
poor is soaring to levels not seen since be
fore the stock market crash of 1929.

Restaurant workers represent a whop
ping 10 percent of the workforce, and a
vastly disproportionate share of lowwage
workers. By changing a few policies and
adjusting some industry practices, the na
tion could sharply reduce the numbers of
families in poverty and enhance the mid

dle class while actually saving taxpayer
dollars. It’s time to start moving in this
sensible direction, both in Massachusetts
and the nation as a whole.

Restaurants, in a way, are the quintessen
tial industry of a challenging 21stcentury
economy. Timepressed Americans eat out
for at least five meals a week, and the aver
age household spent $2,620 on food away
from home in 2011, according to the Na
tional Restaurant Association. A thriving
restaurant scene like Boston’s, with its fine
dining and food trucks, is an integral part
of a modern city. Massachusetts’ restau
rants alone are projected to ring up $13.5
billion in sales for 2014. Yet as fine diners
increasingly seek out organic, farmtota
ble cuisine, few think much of the work
force making those meals.

What goes on behind the kitchen doors
is grim. The 13 millionplus restaurant
workers in the United States face a poverty
rate that is nearly three times that of the
rest of the country’s workforce, and the in
dustry hosts seven of the 10 worst paying
American jobs, according to federal labor
statistics. Dishwashers in Massachusetts,
for instance, made $10.29 per hour on av
erage in 2012. (That figure is telling in it
self, as it includes dishwashers at hotels,
universities, and health care facilities, who
are usually union workers and nationally

earn on average nearly $3
more per hour than restau
rant dishwashers.) Re
search done by MIT puts a
livable wage for Boston —
the minimum income
someone needs to live ade
quately given local costs of
living — at $12.65 for a sin
gle adult and $22.40 for a
family of four.

Moreover, these jobs
come with few of the bene
fits that workers in other
industries take for granted.
Health coverage is rarely
offered; paid sick leave, va
cation time, and 401(k)s
are virtually unheard of.
Schedules often change on
a weekly or even daily ba
sis, making child care a
nightmare to arrange. And
forget about job security.
Restaurant analyst Victor

Fernandez says annual turnover is above
95 percent for hourly workers.

Very little will improve until consumers
begin to pressure the industry. While din
ers feel empowered to ask whether pro
duce was purchased locally or if chickens
were given free range to lay their eggs,
they don’t feel comfortable questioning
the treatment of employees, despite
mounting evidence of violations of labor
laws and poor conditions for workers. Din
ers, either through their political represen
tatives or their own complaints to manag
ers, should argue that workers be given:
RHourly wages at or above a living

wage for individuals.
R Payment for all the time they work,

including overtime.
ROpportunities to organize if they

choose to do so.

Meanwhile, lawmakers should summon
the courage to reject the demands of the
National Restaurant Association, which is
largely responsible for Massachusetts’
“tipped minimum wage” — under which
restaurants are allowed to pay workers
just $2.63 with the hardtoenforce under
standing that tips will make up the rest of
the way to at least $8 per hour. California,
for its part, has guaranteed that all restau
rant workers will earn at least $10 per
hour by 2016, through a straightforward
paycheck, with tips extra.

Most restaurant owners blame low
wages and poor working conditions on
slim profit margins amid intense competi
tion. But raising wages across the board
wouldn’t change the competition; every
outlet would have to play under the same
rules and demands. And while consumers
should expect somewhat higher prices to

cover higher la
bor costs, some
restaurants in
sist that better
paid workers are
more reliable and
stay in their jobs long
enough to make up in
efficiency for what
they’re costing in extra wag
es.

In reality, employers get
away with paying little and
treating workers badly simply
because they can. There ar
en’t many other opportuni
ties in Massachusetts for
workers with few or no skills,
especially if they are undocu
mented. In 2012, there were
1.8 job seekers for every
opening in the restau
rant sector state
wide, a relatively
low figure com
pared to other in
dustries. Yet the data
suggest more than two
thirds of those openings
were for parttime work,
while the vast majority of
the unemployed want full
time positions.

In Boston, immigrants from
Latin America — most often from
Colombia, El Salvador, or Brazil — fill res
taurant kitchens. Many, because they have
limited English or are in the country ille
gally, are simply glad for paying work.
Supporting family here and back home,
they often string together two or three jobs
to make ends meet. “They start at 7 a.m. in
one kitchen doing prep, then leave for a
second shift, working until midnight or 1
a.m.,” says Arévalo, who was a pilot in his
native Colombia and now runs the worker
center at the Massachusetts Coalition For
Occupational Safety and Health (Mass
COSH).

Filiberto Lopez moved to Boston from
El Salvador seven years ago in hopes of
finding the American Dream, and ended
up sleeping in the kitchen of a East Boston
Peruvian restaurant. He worked more
than 80 hours a week there, schlepping
200pound sacks of flour from the kitch
en’s basement storage area, cleaning the
restaurant after hours, even maintaining
its air filters and electrical system. His
boss, himself an immigrant, was verbally
abusive, regularly referring to Lopez as
“Boy.” For this, Lopez was paid $5 an hour
and never overtime. “I didn’t speak Eng
lish and didn’t have legal documents,” Lo
pez says. “I assumed I had no rights at all.”
Lopez has moved on to work at other Bos
ton restaurants, and has helped Mass
COSH identify other abusive workplaces.

Wage theft is common across the in
dustry, and not just at struggling ethnic
outlets in distant neighborhoods. It starts
with failure to pay overtime. State law ex
empts eateries from paying timeanda
half for more than 40 hours of work in one
week. However, federal laws do not — and
if a restaurant makes more than $500,000
in gross annual sales, it is compelled to fol
low the federal law. Local establishments
have also been found to be breaking child
labor laws, failing to pay minimum wage,
or failing to pay workers at all.

Massachusetts’ restaurants are under
more scrutiny than most. The Boston of
fice of the US Department of Labor con
ducted 165 investigations in the restau
rant industry in fiscal year 2013, collecting
more than $1.7 million in back wages
from employers who violated wageand

hour laws. Among those cited for various
violations since 2009 by the Labor Depart
ment, state Attorney General’s Office, and
other enforcement agencies are some of
the Boston area’s most popular dining es
tablishments: Not Your Average Joes; the
Metropolitan Club; Sunset Grill & Tap;
Brookline’s Pomodoro; Cambridge’s Mira
cle of Science, Middlesex Lounge, and Tory
Row; and Ruby Tuesday.

In 2012, acclaimed restauranteurs Pat
rick Lyons and Ed Sparks agreed to pay
$424,000 in back pay and damages to im
properly underpaid workers at 15 of the
restaurants they own, including Towne,
Scampo, Sonsie, and the Bleacher Bar. In
what is a common practice, Lyons and
Sparks had contracted out their labor to
an agency that not only failed to pay em
ployees but also disappeared. At the end of
the day, though, the law rightly holds the
restaurants responsible for ensuring their
workers are fully paid. “Know who you’re
doing business with,” Lyons warns. “Or
you’ll end up paying at least twice what
you owed in the first place.”

But resources for enforcement are lim
ited. Boston Mayor Marty Walsh could
help. During his campaign, Walsh pledged
his support for a livable wage. A first step
for his administration toward achieving
that would be to streamline the permitting
process. By allowing restaurants to open
and operate with less red tape, overhead
could be reduced, and capital freed up for
owners to pay their workers a higher
wage.

Or, better yet, Walsh could follow the
lead of Somerville Mayor Joe Curtatone.
Last summer Curtatone championed and
passed a citywide ordinance put forward
by local activists that now prevents em
ployers who are guilty of wage theft from
getting or renewing permits. This law
should be replicated across Massachusetts.
“If you break the law and don’t pay your
workers what they’re owed, you won’t do
business in Somerville,” Curtatone says.

That’s a message any business owner
will understand.

SERVICE NOT INCLUDED

In this series

TODAY: IGNORED RIGHTS
Unpaid work, threats of de
portation, and outright wage
theft plague the restaurant
industry.

MONDAY: TIPPING
Meant as a reward, tips in
stead make up much of a
worker’s pay— if the money
even gets to them.

TUESDAY: FAST FOOD
Higher wages for fastfood
jobs would benefit workers,
business, and government.

WEDNESDAY: UNIONS
Restaurant workers need to
fight for their rights. So why
aren’t they organizing?
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GUARANTEED INCOME
FOR ALL AMERICANS?

THE GLOBE deserves congratula
tions for running Leon Neyfakh’s
piece on guaranteed income (”Money
for all,” Ideas, Feb. 9). As the global
economy churns out epic levels of in
equality, our greatest challenge will
be to craft an alternative system that
will be both sensible and moral. As
Neyfakh expresses it, we’ll need to de
couple people’s “value in society from
their ability to do a job.”

The recession is so stubborn be
cause it’s not really a recession at all.
Rather, we’re in a historic shift, in
which technology and economy are
permanently diminishing the value of
human labor. The longer we deny this

reality, by scolding the swelling num
bers of unemployed and underem
ployed as moral failures, the harder it
will be to embrace potential solutions
like the guaranteed income. Our
longterm future will veer in one of
two directions: largescale redistribu
tion of the fruits of economic produc
tivity, or fullblown collapse. And if it
turns out to be the latter, we can be
sure that the overmoralizing about
labor, to defend unsustainable levels
of inequality, will have played a major
part.

JEREMY RAYMONDJACK
Roslindale

Linking job status,
moral worthmust end

I AM responding to the article “Mon
ey for all” (Ideas, Feb. 9), about a
guaranteed income for every Ameri

can. As a mature person who grew up
surrounded by immigrant families
who successfully achieved the Ameri
can dream, I believe that cash hand
outs would often discourage work. In
stead, our society could fund credit
cards for all citizens — one for hous
ing, one for electricity and heat, and
one for nutritious foods only. Basic
health care would be provided to all.

With essential needs met, and no
threat of losing those supports, fami
lies would benefit from even low
wage jobs. They would be motivated
to make the most of what they had.
People could combine their housing
credits to upgrade where they would
live. Families could share child care
(and housing) while the adults
worked varying shifts. The guaran
teed basic benefits would also encour
age artists, musicians, and people
with startup ideas to pursue their en

deavors even though they would earn
little at first.

Most of us would probably pay
more taxes, but we’d all receive the
credits to apply to our essential ex
penses. Our society can only benefit
when more people become motivated
towork and to improve their lives.

JOSÉE KLENTAK
Medfield

Give credits
not cash

WHILE THE future of Roman Catho
lic teaching on subjects such as mar
riage and divorce may be uncertain, I
hope for a day when Catholic clergy
no longer purport to explain it simply
by stating that “the church needs to
be faithful to the Gospel and to
Christ’s teaching,” as Cardinal Sean
O’Malley did in the interview pub
lished last Sunday. (“Pope softening
tone, not stance, O’Malley says,” Page
A1, Feb. 9). Such remarks deeply of
fend members of other churches (and
many Catholics) who would make the
very same statement but have
reached different theological and
moral conclusions.

F. DAVIS DASSORI
Hingham

O’Malley’s certainty
offensive to many

THE GLOBE and academics seem to
be missing the point of gun buyback
programs (“A statement, not a strate
gy,” Editorial, Feb. 11; “Success of gun
buyback programs is debated,” Metro,
Feb. 13).

With the number of guns in circu
lation in America (at least 300 million)
it is unlikely that taking 1,000 or 2,000
off the streets would make an immedi
ate difference in the crime rate. But
that is not what should be measured.

As public health leaders have point
ed out, guns are a leading cause of
death for children and teens, second
only to car accidents. Gun buybacks
are catalysts bringing clergy, youth,
parents, and police together to talk
about the impact of guns, and provide
a safe avenue to get rid of guns that
may have been obtained in fear, anger,
or for purposes of retaliation.

We have to address why young peo
ple might not feel safe in their neigh
borhood or in their school; and that’s
another reason to be at the same table
to devise and implement comprehen
sive strategies. Prevention, interven
tion, and enforcement are all needed.

KATHERINE MAINZER
Boston

The writer is cofounder of Citizens
for Safety.

Buying guns,
promoting talk

JORGE MARTINEZ’S comments are
spoton “that every gun you get off the
street is a small victory” (“Success of
gun buyback programs is debated,”
Metro, Feb 13).

It may be public relations, and it
may make people feel good, but it also
does more. I was involved in a buyback
in the 1990s in Hyde Square where we
used it as an organizing tool to involve
the community.

BILL ALLAN
Roslindale

More than P.R.

NOT JUST
ABOUT GUNS

GLOBE FILE

Guns from a buyback program.
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Cardinal Sean P. O’Malley, right, with the future Pope Francis in 2013.

THE POPE
AND THE CARDINAL

THE RECENT interview with Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley (“Pope softening
tone, not substance, O’Malley says,”
Page A1, Feb. 9) avoided the most
pressing question — “Is the pope pro
choice?” A careful listening to Francis
suggests the answer is “Yes.” He has
instructed his 4,000 or so bishops to
minimize their antiabortion preach
ing, and that will probably mean a
cutback in classic prolife activity, i.e.
efforts to create civil law that would
prohibit or greatly reduce the avail
ability of abortion.

O’Malley’s spin that the pope is
only changing emphasis and the
pope’s statment that abortion is hor

rific are boundtofail efforts to main
tain an illusion of orthodoxy. Francis
is what he is, another Jesuit in the

traditon of the late congressman and
Jesuit priest Robert Drinan, and he is
unlikely to change.

The real question for Catholics is
what the next conclave to elect a pope
will bring — an affirmation of Francis’
new direction or a return to the hard
line.

TOM TIERNEY
Framingham

A prochoice
pontiff?

IN THE Sunday Globe article ”Pope
softening tone, not stance, says
O’Malley” (Page A1, Feb. 9), Cardi
nal Sean O’Malley says the Vatican
needs national bishops’ conferences
to provide “some clarity about what
the expectations are around the
world” with regard to allegations of
child sexual abuse by priests.

How can Cardinal O’Malley seri
ously believe that human decency,
moral principles, and legal statutes
are not enough guidance for church
leaders when dealing with child
abuse?

Does he not believe the molesta
tion and rape of children are inher
ently wrong, even in the absence of
clarity in church policies? If the
bishops of the church need clarity
on these issues, they need to read
the 2,000year record of Christian
writings on ethics and morals.

ROBERT DUNCAN
Scituate

If Vatican needs
clarity on abuse,
it should consult
Christianmoral texts

For many restaurant workers,
fair conditions not on menu

and treating workers badly simply because 
they can. There aren’t many other opportu-
nities in Massachusetts for workers with few 
or no skills, especially if they are undocu-
mented. In 2012, there were 1.8 job seekers 
for every opening in the restaurant sector 
statewide, a relatively low figure compared to 
other industries. Yet the data suggest more 
than two-thirds of those openings were for 
part-time work, while the vast majority of the 
unemployed want full-time positions.

In Boston, immigrants from Latin Amer-
ica — most often from colombia, el salvador, 
or Brazil — fill restaurant kitchens. Many, 
because they have limited english or are 
in the country illegally, are simply glad for 
paying work. Supporting family here and 
back home, they often string together two or 
three jobs to make ends meet. “They start at 
7 a.m. in one kitchen doing prep, then leave 
for a second shift, working until midnight or 
1 a.m.,” says Arevalo, who was a pilot in his 
native Colombia and now runs the worker 
center at the Massachusetts Coalition For 
Occupational safety and Health (masscOsH).

filiberto lopez moved to boston from el 
Salvador seven years ago in hopes of finding 
the American Dream, and ended up sleep-
ing in the kitchen of a east boston Peruvian 
restaurant. He worked more than 80 hours 
a week there, schlepping 200-pound sacks 
of flour from the kitchen’s basement storage 
area, cleaning the restaurant after hours, 
even maintaining its air filters and electrical 
system. His boss, himself an immigrant, was 
verbally abusive, regularly referring to Lopez 
as “Boy.” For this, Lopez was paid $5 an hour 
and never overtime. “I didn’t speak english 
and didn’t have legal documents,” Lopez says. 
“I assumed I had no rights at all.” Lopez has 
moved on to work at other Boston restau-
rants, and has helped masscOsH identify 
other abusive workplaces.

Wage theft is common across the indus-
try, and not just at struggling ethnic outlets 
in distant neighborhoods. It starts with fail-
ure to pay overtime. State law exempts eat-
eries from paying time-and-a-half for more 
than 40 hours of work in one week. However, 
federal laws do not — and if a restaurant 
makes more than $500,000 in gross annual 
sales, it is compelled to follow the federal 
law. Local establishments have also been 
found to be breaking child labor laws, fail-
ing to pay minimum wage, or failing to pay 
workers at all.

Massachusetts’ restaurants are under 
more scrutiny than most. The Boston office 
of the US Department of Labor conducted 
165 investigations in the restaurant industry 
in fiscal year 2013, collecting more than $1.7 
million in back wages from employers who 
violated wage-and-hour laws. Among those 
cited for various violations since 2009 by the 
Labor Department, state Attorney General’s 
Office, and other enforcement agencies are 
some of the Boston area’s most popular din-
ing establishments: Not Your Average Joes; 
the Metropolitan Club; Sunset Grill & Tap; 
Brookline’s Pomodoro; Cambridge’s Miracle 
of Science, Middlesex Lounge, and Tory Row; 
and Ruby Tuesday.

In 2012, acclaimed restauranteurs Pat-
rick lyons and ed sparks agreed to pay 
$424,000 in back pay and damages to im-
properly underpaid workers at 15 of the 
restaurants they own, including Towne, 
Scampo, Sonsie, and the Bleacher Bar. In 
what is a common practice, Lyons and 
Sparks had contracted out their labor to an 
agency that not only failed to pay employees 
but also disappeared. At the end of the day, 
though, the law rightly holds the restaurants 
responsible for ensuring their workers are 
fully paid. “Know who you’re doing business 
with,” lyons warns. “Or you’ll end up pay-
ing at least twice what you owed in the first 
place.”

But resources for enforcement are lim-
ited. Boston Mayor Marty Walsh could help. 
During his campaign, Walsh pledged his 
support for a livable wage. A first step for his 
administration toward achieving that would 
be to streamline the permitting process. By 
allowing restaurants to open and operate 
with less red tape, overhead could be re-
duced, and capital freed up for owners to pay 
their workers a higher wage.

Or, better yet, Walsh could follow the 
lead of Somerville Mayor Joe Curtatone. Last 
summer Curtatone championed and passed 
a citywide ordinance put forward by local ac-
tivists that now prevents employers who are 
guilty of wage theft from getting or renewing 
permits. This law should be replicated across 
Massachusetts. “If you break the law and 
don’t pay your workers what they’re owed, 
you won’t do business in Somerville,” Curta-
tone says.

That’s a message any business owner will 
understand.


