Union Monopoly Linked to Lower Purchasing Power
Forced-Unionism Expansion Would Hurt Employees and Businesses

According to a scientific poll
conducted by the respected Research
2000 firm, 81% of Americans who
regularly vote in statewide elections
believe workers in unionized workplaces
who don't want a union should "have
the right to bargain for themselves."

Unfortunately, for three-quarters of
a century, federal labor law has actively
promoted what Americans, according
to the Research 2000 poll and many
others, overwhelmingly oppose.

The 1935 National Labor Relations
Act (NLRA) and the 1934 Railway
Labor Act (RLA) amendments hand
union officials the power to force
millions of workers, union members
and nonmembers alike, to accept a
union as their "exclusive" (monopoly)
bargaining agent in their dealings with
their employer.

Attack on Secret Ballot
Only One Trick in Union
Monopolists' Playbook

And this year Congress is considering
legislation that would help Big Labor corral
millions of additional workers into unions.

Until recently, union strategists'
primary vehicle for expanding private-
sector union monopoly bargaining in
the current Congress was
S.560/H.R.1409, the cynically
mislabeled "Employee Free Choice Act."

This legislation is designed to help
union bosses sharply increase the share
of all workers who are under union
monopoly control by effectively ending
secret-ballot elections in union
organizing campaigns.

However, because the National
Right to Work Committee and its allies
have mobilized massive public
opposition to S.560/H.R.1409, making
its prospects for passage murky, Big
Labor Capitol Hill politicians and
union lobbyists are now concocting
new legislation designed to accomplish
the same objective.

(See this month's Newsletter cover
story for more information.)

Monopoly Unionism
Negatively Correlated With
Spendable Incomes, Earnings

"The Committee and its 2.2 million
members have led the opposition to
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Cost of living-adjusted disposable
incomes per capita are significantly
lower in states with the highest union-

monopoly density than they are in states
with the lowest unionization. Will
Congress pay heed?

S.560/H.R.1409 because this scheme
would greatly exacerbate the harm
caused by the forced-unionism provisions
in the NLRA and RLA," commented
Committee President Mark Mix.

"The 'Plan B' forced-unionism
expansion legislation now being crafted
by Big Labor Sen. Tom Harkin
[D-Iowa] and a handful of his cohorts
would surely be similarly harmful.

"And experience indicates enactment
either of S.560/H.R.1409 or a 'Plan B'
alternative would lower Americans'
real, spendable incomes and earnings in
addition to taking away the freedom of
now-independent workers."

As one example, Mr. Mix pointed to
the U.S. Commerce Department's 2008
disposable personal income per capita
data for the 50 states, adjusted for
interstate differences in cost of living
according to an index created by the
nonpartisan Missouri Economic
Research and Information Center.

"The average cost of living-adjusted
disposable income in 2008 for a
resident of one of the 14 states with
private-sector union density of 5.0% or
less was $34,804," noted Mr. Mix.

"That's roughly $2000 more than the
average real disposable income in the 21
states with private-sector unionization
of between 5.1% and 9.9%.

"And it's roughly $2650 more than
the average in the 15 states with private-
sector union density of 10.0% or more."

Mark Mix: Monopoly
Bargaining Goes Against
The American Grain

"Of course, Committee members
oppose union monopoly bargaining,
and all measures that would expand its
scope, first and foremost because it is
directly contrary to American traditions
of limited government," added Mr. Mix.

"In the United States, affiliation with a
private organization is, the vast majority
of the time, a purely personal decision.

"Unfortunately, current federal labor
law doesn't grant to workers the same
choice other Americans routinely
expect, that is, the right to present their
own views on matters that directly
concern them, rather than have an agent
they didn't choose speak for them.

"Committee members' message to
Congress is, 'Don't promote monopoly
bargaining, period." Big Labor
politicians in Congress should
understand now that not just S.560/
H.R.1409, but any measure that
promotes monopoly bargaining, won't
fly with Right to Work supporters

across America." &



