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Right to Work Challenges Illegal Obama Picks 
Unconstitutional NLRB ‘Recess’ Appointments Hang in the Balance

Senators who want to stand up for 
their chamber’s advise-and-consent 
authority are unlikely to get any help 

from Big Labor-dependent Majority 
Leader Harry Reid (second from the 
right).

 It’s been well over three months since 
a panel on the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the D.C. Circuit ruled that three putative 
“recess” appointments union-label 
President Barack Obama had made to the 
powerful, five-member National Labor 
Relations Board (NLRB) in January 2012 
were unconstitutional and invalid.
 Echoing arguments a National 
Right to Work Foundation attorney had 
recently presented to another federal 
court, the three-judge D.C. Circuit panel 
found that the President had exceeded 
his constitutional authority for several 
reasons.

Obama-Appointed NLRB
Chairman Thumbs His Nose
At Federal Appeals Court

 To start with, all the judges agreed that 
the Senate was not actually in recess when 
the so-called “recess” appointments were 
made!
 Unfortunately, ex-union lawyer and 
rabid forced-unionism supporter Mark 
Pearce, whom the President appointed 
to the NLRB in 2010 and elevated to the 
NLRB chairmanship in 2011, is eager to 
continue business as usual, despite the 
federal court finding that he does not have 
a legal quorum to work with.
 Unless and until the U.S. Supreme 
Court upholds the D.C. Circuit ruling, says 
Mr. Pearce, he will more or less ignore it.

Right to Work Forces Fight
Rogue Obama Labor Board
On Multiple Fronts

 “It should be pointed out that President 
Obama never would have made his 
unconstitutional ‘recess’ appointments 
to the NLRB in the first place had not 

top union bosses egged him on to abuse 
his authority,” said Greg Mourad, vice 
president of the National Right to Work 
Committee.
 “For years, union bigwigs have to 
an ever-greater extent relied on NLRB 
activism to help them corral more workers 
into union ranks and fill their treasuries 
with additional forced-dues billions. 
 “And Big Labor bosses are quietly 
doubtful that the current Senate would 
confirm the kind of radical NLRB 
appointees they want.
 “Union-label Democrats held a 53-
seat Senate majority in 2012, and that has 
since expanded to 55 seats. But a Right to 

Work filibuster of a pro-forced unionism 
nominee lacking any ‘mainstream’ 
credibility would still stand a good chance 
of success.
 “Big Labor wants NLRB extremists. 
In order to deliver for this crucial 
constituency for his 2012 re-election bid, 
Barack Obama was willing early last year 
to violate the U.S. Constitution.
 “But practically as soon as Mr. 
Obama illegally appointed three NLRB 
members, including ex-union lawyers 
Richard Griffin and Sharon Block, Right 
to Work members, supporters and staffers 
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 Union bigwigs publicly express 
confidence that, as the head of a 
55-member caucus in a 100-member 
chamber, Mr. Reid should have little 
trouble ramming through the President’s 
resubmitted NLRB nominations of two of 
his unconstitutional “recess” appointees, 
Mr. Griffin and Ms. Block.
 “The Senate appears now to be the most 
important front in Committee members 
and supporters’ battle against forced-
unionism extremism at the NLRB,” said 
Mr. Mourad.
 “A majority of Senate members are 
both pro-forced unionism and amenable 
to an intensification of the NLRB’s bias 
against the individual employee’s Right 
to Work, as long as they aren’t seen as 
personally responsible for the power grab. 
 “But if they act with unity and 
determination, the minority of senators 
who at least oppose further bureaucratic 
expansions of union officials’ special 
privileges can block all NLRB nominations 
until the Obama Administration has no 
choice but to heed the D.C. Circuit’s 
January ruling.”

Union Bosses Want NLRB to
Give Them Access to Union-
Free Workers’ Phone Numbers

 “The stakes in this battle for the 
American employee’s personal right to 
remain union-free are very high,” Mr. 
Mourad emphasized.
 “Until the D.C. Circuit interceded, 
the NLRB had been expected early this 
year to impose sweeping changes to the 
longstanding procedures under which Big 
Labor may obtain monopoly-bargaining 
power over workers.
 “Among the proposals the Obama 
NLRB has been considering are new 
rules mandating that the employer hand 
over employee phone numbers and e-mail 
addresses to union organizers at the outset 
of each certification campaign.
 “If Harry Reid succeeds in doing the 
union brass’s bidding and procures rubber-
stamps for one or more of the five NLRB 
nominations now pending, this scheme 
will almost surely come to fruition soon 
thereafter.
 “That’s why the Committee is now 
preparing to mobilize our 2.8 million 
members to turn up the pressure on their 
senators to oppose the Obama NLRB 
nominations on all votes.
 “And genuine opposition to the NLRB 
power grab must include votes against 
‘cloture’ motions to end debate on the 
nominations, as well as against their final 
approval.”

Constitutional Order Disrupted
Continued from page 1

Geary case, the Obama NLRB defied 
multiple Foundation-won Supreme Court 
precedents and handed union bosses the 
power to force workers who aren’t union 
members to pay for Big Labor political 
lobbying activities.
 “At that time, the Board retained 
jurisdiction over the case, pending further 
briefing on applying the ruling.
 “But now, thanks to the Foundation’s 
petition, the NLRB may no longer be able 
to continue presiding over the Geary case, 
or, potentially, any case, unless it can first 
justify to the D.C. Circuit’s satisfaction 
its decision to continue operating despite 
that court’s finding that it lacks a legal 
quorum.”

Right to Work Legal
Victory Could Be
Undone on Capitol Hill

 Recognizing that its ability to use the 
NLRB as a weapon against independent-
minded employees and business owners 
is in jeopardy, Big Labor is now grimly 
determined to get a legal NLRB quorum 
installed as soon as possible.
 Top union bosses have demanded that 
Senate Majority Leader Reid act soon to 
“resolve” the “impasse in Washington 
over the National Labor Relations Board,” 
according to the Marxist publication 
People’s World.  

began fighting back. And this spring we 
are battling the rogue Obama NLRB on 
multiple fronts.”

House-Passed Legislation 
To Rein in Obama NLRB
Is ‘Well-Intentioned’

 Mr. Mourad continued:
 “One example is well-intentioned 
legislation pro-Right to Work Republicans 
succeeded in getting through the U.S. 
House on April 12.
 “The House measure [H.R.1120] 
would for the rest of this year prevent the 
NLRB from issuing decisions or making 
rules unless it first acquired a licit quorum.
 “Unfortunately, pro-forced unionism 
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid 
[D-Nev.] is very unlikely even to bring 
this measure up for consideration in his 
chamber.
 “A more promising counterattack is a 
petition for a ‘writ of mandamus,’ filed 
with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
D.C. Circuit by National Right to Work 
Legal Defense Foundation staff attorneys 
February 11.
 “The petition asks the court to suspend 
further action in a Foundation case 
brought to vindicate the rights of Rhode 
Island nurse Jeanette Geary and several 
coplaintiffs.
 “In a ruling late last year in the 

In early 2012, President Obama 
jeopardized the very constitutional 
balance of the U.S. in order to pay off 

his union benefactors. But Right to 
Work supporters are making progress 
in their counterattack.
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 After former U.K. leader Margaret 
Thatcher passed away last month, a wide 
spectrum of commentators agreed that 
during her 1979-1990 tenure as prime 
minister she and her Conservative Party 
presided over a genuine transformation 
of Great Britain’s domestic policy and 
economy. 
 Mrs. Thatcher successfully privatized 
government-owned gas, electric, coal, 
telephone and airline companies, and sold 
government-owned housing projects to 
the tenants who lived in them.
 Her privatizations and income tax-rate 
cuts helped an economy that had lagged 
behind those of other major industrial 
countries for many years eventually 
become the envy of continental Europe 
and much of the rest of the world.
 But changes in labor policies were 
“foremost” among the “large structural 
improvements gradually put in place” 
by the Thatcher government, as a news 
analysis appearing in Fortune magazine 
in 1988 astutely pointed out.
 
‘Strikes and Union Slowdowns
In Vital Public Services
Had Paralyzed the Country’

  Reed Larson, who served first as 
executive vice president then as president 
of the National Right to Work Committee 
from 1959 until 2003, recalled the 
U.K.’s dire situation early in 1979, just 
a few months before voters elected a 
Conservative majority in Parliament, thus 
making Mrs. Thatcher prime minister:
 “Strikes and union slowdowns in vital 
public services had paralyzed the country. 
Striking grave diggers refused to bury 
the dead. Only emergency treatment was 
permitted in strike-bound hospitals and, in 
many areas of London, garbage piled up 
to second stories of buildings.”
 Mr. Larson, a personal acquaintance of 
Mrs. Thatcher’s who had the opportunity 
to exchange ideas with her regarding the 
ills of monopolistic unionism twice when 
she was still minority leader and once 
after she became prime minister, said that 
from the outset she obviously “understood 
the problem.” 
 “Margaret Thatcher promptly turned 
the country in a new direction,” Mr. 
Larson continued. 
 “But her progress in curbing the 
coercive power of militant union bosses 
was slow and gradual. Big Labor-
intimidated ‘wets’ within her party as well 

more widely received and understood, this 
favourable trend should develop further.”
 Indeed, British labor productivity, 
after stagnating in the 1970’s, rose by 
an average of more than 3% a year from 
1980, the year the first restraints on union 
coercion were enacted, through 1995.
 The value of the Thatcher labor law 
reforms became so broadly accepted that, 
in 1996, Tony Blair, at that time the leader 
of the opposition Labor Party, declared 
repeatedly that there would be no return 
to compulsory unionism if Labor won the 
1997 elections.

Americans’ Support For Right
To Work ‘at Least as Strong’
As That of the British

 This was one campaign promise Mr. 
Blair kept. 
 As prime minister from 1997 to 2007, 
he never tried to reinstate the closed shop. 
Nor did the subsequent Labor government 
headed by Gordon Brown.
 “Poll after poll shows Americans’ 
support for Right to Work is at least as strong 
as that of the British,” said Mr. Larson.
 “That’s why I’m confident that, if 
U.S. elected officials were to follow 
in Margaret Thatcher’s footsteps by 
abolishing forced unionism nationwide, 
the reform would be permanent.” 

as forced union dues-financed Labor Party 
politicians opposed significant labor-
policy changes.
 “Incremental reforms were nevertheless 
made throughout the 1980’s. Forced union 
membership itself was not abolished until 
1990.”

Employees’ Right ‘to Make
A Free Choice About Union
Membership’ Was Vindicated

 In Taming the Trade Unions, a 1991 
monograph on the Thatcher government’s 
employment reforms, British economist 
Charles Hanson explained how the years 
of trench warfare against compulsory 
unionism had a “doubly beneficial effect.”
 First, the labor law overhaul had 
vindicated the right of “several million 
actual or would-be employees” to “make 
a free choice about union membership.”
 In Dr. Hanson’s assessment, the second 
benefit was “almost as important.” Labor-
policy reform had “forced employers to 
think about employees as individuals 
rather than trade union members bound 
by rules and restrictions over which they 
have no control.”
 He added: “There are already signs that 
this different approach by management 
can produce a large increase in quality 
and productivity, and, as the message that 
the closed shop is unacceptable becomes 

‘Think About [U.K.] Employees as Individuals’
Thatcher Labor Law Reforms Beneficently Transformed Great Britain

Then-National Committee President 
Reed Larson helped ignite the British 
Right to Work movement in 1976, 

when he counseled then-opposition 
leader Margaret Thatcher during a 
fact-finding tour overseas.
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political causes,” observed Mary King, 
vice president of the National Right to 
Work Committee.
 In fact, as the Journal’s editorialists 
correctly pointed out, to the extent Ms. 
Weingarten’s causes “interfere with 
getting higher returns from the best-
performing investment funds, the trustees 
would be violating their duties and the 
law to take her bad counsel.” 
 
Most Teachers Surely ‘Care 
More About Their Nest Eggs 
Than Big Labor Politics’

  Ms. King said: “I’m confident most 
teachers across the U.S. care more about 
their nest eggs than about Big Labor 
politics.
 “Unfortunately, in nearly half the 
states there are laws on the books 
authorizing teacher unions and school 
officials to cut deals to fire any educator 
who refuses to fork over dues or fees to a 
union monopoly-bargaining agent, even 
if it’s a labor organization he or she 
would never voluntarily join. 
 “And the vast majority of teachers 
nationwide who are under the monopoly-
bargaining control of an AFT-affiliated 
union reside in a state with compulsory 
union dues and fees in public education.
 “Ms. Weingarten and other AFT union 
bosses know that, even if teachers in 
states like New York, Illinois and 
California firmly believe that the union 
hierarchy is undermining, rather than 
helping, their interests, they still have to 
fork over union dues.”
 
Without Right to Work, 
Other Education Reforms 
Very Difficult to Achieve

 Making  un ion  o ff i c ia l s  more 
accountable to teachers by empowering 
teachers to resign their membership and 
cut off all financial support is the single 
most important education reform AFT-
dominated states could make at this time.
 In fact, without the Right to Work for 
teachers, other education reforms are 
very difficult to achieve.
 “State laws authorizing forced union 
dues in K-12 education are bad for 
teachers, taxpayers and schoolchildren. 
They should all be repealed,” Ms. King 
concluded.

 Trustees of public pension funds, 
which are collectively estimated to have 
roughly $3 trillion in unfunded liabilities, 
have a very tough job before them over 
the next few years. 
 It’s the trustees’ responsibility now to 
find investments that earn a high enough 
return to close that massive gap, without 
imposing inordinate new risks on the 
taxpayers who will very likely be stuck 
with the bill for any pension shortfalls.
 But Randi Weingarten, czarina of the 
massive American Federation of Teachers 
(AFT/AFL-CIO) union, evidently thinks 
that very important responsibility should 
be secondary.
 In an ongoing PR campaign financed 
mostly with union dues and fees that 
teachers and other public servants in New 
York, Illinois, California and multiple 
other states are forced to fork over as a 
c o n d i t i o n  o f  e m p l o y m e n t ,  M s . 
Weingarten is effectively trying to 
establish a new duty for pension trustees.
 Namely, the duty, as a Wall Street 
Journal editorial appearing a few weeks 
ago put it, “not to invest in hedge funds 
or private-equity funds that support 
education reform.”
 
It Isn’t Pension Funds’ Job 
To Promote Ms. Weingarten’s 
‘Pet Political Causes’

 In mid-April, the AFT national 
hierarchy released a report “ranking” 
asset managers not on the basis of their 
track records of getting solid returns on 
pension investments without taking 

excessive risks, but instead according to 
political stances the managers have taken.
 In after-the-fact efforts to justify what 
she and her cohorts did, President 
Weingarten has implied that the AFT 
report on asset managers, which she 
proposes to update frequently, is all about 
“transparency and disclosure.”
 But the fact is, the report explicitly 
suggests trustees take into account 
“collateral  factors” including “a 
manager ’s posit ion on collective 
[monopoly] bargaining” in “discharging 
their fiduciary duties with respect to 
selecting, monitoring, terminating and 
replacing investment managers . . . .” 
 “It isn’t pension funds’ job either to 
favor perpetuation of monopolistic 
unionism in K-12 education or to 
promote Randi Weingarten’s other pet 

Union Boss Plays Politics With Teacher Pensions 
Targets Investment-Fund Managers Who Support Education Reform
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Even if they think Randi Weingarten is 
harming their interests, teachers must 
pay her dues.
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Paychecks Expanding in Right to Work Indiana
Compulsory-Unionism State Legislators Urged to ‘Take Note’ 

 At the same time they falsely claimed 
Indiana’s Right to Work law would cut 
workers’ pay,  union bosses also 
contended politicians who had supported 
the ban on forced union dues and fees 
would suffer politically.
 For example,  in a January 31 
interview with journalist Bowdeya Tweh, 
national AFL-CIO President Richard 
Trumka warned pro-Right to Work GOP 
gubernatorial candidate Mike Pence and 
others who had stood up to the union 
hierarchy that they “should expect heavy 
campaigning against them,” according to 
Mr. Tweh.
 But on Election Night 2012, Mr. 
Trumka’s amply funded crusade against 
Right to Work supporters in Indiana came 
to a halt, at least for the time being, with 
a whimper, rather than a bang.
 In the governor’s race, Mr. Pence 
defeated union-label Democrat John 
Gregg by roughly 75,000 votes. The GOP 
state Senate and state House majorities 
both expanded, and by a full nine seats in 
the case of the House.

Morality, Fairness Are
Key Grounds For Enactment
Of Right to Work Laws

 “Legislators in the 26 states that still 
lack Right to Work protections for 
employees should take note that Big 
Labor got both the economics and the 
politics of Right to Work completely 
wrong in Indiana,” said Mr. Leen.
 “Of course, the Right to Work is first 
and foremost a matter of principle, rather 
than economics or politics.
 “Commitment to principle helps 
expla in  why so  many  Nat iona l 
Committee members who live in a state 
that already has a Right to Work law are 
eager to offer their assistance to efforts to 
pass such laws in the remaining forced-
unionism states.
 “Under federal law, each American 
worker’s right to join and bankroll a 
union is fully protected, regardless of 
what his or her employer or fellow 
employees think.  The right not to join or 
bankroll a union is just as deserving of 
legal protection as the right to join.
 “And that’s exactly what Right to 
work laws are about -- evenhanded 
protection of the freedom to join and the 
freedom not to join a union.”

 In fact, in the entire Midwest, only 
North Dakota, which in addition to 
benefiting from a Right to Work law is in 
the middle of an extraordinary energy-
drilling boom, had 2012 compensation 
growth greater than Indiana’s.
 “Right to Work Indiana’s 2012 
private-sector compensation growth was 
greater than in 42 of the 49 other states 
nationwide,” observed Matthew Leen, 
vice president of the National Right to 
Work Committee. 
 “Yet from 2001 to 2011, Indiana was 
one of just three states (all forced-
unionism) to experience an actual decline 
in inflation-adjusted compensation. And 
the Hoosier State’s turnaround isn’t 
surprising, based on the overall track 
record of Right to Work states.”
 
Union Bosses’ Political and
Economic Prognostications
Prove to Be Equally Wrong

 “From 2002 to 2012, real private-
sector compensation increased on 
average by 14.3% in the 22 states that 
had Right to Work laws throughout the 
period. That’s nearly triple the 5.4% real 
increase for the 27 states that lacked 
Right to Work protections for the whole 
decade,” Mr. Leen continued.

 In early 2012, roughly 16 months ago, 
Indiana legislators approved, and then-
Gov. Mitch Daniels (R) signed into law, a 
measure prohibiting the termination of 
private-sector employees for refusal to 
pay dues or fees to an unwanted union.  
 Big Labor bosses melodramatically 
proclaimed it was a dark day for Indiana. 
Passage of the 23rd state Right to Work 
Law would somehow, they insisted, result 
in smaller Hoosier paychecks.
 But now annual data for 2012 are in, 
and they show Indiana is moving in the 
opposite direction from what the union 
brass predicted.

Indiana’s 2012 Compensation
Growth Was Greater Than in 42
Of 49 Other States Nationwide

 Inflation-adjusted U.S. Commerce 
Department data show that private-sector 
compensation (including wages, salaries, 
benefits and bonuses) in the Hoosier state 
grew by 2.9% last year.
 That’s a substantially greater increase 
than in any of the six remaining forced-
unionism states in the Midwest . 
(Michigan, whose Right to Work Law 
was adopted in December 2012, but 
didn’t take effect until this March, is 
counted as forced-unionism here.)

Nine months after the AFL-CIO brass 
vowed that pro-Right to Work state 
candidates in Indiana would “pay a 

price at the polls,” Hoosiers elected 
staunch forced-unionism foe Mike 
Pence as their governor.
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union monopoly bargaining in the private 
sector or the rank injustices it spawns. 
Only Congress or the federal courts can 
overturn this unfair system,” Mr. Mix 
continued.
 “But state elected officials do have the 
power to greatly reduce the harm 
inflicted by monopolistic unionism on 
private-sector employees and businesses. 
 “And on April 30, state Rep. Daryl 
Metcalfe [R-Cranberry] introduced 
H.B.50, a measure to make Pennsylvania 
America’s 25th Right to Work state, as 
well as several incremental bills 
protecting some employees.
 “Once Pennsylvania has a Right to 
Work law, Big Labor bosses like UFCW 
President Joe Hansen and his Local 23 
lieutenants won’t be able any more to 
force employees whose pay has been cut 
by union monopoly bargaining to pay 
union dues or fees as a job condition.
 “To force workers who have been 
harmed, economically or otherwise, by 
monopolistic unionism to pay union dues 
is like pouring salt in a wound.
 “Pennsylvania legislators who have 
the authority to stop this evil, but refuse 
to do so, are coconspirators. 
 “Keystone State Right to Work 
supporters have a message for their 
elected officials: ‘Stop pouring salt in 
good workers’ wounds!’”

 Under American traditions of limited 
government, affiliation with a private 
organization is normally a purely 
personal decision.
 Joining a business association, for 
example, isn’t a collective decision.
 The mere fact that most businesses in 
a town choose to join the local Chamber 
of Commerce doesn’t give the Chamber 
monopoly power to speak on business 
issues before the town council, denying 
businesses that don’t join the right to 
speak for themselves. 

Workers Denied Right to 
Speak For Themselves

 Unfortunately, current federal labor 
law and state statutes patterned after it 
don’t grant to workers the same choice 
other Americans routinely expect. Federal 
and state laws deny workers 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.
 Big Labor routinely attempts to justify 
monopoly bargaining, which empowers a 
single union to speak for all the front-line 
employees at a business on matters 
concerning their pay, benefits, and work 
rules, by theorizing that all employees 
who are subject to this system, union 
members and nonmembers al ike, 
“benefit” thereby.
 But this theory is far from true. A 
recent federal court case emanating from 
northwestern Pennsylvania is illustrative.
 
‘The Action of the Union . . .  
Will Have the Effect of Taking 
Away’ Members’ Raises

 The legal battle began when managers 
of the Giant Eagle supermarket chain 
decided to give “two dozen industrious 
employees raises above their union pay 
scales,” as Heritage Foundation analyst 
James Sherk explained in a January 
commentary for National Review Online.
 Giant Eagle believed it had leeway to 
use pay incentives to retain good 
employees in Edinboro, Pa., under a 
contract clause that seemed to give the 
company that prerogative.
 But the bosses of Local 23 of the 
United Food and Commercial Workers 
(UFCW) union, like other union officials, 

hate the idea of employers having 
discretion to reward employees in a way 
that maximizes the business’s profits, 
productivity and value.
 The Local 23 brass quickly filed a 
grievance asking an arbitrator either to 
increase the wages of other employees, or 
rescind the increases it had already 
granted. As a Local 23 officer explained 
to the arbitrator, “the union’s position is 
anything but individual increases.”
 The arbitrator sustained the union 
grievance, and directed Giant Eagle to 
rescind the raises.  The company 
appealed, but in November 2012 federal 
judge Arthur Schwab upheld the 
artbitrator’s ruling.
 “As Judge Schwab observed with 
bemusement in his opinion, ‘the action of 
the Union in the arbitration will have the 
effect of taking away raises of certain 
members, thereby causing harm to its 
own members,’” noted National Right to 
Work Committee President Mark Mix.
  
Right to Work Law Would 
‘Greatly Reduce’ Harm Done  
By Monopolistic Unionism

 “Unfortunately, there is nothing state 
elected officials in Pennsylvania or 
anywhere else can directly do about 

‘Stop Pouring Salt in Good Workers’ Wounds!’
Grass-Roots Activists Push For Pennsylvania Right to Work Law
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Union czar Joe Hansen and his cohorts 
recently used their monopoly privileges 
to rescind the raises of two dozen 

grocery employees. Forcing such 
employees to pay union dues adds 
insult to injury.
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 As of 2009, IRS statistics show that 
3.03% of individual and joint federal 
tax filers in forced-unionism states 
reported an AGI of $200,000 or more, 
compared to just 2.37% of filers in 
Right to Work states.
 Nine of the 10 states with the highest 
share of tax filers reporting an AGI of 
$200,000 or more are forced-unionism 
states.
 
‘Compulsory Unionism 
Obviously Isn’t a 
Formula For Prosperity’

 “A recent study by Wharton School 
economist Jessie Handbury actually 
found Big Labor-dominated New York 
City is a ‘relative bargain for the 
wealthy,’ as the New York Times put it, 
but crushingly expensive for everyone 
else,” noted National Right to Work 
Committee President Mark Mix. 
 “Compulsory unionism obviously 
isn’t a formula for prosperity for 
Americans at any income level, but 
ironically it seems to be least harmful 
to those of us whom union bosses and 
their militant allies like to demonize as 
‘the one percent.’
 “There is no half-way plausible 
economic or moral justification for 
keeping on the books any federal or 

state laws that authorize the firing of 
employees for refusal to pay dues or 
fees to an unwanted union. Responsible 
elected officials should be fighting for 
repeal of all such forced-unionism laws.
 “Passage of the National Right to 
Work Act, or S.204 and H.R.946, would 
be a major step in the right direction.”
 S.204 and H.R.946, respectively 
introduced this year in the U.S. Senate 
and House of Representatives by Rand 
Paul (R-Ky.) and Steve King (R-Iowa), 
would eliminate all the provisions in 
the National Labor Relations Act and 
the Railway Labor Act that authorize 
forced union dues and fees as a job 
condition.
 
Restoring Employees’ Personal 
Freedom Is Primary Purpose 
Of Right to Work Legislation

 “When forced-dues repeal becomes 
law, private-sector employees in all 50 
states will have the freedom to choose 
as individuals whether or not to join or 
pay dues to a union, without facing job 
loss  as  a  consequence  o f  the i r 
decision,” Mr. Mix explained.
 “Restoring the personal freedom of 
millions of American employees is the 
direct and primary purpose of H.R.946. 
To do this, it isn’t necessary to add one 
word to federal law.
 “And not just cost of living-adjusted 
per capita disposable income data, but 
also an array of other major economic 
indicators of prosperity and growth, 
indicate that enactment of Paul-King 
would benefit employees financially 
even as it expanded their personal 
freedom.”

No Justification For Union Coercion
Continued from page 8

Compulsory-unionism apologist David 
Madland and his associates have tried 
to explain away Right to Work states’ 

real disposable income advantage, but 
their theory is contradicted by actual 
data.
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number of extraordinarily high-income 
people are bringing up the Right to 
Work average.
 In  2011 ,  fo r  example ,  Dav id 
Madland, Karla Walter,  and Nick 
Bunker of the union-label Center for 
American Progress wrote: “Studies find 
that Right to Work laws increase 
owners’ average income, but there is 
little ‘trickle-down’ to workers in these 
states.”
 The sole source Dr. Madland, Ms. 
Walter, and Mr. Bunker offered as 
support for this bald assertion actually 
does not address the issue of income 
distribution in Right to Work states vs. 
forced-unionism states at all.
 And the available data suggest the 
opposite of what they contend: The 
a v e r a g e  s p e n d a b l e  i n c o m e  i n 
compulsory-unionism states would be 
even lower relative to the Right to 
Work average i f  individuals  and 
households with adjusted gross income 
(AGI) of $200,000 or more were 
factored out of the equation. 
 Internal Revenue Service (IRS) data 
indicate the miserable business climates 
and job-creation records of high-cost 
forced-unionism states like California, 
New York, New Jersey, and several 
New England states hurt the highest-
income households less than others.
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Economist Felix Salmon: A dollar’s 
purchasing power “varies widely from 
state to state . . . .”
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Labor Relations Research, has used 
MERIC’s indices to make apples-to-
apples comparisons of wages, salaries, 
other forms of income in Right to Work 
and forced-unionism states.
 
In 2012, Not One of the 14 
Most Costly States to Live 
In Had a Right to Work Law

 To obtain annual indices for 2012, 
the Insti tute simply averaged the 
quarterly indices for each state.
 The annualized MERIC data show 
that, among the 14 states with the 
highest overall cost of living last year, 
not one has a Right to Work law on the 
books.
 On the other hand, among the 10 
states with the lowest overall cost of 
living, nine have Right to Work laws.
 When 2012 disposable personal 
income (personal income minus taxes) 
data, as reported by the U.S. Commerce 
Department’s Bureau of Economic 
Analysis (BEA), are adjusted for 
differences in living costs, the results 
show that all of the seven highest-
ranking states have Right to Work laws.
 The seven Right to Work states with 
the highest cost of living-adjusted 
disposable incomes per capita in 2012 
are,  start ing from the top, North 
Dakota, Virginia, Wyoming, Nebraska, 
Texas, Kansas and Iowa.
 Meanwhile, six of the seven bottom-
ranking states lack Right to Work laws. 
(For more information, see the chart on 
this page.) 
 
Highest-Income Households 
Are Evidently Hurt Less Than 
Others by Forced Unionism

 Overall, the Institute found that the 
ave rage  cos t  o f  l iv ing-ad jus ted 
disposable income per capita in Right 
to Work states last year was $37,665, 
nearly $2300 higher than the forced-
unionism state average.
 Big Labor apologists sometimes 
contend without evidence that, if the 
real ,  spendable average after- tax 
income is higher in Right to Work 
states than it is in forced-unionism 
states, that is only because a small 

 Economists who use PPP to compare 
l iv ing  s tandards  among  var ious 
countries should also logically try to 
control for intranational, regional 
differences in purchasing power.
 Financial journalist and Reuters 
editor Felix Salmon put it this way in a 
2011 blog post: 
 “[I]f PPP makes sense -- and it does, 
in many ways -- then shouldn’t we be 
using it when we compare New York 
to, say, Illinois? The purchasing power 
of the U.S. dollar varies widely from 
state to state -- is there some way of 
incorporating that into statistics?”
 There is indeed such a way. 
 For a number of years, employees 
considering relocation to another state 
and businesses seeking to hire capable 
out-of-state employees have consulted 
interstate cost-of-living indices that are 
calculated and published four times a 
year by the nonpartisan Missouri 
Economic Research and Information 
Center (MERIC).
 MERIC’s indices factor in housing, 
food, utilities, transportation, health 
care, and other miscellaneous goods 
and services.
 Over the past decade, the National 
Right to Work Committee’s research 
affiliate, the National Institute for 

Real Incomes Higher in Right to Work States
Big Labor Apologists Try to Obfuscate Simple Economic Facts
 Economists who wish to compare 
l iv ing  s tandards  among  var ious 
countries routinely use purchasing 
power parity (PPP) in their calculations.
 As its Wikipedia entry explains, PPP 
is “an economic theory and a technique 
used to determine the relative value of 
currencies . . . .” It asks “how much 
money would be needed to purchase the 
same goods and services  in  two 
countries, and uses that to calculate an 
implicit foreign exchange rate.”
 One problem with PPP rates is that 
they are difficult to calculate with 
precision. By comparison, official 
exchange rates are always available.
 But there is a wide consensus that 
PPP rates, imperfect as they are, enable 
researchers to make a much more 
reliable assessment of a country’s 
relative living standards than do official 
exchange rates. 
 
‘Shouldn’t We Be Using’ PPP  
‘When We Compare New York  
To, Say, Illinois?’

 Of course, even within a single 
country with a single currency, the 
purchasing power of that currency can 
differ greatly.

The seven states with the highest cost 
of living-adjusted disposable incomes 
per capita in 2012 all have Right to 

Work laws. But of the seven bottom-
ranked states, six lack Right to Work 
protections.

Cost of Living- Adjusted per 
Capita Disposable Income, 2012

Highest-Income States     Lowest-Income States
North Dakota* .............. $46,498   Hawaii .......................  $23,733  
Virginia* ....................... $43,039  California ................... $30,842
Wyoming* .................... $42,891   Alaska ......................... $31,411
Nebraska* ....................  $42,352     Oregon ........................ $31,686
Texas* .........................  $41,200   Maine .......................... $31,717
Kansas* ....................... $40,866   Arizona* ...................... $32,006
Iowa* ........................... $40,761   Vermont ...................... $32,387

Right to Work states are asterisked.

Sources: U.S. Commerce Department, Missouri Economic Research  and Information Center

See No Justification page 7


