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‘My Name’s Joe Biden and I Work For Leo Gerard’
But For Whom Do the Announced 2016 Presidential Candidates Work?

See Public page 2

By his own account, Vice President Joe 
Biden is still mulling over whether or not 
to seek the 2015 Democrat nomination for 
the presidency in late September, as this 
Newsletter edition goes to press.

But at least Mr. Biden has never 
harbored any doubts about which side his 
political bread is buttered on.

On September 7, he visited Pittsburgh, 
Pa., to speechify at the Allegheny County 
Labor Day Parade. 

As journalist Byron York correctly 

noted in his report on Mr. Biden’s Labor 
Day appearance in the former Steel City, 
filed hours later for the Washington 
(D.C.) Examiner, the entire “point” of the 
vice president’s remarks was to “tell the 
unions: I’m with you. I’m your guy.”

The most remarkable portion of Mr. 
Biden’s address was the opening sentence. 
It was a more blunt statement than probably 
any other politician on the national scene 
today would make to characterize his or 
her career as a public official. 

Sharing the stage with AFL-CIO czar 
Richard Trumka and Leo Gerard, the 
top boss of the United Steelworkers of 
America union (USWA/AFL-CIO), the 
vice president boasted: “My name’s Joe 
Biden and I work for Leo Gerard.”

What Politicians Do
Is More Important
Than What They Say

National Right to Work Committee 
President Mark Mix commented: 
“Politicians and their advisers are aware 
of survey data showing union bosses have 
little credibility with the public.

“For example, a recent Gallup poll 
found that American adults are more than 
twice as likely to say that they have ‘very 
little’ confidence in Organized Labor as 
say they have a ‘great deal.’

“For that reason, very few if any other 
politicians who are interested in becoming 
President are likely to join Joe Biden in 
acknowledging their subservience to union 
bigwigs in public. But what politicians do 
is more important than what they say. 

“To find out what each of the current 
announced candidates for the Democrat 
and GOP presidential nominations 
would do with regard to labor policy 
upon becoming American’s next chief 
executive, the Committee will soon survey 
them regarding critical forced unionism-
related issues.

“With the 2016 presidential primaries 
beginning in just a few weeks, I know 
millions and millions of Americans 
are looking for a clear alternative to 
the Obama Administration’s relentless 
promotion of compulsory unionism over 
the past seven years.”

Ever since he became U.S. President in 
January 2009, Barack Obama has eagerly 
championed Big Labor power grabs in 
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In all fairness, Vice President and 
possible 2016 presidential candidate 
Joe Biden -- seen here with AFL-CIO 
czar Richard Trumka and steelworkers 

boss Leo Gerard -- is probably no 
more subservient to Big Labor than 
some of the White House hopefuls who 
are already running.
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Public Strongly Backs Right to Work 
Continued from page 1

“As an alternative to Mr. Obama, 
freedom-loving Americans of all parties 
want a President who’s ready to fight for 
the Right to Work principle. Will the next 
President of the United States stand up to 
Big Labor?

“Or will he or she spend four years 
coddling the union bosses, or avoiding 
confrontation with them because they’re 
‘too powerful’ to take on?”

Right to Work Supporters
Have Concerns About Candidates
In Both Major Parties

To clarify the intentions of all the 
announced candidates seeking the GOP 
and Democrat presidential nominations, 
the Committee will soon mail 
questionnaires to their campaigns asking 
where the candidates stand on nine key 
compulsory unionism-related issues.

“The good news is several candidates, 
including Rand Paul, Ted Cruz, and 
Lindsey Graham, have already gone on 
the record in support of hearings and 
congressional floor action on national 
Right to Work legislation,” said Mr. Mix.

“The bad news is that several other 

candidates, including Hillary Clinton, 
Bernie Sanders, and Martin O’Malley, 
have already sought to win Big Labor 
bosses’ support by pledging to VETO a 
national Right to Work law if it reaches 
their desk.

“While Ms. Clinton, Mr. Sanders and 
Mr. O’Malley are all seeking the Democrat 
presidential nomination, the fact is Right 
to Work supporters have concerns about 
candidates in both major parties.

“For example, just this summer 
current GOP frontrunner and businessman 
Donald Trump assured Newsweek’s 
Matthew Cooper that he has ‘great 
relationships with unions,’ that is, with 
Big Labor officials who force many of his 
companies’ employees to pay union dues 
or fees, or be fired.”

Mr. Mix urged Committee members, 
especially residents of early primary 
states, to lobby intensely all the 
candidates, including those who have 
seemed unsympathetic or openly hostile 
to Right to Work up to now.

“I would be overjoyed if all the 
Republican and Democrat candidates 
decided, in response to grass-roots 
activism, to oppose forced unionism in 
the future, regardless of where they have 
stood up to now,” he concluded.

Congress and selected forced-unionism 
zealots for leadership positions at the 
National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), 
the Labor Department, and other federal 
bureaucracies.

Issue Is Especially
Important in Early
Presidential Primary States

But polls show the vast majority 
of all Americans who regularly vote 
in federal elections believe the Obama 
Administration is just plain wrong to 
favor forcing workers to pay union dues 
just to get a job. 

And opposition to pro-forced 
unionism federal policies is especially 
intense among likely voters in the states 
where the crucial first contests of the 2016 
presidential campaign will occur.

For example, surveys conducted for 
the Committee in late 2011 by respected 
pollster Kellyanne Conway showed 
that voters likely to participate in the 
January 2012 presidential ballots in New 
Hampshire and South Carolina, the first 
two primary states, overwhelmingly 
agreed that federal labor laws should 
protect the Right to Work.

Ms. Conway’s scientific survey 
found that 72% of likely Granite State 
primary voters believe federal law should 
“definitely not” allow “labor union 
officials to have a worker fired . . . for not 
paying union dues or fees.”

An additional 9% said federal law 
should “probably not” allow that.

‘Will the Next President
Of the United States
Stand up to Big Labor?’

In the Palmetto State, the results were 
even more lopsidedly pro-Right to Work.

An overwhelming 82% of likely South 
Carolina 2012 primary voters said federal 
law should “definitely not” sanction 
forced union dues or fees. Another 4% 
said “probably not.”

Committee President Mark Mix noted:
“The Obama Administration’s schemes 

to expand forced unionism, such as the 
recent decision by three Obama NLRB 
appointees to ignore the statutory definition 
of ‘employer’ in order to facilitate the 
corralling of millions of franchise and 
contract-company employees into unions, 
are very unpopular.
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With President Barack Obama choosing 
the  leaders  of  powerful  federal 
bureaucracies like the National Labor 

Relations Board, pro-Right to Work 
Americans have been battered again and 
again over the past seven years.
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In the latest of a series of bureaucratic 
rewrites of federal labor law that are 
clearly intended to help union dons secure 
monopoly control over as many workers 
as possible, President Obama’s National 
Labor Relations Board is targeting millions 
of employees of contract companies and 
franchises. 

On August 27, the Obama NLRB 
declared that, from now on, companies 
that employ subcontractors and temporary 
staffing agencies and franchisors 
may frequently be regarded as “joint 
employers” of subcontractor, staff agency, 
and franchise employees.

Radical Policy Shift
Implemented by a 3-2
Labor Board Vote

This radical policy shift was 
implemented by a 3-2 majority of a 
bitterly divided board in deciding a case 
brought by Teamster union bosses against 
Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI).  

Prior to this decision, remote companies 
were treated as “joint employers” under 
federal law only if their actions had 
a “direct and immediate impact” on 
workers’ terms and conditions, as legal 
commentator Walter Olsen explained in a 
blog post decrying the BFI decision.

In contrast, under the NLRB’s 
extraordinary new policy, remote 
companies may be regarded as “joint 
employers” if, in Mr. Olsen’s words, 
they have “the power, even the potential 
power, to significantly influence working 
conditions or wages at the subcontractor 
or franchisee.”

companies are far more likely to stand 
up to Big Labor pressure and public 
vilification and refuse to sell out their 
employees who wish to remain union-free 
than are large corporations.

“In order to avoid negative publicity 
generated by union officials and their 
allies, large corporations have time and 
again agreed to so-called ‘card checks’ 
and ‘neutrality’ deals that actually help 
Big Labor gain monopoly-bargaining 
power over employees.”

And now the NLRB has made it far 
easier for Big Labor to corral employees 
into unions by finding that remote 
companies can be held liable when 
franchises and contract companies resist 
unionization.

As Iain Murray of the Competitive 
Enterprise Institute emphasized in his 
August 31 blog post about the BFI case, 
the majority opinion was “explicit” in 
acknowledging that its primary aim 
is to “make [monopolistic] collective 
bargaining easier for labor unions.” 

Indeed, if companies like Burger 
King, Jiffy Lube and the Hair Cuttery 
respond to the BFI decision by replacing 
local franchises with corporate-owned 
stores and doing their own hiring, union 
organizers almost surely will benefit. 

They will be able to acquire monopoly-
bargaining power over thousands and 
thousands of employees in one fell swoop, 
instead of having to take over small 
franchises one by one.

“The fact is, in adopting the 1947 Taft-
Hartley Act, Congress explicitly stated 
that ‘any individual having the status of 
an independent contractor’ shall not be 
considered an employee of the company 
doing business with the contractor,” noted 
Mr. Mourad.

“The Obama NLRB has simply chosen 
to ignore this statutory definition as well as 
several subsequent federal court decisions 
interpreting it. Fortunately, Congress can 
soon prevent the Obama NLRB from 
proceeding with its implementation of its 
redefinition of ‘joint employer’ by wielding 
lawmakers’ ‘power of the purse string.’”

Mr. Mourad vowed that National 
Right to Work and its members would 
do everything possible to ensure that the 
appropriations law funding the NLRB 
for the upcoming fiscal year includes 
a provision that blocks the agency 
from continuing to target employees of 
franchises and contract companies.

National Right to Work Committee 
Vice President Greg Mourad explained:

“Many businesses contract with 
other companies to clean their buildings, 
provide security, etc. so that they can 
focus on their core activities.” 

Fearing Negative PR, Large
Corporations Have Agreed to
‘Card Checks,’ ‘Neutrality’

“Franchisors,” Mr. Mourad continued,  
“often furnish small business owners with 
uniforms and store designs and set quality 
standards and operating hours. Under 
decades of NLRB and court precedents, 
they have never been regarded as the 
employers of workers at independently-
owned stores.

“Union bosses have long desired to 
overturn all these precedents, because 
they know from experience that small 

Contract-Company, Franchise Employees Targeted
Obama NLRB Ignores 68-Year-Old Statutory Definition of ‘Employer’ 
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Chairman Pearce and other NLRB 
radicals aim to “make [monopoly] . . . 
bargaining easier” for Big Labor.
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from all the provisions in the National 
Labor Relations Act (NLRA) that 
authorize compulsory union membership, 
dues and fees by prohibiting  the 
termination of employees for refusal to 
join or bankroll an unwanted union.”

In contrast, Colorado’s so-called 
“Labor Peace Act” (LPA) “explicitly 
authorizes private-sector union officials 
to seek and obtain the power to get union 
nonmembers fired if they refuse to pay 
so-called ‘agency’ fees that . . . are 
typically the same as full union dues.”

Mr. Mix’s letter continued: “The 
purpose of the LPA is simply to make it 
somewhat less easy for union officials to 
fois t  compulsory unionism on a 
workplace than it is under the NLRA 
itself.”

Moreover, it isn’t even clear the LPA 
accomplishes this very limited objective. 

In 2014, according to the Union 
Membership and Earnings Database, 
maintained by labor economists Barry 
Hirsch and David Macpherson, 93% of 
the private-sector employees in Colorado 
who were subject to “exclusive” union 
representation were full-fledged members 
of the union in their workplace.

“That’s actually a little higher than the 
92% average for other forced-unionism 
states last year,” Mr. Mix pointed out to 
Ms. Brough and Mr. Clark.

 
Denver Chamber Leaders
Personally Invited to Join
State Right to Work Campaign

As this Newsletter edition goes to 
press, Mr. Mix has yet to receive a 
response from the two Denver Chamber 
leaders, but he remains hopeful they will 
agree to help make the Right to Work in 
Colorado a reality.

“Of course,” said Mr. Mix, “many 
factors contribute to a state’s economic 
performance, and no doubt Colorado has 
a number of good selling points for site 
selectors.

“Unfortunately, Right to Work 
protections for employees are not among 
them, and trying to recast the LPA as a 
‘modified Right to Work law’ does 
nothing to change the underlying facts.

“But I eagerly await the opportunity 
to work together with Denver Chamber 
leaders to make Colorado America’s 26th 
Right to Work state.”

Leaders  of  the Denver  Metro 
Chamber of Commerce are publicly 
complaining that  percept ions  of 
Colorado’s status as a non-Right to Work 
state have been and remain a major 
impediment to their efforts to bring job-
creating capital investments to their city.

As Denver Chamber Executive Vice 
President Tom Clark acknowledged in a 
statement for the media issued early last 
month, “One of the first criteria a 
company uses to evaluate a location for 
investment is to determine whether a 
state is right-to-work or [forced] union 
shop.”

Not Appropriate to Describe 
Colorado As a ‘Modified 
Right to Work State’

The observations of Mr. Clark and 
Denver Chamber President and CEO 
Kelly Brough, the former chief of staff of 
Democrat Mayor John Hickenlooper 
(now Colorado’s governor), are a 
particularly compelling tribute to the 
importance of Right to Work for raising 
employees’ incomes and business 
revenues. 

Yet just seven years ago the Denver 
Chamber publicly opposed Amendment 
47, an initiative to make Colorado a 
Right to Work state.

In the wake of the failure of the 
strategically unwise Amendent 47 in 
2008, the tens of thousands of National 
Right to Work Committee members and 

Pretending to Be Right to Work Won’t Suffice
Does Denver Business Establishment Regret Big Labor Appeasement?

National Right to Work President 
Mark Mix: The purpose of Colorado’s 
“Labor Peace Act” is “simply to make 

it somewhat less easy for union officials 
to foist forced unionism on a workplace 
than it is under federal law.”
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supporters in Colorado and Committee 
leaders have joined together with grass-
roots organizations and elected officials 
to build support for a state Right to Work 
law.

“We would greatly appreciate the 
active support of the Denver Chamber for 
our Right to Work mobilization and 
lobbying effor ts ,”  said  Nat ional 
Committee President Mark Mix.

“When Colorado finally becomes a 
Right to Work state, the perception 
problem about which Kelly Brough, Tom 
Clark, and other Denver Chamber 
officers have been complaining will 
disappear.

“Unfortunately, so far, instead of 
switching over to a pro-freedom stance, 
Denver Chamber leaders have opted to 
lobby the National Committee simply to 
redesignate Colorado as a ‘modified 
Right to Work state.’” 

In late August, Mr. Mix received a 
letter cosigned by Ms. Brough and Mr. 
Clark discussing why they believe 
Colorado ought to be regarded as 
“modified Right to Work.” Mr. Mix 
disagrees that this is an appropriate label 
for the Centennial State, and has 
explained why in an open reply letter.

So-Called ‘Labor Peace
Act’ Explicitly Authorizes
Forced Union Dues, Fees

“State Right to Work laws,” wrote Mr. 
Mix, “shield private-sector employees 
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Broken Big Labor Pension Promises Dismay Workers  
Union Dons Now Blame Others For Benefit-Slashing Plan They Backed

truth with the rank-and-file quite recently, 
when they backed the establishment of a 
multi-employer pension commission and 
then endorsed the severe cuts i t 
recommended.”

In late August, a Teamster appointee 
sent out a form letter to “fellow retirees” 
stating that they would hear from her 
again soon regarding Central States 
trustees’ imminent “proposal” and “its 
impact on their benefits.” 

A few weeks later, Chicago Tribune 
columnist Janet Kidd Stewart profiled a 
couple of Wisconsin retirees who are 
bracing for hardship. One of the retirees, 
63-year-old Bob Amsden, noted that he 
had accepted several pay cuts over the 
years so he could continue working for 
companies participating in the Central 
States plan, which he believed was 
secure. Regarding the looming pension 
cuts, he simply said, “This is going to be 
a big hit.”

“As sad as the plight of retirees like 
Mr. Amsden is,” said Mr. Leen, “the 
MPRA may have been the least-bad 
solution if the only alternative was a 
massive taxpayer bailout of union boss-
controlled multi-employer pensions.

“Of course, Big Labor should have 
leveled with future retirees years ago. It 
would have given workers like Mr. 
Amsden time to prepare. This is another 
distressing illustration of just how little 
union bosses deserve their forced-dues 
privileges.”

“We are going -- it’s not a question of 
if there are going to be benefit cuts. There 
are going to be benefit cuts. The question 
is when and how they are going to 
happen.”

 
‘This Is Going to
Be a Big Hit’

National Right to Work Committee 
Vi c e  P r e s i d e n t  M a t t h e w  L e e n 
commented:

“Over the course of much if not most 
of their working lives, the current and 
future retirees who belong to the 
plumbers, Teamsters,  sheet metal 
workers, and other unions whose pension 
plans are now under the knife were 
forking over forced dues and fees to Big 
Labor bosses.

“And one of the handful of jobs that 
union officials were supposed to do in 
exchange for the hundreds of millions of 
dollars in conscripted money they took in 
was to ensure that the pensions those 
workers had been promised were there 
when the workers needed them.

“But now it’s obvious that a large 
share of forced dues-paying workers in 
multi-employer plans did not have secure 
pensions -- and union pension trustees 
and other union officials who had access 
to the books must have been aware there 
was a grave problem for decades.

“Plumbers, Teamster, and sheet metal 
union officials only began sharing the 

In the “lame duck” session of 
Congress called at the end of last year, 
lawmakers voted, without ever holding 
any public hearings on the matter, to 
approve a measure altering 40 years of 
labor law, and paving the way for 
unprecedented cuts in benefits for current 
retirees in troubled multi-employer 
pension plans. 

Media reports estimate that the 
pensions of 1.5 million future and current 
retirees, the vast majority if not all of 
them unionized, could be reduced by 
30% to 65% as a consequence of the 
legislation, which President Obama 
signed into law 10 months ago.

‘The Question Is When 
And How [Benefit Cuts] 
Are Going to Happen’

The so-cal led “Mult iemployer 
Pension Reform Act of 2014” (MPRA) 
has been and continues to be harshly 
denounced in public by a number of 
union officials as well as by diehard Big 
Labor supporters in Congress like Sens. 
Bernie Sanders (I-Vermont) and Sherrod 
Brown (D-Ohio).  

But the fact is, the MPRA could never 
have been adopted without the support of 
the bosses of multiple unions whose 
rank-and-file members now face “a 
massive cut in their pension benefits,” as 
Mr. Sanders, who is also seeking the 
2016 Democrat presidential nomination, 
has put it.

In 2013, William Hite, general 
president of the United Association of 
Journeymen and Apprentices of the 
Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry (UA), 
endorsed the original blueprint for the 
MPRA, known as “Solutions, Not 
Bailouts,” when it was issued by a 
commission on multi-employer pension 
reform.

Mr. Hite declared that the SNB 
proposal, essentially identical in key 
regards to the measure ultimately 
introduced by Reps. George Miller 
(D-Calif.) and John Kline (R-Minn.) and 
adopted by Congress, would make 
“retirement plans more secure.”

Tom Nyhan, executive director of the 
Teamster Union’s Central  States, 
Southeast, & Southwest Areas Pension 
Fund, was unapologetic about the fact 
that the SNB plan would cut retiree 
benefits sharply:

Today, retirees and workers near 
retirement age who paid forced union 
dues for decades feel betrayed by 

Teamster kingpin Jim Hoffa and other 
union officials who promised them safe 
pension benefits.
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union until June 30, 2016. 
National Right to Work Committee 

Vice President Mary King commented: 
“Just like employees from other walks of 
life, independent-minded public school 
teachers have an array of good reasons 
for not wanting to join or bankroll the 
union  tha t  exerc ises  monopoly-
bargaining power in their school district. 

“For example, many talented and 
conscientious teachers reasonably believe 
they are dragged down by union work 
rules --  largely imposed through 
monopoly bargaining -- that make it 
almost impossible in practice for school 
boards to dismiss their worst-performing 
colleagues. As a consequence of such 
union work rules, good teachers often 
have to spend a large share of their work 
time trying to repair the damage done in 
the last grade.

“Detroit school employees who 
support Steve Conn and now want to 
cease bankrolling the DFT may have very 
different ideas than other independent-
minded teachers about how schools 
should be run.

“The bottom line is, the individual 
employee is the best judge of what 
‘benefits’ him or her. And that’s why 
Right to Work is good public policy.”

Who is Steve Conn? 
From January until August this year, 

he was president  of  the Detroi t 
Federation of Teachers (DFT), a union 
that wields monopoly-bargaining power 
over thousands of employees, including 
roughly 3200 teachers, in Right to Work 
Michigan’s largest public school district. 

But according to Ivy Bailey, the 
DFT’s executive vice president and 
interim president, Mr. Conn is a “union 
buster” with an agenda of “destroying 
unions and collective bargaining” in the 
Detroit Public Schools (DPS) system!

How did Mr. Conn transition from 
being a union official to a “union buster” 
in the matter of a few weeks? 

During his brief tenure as DFT 
president, Mr. Conn, whom critics 
describe as “bull-headed and radical,” 
repeatedly angered the hierarchy of his 
organizat ion’s  parent  union,  the 
mammoth American Federation of 
Teachers (AFT).

For example, Mr. Conn reportedly 
tried, against the AFT brass’s wishes, to 
affiliate the DFT with the fiery and far-
left group By Any Means Necessary 
(BAMN). 

But it seems clear that what upset the 
national union most of all was Mr. 
Conn’s apparent refusal to forward a 
portion of teachers’ and other school 
employees’ forced dues and fees to AFT 
headquarters and the statewide union 
AFT Michigan.  

Collecting ‘Dues, Dues, Dues’
Is ‘All They’re Interested In’

In August, undoubtedly egged on by 
AFT czarina Randi Weingarten and her 
lieutenants, the DFT executive board put 
Mr. Conn on trial, found him guilty on 
several counts, removed him from office, 
and ousted him from the union.

Subsequently, Mr. Conn demanded 
that a rank-and-file membership vote be 
held on whether he should be reinstated. 
At a September 17 union meeting, he 
won a majority of votes, but not the two-
thirds majority he needed to prevail.

That’s when the longtime union 
activist and erstwhile union official 
decided it was time for his supporters 
employed in the DPS system to exercise 
their freedom under Michigan’s Right to 
Work law to cease bankrolling the DFT 
union.

Speaking of his former fellow DFT 
bosses at a September 18 rally outside 
Detroit’s Masonic Temple, Mr. Conn 
charged that collecting “dues, dues, dues” 
is “all they’re interested in.”

The rally was called so Mr. Conn 
could announce “the beginning of 
organizing a new Detroit teachers union,” 
as Shawn Lewis of the Detroit News 
reported. In Ms. Lewis’s words, Mr. 
Conn “called on members to quit [the 
DFT], stop paying dues, and join” the as-
yet unnamed new union.

“Teachers will have to opt out of DFT, 
which is their right,” declared Mr. Conn, 
making apparent reference to the state 
Right to Work law that took effect in 
March 2013. 

‘Individual Employee Is
The Best Judge of What
“Benefits” Him or Her’

Unfortunately for Mr. Conn and his 
supporters, DFT union bigwigs argue 
that, since they “renegotiated” and 
“extended” their DPS contract just before 
the Michigan Right to Work law took 
effect, they can continue forcing dissident 
educators to bankroll the incumbent 

Right to Work Benefits All Kinds of Employees
Former Teacher Union Chief Now Encouraging Teachers to ‘Opt Out’
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Steve Conn on his plan to found a new 
union challenging the incumbent 
Detroit Federation of Teachers: 

Educators “will have to opt out of the 
DFT, which is their right” thanks to 
Michigan’s Right to Work law.
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states, is hindered by the actions of Big 
Labor politicians.”

To end the abuse of independent-
minded employees and the economic 
wreckage wrought by compulsory 
unionism, the Committee is backing 
legislation (S.391 and H.R.612) that 
would eliminate from federal labor law all 
provisions authorizing forced union dues 
and fees.

At this time, the Committee is pushing 
hard for recorded votes on Right to Work 
legislation in both chambers of Congress.

Recorded Votes Help Pro-Right 
To Work Citizens Turn up the
Heat on Big Labor Politicians

“Because the Committee and then-
Sen. Jim DeMint [R-S.C.] successfully 
pressed for a floor vote on forced-dues 
repeal in 2009, Big Labor senators 
seeking reelection next year like Colorado 
Democrat Michael Bennet are feeling 

the heat from their constituents now for 
opposing Right to Work,” Mr. Mix pointed 
out.

“If Speaker John Boehner [R-Ohio] 
now keeps his campaign pledge to allow 
a House roll call on forced-dues repeal, 
pro-Right to Work citizens will know 
as well which House members support 
employees’ personal freedom of choice, 
and which are Big Labor stooges.

“Poll after poll shows nearly 80% of 
Americans who regularly vote in federal 
elections support the Right to Work 
principle.

“Recorded congressional votes now, 
even if unsuccessful, will advance the 
Right to Work cause by letting millions 
and millions of grass-roots Right to Work 
supporters know whether or not their 
House members and senators are on their 
side.

“That’s why the Committee will soon 
be mobilizing members nationwide to 
contact Mr. Boehner and Sen. Majority 
Leader Mitch McConnell [R-Ky.] and 
ask them to bring up H.R.612 and S.391 
for floor votes as soon as they reasonably 
can.”

as well as recurring, year after year.
Over the first decade of the millennium 

(Tax Filing Years 2001 through 2010), a 
net total of more than 3.7 million tax filers 
and dependents moved from a forced-
unionism state to a Right to Work state.

Counting just the income lost in the 
first year after each tax filer moved out, 
forced-unionism states lost a total of $137 
billion (in constant 2010 dollars) due to 
net domestic out-migration over this 10-
year period.

The actual net loss over the decade, 
including income reported by taxpayers 
in all years subsequent to their migration, 
was very likely at least four times higher, 
but cannot be calculated with available 
data.

Power to Withhold Union
Dues From Big Labor
Critical For Workers

The 25 state Right to Work laws 
now on the books protect employees’ 
freedom to refuse to pay dues or fees to 
an unwanted union. Wherever employees 
lack this freedom, union bosses have little 
incentive to tone down their class warfare 
in the workplace.

Employees are consequently far 
less likely to reach their full productive 
potential.

“Compulsory unionism is wrong, 
plain and simple,” affirmed Mark Mix, 
president of the National Right to Work 
Committee.

“It is also an economic albatross for 
America as a whole as our economy 
struggles to get back on track in the wake 
of the Great Recession and the anemic 
recovery that followed it.”

Mr. Mix explained that, while states 
that fail to shield employees from federal 
pro-forced unionism policies are harmed 
most of all, the entire country suffers 
severe damage:

“Union bosses funnel a huge portion 
of the forced dues and fees they collect 
with federal labor law’s abetment into 
politics. And the union-label politicians 
who regularly get elected and reelected 
because of Big Labor’s forced dues-
funded support overwhelmingly favor 
higher taxes and more red-tape regulation 
of business.

“This is true at the federal, state and 
local levels. Private-sector job growth 
in all 50 states, including Right to Work 

‘Compulsory Unionism Is Wrong’
Continued from page 8

In next year’s elections, Michael Bennet 
(D-Colo., pictured with President 
Obama) and a number of other Big 

Labor senators will have to answer for 
their 2009 votes to perpetuate federally-
imposed forced unionism.
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Exodus From Forced-Dues States Has Accelerated
National Right to Work Law Could Finally Stem the Out-Migration

See ‘Wrong’ page 7

Perhaps the single most effective tool 
for measuring the long-term, ongoing 
migration of taxpayers and incomes out of 
forced-unionism states and into Right to 
Work states is furnished by the Statistics 
of Income (SOI) division of the IRS.

And today any interested person 
can easily access SOI data on the “state 
to state” migration page of the web site 
of the Washington, D.C.-based Tax 
Foundation or the How Money Walks web 
site, maintained by financial writer Travis 
Brown.

Each Tax Filer Loss Cost
Forced-Dues States an 
Average of $67,804

The SOI division records the number 
of personal income tax filers who move 
(typically with their dependents, if they 
have any) across state lines, based on 

address changes shown on their tax returns. 
The SOI data are arranged according to the 
year taxes are filed. 

For example, the most recent available 
annual data (for the Tax Filing Year 2013) 
show that a total of nearly 1.70 million 
tax filers were residing in a Right to Work 
state that year after residing somewhere 
else in the U.S. the previous year.

(Since the ban on compulsory union 
dues and fees in Wisconsin, the most 
recent state to enact a Right to Work law, 
took effect only this year, it is regarded as 
a forced-dues state in this analysis. Indiana 
and Michigan, whose Right to Work laws 
took effect in 2012 and 2013, respectively, 
are excluded.)

Meanwhile, roughly 1.55 million tax 
filers were residing in a Right to Work 
state in 2012, but filed from somewhere 
else in the U.S. in 2013. That means a net 
total of roughly 146,000 tax filers moved 

from a forced-unionism state to a Right to 
Work state between 2012 and 2013.

The SOI division also calculates and 
makes public the aggregate adjusted 
gross incomes for tax filers in the year 
immediately following their move from 
one state to another.

Personal income tax filers moving out 
of a forced-unionism state between 2012 
and 2013 reported a total of $120.1 billion 
in income in 2013, or $67,804 per filer. 
Tax filers moving into a forced-unionism 
state reported a total of $101.9 billion in 
income, or $62,241 per filer.

 
From 2012 to 2013, Forced-Dues
States Lost $18.2 Billion in 
Income Due to Net Out-Migration

Both because of their substantial 
taxpayer losses due to net domestic out-
migration, and because the tax filers they 
gained reported nearly $5600 less income 
apiece than the tax filers they lost, forced-
unionism states lost a total of $18.2 billion 
in adjusted gross income in a single year.

Moreover, 12 of the 13 states suffering 
the worst net losses of income, in absolute 
terms, due to taxpayer out-migration from 
2012 to 2013 lack Right to Work laws.

This was no isolated occurrence. 
SOI migration data going back to the 

1991 Tax Filing Year (the first year for 
which such data are available) consistently 
show forced-unionism states losing 
billions of dollars a year in income due to 
taxpayers’ and their families’ “voting with 
their feet” in favor of Right to Work.

And over the past few years, forced-
unionism states’ aggregate income losses 
have sharply escalated.

From 2011 to 2012, net domestic out-
migration cost forced-unionism states 
(including Michigan) a total of $13.8 
billion in adjusted gross income. From 
2010 to 2011, forced-unionism states 
(including Michigan and Indiana) suffered 
a $10.6 billion income loss.

Financial Cost Suffered by
Big Labor-Ruled States
Compounds Every Year

 
Migration data furnished by the IRS 

do not convey how much taxpayers who 
flee forced-unionism states earn any later 
than the first year after they depart.

But the financial cost endured by Big 
Labor-ruled states is clearly compounding, 

Year after year, far more taxpayers are 
moving into Right to Work states than 
are moving out of them. And forced-

unionism states are consequently losing 
enormous amounts of income (and tax 
revenue) as well as people.

STATE                                       INCOME                                   TAXPAYERS,
                                                        LOST                                DEPENDENTS LOST

New York                           $5.27 billion                                        1 12,236
Illinois                                $3.76 billion                                        66,922
California                           $3.30 billion                                          42,618
Connecticut                       $1.64 billion                                        14,631
Maryland                           $1.63 billion                                         11,236
New Jersey                        $1.61 billion                                        33,977
Ohio                                          $1.05 billion                                              12,973
Virginia                               $1.03 billion                                            8238
Massachusetts                    $963 million                                           10,697
Pennsylvania                        $935 million                                             21,578
Minnesota                          $686 million                                           3500
Alaska                                $421 million                                          8355
Wisconsin                         $410 million                                        6444

Biggest Income Losers Due to Net
Out-Migration of Taxpayers, 2012-2013

Right to Work StatesCompulsory-Unionism States
States shown suffered the largest net absolute losses of adjusted gross income in 2012-2013. Since 
Wisconsin's Right to Work law did not take effect until this year, it is counted as forced-
unionism here. Since Indiana and Michigan switched from forced-unionism to Right to Work 
during these years, they are excluded. 

Source: IRS Statistics of Income (SOI) division.


