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Introduction



They sat around the table together in a carefully guarded ceremonial meeting room in the capital city. The government was represented by the political leader of the country, a tall and stately figurehead for the nation. Across the table sat those who had put him in power: his Shadowbosses.

The leader and the Shadowbosses had come to a standoff. Their stated positions on an important public matter were at odds with one another. And so, the meeting was called to harmonize their positions.

By the time the meeting was over, the parties were close to a deal; the details would be worked out in the coming days. But the deal would send the country in a new, more radical direction. And the people would never understand that they had been sold out by their leader and his Shadowbosses. Until now.





THIS meeting did not take place in Soviet-era Moscow with the Communist Party dictating terms to an Eastern European political leader. Nor did it take place today in a former Soviet republic with the oligarchs telling the government leader what to do.

This meeting actually took place on January 11, 2010. At the White House.


The Smoke-Filled Room

At that table sat President Barack Obama and the most important labor union bosses in America. Many of the powerful labor officials that we will meet in this book were at the meeting:



• Dennis Van Roekel, boss of America’s largest labor union, the National Education Association (NEA);

• Richard Trumka, former mine worker and fabled strongman of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO);

• Andy Stern, the elegant, Ivy League–educated head of the Service Employees International Union (SEIU), now retired;

• Gerald McEntee, the thirty-year head of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME);

• James P. Hoffa Jr., head of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters and son of the thug/legend Jimmy Hoffa; and

• Randi Weingarten, firebrand president of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT).1





What could be so important to bring together all these powerful labor bosses at the White House? The President needed their help to pass Obamacare, and the labor unions were threatening to tank his legislation. Why? Because Obama had proposed to tax union members’ extremely expensive health-care plans, the so-called Cadillac plans, to pay some of the cost of Obamacare.

Before the meeting, Richard Trumka of the AFL-CIO spoke at the National Press Club, where he condemned Obama’s proposal to tax the Cadillac plans.2 The New York Times reported, “Mr. Trumka and other union leaders said before Monday’s meeting that they intended to tell Mr. Obama that the tax would be economically and politically unwise.”3 The head of the International Association of Fire Fighters was even more direct, “The President’s support for the excise tax is a huge disappointment and cannot be ignored. If President Obama continues to support it and signs a bill that includes the excise tax on workers, we will hold him accountable.”4

After the White House meeting, the union bosses’ tone changed. Trumka emerged from the meeting sounding satisfied. “It was a frank and productive meeting between friends about moving forward with health-care reform,” Trumka announced to the press. “Meeting between friends” wasn’t precise enough—it was really a meeting between our country’s elected leader and the union officials who got him into office and who hold him accountable—his Shadowbosses.

The White House meeting was closed to the press and even to White House staff. Obama, as a candidate, had promised that all health-care negotiations would be broadcast on C-SPAN in an open forum. Obama, as President, broke his promise of transparency to satisfy the unions’ demands out of the public eye and to get Obamacare enacted.

Two days after the meeting with Obama, the union bosses met with Vice President Joe Biden and Secretary of Health and Human Services Kathleen Sebelius to hammer out details of the deal. When the meeting ended, the Obama Administration announced that it would give labor unions a seven-year moratorium on taxing Cadillac plans. It was a victory for the unions, but not for the taxpayers who are stuck paying an additional $120 billion for this concession to the unions—on top of the other costs of Obamacare.5 Even the New York Times emphasized in an editorial, “The agreement treats unionized workers far more favorably than nonunion workers, the price for the support of important Democratic constituencies.”6 But actually, the government unions got even more in the deal—Obama opened up enormous new opportunities for the unions which you will learn about later in this book.




WHAT IS A SHADOWBOSS?

In our own lives, our Shadowbosses are the people we really work for: the people who hold us accountable for the decisions we make in our lives. It’s our fathers, telling us to study harder so we will have the chance for a bright future. It’s our mothers, pressing us to stay out of trouble. It’s our football coaches, standing on the sidelines and sending in the plays. For some of us, God is our Shadowboss, giving us a plan for action we ought to take and consequences if we don’t.

For many of our political leaders, though, their Shadowbosses are the government employee unions. These unions tell them what to do, which legislation to support, and when to bend to the demands of the unions in contract negotiations. The Shadowbosses are there to pat politicians on the back when they support the interests of government employee unions, and they’re there to tear them down if they go against those interests.





This story is frustrating for most Americans. It shows us that we’ve lost control of our government, and our politicians ignore us in favor of influential union bosses. It suggests that our republic is in some kind of peril.

But we’re not just in some kind of peril. We’re Kate Winslet and Leonardo DiCaprio travelling aboard the Titanic. President Obama is steering the ship. And the union bosses are the only ones with lifeboats.

Our government is no longer answering to the American people; it has new masters. Behind taxpayers’ backs, our country is controlled by a group of movers and shakers who manipulate the system for their own advantage. These are the heads of the government employee unions: the Shadowbosses.


A Different Type of Union

This all may seem like antiunion paranoia. After all, when we think of unions, we may remember impoverished Norma Rae striking for livable working conditions, or Bud Fox at the end of the movie Wall Street fighting corporate titans to help Bluestar Airlines employees keep their jobs. We may think of coal miners fighting for safer working conditions so that they can avoid black lung and of ladies’ garment workers demanding improvements to their sweatshop working environments.

Government employee unions, which the unions themselves usually call “public sector unions” or “public worker unions,” aren’t those kinds of unions. Government employee unions remind us more of Norma Rae’s bosses than Norma Rae; they make us think more about Gordon Gekko than the employees of Bluestar Airlines. These unions act more like bosses of government employees than their representatives.

Unlike private sector unions, government employee unions grow our government at the expense of the taxpayers. These unions are cynical exploiters of the taxpayer buck for their own advantage. When these unions win, all taxpayers lose—including members of private sector unions, who suffer higher taxes along with the rest of us when government grows.

The labor movement is now focused on government employees for its future growth. In recent decades, government employees have swelled union ranks—and government employees now represent the majority of all union members in our nation. The teachers unions, the Service Employees International Union (SEIU), and the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), just to name several government employee unions, represent millions of government workers. Even unions like the United Auto Workers and the Teamsters, which used to represent only private sector workers, represent tens of thousands of government employees. Government employees now actually have a rate of unionization that is five times greater than private sector workers, which is why government employee unions are so important to today’s union movement.

But government employee unions are a completely different animal from the private sector unions with which we may be more familiar. And the ramifications for America of having a unionized government workforce is completely different and far worse for our nation than having unionized workers in American businesses. To see why, we need to look first at the role of labor unions in the private sector.


Private Sector Unions

Private sector unions represent workers who make and run things in our country—workers in businesses. For example, private sector union workers make cars, airplanes, clothing, equipment, and steel. They work in a wide range of fields including mining, transportation, construction, telecommunications, and the movie and television industries.

In private companies with unionized workers, management and unions negotiate at arm’s length against each other over workers’ wages, working conditions, and benefits. The party on each side of the negotiating table is beholden to its own master. Management represents the owners or stockholders of the company, and the union represents the workers. But in a certain way, the managers, owners, union, and workers all share similar goals—making sure that the company stays in business.

When a unionized business grows and thrives, there is more profit to share and more workers to hire, leading to more union members and more union dues. With American businesses facing intense competition, many union officials realize that if their demands are too great, businesses will lose out to competitors and have to shutter their doors. But in many cases, the unions demand too much, and as a result, unionized businesses are less competitive and go out of business. The percentage of private sector workers in labor unions has been declining since the 1950s, both because unionized businesses have been failing and because workers in new businesses don’t choose to unionize. Basically, private sector unions have been driving themselves out of business for sixty years.


Government Employee Unions

Government employee unions are a totally different animal. Government employee unions use politics as the central plank of their business plans—unlike private sector unions, which have far less need for politics to maintain their bottom line.

Today, government employee unions, including many hybrid private sector–government employee unions like the United Steelworkers and the Teamsters, represent 37 percent of all government workers. These unions represent over 8.3 million government workers: federal government workers in Washington, state workers in our state capitals, and municipal workers in our cities. Unions represent almost every type of government worker including postal carriers, federal border control agents, Treasury Department workers, public school teachers, university professors and graduate student teaching assistants at public universities, secretaries in city hall, police, firefighters, prison guards, to name just a few types. Government is a growth area for unions, compared with the private sector. There are now twice as many government post office workers represented by labor unions as union members in the entire domestic auto industry.7


Government employee unions use politics to elect their own bosses—the government officials, like mayors and governors, who will be the actual bosses of the union members. And unions get to fire bosses who don’t perform for them.



Government employee unions use politics to elect their own bosses—the government officials, like mayors and governors, who will be the actual bosses of the union members. And unions get to fire bosses who don’t perform for them. How does that work? The unions use political spending to help pro-union politicians get elected to office. These politicians become government officials who make decisions about union contracts and legislators who pass laws important to unions. And, if these politicians don’t support the unions’ agenda, the unions throw them out and elect other politicians in their place. Government employee unions are great at getting their allies reelected and punishing at the polls any politicians who fight their power.

In theory, when unions negotiate contracts for their members, unions sit on one side of the bargaining table, and government officials representing the taxpayers sit on the other side of the bargaining table. In reality, though, the government officials on the other side of the table may be beholden to the same unions against which they are negotiating. Unions effectively end up sitting on both sides of the negotiating table. The only party not represented at the table is you, the American taxpayer.

“In the private sector, the capitalist knows that when he negotiates with the union, if he gives away the store, he loses his shirt,” writes Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer. In contrast, in the government sector, “the politicians who approve any deal have none of their own money at stake.” It’s the “perfect cozy setup” for politicians, he explains; the more a politician favors the union, the more the union will favor him for reelection.8 The system is perfect for union bosses, great for pro-union politicians, also, but terrible for taxpayers.

But isn’t that essentially bribing government officials to take your view in negotiations—and isn’t it illegal? You would think so. But then you have to consider who makes the laws and who benefits from union political spending—the answer in both cases is government officials. Remember, when the fox is guarding the hen house, it’s not illegal to eat the hens. For example, insider trading on financial information is illegal on Wall Street, but until just this year, insider trading on political information by members of Congress was perfectly legal.9 If legal bribery benefits government officials, is it really any surprise that it is legal?

Legal bribery is just part of the “unholy alliance between unions and the Democratic Party,” explains Fox News host Sean Hannity. “Unions give hundreds of millions [of] dollars, help elect Democrats, they get sweetheart deals that have to be paid for down the road.”10 Don’t these sweetheart deals that government officials give the unions cost a bundle? Sure, but here’s the beauty of being a government worker: you don’t have to care. Outrageous concessions to the unions don’t drive the government out of business and make you lose your job, like they do in the private sector. The government will always be in business. Unwieldy union contracts just make the government immensely bigger and more expensive—and more burdensome to the taxpayers.




NOT YOUR FATHER’S UNION

Union membership among workers in American business—the private sector—has declined dramatically from a high of 35 percent of private sector workers in the 1950s to its current low of less than 7 percent. Faced with this declining market for their services, the unions of yesteryear found a new market—government workers. United Auto Workers represents auto workers of course, but it also represents more than fifty thousand government workers including firefighters, zookeepers, and academic workers at public universities like the University of California. Teamsters represents truckers, but the union also represents over two hundred thousand government workers including police officers, parole officers, public works employees, school bus drivers, and transit workers. United Steelworkers represents steel and aluminum workers, but it also represents government employees including university professors, health-care workers, and law enforcement workers. Government is the driver for the future growth for unions—and unions drive future growth of our government.






Taxpayers versus Tax Receivers

Government employee unions have figured out that in America today, there are just two groups of people: the “net taxpayers” and the “net tax receivers.” You’re probably in the first category. You, the taxpayer, are the kind of person who has a productive job. Maybe you are a member of a private sector union. But in any case, you make our nation’s “pie.”

While you are working hard making pie, government employee unions are busy taking pie and redistributing it to themselves and government employees.11 They eat the pie that you make. And they’re not the only ones. More than 50 percent of the American population now receives more from the government than they pay in, and the percentage of these “net tax receivers” is growing every day. Net tax receivers naturally tend to favor the growth of government because they benefit from it; taxpayers tend to oppose it because it costs them when government grows. Our nation doesn’t have much of a problem when a small percentage of people in our nation are net tax receivers; the problem arises when the percentage of people who draw their support from government, including government employees, is so high that it imperils our nation’s economic growth. That is where we are heading.

Those of us who make the pie are not organized into a group battling the growth of government. We have our own lives to live. We’re just trying to keep enough pie to feed our families. We don’t have time to march against those who want to steal our pie, even while government employee unions tell their members to rally against greedy pie makers, particularly big companies and the so-called “1 percent.”

Many government employee union bosses, though, are the true 1 percent, living off the rest of us. Many union bosses receive salaries and benefits approaching or exceeding half a million dollars. Countless other union officials make generous salaries that are multiple times what their union members make. For example, at the national headquarters of America’s largest labor union, the National Education Association, over half of the employees make over $75,000 in salary a year, and thirty-one employees make over $200,000 in salary a year, not including generous benefit packages.12 It’s good to be a pie eater.


New Tammany Hall

Government employee unions aren’t just bankrupting our economy—they’re also compromising our system of free elections. Unlike the private sector unions that came before them, government employee unions use bought-and-paid-for politicians to help create legislation granting them unending benefits.

Together, government employee unions and their paid-for politicians destroy all semblance of transparent and open government. Want to know what happened to your country? It was bargained away by our elected representatives, who were paid for lock, stock, and barrel by those government employee unions. Government employee unions are the “new Tammany Hall.”13 Senator Jim DeMint (R-SC) is even more to the point: “The unions are the most powerful political group in the country today. Their power in politics is unprecedented. And without the unions, the Democrat Party fades away.”14


“People think that the labor movement is a subsidiary of the Democrat Party. They are wrong. Today, the Democrat Party is a subsidiary of the labor movement.”



As a former Labor Department official told us, “People think that the labor movement is a subsidiary of the Democrat Party. They are wrong. Today, the Democrat Party is a subsidiary of the labor movement.” And the power and money in today’s labor movement is centered on the government employee unions. These unions will do anything in their power to elect politicians who will serve their interests: they’ll spend huge amounts on politics, send in political ground troops to get out the vote, flood the airways with negative advertising to destroy their opponents—whatever it takes to win elections. And as government employee unions rise in power, the Democrat Party gets closer to becoming the permanent party in power.

It’s not as though nobody saw this coming. Not so long ago, even liberals agreed that it was illegal and inappropriate to give labor unions the power to act as “exclusive” bargaining agents for government workers against our government.

Even union bosses thought government employee unions were a nonstarter. “It is impossible to bargain collectively with the government,” wrote George Meany, the newly installed chief of the AFL-CIO—the federation of labor unions—in 1955. A few years later, the governing council of the AFL-CIO affirmed that government workers have no right to bargain collectively with the government “beyond the ability to petition Congress—a right available to every citizen.”15




COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT

The federal government and forty-three states allow unions to be recognized as the exclusive bargaining agent for some or all government workers. A union will be appointed as the exclusive bargaining representative of a group of workers if the union receives more than half of the votes cast in a union election. Thereafter, the union will have collective, monopoly bargaining power over all workers in the group, even those who voted against the union or didn’t cast their votes, in almost all matters relating to their job.

The union will have the power to negotiate for all these workers against their government employer over working conditions, salary, and benefits (unless set by law), and to represent these workers in grievances against their employer. Whether they join the union or not, all future workers will also be represented by the union without any additional vote being required. Government workers subject to collective bargaining include almost all types of federal, state, and local government workers—office workers, mail carriers, police, firefighters, prison guards, sanitation workers, teachers, university workers, and other government workers.





The point was obvious to everyone at that time: no organization should have special rights to demand government cash for a certain group of Americans. To grant such special rights to one interest group would be to compromise the integrity of our republic.

Money now flows from government employee unions to politicians and back again to the same unions in a never-ending cycle of greed and corruption. Now, virtually all Democrats and even a few Republicans in Congress and legislatures across the country promote legislation giving unions more and more power over our government and its employees. All the while, the politicians know that union money will cycle right back to them in return for their pro-union votes.

“So,” you say, “I get it. The government employee unions spend huge dollars on politics to get favors from government officials—but so does the oil industry, the banks, and nearly every other industry lobby. Why are government employee unions any worse for America than these groups?”

No question about it—crony capitalism is terrible, but crony unionism is far more pernicious. Let’s look at just three major differences between how government employee unions and corporate America operate. First, government employee unions trample the rights of workers by forcing them to pay dues as a condition of their employment and to support political causes that they don’t believe in. As economist Arthur Laffer recently wrote, “Most high-school civics students would agree that no American worker should either be prohibited from joining a union or required to join one as a condition of employment. And no union member—or anyone else for that matter—should be required to contribute to political causes they oppose.”16 Yet, that is exactly what unions do to workers when they forcibly unionize them. Corporations don’t do that, nor are many private sector workers forcibly unionized anymore.

Second, government employee unions imperil our communities by having the power to call essential workers on strike, and doing this even if such strikes are technically illegal, as we will see. If private sector workers are called out on strike by their union, some people may be inconvenienced. If essential public safety workers like policemen or firefighters, or even our unionized border patrol agents for example, go on strike, whether legally or illegally, communities suffer far worse fates.

Third, while corporations may hire lobbyists to represent their interests before our government, at least the corporations actually contribute to the growth of our economy by making products and providing services that make the pie bigger and make America more competitive. When government employee unions lobby our government, they are really just lobbying to make our government bigger, which weighs down our economy as a whole. Unions partner with government officials to grow the size of government, to hire more government employees, and to grant them more compensation. Then, these unions keep our government inefficient by preventing it from reorganizing, streamlining, and privatizing government services, because a more efficient government would mean less union dues revenue. There will be a tipping point when our government gets so big that the last remaining taxpayers in America will no longer be able to support the enormous cost of running our government. And we are rapidly approaching this point.


Private Organizations for Private Benefit

It is important to realize that government employee unions, like all unions, are private organizations. Unions feed off the largesse of government for the benefit of their members and union bosses. Government employee unions get their business directly from our government but are not themselves a part of the government. Unions represent government employees because that is their business.

Albert Shanker, who served as the head of the American Federation of Teachers from 1974 to 1997, is credited with saying: “When schoolchildren start paying union dues, that’s when I’ll start representing the interests of schoolchildren.”17 Although it is hotly disputed whether or not he actually said this, the quote hammers home the point that the unions’ sole function is to represent their members, not to work toward goals that may be in our nation’s interest. Unions act in the interest of the unions themselves, not the public good. We must never forget that unions are run for the benefit of union bosses and their members and are not benevolent organizations.




FORCED DUES

Once a union acquires collective bargaining power over a group of workers, the union will try to get as many workers as possible to join the union. Government workers in the federal government and the twenty-three right-to-work states have an actual choice as to whether to join and support the union, including unions that have been appointed to represent them in collective bargaining. But in twenty-seven states, workers can be required to pay union dues and fees whether they actually join the union or not, and they can be fired if they don’t pay them. Unions call the forced fees that nonunion members have to pay “agency fees” or “fair share fees.” Because forced fees are generally set at about the same level as union dues, most workers decide to join the union to avoid pressure from the union officials in their workplace and to get the small amount of insurance coverage that comes with union membership. Unions make the vast majority of their dues income from these forced-dues states.






Rebel States

Twenty-three states are “right-to-work” states, meaning that these states have right-to-work laws that protect most private sector workers against being fired if they don’t join a union or pay dues. Government workers in these states are generally also given right-to-work protections, but not all workers in these states are protected against being forced to pay union dues. For example, airline and railroad employees are not protected by right-to-work laws no matter where they live or work. This is because the federal Railway Labor Act governs these workers and trumps state right-to-work laws.18 So pilots at United and American Airlines, for example, are unionized and are forced to pay union dues even if they live and work in right-to-work states.

In right-to-work states, though, most workers have a choice as to whether or not to financially support a union. Not so in the other states, the “forced dues” states that don’t protect this important right. In forced-dues states, a union that controls a group of workers under a collective bargaining contract can force every last one of those workers to pay union dues or be fired, including state and local government employees.19 And because so many workers are forced to pay union dues in forced-dues states, unions earn most of their dues income in these states.

Just because right-to-work states don’t generate much dues income for unions, it doesn’t mean that unions leave these states alone. The Shadowbosses have long tentacles. Unions spend considerable money, earned in the forced-dues states, to influence politics and policy in the right-to-work states. And government employee unions maintain a web of paid political organizers in every congressional district in America to make sure that their reach covers our entire nation. Unions are far more involved in politics and policy in right-to-work states than most people believe.


Union Tribbles

Government employee unions are always working to expand their membership and to organize new groups of workers. They’re like the tribbles in Star Trek—they seem harmless until they clog up the essential functions of the ship—in this case, our government.

To keep their dues business growing, government employee unions are reaching beyond merely representing government workers. Unions have been working to organize new groups of workers who are not employees of the government or any company but who receive subsidies from the government. In a number of states, government employee unions have already forced parents who care for their disabled children and people who care for their aging parents into unions and made them pay dues. The next step is to expand this organizing model to new groups of Americans—Social Security recipients, disability recipients, veterans, welfare moms, food stamp recipients, and other groups that receive government funds and benefits.20

Think about it—there are 3.5 million civilian employees who work for the federal government, making it the largest single employer in America, and around 17 million people working for our state and local governments.21 The unions are already representing 8.3 million of them. But there are also tens of millions of Americans who receive some benefits or entitlements from the government who could also be unionized with a few tweaks to existing laws. Imagine how much more income unions could generate by representing them as well.

What does all this mean in practical terms? The unbridled growth of crony unionism and government corruption will destroy the United States as we know it. Not just crazy deficits or nutty benefits packages—utter ruin. We’re almost there already.


Bankrupting America

The enormous costs of paying state and local government employees is tearing through state and local budgets. It’s bad in every state in the nation—though, of course, it’s much worse in states with heavily unionized government employees and where unions are permitted to extract forced dues from workers.



HOW MUCH POWER DO UNIONS HAVE IN YOUR STATE?

This Chart Shows How Labor Union Friendly or Taxpayer Friendly Each State Is Based on Its Laws, Regulations, Court Decisions, and Union Density.

[image: image]

Courtesy: F. Vincent Vernuccio, Competitive Enterprise Institute, www.workplacechoice.org



 

Government employee costs—generous salaries, benefits, and pensions—have grown exponentially and in union controlled states, these costs can’t be reduced without the consent of the unions. Union-negotiated contracts make it nearly impossible for union-controlled states to bring their budgets into line, putting them in a far more precarious financial condition than less unionized states, which have more flexibility to “right-size” as needed.

Not coincidentally, states with the longest and strongest history of government employee unions are also the states with the worst budget crises. Of the ten states with the highest debt per capita in 2010, all of them are heavily unionized and none of them are right-to-work states.22 Congress has even heard testimony that identified government employee unions as a “major contributing factor—perhaps the major contributing factor” to our state and local budgetary crises.23


Why Johnny Can’t Read

Another crisis in America is our failing K–12 education system. The blame for this problem can be laid at the feet of the two teachers unions, the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). That’s because the unions negotiate the teachers’ contracts that determine who gets hired, who gets fired, what teachers teach, how they are trained, and ultimately whether American students are competitive with the rest of the world.

Let’s be honest—if you were to imagine an ideal K–12 program for the twenty-first century, would you select a nine-and-a-half-month program that breaks for ten weeks in the summer? Would you choose a 170-to 180-day school year, when America’s competitors have a school year of 220 days or more? Would you need to spend an average of nearly $11,000 a year per school child, not including the cost of school buildings and infrastructure?24 Would you build extensive infrastructure that is only used seven to eight hours a day, for only part of the year?

Our school schedule made sense when we lived according to the agrarian calendar and we needed our kids to help us in the fields during planting and harvest. But now we are competing with China and India and many other nations whose children go to school for more hours a day and more days a year than ours do. We need a school calendar that is optimized for student learning.

There’s something standing in the way of improving the competitiveness of our students—the teachers unions. The teachers unions control the school calendar, prevent us from paying better teachers more, stop principals from firing bad teachers, and even control what our teachers are allowed to teach our children.

The teachers unions insist that it is your fault that our K–12 system is failing—you, the greedy taxpayer. Of course, they tell us everything would be better if we just spent more money on education. But throwing more money at the problem isn’t really the answer. In fact, Microsoft founder Bill Gates recently admitted to the Wall Street Journal that the $5 billion he spent trying to improve K–12 education in America yielded very few measurable improvements at all.25 And Apple’s immortal entrepreneur Steve Jobs reportedly told President Obama shortly before his death that until the teachers unions can be “broken,” there is “almost no hope for educational reform.”26

But at least we’re getting the best teachers, right? Well, no. Just ask the young middle school teacher who won the “teacher of the year” award at the end of her second year teaching in New Jersey. After she received the award, she was fired. Why fire the teacher of the year? Because union rules dictate that the most recently hired teachers must be laid off first—which is known as “last in, first out.”27 The teachers unions set the rules that dictate that if a school district wants to keep great new teachers, it has to keep all the teachers who were hired before them—regardless of quality or performance. Under virtually all union contracts, school principals can’t lay off their worst performers while keeping their best ones.

The National Education Association, which is America’s largest labor union and the smaller American Federation of Teachers, which together control so much of our education system, put out the message that education is underfunded in America and our teachers are underpaid. In reality, we spend more than almost any other nation on our children’s education. And the average salary for our public school teachers is significantly higher than the median average personal income in the United States, not even taking into account the extensive vacation time and the better-than-average benefits that teachers receive. By asking us all for more money for education, the teachers unions try to shift the blame for our failing K–12 education system from their shoulders to our own.


Final Frontier

This is an America run by the government employee unions. And it’s only getting worse.

After World War II, over 35 percent of workers in the private sector were union members. Today, private sector union membership clocks in below 7 percent.28 To keep the money flowing and their coffers full, labor unions have had to seek out new frontiers.

They’ve found their frontier—it’s our government.29 In this book, you’ll learn how unions now hold power over our government workers at the federal, state, and local levels. You’ll learn how these unions are destroying our rule of law and free elections, you’ll find out why Obama is the perfect partner for government employee unions, and you’ll learn how the teachers unions control America’s classrooms in all fifty states. You’ll discover what it’s like to be a member of a government employee union—what the union does for you and what it does to you. You’ll also learn why government employee unions spend so much of their dues income on politics and about the corruption and coercion within the unions themselves. You’ll find out what’s coming next—how their ultimate goal is to make you a member of a government employee union, with or without your permission, and how they intend to stop any politicians or groups that oppose them.

You may recall the philosopher’s stone, the elusive substance that was believed by the ancients to be able to turn metal into gold. For the labor unions, it’s no myth: government employee unions are the philosopher’s stone, turning government employees into gold for the labor union movement. All they have to do is continue to mobilize the net “pie” recipients to support their agenda and elect their candidates.

For the past half century, they’ve been winning. Unions’ power and privilege has always ratcheted up, never down—“toward greater union power, never less.”30

Our job is to reverse that pattern.

As President Ronald Reagan wrote in 1985, “Someone must stand up to those who say, ‘Here’s the key, there’s the Treasury, just take as many of those hard-earned tax dollars as you want.’ ”31 If there has ever been a time in our history to stand up for the American taxpayer against government employee unions, it is now.

Let’s get started.



CHAPTER 1

Meet the Shadowbosses



The scorpion wanted to cross a river, but he was a poor swimmer. So he begged a nearby frog for a ride across the river.

“Why would I let you ride on my back?” the frog responded. “You are a scorpion and surely will sting me.”

“If I were to sting you,” the scorpion replied haughtily, “we’d both drown, since I can’t swim.”

The frog saw the logic of the situation and agreed. The scorpion crawled aboard the frog’s back, and they started across the river.

Halfway across, the scorpion stung the frog.

As the paralyzed frog began to sink, he turned to the scorpion, bewildered. “Why would you do that?” he asked. “You fool! Now we’ll both drown.”

“I am a scorpion,” the scorpion answered. “It is my nature to sting.”

And they both drowned.





TODAY, we’re the frog. Government employee unions are the scorpions. If we allow them to stay on our backs much longer, they will sting us and we will all drown. And, like the trusting frog, we’re letting them.

Government employee unions should be expected to do what these unions do—demand more and more from our government until they bankrupt our nation and us. And our job is to refuse them. It is up to us to save our poor nation from the scorpion’s sting that we all know is coming in the middle of the river.


Public Servants Become Public Masters

Two generations ago, there were public-minded government servants. Most government employees took real pride in their work. Their common goal was to build and staff a government that served the people well.

Before government employee unions came on the scene, government employees understood that service meant sacrifice in terms of pay. Sure, you wouldn’t get rich working a government job, but you’d have a lifetime job with a good pension at the end, and you’d get to make a difference. Working for the government was a privilege, and you were really working for your fellow citizens. But now far fewer government employees approach their jobs as a privilege to serve. What changed?

Labor unions came along, unionized many government employees, and drastically increased what a government employee could expect to receive in pay and benefits. Now most forms of “public service” are more profitable than working in the private sector. The government employee unions also trained government employees to demand ever higher pay and never-ending benefits, all funded by their fellow citizens.1

To be clear, we shouldn’t begrudge individual government employees for what they get in pay and benefits from the government. As we wrote this book, we even thought more than a few times that we should go out and apply for government jobs ourselves. We understand that government workers don’t make the system, they just benefit from it. But make no mistake, the culture of “public service” has changed from a focus on giving back to a focus on getting. And through their incessant focus on extracting more from the employer, unions have encouraged government workers to consider their jobs as an entitlement, not a privilege.

Many Americans, including Tea Party supporters, are angered by the decline of true public service. According to Tea Party advocate Donna Wiesner Keene, “Tea Party members are loyal tax-paying citizens, but their anger begins with the lack of value received for taxes—the transformation of government worker from asset to liability, of the people’s government to the union’s government.”2 With this crucial change, government employee unions have been able to unite all net tax receivers into a huge special interest group that is focused on growing the government. Net tax receivers are those Americans whose income comes from the government one way or another—as salary, welfare benefits, and subsidies. Don’t government employees pay taxes? Of course they do. But it isn’t close to the amount they receive in salary and benefits—and, after all, they’re really just paying back tax dollars they already received from you. They give the government a cut of the pie they just took from your stove. This doesn’t make government employees bad people, and many government workers surely give good service in exchange for their salary. But whether government workers work hard for their money or not, it doesn’t change the fact that they are dependent on government to earn their living and are paid with taxpayer dollars.

This mammoth special interest group of net tax receivers is represented by the Democrat Party. Whether individual net tax receivers are liberal or conservative, it is the Democrat Party that supports their personal interests in keeping government large and growing it bigger.

On the other side is a dwindling group of people who actually pay the taxes that keep the other group afloat. How much longer are taxpayers going to be able to support the weight of net tax receivers?


You Should Work for the Government

Once unions organized government workers, the earlier pay gap between government and private sector workers closed. Then, the gap expanded in the other direction. Government service is now far more lucrative than private sector work ever has been or probably ever will be. If you get a government job, you can be set for the rest of your life—above market salary, great health benefits, and virtually unlimited job security while you are working, followed by early retirement and a generous and steady guaranteed pension until your death.

The smartest among you who didn’t know this before reading this book will put the book down right now and go apply for a government job. Michelle Obama, our First Lady, says: “Don’t go into corporate America. You know, become teachers. Work for the community. Be social workers. Be a nurse. Those are the careers that we need, and we’re encouraging our young people to do that.”3 Michelle Obama captures the message that we are all given about government service—that America needs more government workers to serve our nation. But is it really true anymore? How much “service” does our nation really need? And are we paying our government employees too much?


Paying Government Employees

Economists have shown that government workers are overpaid compared with private sector workers, but it still remains a much debated question. Unions and some liberals argue that government employees still are not paid enough because they are so much more “qualified” than private sector workers.

Federal government workers averaged over twice the salary and benefits that an average private sector worker makes. Federal government employees average a stunning $126,141 annually in salary and benefits.4 And how many federal government workers do you think make more than $100,000 in salary alone, before overtime and benefits? Ten thousand? Twenty thousand? Fifty thousand? No, actually there were 459,016 federal workers making more than $100,000 in salary alone, over one in five of all federal civil service workers.5 We can’t possibly need that many highly paid government workers to run our federal government, even if they are über-qualified.

One of the best detailed comparisons of full-time federal government workers and private-sector workers was undertaken by James Sherk of the Heritage Foundation. His report shows that federal workers earn an average of 22 percent more in cash salary than a comparable private sector worker, controlling for the major factors like age, education, race, and location.6 Pile on all the other retirement, health, and other benefits federal workers receive and you have a huge gap between federal government and private workers. Federal workers receive total compensation of “30 percent to 40 percent… above and beyond their observable skills,” Sherk found.7 Other reports have shown that federal government workers at the low end of the pay scale experience the greatest premium over private sector workers.8 Chris Edwards of the Cato Institute shows that state and local government workers made on average 34 percent more in salary and 70 percent more in benefits than private sector workers.9 With that knowledge, why would anyone want to make the sacrifice required to work in the private sector?


Job for Life

And then there is the job security that comes with being a government worker. Ronald Reagan once stated, “A government bureau is the nearest thing to eternal life we’ll ever see on this earth.” He was making the important point that once our government creates a new government program, it is very hard to get rid of it. The same could be said of hiring a government employee—once hired, they are rarely, if ever, fired.

At almost all government jobs, you would have to work pretty hard to be fired—drug use on the property, embezzlement, murder, that kind of thing. Businesses fire their workers three times as often as the federal government.10 Once you have been on the job with the government a few years, there is almost no chance that you will be fired or laid off. In fact, there is really only one way that you will be separated from your apparently God-given right to continue holding your federal job—death. At many federal agencies, death is more common than getting fired.11 The corpse from Weekend at Bernie’s is probably still sitting at his desk, drawing federal pay.

Here’s an easy, impartial test to determine whether working for the government is a good deal: how often do government workers voluntarily quit their jobs compared to the private sector?12 If government workers are underpaid, they’d probably quit their jobs more than private sector workers; but if they are overpaid, they would probably hold on to those valuable jobs more than people in the private sector.

So, do government workers quit? Sure, but not very often. Government workers practically never quit their jobs—once employed by the government, state and local workers quit at one-third the rate of private sector workers.13 Federal government workers quit even less often—at only one-eighth the rate of private sector workers.14 Government workers seem to either die at their government-issued desks—or, more frequently, on the links in Florida living off their guaranteed pensions. Why would anyone in their right mind ever give up a deal that good?




READY TO BE A PUBLIC SERVANT?

Here’s one real federal government job that you might consider. Go be an “invitation coordinator” for the new Consumer Financial Protection Bureau.15 You’ll send out invitations, handle RSVPs, and be like a government wedding planner. Applicants must be highly qualified to “serve as expert on calendar issues”—after all, mixing up Mondays and Tuesdays is a challenge too many Americans have to face every day, especially consumers invited to parties at the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau.

So, what can you expect to receive as compensation for your in-demand invitation coordinating service? Try a starting salary of up to $103,000, plus five weeks of vacation. Your local stationery store isn’t likely to give you that. Plus, with government employment, the government will pick up 75 percent of your health insurance premiums with “coverage for preexisting conditions, and no waiting periods,” not to mention a cushy retirement program. Are you ready to enter “public service” yet?






Pension Jackpot

Retirement is where the real payoff comes—and it comes quicker for government workers than for the rest of us. Government workers are generally able to retire with thirty years of service at age fifty-five, or even earlier, at a full pension for life.16 In contrast, only 20 percent of private sector workers get this type of traditional defined benefit pension from their employer.17 Almost all business workers have to depend on a retirement plan based on their own contributions and modest contributions from their employer, their Social Security payments, and any other savings to fund their retirement.18 And to receive full Social Security benefits, these workers now have to wait until they are sixty-six or sixty-seven (depending on their year of birth). Retirement security is very difficult to achieve for most American workers, except for the most successful and, of course, except for government workers.

The average New York City police officer, for example, can retire after only twenty-two years of service—often in his early forties.19 An officer who retires as a captain can expect to receive upwards of $92,000 per year in retirement benefits, costing the city nearly $3 million during his retirement. Of course, we appreciate our police officers—they put their lives at risk to keep us safe. But no matter how much we appreciate them, we also have to realize that retired government workers in all areas of service are bringing our government’s house down and foisting huge burdens on the next generation of Americans.

Now, how many Americans do you think have the $3 million in retirement savings it would take to fund that police officer’s pension we were just discussing? Unfortunately, not too many. If you want to see how much you’d collect in pension if you were a government employee, the Manhattan Institute has a handy calculator at CalculateYourPublicPension.com which shows you how much you would collect on a state-by-state basis. Try it—you’ll be so shocked you might actually consider trading in your corporate job or your small business for the benefits of government work.20

Although there are differences between pensions available at the federal, state, and local levels, most government workers get a pension based on at least 60 percent of their last working salary. Since pension income is generally based on average salary from the last three working years of his career, the government worker can jack up his overtime in his last years on the job to boost, even double, the amount of his pension.21 And it gets even better—in some states, government workers who have hit retirement age can retire and get hired back at their same job and earn another government salary on top of their pension.22 It’s one for the price of two!


Government Service Lifestyle

Government workers must work harder than workers in the private sector for all that extra pay and benefits, right? You decide. A news team investigation in Pittsburgh tracked edits to Wikipedia, the open-source website where anyone can log in to change facts about events, people, and objects. The news team found “thousands of edits done by government employees on government time using government computers. And few of those edits have anything to do with government business.” What were these intrepid scholars up to? They were editing the Wikipedia pages for Steelers quarterback Ben Roethlisberger, singer Beyoncé, and James Bond. One employee edited the profile for Lurch, the butler on The Addams Family—he added the valuable information that Lurch didn’t actually play the harpsichord. Another employee wrote a full plot summary for a Star Wars TV series. Overall, the news team found 1,536 edits by state employees and 5,542 edits by federal offices. And, as the news team pointed out, “Wikipedia is just one Web site.”23

Even if these wiki-employees are an aberration, we do know that government employees tend to be in the office less often than workers in businesses. Federal employees get a whopping 13 days of sick leave, 10 federal holidays, and up to 26 additional days of vacation for a total of up to 49 days of paid time off per year. Because unions encourage their workers to use all their “sick” days as holidays instead of just when they are actually sick, government workers get the equivalent of up to ten paid weeks of vacation per year—that’s equal to working a four-day workweek every week!24 How would your business do with you gone that much?

There are lots of other benefits of working for the government, too. According to Steven Greenhut in his book Plunder! “Drivers of one out of every 22 cars on California roads have special license plates whereby their addresses are kept secret from toll agencies and parking enforcement agencies. When an officer pulls over someone with one of these plates, the addresses are in a special database that alerts the officer that the driver is a government worker, or fellow police officer, or a family member of someone in law enforcement or government work. The result is a de facto pass on many, if not most traffic laws by the drivers.”25 If working for the government can get you out of speeding tickets, what can’t it do?

On the downside, though, most union contracts prevent government workers from getting paid extra for good performance, although some government employees do get extra bonuses in the form of performance awards.26 So if you don’t feel like having your performance evaluated but still want to earn good pay and retire early with great benefits, the government sector is for you. But if you want to be paid based on your performance, try the private sector.

This may explain why you have a harder and harder time getting people at the Social Security bureau or the Department of Motor Vehicles to hustle to serve you. After all, they understand what you may not—they don’t work for you; you work for them. Your job is to keep making the pie so that the government employee unions and their “net tax receiver team” can eat more of it. Now, get back to work!


Government Unions Rising

Unions were on the endangered species list by the 1960s and 1970s. Then, like most real-life endangered species, they found their great protector: the government. Now unions are flourishing, and they are threatening all the other species in our political ecosystem.


Of the 125 million people working in America, only about 13 percent are represented by a union. But of the 20.5 million people working for our government, 41 percent are represented by a government employee union.



Of the 125 million people working in America, only about 13 percent are represented by a union. But of the 20.5 million people working for our government, 41 percent are represented by a government employee union. One in three federal workers, 35 percent of state government workers, and almost 47 percent of local government workers are represented by a government employee union.27 In the more heavily unionized states, government employee unionization rates can be as high as 60 to 70 percent. More than two in three public school teachers are unionized, about two in three police officers and firefighters are unionized, and one in two corrections officers are unionized.28

In the private sector, unions are still on the endangered list and still declining every year—less than 7 percent of all private sector workers are union members.29 Workers in America’s businesses seem to have decided that whatever benefits unions bring, they are not worth the cost. But in the government sector, unions are flourishing.

Millions of government employees join unions. Of course, many government employees in forced-dues states join the union because they have to pay union dues anyway. But over a million federal employees are members of a government employee union, even though these workers can’t be compelled to financially support a union.30 And to a much lesser extent, some government employees in right-to-work states who also can’t be forced to pay union dues still join a union.

All government employees rushing into the unions must be getting something important for the expensive dues that they pay their union, but what? They’re keeping their lucrative jobs even when common sense would dictate that these jobs should be cut. The unions are protecting them from being displaced by technology and greater efficiency in the workplace.


Protecting the Dinosaurs

Unions protect government workers against their own obsolescence. To see how, look at the U.S. Postal Service, a branch of our government that employs about 750,000 workers,31 including 574,000 heavily unionized career postal workers.32 The Postal Service has far more employees than any corporation in America except Walmart.33 A public relations pamphlet from the post office boasts, “If it were a private sector company, the U.S. Postal Service would rank 29th in the 2010 Fortune 500,” a ranking based on gross revenue.34 Of course, if the Postal Service were really a private sector company, it would have been out of business a long time ago.35

Despite investing up to $2.7 billion annually in capital investments on new mail processing equipment and other equipment designed to increase efficiency,36 your mail service is not getting more efficient. Perhaps this is because postal managers sometimes keep “using [obsolete] mechanical equipment even when automatic equipment was available, just to keep workers from standing around idle.”37 Or it may be because postal union contracts prohibit the Postal Service from reassigning idle workers to facilities that actually need them.38 Even as the Postal Service was losing $8.5 billion in 2010 (with that much cash, you could actually buy Chrysler), the confident president of the American Postal Workers Union still said that he was fighting for “more—more control over activities at work, more money, better benefits—we want more.”39 More, more, more.

Similarly, while many countries in the world transformed their air traffic control system using Global Positioning System (GPS) technology over a decade ago, our air traffic controllers union is still resisting this “new” technology.40 “Wait!” you protest. “Air traffic controllers union? Didn’t President Reagan hand those guys their heads in the early ’80s?” Yes. But, like a zombie buried prematurely, the union hand reached out from the grave. Just a few years later, air traffic controllers re-unionized and elected the National Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCA) as their exclusive representative. Why? Because they needed the union to protect their jobs against improved technology making many air traffic control jobs obsolete.41

We all rely on GPS today to find the best route, even to keep a virtual eye on where our friends are via Facebook and collect badges at our favorite coffee bar via foursquare. Why is our air traffic control system ignoring GPS and still handing off aircraft from tower to tower across the country using radar, more or less the same way we did when John F. Kennedy was president?42 It’s because a GPS-based system requires significantly fewer controllers to do the same job, and union bosses prefer to stick with the old system. So long as unions have friends in high places in our government, flying in the United States will be more expensive and less efficient than in all those other countries that use GPS.

And how did the union handle it when national news media reported incidences of air traffic controllers falling asleep on the job, putting planes and passengers’ lives in jeopardy? The union negotiated with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for the perfect solution—for each shift, it required that another air traffic controller be placed on duty to make sure that the first air traffic controller doesn’t fall asleep, and actually allowed controllers to listen to the radio and read on the job to help keep themselves awake.43 If that doesn’t work, undoubtedly the unions can propose an air traffic controller watcher watcher. And so on.

In government, we all know who the dinosaurs are—some postal workers, air traffic controllers, and pencil pushers. These are the people who would lose if the unions were kicked out and the government streamlined itself. And the winners would be us, the taxpayers. But we are dispersed and not fully aware of what the unions and our government are up to. Most of us still believe that we’re flying pretty safe and getting our mail more or less on time. By the same token, when we really need a package delivered quickly, we bypass the U.S. Postal Service and take a stroll down to nonunionized FedEx instead.


Buying the Government

Government employee unions use campaign contributions and political support to influence government decision makers at all levels of government. Using this very friendly and effective method of persuasion, the government employee unions can get Congress to give them more federal workers to unionize, persuade states to force more workers to pay dues to them, and ensure that other elected officials go easy on them in contract negotiations.

Political activity was not as important to the private sector unions because politicians couldn’t generally affect the unions’ bottom line as directly. But buying political influence—legal bribery—works perfectly for government employee unions. After all, it is the government that determines whether these unions will be able to represent new groups of government employees, so it makes sense for unions to invest their money in putting their friends in government. These unions run like smoothly oiled machines, and they argue that nobody gets hurt by their political influence. Except the American pie maker, that is.


The Real 1%

What do government employee unions do with all that dues money that they earn off the backs of government workers and American taxpayers? They pay the Shadowbosses first, of course. While former SEIU president Andy Stern lamented the fact that people “sometimes think being a union leader is a right or an inheritance,”44 the truth is that the Shadowbosses themselves think that being a union boss is a right. Stern himself drew $306,388 in compensation in 2009 before stepping down in 2010.45 Being a Shadowboss is like being a dictator of a third-world country—once you’ve got power, you don’t step down willingly and you take as much as you can while you are in office.

Gerald McEntee, the president of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), makes $555,367.46 AFSCME’s former international secretary-treasurer William Lucy took home $847,810 in salary alone in 2010. AFSCME had sixteen executives at the national headquarters who made in excess of $200,000 per year, and almost half its headquarters employees made over $75,000 in 2010. There are many more union officials earning high salaries at the state and local level, although this information is much harder to come by. In contrast, the average AFSCME member makes less than $45,000 per year.47

Dennis Van Roekel, president of the National Education Association, makes almost $400,000; Randi Weingarten, president of the American Federation of Teachers, makes over $425,000 in salary annually, almost ten times what an average teacher earns.48 And over half the union officials at the headquarters of the two teachers unions make over $75,000 a year. Even a pro-labor commentator complained about bloated union boss salaries, “With union members everywhere getting squeezed by employers, fat salaries for top officials only widen the gap between elected leaders and the rank and file.”49 The left—including the unions—proclaims that it’s unfair for Wall Street executives to make huge salaries, and that the 1 percent are living off the rest of us. But the true 1 percent includes the union bosses, who rake in the money, dine at the White House, and live it up on the backs of their members. By any measure, workers should be striking against the union bosses themselves!


The left—including the unions—proclaims that it’s unfair for Wall Street executives to make huge salaries, and that the 1 percent are living off the rest of us. But the true 1 percent includes the union bosses, who rake in the money, dine at the White House, and live it up on the backs of their members. By any measure, workers should be striking against the union bosses themselves!



Government’s where it’s at, and the government employee unions have one goal: grow government, unionize more government workers, and charge the bill to the taxpayers. And that’s just what’s happened. Anytime you see potential government growth, you should suspect that the government employee unions are behind it.


UNION BOSSES’ SALARIES AT THE LARGEST GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE UNIONS AND FEDERATIONS



	Union or Federation
	Top Officials and their salaries
	Union Officials making over $75,000 at national union headquarters out of total employees*
	Membership



	AFL-CIO Federation
	Richard Trumka (compensation $283,340); Previously John Sweeney (1995–2009)
	206 of 404
	Total membership of affiliated unions is 11.7 million



	National Education Association (NEA)
	Dennis Van Roekel (compensation $397,721)
	532 of 992
	Almost 3.3 million members including teachers, school support staff, school administrators, and higher education staff



	Service Employees International Union (SEIU)
	Mary Kay Henry (compensation $253,660); Previously Andy Stern (1996–2010) and John Sweeney (1980–1995)
	340 of 892
	1.9 million members including one million government employees, public school employees, bus drivers, and child care providers



	American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME)
	Gerald McEntee, President, (compensation $555,367); Previously Jerry Wurf (1964–1981)
	292 of 662
	Almost 1.5 million members including law enforcement, home care providers, EMTs, sanitation workers, social workers, government office workers



	International Brotherhood of Teamsters
	James P. Hoffa Jr. (compensation $368,000); Previously Jimmy Hoffa (1958–1971)
	190 of 630
	1.3 million members including 239,000 government workers in law enforcement, prisons, public works, schools



	American Federation of Teachers (AFT)
	Randi Weingarten (compensation $428,284); Previously Al Shanker (1974–1997)
	256 of 412
	887,567 members including teachers, district employees, bus drivers, cafeteria employees



	International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF)
	Harold Schaitberger (compensation $324,903)
	107 of 144
	296,186 members



	American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE)
	John Gage (compensation $214,097)
	151 of 339
	280,292 members—AFGE is the largest union for civilian, non-postal federal employees



	Postal Unions
	Various
	Various
	Postal unions include the National Association of Letter Carriers (285,592 members), the American Postal Workers Union (248,012 members), and Postal Mail Handlers (198,042 members)




Many other unions also represent government workers, including National Treasury Employees Union, United Steelworkers, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, International Association of Machinists, United Auto Workers, Communications Workers of America, and others.

* These unions have many additional employees at the state and/or local level with salaries over $75,000 but only the employees of the national union are given here.

All union official compensation and membership numbers from union reports to Office of Labor-Management Standards (OLMS), Center for Union Fact, and official union websites.



Where Do Government Employee Unions Come From?

If you were hired today as a police officer in California, a teacher in New York, or as a government bureaucrat in Illinois, you would be told that there is a specific union that will represent you in matters with your employer. You will also be told that you will be paying dues or fees to that union for the privilege of representation.50 And if you refuse to pay these union tithes, you will be fired. Simple enough.

But how did that union get all this power? Clearly, you have no say in the matter, but what about Old Joe, who’s been here for the last twenty years? It turns out he doesn’t know how the union got there, either. It was here when he was hired. Old Joe never voted to bring in the union or to keep it there. It just seems that the union has always been there since the dawn of time.

Actually, most government employee unions gained control over government workers sometime in the 1960s or early 1970s, when many states passed laws allowing monopoly collective bargaining over government workers. A state might have done this because it was a trend sweeping the nation at the time—all the cool states were doing it. Or, more likely, the unions had made enough pro–labor union “friends” in the legislature and had supported the governor in his election to make it happen. Now, unions exercise collective bargaining power over at least some state and local government workers in forty-three states, plus the District of Columbia.51

In any case, when these laws were first passed, a bunch of different labor unions made a beeline for your state, like flies to honey, and tried to unionize every group of government workers in sight. First, the unions as a group would have had to convince at least 30 percent of the workers in a bargaining group, say the police officers in San Diego County, to sign cards asking the state to hold a union election. Once the unions had collected enough cards, the state held a secret-ballot election. That is when it got ugly. For a few weeks or months, the various unions fought tooth and nail—and kneecap—for every last worker, spending hundreds of dollars per worker trying to get their vote. When the election was held, whichever union won the majority of votes from police officers voting in the election was certified as the representative for all police officers in the county. The other unions licked their wounds and went away to organize other workers in other jurisdictions.

What if you voted against the union because you wanted to be able to negotiate your own pay and benefits individually with the department? Too bad. The union became your exclusive representative, too.


Union Contracts

The newly installed union would now negotiate detailed contracts with the county or locality. The first contract would be a “union security contract” giving the union power to represent workers and collect dues; the second contract would cover employment terms for the officers.

The union’s highest priority in negotiating its own contract is always a “forced dues” provision that allows the union to collect dues and fees from every worker it represents, union member or not. This is the gold mine that fuels the government employee union movement. The represented workers aren’t forced to actually join the union—but even if they don’t join, they are forced to pay “agency fees” to the union, which unions more gently call “fair-share” fees. Because the nonmember fees are the same or almost the same as union dues, most workers join the union. With union membership, you get some extra insurance coverage, some other benefits—and most of all, the union thug outside your office door or hovering over your cubicle will go away. So if you can’t beat ’em, you might as well join ’em.

For unions, forced-dues contracts are a home run—they get to extract money from your wallet without your permission or say-so. Forced-dues provisions are permitted in twenty-seven states and in union contracts in at least twenty-two states.52 Generally, more than three-quarters of the dues income that government worker unions collect is from forced-dues states. In fact, over half the unions’ total dues income comes from just six states: California, New York, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and New Jersey.53

So, what services does the union provide you in exchange for your dues? The union gets between you and your employer in matters involving your job. Your union negotiates an employment contract that controls every aspect of your working life—from how much salary you get (where permitted by law) to how early you can retire, from how much vacation you can get every year to how many bathroom breaks you can take every day.54 Union representatives will also handle any complaints that you have against your employer, or your employer may have against you, and on and on. You will not generally deal with your employer on matters concerning your employment—only via the union representative. If you have a fight with your boss, instead of sitting down with your boss directly, you get your union representative, your boss gets his lawyer, and they have a chat.

And the union gets some goodies, too—the government must pay union officials for the time that they spend on union matters—called “official time” or “release time”—and give the union the right to be present physically in your government workplace, to keep other unions out of your workplace, to use your workplace mail system, to keep other unions from using your mail system, and other benefits. It’s a great deal for the union.

When contracts are renegotiated, the members of your union get to decide whether or not to accept the union contract, which is generally coupled with automatic recertification of the union until the next contract is put into place.55 Very few members vote in these matters—very often, less than 10 percent—probably because union members realize that this is just rubber-stamping. And so life goes on, with the union having a virtual lock on a group of workers until the end of time.

So you get a government job forty years after the union was certified in your workplace. You don’t get to decide whether you want this particular union to represent you—or whether you want a union to represent you at all. And you don’t get to decide whether you want to pay union dues. You just get to decide whether you want to take the job—isn’t that just a whole lot simpler?


Official Time

One of the craziest things that our government does is actually pay union officials to work for the union during their paid workday—called “official time” (or “release time”). Union officials and “volunteers” are actually paid for time that they spend at work on union matters. And some government employees can even work on union matters all the time for decades, without performing any actual work for the government, and still get paid their government salary, benefits, and longevity raises.


One of the craziest things that our government does is actually pay union officials to work for the union during their paid workday—called “official time” (or “release time”). Union officials and “volunteers” are actually paid for time that they spend at work on union matters. And some government employees can even work on union matters all the time for decades, without performing any actual work for the government, and still get paid their government salary, benefits, and longevity raises.



Official time is one of those key provisions that unions demand in their collective bargaining agreement with the government. As James Sherk of the Heritage Foundation explains, “Official time is a public subsidy for private matters. If federal employees value their union representation, then they should pay for it with their dues. If they do not value that representation enough to pay for it, taxpayers should not subsidize it.”56 But we do.

The federal government permits official time under federal law, but is not required to keep track of how much it costs taxpayers. But the past few years, they checked on it for chuckles, and found out that federal employees spent over 3 million hours in 2010 on official time, representing over 1,700 man-years of work and costing taxpayers about $137 million.57 Our federal, state, and local governments combined pay for over 23 million hours of official time annually, representing around 13,000 man-years of work and costing taxpayers over $1 billion per year.58 One commentator cleverly noted, “Official time allows union representatives to conduct routine union affairs and file frivolous grievances during working hours. Like an open bar at a wedding, there’s no cost to the guest (the union) but great cumulative cost to the bride’s father (the taxpayers).”59


Monopoly Bargaining over Government Workers

In most private businesses, you bargain for yourself—no group has the monopoly power to bargain for you. If you get an offer to be an insurance broker at a business on Main Street, you will negotiate with the owner of the business over your starting salary, relocation expenses, health insurance contributions, company car, and other benefits. Then, a year after you have taken the job, when a rival firm makes you an offer to jump ship and go work for them, you renegotiate with your original employer for better terms. You’re responsible for setting your working conditions with your employer. Nobody does it for you.

Now, imagine instead that you decide to take that job we have been talking about as a policeman in San Diego. When you are hired for that job, you are given the union-negotiated contract that specifies your pay, benefits, and nearly every aspect of your job. The union is your exclusive bargaining representative in almost all matters involving your job. This is not a service that they perform for you—it is a power that they hold over you. You are not even allowed to speak with your employer about any matter involving your job without the union doing the speaking for you. To the union, you are not an individual but a member of a bargaining unit—a group of employees that are represented by the same union and bound by the same union-negotiated contract. Whether you like it or not, you are part of a collective, a group of people that are dealt with only as a group. The union bargains for all of you as though you’re identical widgets.


Collective Bargaining Burdens

Unions like to talk about the right to collective bargaining, but it is no right. Collective bargaining is what happens to you when your actual right to sell your own labor is taken away from you and given instead to a government employee union.

There is nothing wrong with individual workers deciding that they want to be members of a labor union. Free association is the essence of American republicanism. Workers have the right to join a union, a church, or any lawful assembly, as do all Americans. But with government employee unions, usually an earlier group of workers selected the union and made the choice to unionize. This election may have taken place forty or fifty years ago, but the union still has the power to represent all current and future workers—until the union is decertified, which rarely happens. The unions’ collective bargaining power tramples the worker’s right to sell his own labor.

Current workers didn’t choose to bargain with their employers collectively—the union is already representing them whether they want it to or not. When it comes to employment, your relationship with the employer is supposed to be consensual. The Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution bars slavery and involuntary servitude. If you’re being forced to work for a union—which in essence is what happens when you take a job at a unionized employer and are forced to pay union dues—you’re not giving your consent to that relationship. You should not have to pay a middleman at a private organization like a union just to get or keep your government job.

With collective bargaining, the union also inserts itself between the government employer and its employees, and sours the relationship. The union sets up an “us versus them” mind-set by casting its demands as a fight for employees’ “rights” against the employer.60 As a result, employees tend to be more connected to their union than to their employer. The government has transferred part of its “boss” function over its own employees to the union, while retaining its full responsibility to pay their salaries.


One of the arguments against privatizing a lot of government functions like the police, jails, and schools is that these functions are too important to be subject to market forces. But if these critical functions shouldn’t be subject to Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” of the market, they certainly should not be subject to the “iron fist” of the labor unions.



One of the arguments against privatizing a lot of government functions like the police, jails, and schools is that these functions are too important to be subject to market forces. But if these critical functions shouldn’t be subject to Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” of the market, they certainly should not be subject to the “iron fist” of the labor unions. The market—in contrast to the union—would keep salaries, benefits, and retirement packages for government workers at market norms, would increase productivity, and would improve the fiscal health of our nation significantly.


Good Faith Leads to Bad Bargains

Another important right that the government gives up when it lets the union fox into its hen house is its right to walk away from the table in negotiations with the union. The terms of the collective bargaining agreement compel the government to bargain with the union in good faith.61 So, the government employer cannot walk away from the bargaining table, but must continue bargaining with the union until agreement is reached, or in most cases, face binding arbitration. This means unelected arbitrators can get the final decision on the terms of employment contracts between our government and its employees.

Unlike the government’s own negotiators, the arbitrators make the decision based on what they consider fair, regardless of its cost and how the state will pay for it. This means arbitrators actually have the power to force a state or municipality to raise taxes by granting costly concessions to the unions and government employees.62 As economist Charles Baird explains, “An arbitrator in government-sector labor disputes is unelected but has power unilaterally to determine the size of government payrolls and thus significantly affect state fiscal priorities. Some states have been forced to raise taxes to pay arbitrators’ awards.”63 Baird calls this a form of “taxation without representation.”

Once the arbitrator approves a concession, the state or locality is left to figure out how to pay for it.64 But politicians may not mind arbitration because they can blame the arbitrator for overly generous terms in union contracts, giving politicians political cover against criticism from other constituents.


Strike!

The biggest problem with unionization of government workers is strikes. In theory, organizing workers into labor unions is supposed to promote “labor peace” because there is an organized procedure for workers and employers to work out their differences. In reality, unionizing workers increases the number of work stoppages and strikes, whether legal or illegal. A frequently quoted labor truism is “The only illegal strike is an unsuccessful one.”65 When strikes are successful, the strikers negotiate for amnesty for their illegal strike activity. So, no-strike clauses don’t have the teeth needed to actually prevent strikes.

Strikes are not only a problem for our nation, but also for the workers themselves. Union members don’t have any rights to vote on whether or not their union calls a strike. Unions themselves decide how to call a strike which may include a vote by union members, but may just involve a decision by union officers. And of course, if the union calls a strike, union members lose their pay and receive only “strike pay” from the union, which is generally a lot less, so a prolonged strike can cause members significant financial hardship.66

Strikes are more pernicious when undertaken by government workers than in the private sector. If workers in a toothpaste factory go on strike, using one of President Reagan’s favorite examples, people can just buy a different type of toothpaste. The business owner loses, but the community doesn’t suffer much. But what happens when the police or firefighters in your city go on strike? Other than a few private security firms out there, the government has a monopoly on protecting citizens from crime and fire. If the police or firefighters in your community go on strike—whether their union-negotiated contract permits them to do so or not—who are the citizens in that community going to call?

The power given to the labor unions over government workers is far more ominous for public safety workers than for mere pencil pushers. As one commentator put it, collective bargaining is less of a problem when “the maintenance men of a public zoo are authorized to compel public bargaining than when soldiers, policemen, firefighters, public-school teachers, and garbagemen have such authority.”67

If government workers who provide essential services to our nation are organized and can strike, whether legally or illegally, the community faces a real threat. This is one of the reasons that Congress prohibited collective bargaining over certain national security employees—the FBI, the CIA, and the Secret Service.68 We just can’t have the men and women who are responsible for our national security called off the job for a strike. But as we will see in Chapter 4, the Obama Administration permitted the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) to unionize, creating a big chink in our national security armor.69 Other national security employees and civilian military employees have been unionized as well, which could leave our nation defenseless and exposed in case of strikes.


Problems with Right-to-Work States

If you are lucky enough to live in a right-to-work state, you probably don’t think these points really apply to your state. After all, you think, we don’t even have unions in our state.



RIGHT-TO-WORK AND FORCED-UNIONISM STATES
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Wrong. As you will see in nearly every chapter of this book, right-to-work laws protect most workers in your state from the worst union ill—forcing workers to pay union dues to get or keep their job.70 But government employee unions are still operating in every state in America and affecting policy and elections there. Right-to-work laws are good, but we must do better if we are going to defeat the government employee union menace that is plaguing our nation.

Right-to-work laws are a significant step in the right direction. The greatest goal of unions, as we’ve explained, is to increase the number of workers from whom it can forcibly collect dues. Nothing else impacts the bottom line of the unions more than forced-dues collection, so the unions are constantly trying to find new pockets of workers that they can force into this type of economic servitude. If more states passed right-to-work laws and made union membership truly voluntary, union bosses would stop being the Shadowbosses that they are today. It is that simple.

Government workers in right-to-work states do join unions, but far fewer join than in the forced-dues states, where the workers are forced to pay union dues whether they join the union or not.

Right-to-work laws, which are on the books in twenty-three states, protect most workers only against being forced to pay dues to a union—not against being forced to accept representation by a union. Hard as it is to believe, sixteen of the twenty-three right-to-work states can and do permit unions to exercise collective bargaining power over government workers at the state or local level. Collective bargaining gives unions considerable influence over government in these states.

To prevent union control over government workers, states must actually prevent the state government and its localities from giving unions collective bargaining power over workers, as seven states do: Arizona, Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia. Only these states come close to adequately protecting workers’ rights and, correspondingly, have among the lowest unionization rates of government workers in the nation. But even prohibiting collective bargaining doesn’t prevent the government employee unions from reaching into almost every state and local election, as we’ll show.


RIGHT-TO-WORK STATES THAT FORBID UNION BARGAINING FOR GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
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Conclusion

This sad tale began when government employee unions and elected officials realized that they could do more together than apart. With the unions backing them, elected officials didn’t have to eat so many corn dogs and kiss so many babies at so many state fairs. Rather than having to please thousands of voters, politicians found it far easier just to gratify their Shadowbosses, the government employee union officials. And union officials realized that rather than trying to organize all those businesses, they could get the government to let them unionize huge numbers of government employees, more or less with the stroke of a pen. Of course, none of the government officials who sign exorbitant union contracts actually have to pay for them—that is your job as an American taxpayer.

The scam was on.

Not surprisingly, the transformation to union control of our government didn’t happen all at once. There’s an old saying about how to cook a frog. If you put a frog in a pot of boiling water, the frog will jump out. But if you put a frog in a pot of cold water and gradually heat the water, the frog will stay in the pot, trying to adapt until it’s too late and he is cooked.

You, dear taxpayer, are the frog.

In the next chapter, we will tell you how you got in the pot, who turned up the heat, and why you’re starting to feel more than a little woozy.







Chapter 1 Summary Points



	Union bosses pay themselves rich salaries by getting you to foot the bill.

	Of the 125 million people working in America, only about 13 percent are represented by a union. For private sector workers, less than 7 percent are members of a union. But of the 20.5 million people working for our government, 41 percent are represented by a government employee union.

	One in three federal workers is represented by a union. Thirty-five percent of state workers and almost 47 percent of local workers are unionized, and as much as 60 to 70 percent of government employees are unionized in certain heavily unionized states.

	Two in three teachers, police officers, and firefighters are unionized.

	Government service is now more lucrative than the private sector. Federal workers can earn 30 to 40 percent more in salary and benefits and 22 percent more in cash salary than they would earn in the private sector with the same skills.

	There are over 459,016 federal workers making over $100,000 in salary—over one in five of all federal civil service workers. Federal employees get up to ten weeks of paid leave per year, or almost the equivalent of working only four days a week.

	Government workers retire at full pension substantially earlier than private sector workers retire (usually only with their savings and Social Security).

	The key to union wealth and power is forced-dues contract provisions, which are permitted in twenty-seven states and practiced in at least twenty-two states.

	Federal, state, and local government employees work on union matters for about 23 million hours annually—while being paid by the government. This “official time” costs American taxpayers over $1 billion per year.

	Government employee unions can cripple America’s economy, communities, and national security via strikes.

	Right-to-work laws protect workers against being forced to pay dues to a union in twenty-three states, but in sixteen of these states, government workers can still be forced under union collective bargaining control.






HOW DOES YOUR STATE RANK?







	States Ranked by Percent of Government Employees in a Labor Union (Right-to-Work States in Bold)



	Rank
	State
	Government Employees in a Union (percent)
	Government Employees in a Union or Represented by a Union (percent)



	1
	New York
	72.2
	75.3



	2
	Connecticut
	64.5
	66.3



	3
	Massachusetts
	62.9
	64.2



	4
	Rhode Island
	62.6
	63.7



	5
	Minnesota
	60.0
	61.8



	6
	Oregon
	59.4
	62.9



	7
	New Jersey
	58.9
	60.4



	8
	California
	56.9
	60.0



	9
	Alaska
	53.2
	56.0



	10
	Washington
	52.4
	56.5



	11
	Illinois
	52.0
	54.1



	12
	Michigan
	52.0
	55.0



	13
	Pennsylvania
	51.8
	56.6



	14
	Hawaii
	50.7
	53.4



	15
	Wisconsin
	50.3
	53.4



	16
	New Hampshire
	48.8
	54.6



	17
	Vermont
	48.7
	52.2



	18
	Maine
	45.8
	55.5



	19
	Ohio
	42.6
	45.6



	20
	Nevada
	40.9
	47.1



	21
	Montana
	38.4
	41.9



	22
	Delaware
	36.7
	39.5



	23
	Iowa
	35.9
	46.0



	24
	Maryland
	31.0
	34.8



	25
	Indiana
	28.3
	31.4



	26
	West Virginia
	26.9
	30.2



	27
	Colorado
	26.4
	29.8



	28
	Florida
	26.4
	31.8



	29
	Nebraska
	25.4
	32.6



	30
	Alabama
	24.8
	26.8



	31
	Missouri
	21.4
	28.1



	32
	Kentucky
	19.9
	24.6



	33
	Kansas
	19.7
	27.8



	34
	Utah
	17.6
	22.2



	35
	D.C.
	17.5
	19.7



	36
	New Mexico
	17.4
	23.8



	37
	Texas
	17.1
	21.1



	38
	Arizona
	16.6
	21.2



	39
	Oklahoma
	16.6
	21.1



	40
	North Dakota
	16.5
	21.2



	41
	South Dakota
	16.3
	21.9



	42
	Tennessee
	15.3
	20.0



	43
	Idaho
	14.9
	17.1



	44
	Virginia
	14.1
	17.1



	45
	Wyoming
	13.5
	16.2



	46
	Arkansas
	12.2
	13.9



	47
	South Carolina
	11.8
	15.4



	48
	Mississippi
	10.4
	15.3



	49
	Georgia
	9.9
	12.4



	50
	Louisiana
	9.8
	13.9



	51
	North Carolina
	9.1
	13.3




Based on data provided by Unionstats.com.

Data Sources: Current Population Survey (CPS) Outgoing Rotation Group (ORG) Earnings Files, 2011. Sample includes employed wage and salary workers, ages 16 and over.

© 2012 by Barry T. Hirsch and David A. Macpherson. The use of data requires citation.



CHAPTER 2

The Union Fist

IN a small city in upstate New York, near Buffalo, the bosses of a local union are on trial. They are charged with federal racketeering and extortion conspiracy in their efforts to encourage local companies to sign labor contracts with the union. What did they do? They allegedly threw boiling coffee at nonunion workers and committed $1 million in vandalism of company property.1 Court documents also charge them with sending threatening letters to company officials at their homes, stabbing a company president in the neck, and telling another company executive that they were going to his home to sexually assault his wife.2

But the most unbelievable part of the case was an alleged conversation between a union boss and a company president. The president allegedly asked the union boss why he should sign a collective bargaining agreement with the union: “You guys slash my tires, stab me in the neck, try to beat me up in a bar. What are the positives to signing? There are only negatives.”

“The positives,” the union boss allegedly replied, “are that the negatives you are complaining about would go away.”3

This story sounds like it has to be a joke, but it is taken directly from the grand jury indictment in the case.

How did the unions get so brazen about their power over companies—and now our government? Unions have a long history of thuggery, and the rise of government employee unions is likewise mired in corruption and deceit. It involves egregious threats of violence and high-level manipulation. But it started, as most awful things do, with good intentions.


Labor Unions Rising

In the mid-1800s, labor unions started out as voluntary organizations of workers in particular trades. Workers joined unions of their own free will, and the unions bargained for better salaries, benefits, and working conditions on behalf of their members. In some cases, labor unions helped workers improve dangerous and unhealthy working conditions. The meatpackers unions, for example, were backed by the public thanks to the muckraking work of Upton Sinclair, author of the 1906 novel The Jungle. In that book, he depicted meat workers toiling under terrible working conditions; some stumbled into rendering tanks and were made into lard, which went on grocery shelves nonetheless.

In many cases, labor unions coerced workers to join their unions and brought violent, bloody strikes to their industries. Bashing heads and breaking kneecaps were accepted weapons in the union arsenal. But the important point is that unions started out as voluntary associations—even if those associations became less voluntary over time. So how did forced unionism begin and then spread to the government sector?

It started during World War I, when President Woodrow Wilson relied on labor unions to organize workers for the war effort, as an emergency measure to increase productivity and preserve labor peace.4 But it took the Great Depression to truly legitimize labor unions. The Depression—and President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s class-warfare rhetoric—made people believe that the rich were making their money on the backs of poor workers. These people also came to believe that labor unions would rebalance the power between workers and business owners.

President Roosevelt was one of the biggest proponents of labor unions and redistribution of wealth. Despite being an immensely rich white fellow, FDR despised the so-called moneyed class. The rich, he claimed, were trying to take excess profits from their businesses and, in the process, cheating workers out of what was rightfully theirs. Thus, laws needed to be changed to give labor unions more power to grab a bigger chunk of the profits.

Fighting against excess profits by businesses was a popular rallying cry of the time, mainly because of its populist message: soak the rich. In a way, FDR was the first member of the broad Occupy Wall Street coalition.


End of Voluntarism

The father of the American labor union movement, Samuel Gompers, had opposed forcing workers into labor unions when he led the American Federation of Labor through 1924. “No lasting gain has ever come from compulsion,” he said.5 Furthermore, Gompers believed that man’s ownership of his own labor is a precious right: “The only difference between a free man and a slave is the right to sell or withhold his labor power. This precious right must be cherished and guarded against all invasions.”6 Gompers had articulated a very important principle of workers’ rights—everyone has the right to sell or refuse to sell his labor in the marketplace. If workers decide to sell their labor collectively, that is fine as long as it is their choice to do so and they are not forced into collective bargaining.

But FDR wasn’t concerned with preserving voluntarism in the labor movement. In 1935, Congress passed and FDR signed the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA). The chief Senate sponsor of the NLRA was New York Democrat Robert Wagner—which is why the law is still commonly referred to as the Wagner Act. Wagner was a member of Roosevelt’s “Brain Trust,” and a true believer in the “excess profits” line of reasoning. The Wagner Act gave labor unions extensive powers to unionize workers in American businesses. Those powers would be extended to allow unions to organize government workers around a quarter century later.

After the Wagner Act passed, workers could be forced to join a union and forced to pay union dues to get or keep their jobs. So, if you worked in a factory and a majority of workers decided to accept a union as their representative, you’d now be represented by the union, and you’d have to pay dues. Only later, in 1947, did the Labor-Management Relations Act (also known as the Taft-Hartley Act) allow individual states to pass right-to-work laws giving workers protection against being fired for not paying union dues, and there are now twenty-three right-to-work states with these laws on the books.

After passage of the Wagner Act, businesses had a much harder time resisting labor unions who came in to unionize their workforce. As historian Burton Folsom explains, “The Wagner Act certainly weighted the scales toward labor.”7 The Wagner Act requires employers to bargain collectively with unions. It also forbids employers from using certain “unfair labor practices” to prevent employees from unionizing. The Act also put into place a watchdog organization to make sure that businesses were abiding by the new restrictions: the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB). As you’d expect, the NLRB is usually used as a pro-union club against businesses. (In 2011, the NLRB brought suit against Boeing for opening a new factory in right-to-work South Carolina instead of expanding its operations in union-dominated Washington State, which NLRB dropped when Boeing reached an agreement with the union in its Washington plant to expand production there.)8

For nearly two years after the Wagner Act was adopted, it had relatively little impact because employees and businesses expected the law would be overturned by the U.S. Supreme Court as unconstitutional—as it should have been. In April 1937, the Court, under intense pressure from FDR, who threatened to pack the Court with additional justices to get the decision that he wanted,9 upheld the constitutionality of the Wagner Act in a 5–4 decision. Once approved by the Court, the Wagner Act accomplished what Wagner and FDR had intended it to do—increase unionization. Membership in labor unions soared—the United Auto Workers actually experienced a tenfold increase in membership in the year the case was decided.10

The other corollary was that within just a few months after the Supreme Court’s decision upholding the Wagner Act, business profits fell dramatically. After job growth of almost 7 million jobs over the previous five years, the economy turned downward again in 1937, and 1.9 million jobs were lost from the economy. Private sector employment didn’t reach its pre-Depression level until 1941, as industry mobilized for World War II.11

With the labor unions owing their prominence to FDR, an unshakable alliance was formed between unions and Democrats. FDR and other politicians had pushed for the Wagner Act based on their progressive worldview, of course—but their support also had something to do with their campaign coffers, which were increasingly full of labor union cash.12 As the unions prospered, so did their favored politicians.

Meanwhile, labor unions were focused on growing their membership and their bottom lines. “We are in business to make money,” said thug-boss Jimmy Hoffa of the Teamsters, who would disappear mysteriously in 1975. “We are out for every quarter we can get.” James Peirce, the president of the National Federation of Federal Employees, agreed: “We all need more members, greater representation, more money for our political funds.”13 William W. Winpisinger, the International Association of Machinists president, focused on socialist goals: “I am convinced the only way organized labor can repel the armies of right-wing radicalism is by fighting for total redistribution of this nation’s income and wealth.”14 The mission hasn’t changed. Unions are still pushing for forced redistribution of income—from everyone else to them.

Even FDR felt that extending collective bargaining to government workers would be disastrous because it could lead to government workers striking against the government, which would be “unthinkable and intolerable.”15 The unthinkable and intolerable, however, would soon become the law of the land.


From FDR to JFK

A little more than a quarter of a century later, another friend of labor would open the gate to government workers unions. In January 1962, President John F. Kennedy signed Executive Order No. 10,988, granting unions monopoly bargaining power over federal employees.16 The Executive Order was supposed to promote the idea that “orderly and constructive relationships be maintained between employee organizations and management officials.”17 And for Kennedy, this meant interposing unions between government workers and their employer through collective bargaining.

By extending collective bargaining to federal government workers, the Executive Order would prove to be a win-win for the unions and Democrats. And more union power meant getting a little closer to the permanent establishment of a dominant Democrat Party.

Before Kennedy’s Executive Order, many federal employees, like private workers, had the right to join a union. The National Treasury Employees Union was founded in 1938;18 the American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE), now the largest union representing federal workers,19 was founded in 1932. And our foreign service employees could join the American Foreign Service Association as early as 1924.20

But JFK’s Executive Order changed everything. For the first time, federal employees could be forced to accept a union as their “exclusive” bargaining representative, just like in the private sector.

Not a big deal, right? Wrong. Having unions represent private workers in their dealings with business owners is vastly different from having unions represent government workers in their dealings with their government employer, as we’ve explained. “You know,” F. Scott Fitzgerald is said to have told Ernest Hemingway, “the rich are different from you and me.” “Yes,” Hemingway replied. “They have more money.” The government is different from the rest of us, too. It can hand out as much cash as it wants to anybody and never has to face any real consequences. No bankruptcy. When government employee unions wrest concessions from the government, the cost comes right out of the taxpayers’ pockets—the government officials supposedly negotiating for the taxpayers don’t feel a thing. It’s good to be the government. But it’s even better to be the union bargaining against the government.

Now, JFK didn’t go so far as to allow unions to collect dues from every federal worker that they represent. He actually carved out a provision allowing employees to decide whether or not to join a union and pay union dues. Those federal right-to-work protections have now become a critical right for federal workers.21 In the federal government and the right-to-work states, unions cannot force the workers that they represent to pay dues. This means that the unions’ real payout comes from the states that permit forced-dues collection.22

But JFK let the camel’s proverbial nose under the proverbial tent. Quite quickly after that, the camel came all the way into the tent and brought a bunch of his friends with him. More specifically, this Executive Order triggered a wave of copycat legislation in the states. These new laws authorizing collective bargaining over state and local government workers started in Wisconsin in 1959 but proliferated once Kennedy’s Executive Order was issued. Labor commentator Daniel DiSalvo notes, “In 1959, only three states had collective-bargaining laws for state and local employees; by 1980, 33 states had these laws.”23 Now, forty-three states permit collective bargaining over state or local government employees.24 And twenty-seven states permit forced-dues provisions in union contracts, and twenty-two states actively force unionized state and local workers to pay union dues as a condition of employment.25 These forced-dues states include heavily populated California, New York, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Michigan.

But how did things go so terribly wrong in most of the states? To tell this story, you will have to go back a few years and meet a little, bespectacled, unpleasant man named Jerry Wurf.


Angel of Death

Jerry Wurf had been afflicted with polio from the age of four, making even walking a struggle, but Wurf never shied away from a brawl. He got his start in union agitation organizing cafeteria workers in New York City in the mid-1940s. To get inside the cafeterias to organize the workers there, Wurf got himself hired as a cashier. Then he played rough. If a cafeteria owner resisted the union’s demands, Wurf suggested that busboys “drop a tray laden with dirty dishes at the end of a serving line.”26 The Yiddish-speaking cafeteria owners quickly gave Wurf the nickname of mal’ach hamaves, which means the “angel of death.”27

In 1947, the mal’ach hamaves went to work for the labor union American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) to help them in their early efforts to organize government workers.28 Their first goal was to get New York City to grant unions collective bargaining power over city workers.

There’s an old joke about a donkey trainer known far and wide for training donkeys in a gentle way, a “donkey whisperer.” One day, a man who had a recalcitrant donkey brought him to the donkey whisperer for training. The donkey trainer immediately pulled out a two-by-four and whacked the donkey right between the eyes. The man was taken aback. “Why would you do that?” he asked. “You’re supposed to be the donkey whisperer!” he cried. “Well,” said the donkey whisperer, “before you whisper, you need to get their attention.”

Wurf knew how to get the attention of the government: by smacking them between the eyes with political muscle. In return for giving the union the power to organize government workers, Wurf pledged direct political support to politicians—not just money, but turn-out-the-vote support in the streets. He offered Democrat Robert F. Wagner Jr. (the son of Senator Wagner, who sponsored the Wagner Act) support in his run for New York City mayor in 1954. In return, Wagner agreed to support giving unions collective bargaining power over city workers. AFSCME then went out into the streets and delivered the votes needed to elect Wagner mayor. Thus began the great synergistic alliance between politicians needing election support from unions and unions needing political support from politicians.29


Burn, Baby, Burn

Wurf’s innovative arrangement with Mayor Wagner in New York City led to a groundswell in unionization of state and local government workers across the country—from 341,000 in 1961 to 5 million under union collective bargaining control a brief fifteen years later.30 Wurf’s true agenda was to extend the New York City model across the country. In that effort, he was backed in full by the radical progressives who thought that a socialist America was just around the corner. Of course, it would take until 2008 for the real socialist America to come into being with the election of Barack Obama… but we’ll get to that.

Not all politicians were as accommodating to Wurf as Wagner. And to get less accommodating politicians on board, Wurf would have to break out a figurative two-by-four: the classic union threat of violence and coercion. Violence has always bubbled under the surface of the union movement. Labor unions had always relied on the implicit threat that if things didn’t go their way, they’d bring out the lead pipes. In many cases, this meant inciting violence and then allowing it to spin out of control.

In other words: burn, baby, burn.

Let’s look at what happened when Wurf got involved in 1968 in the union-hostile territory of Memphis, located in right-to-work Tennessee. Wurf came to woo the new Memphis mayor, hoping to secure monopoly bargaining and automatic dues check-off privileges for the local AFSCME sanitation workers union.


Memphis Blues

Working conditions for Memphis sanitation men were degrading and dismal at the time. By then, the famous Dempster Dumpster technology—that’s that sound that wakes you up at 5 a.m., when wheeled waste containers are mechanically tipped into a garbage truck—had already been available for three decades. But not in Memphis. There, sanitation men still had to pick up and carry metal garbage cans and dump them into heavy leather tubs. Then, they had to sling the tubs over their shoulders and carry them through people’s yards. Many of the tubs leaked, “and during the course of the day the caustic flow from the garbage caused huge welts on the men’s shoulders, arms, and torsos.”31

There were still more indignities: white crew chiefs typically addressed black sanitation collectors as “boy,” and black men were not promoted to the job of supervisor.32 Also, the sanitation men were paid to cover a certain number of city blocks per day, no matter how long it took—with no overtime. And in 1968, their average weekly pay was a bit over $70 a week.33 In a sense, the situation in Memphis was one of those situations where workers were actually being exploited and mistreated, and where organizing the workers could perhaps produce improvements in pay and working conditions as it had in the earlier part of the twentieth century for garment workers and others. But this is not the lesson of this particular story.

By adopting existing wheeled waste container technology, the city of Memphis could have dramatically reduced the number of man-hours needed for sanitation services. Why hadn’t the city of Memphis implemented such changes? The government didn’t want to change the existing system, which worked fine for the supervisors, at least. Wurf himself noted, “One of the real problems in public service is that the people who make management decisions may not be as concerned with efficiency and profit and loss as management in private industry would be.”34

In any case, the sanitation workers called a strike in February 1968. Wurf got involved, both to make sure that the strike succeeded and to get the city to recognize the AFSCME local as the sanitation workers’ exclusive bargaining representative.35 It might not have been the perfect moment to strike, because it violated a few important principles that Wurf had developed for a successful strike. First, Wurf said that you are “stupid if you have a garbage strike in January or February. It doesn’t stink as much as if you have it in the middle of the summer.” He also noted that Memphis mayor Henry Loeb was new in office, and “you don’t go after a politician the moment he gets into office. You haven’t had time to get people mad at him and you have to develop this.”36 Wurf didn’t call the strike, and “would have advised anyone against it,” but once the workers were out on strike, he was not going to send them back to work without getting concessions from the city.37

When faced with striking sanitation workers, Mayor Loeb agreed to institute overtime pay and uniform retirement benefits, and to fight racial discrimination. But he refused to recognize AFSCME as the sanitation workers’ exclusive bargaining representative and claimed that Tennessee law gave him no authority to hand union officials special privileges. He also refused to allow “dues checkoff”—which would have required the city to collect union dues on behalf of the union. Dues checkoff was critical to the union, but not very important to the workers themselves.38 Because AFSCME wouldn’t be recognized and they wouldn’t get dues checkoff, Wurf kept the workers out on strike. As the strike dragged on for weeks, both the sanitation workers and the city of Memphis faced real hardships.


MLK in Memphis

Then the sanitation workers and AFSCME received a ray of hope from the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Dr. King knew about the labor unions’ long history of sanctioning racial discrimination in employment, which union officials had not yet fully repudiated.39 But he supported the rights of working men and women as part of his civil rights mission.40 He therefore agreed to speak at a pro-strike rally of fifteen thousand people in downtown Memphis, and then to come back and lead a march through the city’s streets.

The procession, however, quickly turned violent—marchers and police clashed; youths broke away and began looting local stores.41 Having declared for many years he would never lead a violent march, Dr. King returned to his motel under his advisors’ recommendations and then went home to Atlanta.42 But Dr. King soon announced he would return to Memphis for another march on April 5.

And on that well-publicized return to Memphis, escaped convict James Earl Ray shot King to death. Ray had been planning to murder King in Atlanta, but he soon learned through the newspapers of King’s Memphis visit. Dr. King’s stalker arrived in Memphis on April 3, and was able to learn from the thoughtlessly informative local papers not just the motel, but also the very room number where his target was staying.

Always philosophical about the possibility of his being assassinated, Dr. King refused to maintain any security detail. On the night of April 3, King addressed a large crowd and gave his famous and prophetic speech. He said, “I just want to do God’s will. And He’s allowed me to go up the mountain. And I’ve looked over, and I’ve seen the Promised Land. I may not get there with you, but I want you to know tonight that we, as a people, will get to the Promised Land.”43 The next day, early in the evening, Dr. King was standing on his motel balcony. A single fatal shot by Ray brought down the great civil rights leader. Although the assassination was not connected with the sanitation workers’ strike, Wurf would make sure that AFSCME would be forever linked with Dr. King’s martyrdom when the history of the labor movement was written.


Never Waste a Good Crisis

Tragic as the assassination was for our nation, it was somewhat less tragic for Wurf and AFSCME, who quickly used the crisis to their advantage. Wurf might have agreed with President Obama’s first chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, who made the famous statement, “You never want a serious crisis to go to waste.” Emanuel explained further that what he meant by that is that a crisis gives you “an opportunity to do things you think you could not do before.”44 Dr. King’s assassination gave Wurf the opportunity to end the strike on terms favorable to AFSCME.

On the very evening of the murder, Wurf called William Welsh, then an assistant to Vice President Hubert Humphrey and later to become AFSCME’s political director.45 Unless the White House quickly intervened to settle the strike in favor of the sanitation workers, Wurf warned, violence would be the rule of the day. “I don’t know what buttons to press,” Wurf said, “but, g——, Memphis is going to burn.”46

The day after the King assassination, the White House dispatched Undersecretary of Labor James Reynolds to Memphis to prevent the violence that Wurf had predicted by bringing the strike to an end. The strike was quickly settled with the city, and indeed, riots did not occur in Memphis.47 Sanitation workers continued to lug tubs with forty to fifty-five gallons of trash through people’s backyards for low pay, but were now represented exclusively by the AFSCME local union complete with dues checkoff. AFSCME then quickly proceeded to go after other city employees in Memphis.48

Fortunately for Jerry Wurf and his cohorts, very few of the millions of Americans who sympathized with the plight of Memphis sanitation men during their strike in 1968 paid any attention to how it actually turned out for them. In the minds of many Americans, the Memphis sanitation strike led by AFSCME and Wurf was linked forever to the tragic death of Martin Luther King Jr.

The association between King’s assassination and the Memphis strike thus “identified AFSCME, in the public mind, as a union linked to the surging civil rights movement.” Wurf suddenly became a “unionist of national stature.”49 The AFSCME website today still proclaims proudly, “During the 60s, AFSCME’s struggles were linked with those of the civil rights movement.”50 But it took another thirteen years, until late 1981, for the city of Memphis and the AFSCME Local union to eliminate the back-breaking tubs with the introduction of curbside collection and wheeled garbage bins.51

Nonetheless, the AFSCME victory over the city of Memphis and other union victories greased the skids for even greater union takeovers of our government workers.52 Cascades of government workers in cities and states across America were going over the union falls—and worker freedom was going over those same falls in a barrel.


Memphis Blues Again

This was not the end of the story of union coercion in Memphis. Within a few short years, both the firefighters and police workers were unionized. Soon after, they struck. The story of these strikes shows us the true danger of unionizing critical public safety workers. Once organized, they can and will strike—even if striking is illegal. And when public safety workers go on strike, citizens are truly left unprotected.53

In July 1978, the local affiliate of the International Association of Fire Fighters ordered more than 1,400 firefighters to go out on strike. This union wasn’t aiming for decent pay or better working conditions with this strike. Not even close: this strike was over “shift differential”—the fact that firefighters received less additional pay for working less desirable shifts than other city employees received.54

Faced with striking firefighters, the new mayor, J. Wyeth Chandler, cobbled together a force of 150 substitute firefighters made up of supervisors, National Guard troops, the few firefighters who did not go on strike, and National Parks Service firefighters. Many members of this skeleton crew were not even familiar with the streets in the city of Memphis.

From the beginning, the strike was marked by widespread violence, vandalism, and other misconduct. Within twenty-four hours of the strike, tire slashing, headlight smashing, engine tampering, and destruction of medical equipment put most of the fire department’s ambulances out of operation.55 Using vandalism, union strikers took away the tools that the substitute firefighters would need to keep the population safe. What better way to pressure a city than put its population in real danger of being without essential safety services?

On the first weekend of the strike, three times as many fires were reported as normal—stretching the skeleton crew very thin. At the sites of some of the blazes, union militants physically blocked their substitutes from getting to the fires. And so Memphis burned. In just two days, fires caused an estimated $3 million in damage to the city.56 The Memphis police director reported that union agents were responsible for setting 90 to 95 percent of the fires. That’s actual arson on the part of the firefighters union. The police director exclaimed, “Last night was one of the most unreal scenes I’ve ever seen. It was like a World War II newsreel.”

After three days, the city’s firefighters returned to work, complying with a court injunction against the strike. But Memphians barely had time to catch their breath before the next illegal public-safety strike. Less than one week later, police went out on strike. What were they aiming for? They wanted an arbitration clause added to their contract so that future disputes between the police and the government employers would be sent to a neutral arbiter.

Once again, violence and intimidation were the order of the day. Officers who returned to work heard from anonymous phone callers threatening to “make your families pay,” to “take it out on your wife and kids,” and to “teach you a lesson.”57 Union members trashed twenty-five police vehicles and three fire trucks and blew up a tear-gas bomb in the county administrative building, all in pursuit of that all-important arbitration clause.

While this strike raged, the firefighters rejected the tentative contract that they negotiated the previous month and went out on a second illegal strike. Now, Memphis had police and firefighters both out on strike at the same time, creating a public service emergency. To add to the crisis, Memphis sanitation and teachers union bosses launched sympathy strikes in support of the police and fire unions. Within eight days, Memphis was brought to its knees. The mayor was forced to cut a deal with these various government employee unions—and that deal included a provision giving all the illegal strikers amnesty, except for those who had actually been caught committing felonies.58 That, naturally, was a small number, since the police were striking—so who would arrest the felons?


More Unions, More Strikes

Rather than avoiding strife, unionizing our essential public safety workers actually puts our government in the position of being unable to protect our public safety in the case of strike. Breakdown in government services is possible only when government workers are unionized. Strikes of public safety workers actually create emergency situations, causing citizens to panic.59 And citizens’ fears make public safety worker strikes both short and enormously effective.


Breakdown in government services is possible only when government workers are unionized. Strikes of public safety workers actually create emergency situations, causing citizens to panic. And citizens’ fears make public safety worker strikes both short and enormously effective.



And with greater unionization of government public safety workers, strikes increased dramatically. In New York City, where unions were king, the unions were no kinder to their subjects—illegal strikes and violence were the order of the day. On July 1, 1975, sanitation workers staged a wildcat (illegal) strike, letting garbage pile up in the city—in the heat of the summer, just as Jerry Wurf had advised for a successful garbage strike. During the strike, police officers marched on City Hall, blocking access ramps to the Brooklyn Bridge and carrying signs that read, “Cops Out, Crime In” and “Burn City Burn.”60 Even the liberal New York Times editors admitted, “Last week’s illegal sanitation strike… was the end product of three decades in which one New York mayor after another systematically fostered the growth of centralized union power.”61 Instead of bringing cooperation and labor peace, growing union power resulted in greater strike activity.

In Pomona, California, in 1975, police officers went on strike and then proceeded to vandalize cop cars and stop volunteers from assuming police duties. “I am ashamed of this kind of activity on the part of policemen,” said a police captain there. “The citizens feel the officers have abandoned them, and they have.”62 That same year, policemen went on strike in San Francisco. When the mayor threatened to fire them, the officers firebombed his home.63 Firefighters in Dayton, Ohio, let fires burn out of control during their strike in 1977.64 The same thing happened in St. Louis that year.65

From the late 1960s to the early 1980s, sanitation, public safety, and public hospital strikes hit not just Memphis, New York, Chicago, and San Francisco, but also Kansas City, St. Louis, Huntsville, and many other American cities, large and small.66 Time and again, homes and businesses were destroyed and lives were jeopardized as a consequence of government employee union strikes, most of them illegal. As Al Shanker, the legendary head of the American Federation of Teachers, explained, “One of the greatest reasons for the effectiveness of the public employee’s strike is the fact that it is illegal.”67 He was making the point that illegal strikes inflict harm on cities and frighten residents, which make these strikes even more successful than legal strikes. And calling an illegal strike rarely hurts the union or its members—after illegal strikes, unions have almost always been able to negotiate for amnesty for the illegal strikers as part of the strike settlement agreement.

Americans who live in towns and cities that have given power over their public safety workers to the government employee unions can never again truly rely on those workers to protect their safety. Union objectives come first, even when life and property are at stake. Once the union toughs like Jerry Wurf got their feet wedged in the government door, they had no qualms about breaking into the house, stealing the silverware, and then setting the structure ablaze.


More Strikes, More Violence

Strikes by public safety workers charged with protecting our citizens are very different from strikes by factory workers. In the private sector, strikes by workers put economic pressure on the owners of a business. The owners will seek to end the strike before it becomes too costly for the business or drives too many of the business’s customers to its competitors.

In contrast, strikes by public sector workers are not economic, but rather undermine the whole role of government—to protect its citizens. As labor policy analysts Armand Thieblot and Thomas Haggard noted, “When strikes involve employees charged with protection of public safety they are inherently violent.” They continue, “Denial of protection is itself a form of violence.”68 The point is that the job of the fireman or policeman is to protect citizens, and failing to do this job is itself a form of extortion.69

Beyond merely not performing their duties, strikes of union workers have often used outright violence as a tactic. According to the National Institute for Labor Relations Research (NILRR), union members have committed more than ten thousand incidents of union-related violence that were actually reported by the media since 1975, usually in the context of a strike.70 These violent incidents include vandalism, assault, battery, and even murder. The actual number of incidents may be ten times greater, or even a hundred times greater than these reported incidents; the media tends to ignore such violence. As the director of the NILRR project, Stanley Greer, concluded, the past quarter century has witnessed “an enormous amount of union-related violence… which can hardly be dismissed as spontaneous or uncoordinated.”

Of these media-reported violent incidents, no legal action at all was taken in almost four out of five of these cases. And a paltry 3 percent of these violent incidents resulted in convictions, even though there are usually plenty of witnesses in cases like these. One reason is that the law actually discourages prosecution of union officials and members for violence committed, particularly during strikes.


Legal Violence

You remember the story at the beginning of the chapter in which the union officials and members allegedly committed vandalism, threatened workers, and stabbed a company official to get them to sign agreements with the union? That case is still pending in federal court because the union claims that even if all the allegations of wrongdoing and violence are true, the union bosses and members are protected from prosecution under federal law.71 In discussing the case, Mark Mix, president of the National Right to Work Committee, explains: “Time and again, federal prosecutors have amassed extensive evidence that Big Labor bosses have orchestrated, authorized and/or ratified violence, vandalism, and threats.” He continues, “Nevertheless, because of the pro-union violence loophole… extortion prosecutions of the implicated union officials ultimately fail—or never even get off the ground.”72

How could that possibly be true? Because the Supreme Court has essentially legitimized union violence in the furtherance of union objectives. In 1973, the Supreme Court ruled in U.S. v. Enmons that if union officials or members commit violence, they can’t be prosecuted under federal extortion laws as long as they were doing the violence in pursuit of a “legitimate” union aim, like striking for higher wages.73 The Supreme Court case involved several striking electrical workers who allegedly fired high-powered rifles at three utility company transformers, drained oil from a transformer, and blew up a substation. The court decided that their acts were not “wrongful” use of violence because they were in furtherance of legitimate union goals—these goals being improving the outcome of the strike.


Former Attorney General Edwin Meese III said the federal law as interpreted by the Supreme Court “in effect, permits union officials alone among corporate or associational officers in the United States to use violence and threats of violence to life and property to achieve their goals.”



Essentially, this decision means that union bosses and members aren’t treated like everyone else when it comes to intimidation and violence; only “little people” are prosecuted for violence. Former Attorney General Edwin Meese III said the federal law as interpreted by the Supreme Court “in effect, permits union officials alone among corporate or associational officers in the United States to use violence and threats of violence to life and property to achieve their goals.”74 It’s just another way that unions and union officials get special treatment under the law that is not available for regular Americans. If you burn down your office building on behalf of your boss so he will get insurance money, both you and your boss will be prosecuted. If you burn down an office building on behalf of your union during a strike, no one will likely be prosecuted.

Although some violent crimes committed by union members during strikes can be prosecuted under state law, the Enmons decision itself encourages states and localities to drop prosecutions. The unions love this “end justifies the means” logic—after all, stronger federal prosecution of union crime might have a “chilling” effect on union violence during strikes which might make unions less effective in achieving their goals. And we certainly wouldn’t want that.

How many times has this law actually prevented union officials and members from facing prosecution? No one knows. We do know that at least 203 Americans have been murdered and at least 5,869 Americans have been injured in union-related violence since 1975. These are just the cases that are reported on and classified as union violence by the press, which is not always able and willing to cover these incidents.

Many states have similar laws providing exceptions to their extortion laws for union officials and members. Why? Because these state laws follow model legal codes that include this exception, which are written by pro-union law professors and leaders of the American Bar Association.75

To close this loophole in federal law, Congressman Paul Broun (R-GA) reintroduced the Freedom from Union Violence Act in 2012, which Congressman Joe Wilson (R-SC) and others introduced in earlier sessions of Congress. How many Democrats have ever cosponsored a Freedom from Union Violence bill? You guessed it: absolutely zero.76 If Democrats won’t oppose union violence, they won’t oppose unions on anything—especially not union coercion and intimidation.


Thuggery

Unions also use extreme intimidation tactics to force their opponents to back down. Service Employees International Unions (SEIU) have allegedly used brutal intimidation tactics in several campaigns to unionize corporate workplaces. While these examples involve SEIU’s private sector organization efforts, they show the extreme intimidation tactics that are allegedly in the union’s playbook and that unions could apply in government contexts as well.

One of the most egregious alleged cases of union pressure tactics involved SEIU’s campaign against the multinational food services company Sodexo, whose workers SEIU was seeking to unionize. If the employer permits it to do so, a union can be certified as the representative of workers in a business by simply collecting cards (“card check”) from workers without conducting a secret-ballot election. SEIU demanded that Sodexo let it unionize the company’s workers using card check, but the company refused. So, the union allegedly retaliated by launching a negative public relations campaign against Sodexo claiming food safety and other violations against the company.77

Sodexo fought back in court with a lawsuit against SEIU under the Racketeering Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO). Sodexo issued a press release explaining that the company “filed the lawsuit seeking to halt SEIU’s extortionate threats and barrage of unlawful tactics.”78 In this press release, Sodexo alleges that the union engaged in “blackmail, vandalism, trespass, harassment, and lobbying law violations designed to steer business away from Sodexo USA and harm the company.” In the suit itself, Sodexo accuses SEIU of numerous acts of threatening behavior, intimidation, and property destruction, some so extreme as to be comical. For example, in its legal complaint, Sodexo accused the SEIU of using “false pretenses to infiltrate a prestigious medical conference catered by Sodexo and, once inside, throwing plastic roaches onto the food being served at the conference.”79 Sodexo also alleges in its complaint that the SEIU attempted to “instill fear and disgust in hospital patients and their loved ones by passing out ‘patient surveys’ asking—without a shred of factual justification–whether patients had encountered ‘bugs, rat droppings, mold or flies’ in the food they were served by Sodexo employees.”80 Pretty nasty allegations indeed.

Faced with a RICO lawsuit, SEIU ended its public campaign against Sodexo. The case settled out of court, but not before the lawsuit exposed an SEIU manual entitled “Pressuring the Employer” which showed SEIU’s own coercive tactics, honed in disputes with private companies. This corporate campaign playbook “describes in detail its preferred tactics for harassing, intimidating, smearing and psychologically and financially punishing employers that are unwilling to yield to its extortionate demands,” alleged Sodexo in its complaint in the case.81

The manual begins, “It’s not enough to be right. You need might as well.”82 In an expose in the Washington Times, labor law analyst Vincent Vernuccio reported that the SEIU manual suggests local unions use community groups to “damage an employer’s public image and ties with community leaders and organizations.” He notes that the manual also suggests unions attack company leaders personally in order to get decision makers to take the union’s side in a dispute or to allow the union to organize workers in a company under more favorable conditions.83

SEIU allegedly put intimidation tactics into practice in another matter by driving fourteen busloads of protestors to the residential neighborhood of the deputy general counsel of Bank of America, and protesting on his lawn with bullhorns. The SEIU protestors were said to have scared the daylights out of neighbors and the counsel’s teenage son, who was home alone.84 Fortune’s Washington Bureau chief Nina Easton, who happened to live next door and witnessed the five-hundred-person protest on the quiet suburban street, concluded, “Intimidation was the whole point of this exercise.”85

The SEIU manual also explains that union representatives can use a legal form of blackmail against managers to get them to change their positions on union issues. The SEIU manual clarifies, “It may be a violation of blackmail and extortion laws to threaten management officials with release of ‘dirt’ about them if they don’t settle a contract.” But, as the manual points out, “there is no law against union members who are angry at their employer deciding to uncover and publicize factual information about individual managers.” In other words, extreme pressure tactics and personal revelations are union-prescribed techniques for getting opponents to give in to union demands.


Conclusion

With the unions now representing more government workers than private workers, unions generally use political persuasion to get what they want. Simply buying cooperation from politicians is much easier for the unions than using strikes, violence, and intimidation—and far better from a public relations perspective.

But don’t think for a second that union coercion and violence is a thing of the past. Just because unions may now represent far more white collar workers than blue collar workers, far more postal workers and teachers than burly steel workers and truckers, doesn’t mean that violence and coercion aren’t still front and center in the unions’ playbook.

Today’s Shadowbosses may dine at the White House and be more refined and polished than union bosses of old (in many cases, at least). But they still use strikes, and threats of strikes, by our nation’s public safety workers to put communities at risk and win concessions from them. They still use extreme pressure and blackmail-like tactics to get politicians and corporate leaders to decide their way. Also, outright union violence is still with us and is about three times more prevalent in union-controlled states than in less union-controlled, right-to-work states.86 Funny how this type of violence doesn’t bother liberals who are usually so focused on “tolerance” and “peace.”

Union advocate Robert Reich, who was President Bill Clinton’s secretary of labor, admits, “To maintain themselves, unions have got to have some ability to strap their members to the mast. The only way unions can exercise countervailing power is to hold their members’ feet to the fire.”87 In other words, a union supporter explains that sometimes unions need to exercise coercion over their own members to achieve union objectives.

In nearly every chapter of this book, we will see how unions will use coercion and violence in order to achieve their objectives. But next, let’s see how government employee unions use dues money to buy the government that is supposed to represent us all.







Chapter 2 Summary Points



	Even early labor leaders and Democrat politicians including FDR recognized the danger of collective bargaining for government worker unions.

	Whenever unionization increases, the economy suffers, as happened in the 1930s when the Wagner Act was first implemented.

	JFK’s Executive Order No. 10,988 opened the door to our union-dominated federal government and encouraged states and localities to unionize their workforce as well.

	Only 341,000 state and local government employees were under union collective bargaining control in 1961, but this number increased to 5 million over the next fifteen years.

	Violence and intimidation has been a constant in union activity from the earliest days until today. Over ten thousand incidents of union-related violence have been actually reported in the media since 1975.

	At least 203 Americans have been reportedly killed in union-incited violence, and almost 6,000 injured, but union violence is probably significantly underreported.

	Union violence is rarely prosecuted. The law actually condones union violence in cases of strikes.






IMPORTANT MILESTONES IN LABOR UNION LAWS



	Popular Name
	Law
	Date
	Brief Description
	Coverage



	RLA
	Railway Labor Act
	1926
	
• Governs labor relations in the railway and airline industries (since 1936).

• Denies right-to-work protections to all railway and airline workers even if they work in right-to-work states (which is why airlines can be forced-dues operations all over the United States).

• Arose out of a period of intense strike activity and provides extensive dispute resolution procedures designed to prevent strikes and the resulting disruptions to interstate commerce.


	All Railway and Airline Employees



	Wagner Act/NLRA
	National Labor Relations Act
	1935
	
• Signed by President Roosevelt into law as part of New Deal legislation with the purposes of encouraging collective bargaining and unionization of private sector workers.

• Prohibited unfair labor practices by employers, set forth mechanism for certification of unions and created National Labor Relationship Board for enforcement of the Act.

• Does not apply to railway or airline workers, agricultural employees, domestic employees, supervisors, federal, state, or local government workers, or independent contractors.

• Is considered by many to have bonded labor unions and Democrats together.



	Private Sector Employees with Exceptions



	The Hatch Act
	An Act to Prevent Pernicious Political Activities
	1939
	
• Designed to prevent civil servants (including post office workers—but not including Presidential appointees) from engaging in partisan political activity and to remove political patronage from government jobs.

• Originally prohibited partisan activities such as endorsing candidates and taking an active part in political campaigns, but were relaxed under Clinton in 1993.

• Still prohibits political activity while at work, running for partisan office, soliciting political contributions, and certain other restrictions.

• Also applies to state and local government employees in agencies paid for with federal funds and DC employees.


	Federal Employees (and Certain State and Local Employees)



	Taft-Hartley Act
	Labor-Management Relations Act
	1947
	
• A federal law regulating labor unions amending the Wagner Act (passed by Congress over President Truman’s veto).

• Passed in reaction to frequent strikes by labor unions which interfered with interstate commerce.

• Prohibited unfair labor practices by labor unions (the Wagner Act had only prohibited unfair labor practices by employers).

• Allowed states to pass right-to-work laws (codified in Section 14(b) of the Wagner Act); 23 states now have right-to-work laws on their books.


	Private Sector Employees with Exceptions



	Little Wagner Act
	(NYC) Executive Order 49
	1958
	
• Signed into law by New York City Mayor Robert Wagner Jr., son of Senator Robert Wagner who sponsored the federal Wagner Act.


	Local Government Employees (NYC)



	
	
	
	
• Gave the unions collective bargaining rights over New York City workers, and a “forced dues” provision that made supporting the union a condition of employment was added in 1977.

• Similar collective bargaining grants were subsequently adopted in other American cities.


	



	Landrum-Griffin Act
	Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act
	1959
	
• Act was designed to curb labor union abuses, corruption, and racketeering violations in the 1950s.

• Instituted secret elections for union officers, financial disclosure and worker protections.

• Barred members of the Communist Party and felons from holding union office.

• Required annual financial disclosure by labor unions to the Department of Labor.

• Provides safeguards for protecting union funds and assets.

• Extended to cover federal employee unions and their members by the Civil Service Reform Act , but unions representing solely state, county, and municipal employees are not covered.

• Administered by the Office of Labor Management Standards (OLMS).



	Private Sector Unions, Federal Employee Unions, and Their Respective Members



	Wisconsin Collective Bargaining Law
	
	1959
	
• In 1959, Governor Nelson of Wisconsin signed the first state law to permit collective bargaining over state employees.

• Many other states added similar laws in the 1960s and 1970s.

• Currently 34 states plus DC permit unions to engage in collective bargaining over state and/or local government workers, and at least 22 states require employees under collective bargaining agreements to pay dues or fees to unions as a condition of employment (forced-dues).



	State and Local Employees (Wisconsin, then other states)



	Executive Order 10,988
	
	1962
	
• Issued by President Kennedy.

• Extended collective bargaining to federal workers for the first time, although federal workers already had the right to join a union.

• Granted right-to-work protections to federal government workers protecting these workers’ right to decide whether or not to support a labor union.

• Inspired an extension of union collective bargaining power at the state level to state and local employees which led to huge growth in government employee union membership by the 1970s.



	Federal Employees



	Civil Service Reform Act
	 
	1978
	
• Signed into law under the Carter Administration, this law reformed the civil service of the federal government.

• Title VII of the act governs labor relations between federal workers and the federal govenment and formed the Federal Labor Relations Authority (FLRA) which is charged with overseeing federal employees’ so-called collective bargaining “rights.”

• Title VII also codified right-to-work protections for federal workers, limits union collective bargaining to codified working conditions, and prohibits federal workers from striking.


	Federal Employees






CHAPTER 3

Follow the Money

IN the movie All the President’s Men, Bob Woodward (Robert Redford) meets informant Deep Throat to get the story about the Watergate break-in. “All we’ve got are pieces,” he tells Deep Throat. “We can’t seem to figure out what the puzzle is supposed to look like.” Deep Throat tells him, “Follow the money.” And, of course, the money leads right to the top.

The same holds true for unions and the Democrat Party. Watch as billions of dollars in union dues and fees forcibly collected from America’s workers flow into union coffers. Then, see the unions as they carefully separate that money into a series of buckets, reporting each amount on disclosure forms required by the government. Finally, watch with amazement as union officials pour almost all those different buckets, which they carefully filled and reported, right into the pockets of their favorite politicians and leftist groups—rewarding their friends and punishing their enemies.

But of course, that is just where the story begins. The next step is when the unions pull the strings attached to the money. They ensure that the union-friendly legislators pass laws that benefit the unions. These laws are then signed by executive branch officials who were also elected with union money. Once passed, the laws increase the number of workers forced to pay union dues, thus protecting the dues income that unions rely on. On and on, the river of money flows in a never-ending cycle of greed and corruption.


Why Unions Spend So Much on Politics

Unions (at the national, state, and local levels combined) collect an estimated $14 billion in dues alone every year, and more than half of this income comes from government workers.1 That’s more revenues than 65 percent of the Fortune 500 companies, giving unions huge money to spend on politics—almost all of which goes to Democrats.

Many Americans think that labor unions spend money on liberal causes and Democrat candidates because union officials are themselves socialists and leftists. There’s some truth to that—there are plenty of old socialists in the union leadership who love to support the liberal agenda. But the real reason that they spend so much money on Democrats isn’t ideological—it’s good business. Buying politicians allows unions to keep their dues-based business surviving and thriving.

Influencing our political system is a big part of the unions’ business model. Buying the cooperation of our government is far more critical for unions than for almost any other special interest group. Oil companies, Wall Street banks, or any of the other businesses that many people love to hate—none of them rely on government favors and grants of power as much as government employee unions do to keep growing and thriving.

Unlike private sector unions, government employee unions draw all their business directly from the government. The government actually gives government employee unions the power to unionize government employees—and, even more important, allows unions to collect dues forcibly in many states. As a result government employee unions spend far more of their dues income on politics than private sector unions do.2 Government employee unions have to spend money on politics to be sure that politicians will support their forced-dues collection business.


Unions (at the national, state, and local levels combined) collect an estimated $14 billion in dues alone every year, and more than half of this income comes from government workers. That’s more revenues than 65 percent of the Fortune 500 companies, giving unions huge money to spend on politics—almost all of which goes to Democrats.



But why do unions spend almost exclusively on Democrats? Legendary Democrat political strategist Pat Caddell frequently refers to our two political parties in America as the “corrupt” party and the “stupid” party. You can probably guess which party is which and also which party is more likely to enter into a quid pro quo arrangement with the unions. And, of course, the labor union movement’s agenda of unfree labor markets, regulation of businesses, wealth redistribution, and bigger government fits well into the Democrat Party agenda of promoting a greater role for government in all aspects of our lives. Big government makes it easier to grab big dollars for your big union.

And so the government employee unions dump cash on the Democrat Party. According to the National Institute for Labor Relations Research, labor unions spent well over $1.2 billion during the 2010 election cycle, almost all going for the Democrats.3 All the biggest government employee unions spend huge dollars on politics—especially, the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME); Service Employees International Union (SEIU); the AFL-CIO labor federation; and the two teachers unions, the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT).

AFSCME was crowned as the biggest political spender in the 2010 election cycle, investing over $91 million in political campaigns.4 “We’re spending big. And we’re damn happy it’s big. And our members are damn happy it’s big—it’s their money,” said AFSCME president Gerald McEntee.5 Not that their members have much choice in the matter.

Voters are concerned that unions are using cash to influence our political process. A recent poll shows 68 percent of registered voters are concerned that government employee unions have too much influence over the politicians that pass laws and negotiate with them.6 But even union members are largely powerless to stop the flow of cash from their unions to politicians and back to the unions again in political favors.


Where the Cash Comes From

Unions keep their dues collection data as vague as possible, but the vast majority of their cash comes from a special set of states—the forced-dues states. These are the states in which unions can force every worker they represent to pay dues or fees.7 There, the money that government employee unions spend on politics is ripped out of the wallets of America’s workers by government-sanctioned force.

As you’ll recall, once the government gives a union collective bargaining over a group of workers, only the twenty-three right-to-work states expressly prohibit unions from forcing all workers to pay dues or fees. In most of the other states, the unions can and usually do get a forced-dues provision in their union contract with government, allowing them to extract dues from their members.

In forced-dues states, even workers who choose not to join unions have to pay fees to the union. These forced fees are named by unions, in Orwellian fashion, fair share fees—and these rates are generally set near the same rate as union dues to encourage all workers to actually join the union. In these states, the state basically gives the union a cut of workers’ income—and this cost gets passed on to the taxpayer, since the government employees paying the dues still want the same take-home pay.

Even more incredible, many states and localities agree to collect union dues directly from their employees on behalf of the unions. Dues checkoff means the government deducts dues directly from the workers’ paychecks, like tax withholding or Social Security, and delivers the dues to the union. From the union’s perspective, why send reminder slips to workers to pay their union dues when you can get the government to withhold union dues directly from their paychecks? Imagine if your cable bill were deducted from your paycheck automatically each month, like withholding. Would you ever cut back on the premium channels? Of course not. Dues checkoff makes forced dues a bit easier for workers to swallow by hiding the costs of their dues in paycheck deductions. It also saves unions the cost and trouble of collecting union dues, and curiously, makes that the government’s obligation instead.


From the union’s perspective, why send reminder slips to workers to pay their union dues when you can get the government to withhold union dues directly from their paychecks?



These forced-dues and dues checkoff provisions are the reasons that government employee unions are able to survive, thrive, and spend so much on politics. And these are the contract provisions that the unions will go to the mat for, again and again. As Robert Chanin, general counsel for the National Education Association, admitted, “It is well-recognized that if you take away the mechanism of payroll deduction, you won’t collect a penny from these people.”8 By “these people,” he meant the NEA members. The fight for forced dues and dues checkoff is literally a battle for survival for the government employee unions.

Some members of Congress are working to prevent forced dues, at least in the private sector. Republican senators Jim DeMint of South Carolina and Rand Paul of Kentucky have proposed a national right-to-work law, which would give most private sector workers in America the right to choose whether or not they want to financially support a union.9 “Workers should have the right to provide for their families without having to pay for political activity they strongly disagree with,” explains DeMint.10 Senator Paul calls the national right-to-work law “an historic opportunity to break the cycle of tax-and-spend, political corruption and out of control budgets caused by Big Labor’s compulsory union power.”11 This law is a step in the right direction but doesn’t solve the problem of government employee unions influencing our political system. State and local government workers in forced-dues states would not be freed from paying union dues even if the law were enacted.

As scholar Lowell Ponte writes, forced-dues laws are essentially a giant “money-laundering operation” on behalf of the Democrats. “This union money is the mother’s milk of the Democratic Party. If these millions in union campaign contributions vanished tomorrow, most Democratic officeholders would be bankrupt overnight, and the Democratic Party would immediately shrink to permanent minority status,” says Ponte.12 And what a beautiful world it would be then.


Where the Cash Goes

So what do the government union bosses do with all this forced-dues income?

“Well obviously,” you might say, “they spend it on collective bargaining expenses and the cost of representing all those workers. After all, what are unions for?” You’d be partially correct—when the union bosses are divvying up the dues money into different spending buckets, there is a bucket for representational expenses. But that is certainly not where most of the dues income is going, as we will see in this chapter.

The unions have made sure that their activities and spending are fairly difficult to examine. Union financial reporting is largely limited to some basic financial information disclosed to the U.S. Department of Labor, making it difficult to pin down union spending and financial activities. Unlike public companies, unions don’t issue audited financial statements or annual reports that would give more detailed information about their finances, subsidiaries, and spending. Because of their special status under federal law as labor organizations, unions are able to maintain a lack of financial transparency that is unusual in our world today.13

This lack of transparency, incomplete financial reporting requirements, reductions in union disclosures by the Obama Administration, and some creative accounting in union financial disclosures make it very difficult for outsiders to dissect and analyze union finances. President George W. Bush’s secretary of labor, Elaine Chao, explains that before she overhauled union disclosure, “one union could get away with reporting a $62 million expenditure as nothing more than ‘contributions, gifts, and grants to local affiliates’—with no further explanation.” But the Obama Administration “wants to return to this nontransparent standard of financial disclosure.”14 Transparency does not seem to be a priority for the Obama Administration when it comes to union finances.

Other complexities complicate union finances. For example, unions are structured as an interrelated group of national, state, and local unions that are treated as separate organizations for legal and tax purposes. Some local unions are not required to disclose their finances publically. This makes it difficult to determine the total spending of any union. For example, to determine the spending of the largest teachers union, the National Education Association, you would need to aggregate the financial disclosure of the NEA and every state- and local-level NEA subsidiary teachers union—if in fact all this information were publically available.

For all these reasons, it is almost impossible to get the full picture of union financial activities. But we will make some important observations about how unions spend their dues income from the financial information that is available for the largest government employee unions.

Before unions start dividing up the money by activity, they take overhead off the top. Union staffing, salaries, and benefits for union fat cats, building rental, and the like, seem to take about 10 to 20 percent of union dues.15 Of course, since unions are heavily engaged in political activity, a big portion of overhead actually relates to political activity even though it is disclosed as “overhead.”

Each of the fifty-six unions that are part of the AFL-CIO federation, including the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), pay about 10 percent of their dues income up front to AFL-CIO. Members of Change to Win, like the SEIU and the Teamsters, pay a similar charge to their federation. Of course, the AFL-CIO and Change to Win use these dues to pay for political activities of their own, so we should consider most of these amounts political spending, too.

Once overhead and transfers to their federation are paid for, the unions put that still-huge pile of money into three buckets: one for political spending, one for union charitable giving, and one for representational activities.


Bucket #1: The Political Bucket

The first bucket into which unions dump their cash is the political bucket, which is used to pay for the unions’ vast political organizing activities. The actual amount of union political spending cannot be accurately parsed from the limited union financial disclosure, as we mentioned before, but political spending is huge. Reported political spending is about 20 to 30 percent for government employee unions,16 but this certainly understates the true amount of union political spending.

Remember, unions have an interest in reporting as little political spending as possible because “labor organizations” can lose their special tax-free status, or can be required to pay taxes on certain types of political spending, if they show too much political activity. An example of how unions may treat spending as nonpolitical when it has some political aspect to it is seen in the National Education Association’s $80,000 payment in 2011 to Rock the Vote, an organization that works to engage young people in the political process and register them to vote, which the NEA identifies as an “advocacy organization.” While the organization is officially nonpartisan, increasing the youth vote benefits Democrats—young people tend to vote Democrat and voted 2 to 1 for Obama over McCain in the last Presidential election. For financial disclosure purposes, though, the NEA treated this spending as completely nonpolitical; instead, they treated this spending as “union administration” for the purpose of “member/staff Education.”17

Of the money that unions disclose that they spend on political activity, much of the cash is so-called soft money spending. This includes a wide range of political organizing, including phone bank support, voter registration drives, mail and advertising, and turn-out-the-vote efforts. Soft money spending does not involve direct campaign contributions to candidates, which is called hard money support.

The New York Times recently noted that labor unions realize that “their ground troops, not money, is labor’s signal contribution.”18 What the Times means is that the unions spend far more on soft money political organizing activities that favor their candidates and the Democrat Party than on hard money campaign contributions through their political action committees (PACs). But who needs campaign contributions if the union will provide all the support—people, phone banks, mailings, and advertising—that campaign contributions would buy in the first place?

Unions also provide huge numbers of political “volunteers” for rallies, turn-out-the-vote efforts, and phone banks. But “volunteering” has a different meaning for unions than it does for most people. Republicans have a lot of independent grassroots volunteers—real people who give their time freely because of their love of country and of party. Democrats have some grassroots volunteers, too—but their real grassroots organizing work is performed by union members who can be paid to volunteer.

The Federal Election Commission (FEC) does not allow volunteers for federal candidates, including Presidential candidates, to be paid by third parties for volunteering, and state laws vary on the point. But the unions get around these rules by compensating volunteers to do general political organizing work and get-out-the-vote efforts for the benefit of specific candidates. Although unions try to keep the fact that they pay their political volunteers a secret, unions offer expense reimbursement and stipends to members who act as political volunteers. The going rate seems to be $25 for two hours on phone banks for get-out-the-vote messaging, and $50 for a three-hour solidarity walk, plus meals and T-shirts are also provided.19 Tea Party volunteers certainly don’t get those benefits—but then again, they don’t have a union representing them. Yet!

Another form of union political spending is “independent expenditures” or “outside spending,” which can be made by unions directly or through political organizations known as super PACs. Unions make independent expenditures directly, or through a super PAC, on advertising, mailings, or other media in favor (or against) specific candidates, but which are not coordinated with any candidate’s political campaign. After the Supreme Court ruled in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission in 2010, which allowed unions and corporations to make unlimited expenditures on political advertising and other political activities, unions ratcheted up their game. The decision allows unions to send their political troops out to canvass all households, union and nonunion, to increase support for their candidates and get their supporters to the polls. The New York Times notes that this change is “expected to increase labor’s political clout significantly in this year’s elections.”20

Labor unions can spend union dues on political advertising and other political activity directly or contribute to super PACs to do the spending for them. Most unions do both. Labor union super PACs accounted for 25 percent of all super PAC spending in the 2010 election cycle.21 Many unions have their own super PACs and also contribute to other liberal super PACs like those funded by George Soros, the Hungarian-born magnate and huge donor to leftist causes.22 Andy Stern’s super PAC, founded in 2007 to help out President Obama and his buddies, was appropriately called Working for Us—the idea seems to be that the super PAC will elect politicians who will work for the unions and their agenda.23

But wait, there’s more in the political bucket! Dig deeper and you’ll find union cash flowing to the Democratic National Committee, the Democratic Governors Association, and various state Democrat parties. The unions also hire outside lobbyists directly and pay for them out of the dues in this bucket. Finally, many states allow unions to make donations to state and local candidates from their dues income (subject to certain limitations), which would also come from this bucket.

When there’s a particularly hot-button union issue, unions also impose “special assessments” from their members, which gives the unions even more cash. Of course, they don’t really ask. They just require these extra assessments, which can be several hundred dollars in extra dues, on top of regular dues. A recent lawsuit involving an assessment by an SEIU local showed that these assessments can be pricey—workers had to pay an assessment equal to one-quarter their entire annual dues—on top of the dues that they paid already.24

Union members are mostly kept in the dark about union political spending. While unions are required by law to make reports to union members on how their dues are being used, many unions simply don’t comply. And even if union members did know, they couldn’t do much about it.25 Rank-and-file union members don’t get a say in whether a special assessment is levied on them or generally whether their dues are raised. And most union members have very limited rights to prevent their union from spending their dues on politics.26 About 60 percent of union members object to union political spending, but only union workers in a few states that have passed paycheck protection laws are consulted before their unions spend their dues income on politics.27 And in those forced-dues states in which most union members reside, it is not as if they can leave the union or stop paying union dues if they are dissatisfied.


Bucket #2: “Charitable” Giving

Into the smaller second bucket, the unions put money for gifts, contributions, and donations to other organizations. And this bucket, too, is largely political. Union donations go to support left-leaning think tanks, political movements, and other organizations; the goal is to build alliances with like-minded political groups—the vast left-wing conspiracy, sometimes called the Shadow Democrat Party.

To see how this works, let’s look at America’s largest union, the National Education Association (NEA), which represents teachers. As part of its huge political spending, the NEA’s national headquarters alone made over $88 million in direct grants and donations to various organizations, almost all to left-leaning organizations and political organizing projects.28

The teachers unions are able to draw attention away from their huge political influence because Americans generally like and trust teachers. “Because they represent people working with children, National Education Association and American Federation of Teachers benefit from residual good will in a way that the Teamsters and United Auto Workers do not,” one commentator noted.29

A typical NEA grant would be the $250,000 that the NEA gave to Arizona State University, which, like the NEA, is highly critical of charter schools.30 And just to ensure that NEA’s agenda makes its way in the media, NEA has given $100,000 to Media Matters, the George Soros–funded liberal “charitable organization” dedicated to targeting mythical right-wing media bias; $110,000 to the Center for American Progress, another Soros-funded radical-left think tank; and other grants to many more leftist organizations.

Occupy Wall Street (OWS) is among teachers unions’ favorite causes. The New York City teachers union provided logistical support for the protestors; the union president said, “Occupy Wall Street isn’t a place—it’s an idea, a movement that has brought national and international focus to the danger to our economy that we face because of growing income inequality.”31 Is income inequality an issue of direct importance to teachers? Of course not. But for future battles affecting the union more directly, the teachers union needs to be part of the grand leftist alliance that OWS represents.

While the teachers unions are almost 100 percent liberal in their public positions and support for other organizations, a solid 50 percent of NEA’s members consider themselves “more conservative than liberal,” according to NEA’s own polling.32 But that doesn’t stop NEA from continuing to pick its members’ pockets to support a hard-left agenda.

So what rights do union members have to control donations by their unions to liberal causes? Practically speaking, none. Union members aren’t given rights to vote against or opt out of political spending, although nonmembers paying agency fees do have the right to opt out of political spending. Until that changes, unions will continue to use philanthropy and resolutions to build a very strong coalition of leftist organizations that will support unions getting more power over our workers and our nation.


Bucket #3: Worker Representation

Almost forgot about it, didn’t you?

That’s because representing their workers isn’t as much of a core focus for government employee unions as political activity is. In this bucket, unions put funds for the actual cost of representing workers, negotiating contracts for them, handling grievances and, of course, organizing new groups of workers.33 You thought these causes were the central focus of the unions. So did union members. But representing workers is not really a big part of the unions’ business plan.

Because members and the public consider these to be core union activities, unions have an incentive to show as much possible spending on representational activities as possible. NEA shows about 13 percent of its national headquarters’ spending on representational activities, whereas the top ten unions show an average of 30 percent of spending in this bucket at their national headquarters level.34 The difference may be that other unions like SEIU may spend considerably more than the NEA on organizing new workers, which also goes into this bucket for financial reporting purposes but is really about business generation and improving the bottom line. It’s likely that unions actually spend far less than 20 percent on real worker representation, especially at the state and national level, since negotiation and grievances are mostly handled at the local union level.

How do we know that this bucket actually holds so little in practice? When members have sued to find out where their dues are going, unions have been able to show only that they spend about 20 percent of their dues income on these core union functions.35 An analysis of teachers union dues in Washington State found that 20 percent or less of dues income were used for “legitimate, chargeable union functions, such as collective bargaining, maintenance of the contract and grievances.”36 So politics is the name of the game for the government employee unions. Negotiation over worker contracts, in many cases is largely window dressing.37


Direct Contributions

Unions don’t generally make direct contributions to federal candidates, or most state and local candidates, out of their general revenues.38 If unions reported actual political contributions from union dues, they’d face negative tax consequences. Instead, unions set up special political action committees (PACs) for the purpose of making campaign contributions to candidates. Union PACs cannot be funded from union dues, but are funded instead from contributions collected from the union’s members. (In contrast, super PACs can be funded with union dues, but cannot make campaign contributions to candidates and are used mostly for purchasing advertising and sending mailings in favor or against candidates.)

Member contributions to the union PACs are supposed to be voluntary and in addition to their union dues. In practice, however, unions frequently seem to extract these contributions from members without their consent. One recent FEC audit of a union showed that 93 percent of the time, the union was deducting PAC money from members without their written approval; in another case, the union was doing it 67 percent of the time.39 The moral of this story: don’t ever give your union the right to deduct amounts from your paycheck if you have the choice—of course, dues checkoff is mandatory for most union members.

Direct donations to candidates through PACs are a part of unions’ political support for pro-union candidates, but the amounts aren’t particularly large. Unions are estimated to spend ten times as much on soft money political activities as on hard money campaign contributions to candidates, but this suits the candidates receiving the support just fine.40


Reward Your Friends, Punish Your Enemies

The government employee unions have a very simple action plan: reward your friends; slice and dice your enemies Benihana-style. Most Americans think that members of Congress and political leaders live in fear of the opinion of their constituents. But as we will see, Democrats live in fear of the people that really impact their reelection campaigns—the union Shadowbosses. And fear them they should, for hell hath no fury like a union official scorned.


“An honest politician,” President Abraham Lincoln’s secretary of war, Simon Cameron, supposedly said, “is one who, when he is bought, will stay bought.” If the unions buy someone who doesn’t stay bought, they work to replace him with someone who takes orders better.



“An honest politician,” President Abraham Lincoln’s secretary of war, Simon Cameron, supposedly said, “is one who, when he is bought, will stay bought.” If the unions buy someone who doesn’t stay bought, they work to replace him with someone who takes orders better. Of course, unions constantly try to replace Republicans with Democrats since, as a general rule, Democrats have less ideological objection to taking union orders. But they also replace Democrat defectors with more loyal Democrats. And if they don’t support you, they are going to work against you—usually very effectively.


AFL-CIO president Richard Trumka now spouts that unions are going to be even more vigilant about holding politicians accountable: “For too long, we have been left after Election Day holding a canceled check waving it about—‘Remember us? Remember us? Remember us?’—asking someone to pay a little attention to us. Well, I don’t know about you, but I’ve had a snootful of that [expletive deleted].”



AFL-CIO president Richard Trumka now spouts that unions are going to be even more vigilant about holding politicians accountable: “For too long, we have been left after Election Day holding a canceled check waving it about—‘Remember us? Remember us? Remember us?’—asking someone to pay a little attention to us. Well, I don’t know about you, but I’ve had a snootful of that [expletive deleted].”41 He added, “Unlike in the past, instead of saying ‘OK, we’ve elected you, now do what’s right by us,’ we are going to keep our machinery in place.” The point he is making is that the unions will stay focused on politics all the time—not just at election time—in order to get better service from their politicians. Trumka asserted, “We are going to make sure that our interests are considered at the front of the parade.”42

Other unions echo this sentiment that they are keeping careful track of who is naughty and who is nice. Andy Stern, former head of the SEIU, told the Wall Street Journal in 2008 that he had set aside a $10 million fund just to get errant politicians unelected, and he said, “We would like to make sure people appreciate that we take them at their word and when they don’t live up to their word there should be consequences.”43 Similarly, one California SEIU official exclaimed, “We helped getchu into office, and we gotta good memory. Come November, if you don’t back our program, we’ll getchu out of office.”44 And this is no empty threat—of the top ten congressional candidates whom labor spent money to defeat in 2008, all lost their races.45

Secretary of Labor Hilda Solis knows all about how the unions enforce party discipline. That is exactly how she first got elected to the U.S. Congress. In 2000, she went to Congress as the labor unions’ choice in California against an incumbent Democrat, Matthew Martinez, who had defied the unions to support the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).46 Solis was seen as more controllable. As one of her colleagues in the California Statehouse said about Solis and unions, “She’ll carry their water, no matter what.”47 And so, the unions helped her replace Martinez.

By contrast, when Democrats strayed from the beaten path on Obamacare in 2010, unions threatened to crunch them underfoot like fallen leaves in autumn. When Mike McMahon, Democrat House member from New York, was thinking of voting against Obamacare, a representative of the SEIU came to him and told him that the union would withdraw its support for his reelection.48 Representative McMahon didn’t heed the union warning; he voted against Obamacare. And McMahon was defeated in his bid for reelection.49


Labor Lapdogs

The unions use their political support to influence our government. Don’t believe us? Ask Jon Corzine, former governor of New Jersey, who attended a Trenton rally of public workers and couldn’t restrain himself: “We will fight for a fair contract,” he shouted. It must have made the union bosses proud—except that his job as governor was to negotiate on behalf of the state, not to negotiate on behalf of the unions.50 Even politicians are sometimes honest when they are speaking to their political allies and think no one else is paying close attention.

Unions spend money electing candidates for President, Congress, governor, state legislature, mayor, school board, and many other offices at the federal, state, and local levels. But let’s take a close look at their spending on candidates for the U.S. House of Representatives. Overall, here is a look at the top ten federal U.S. House recipients of labor union cash from 1989 to 2010. Remember, these amounts represent only hard money campaign contributions, not their soft money political support, which would be much greater and for which no specific public information is available.


TOP 10 LABOR UNION SUPPORTED MEMBERS OF CONGRESS







	Rank
	Politician
	Description
	Union Contributions



	1
	Steny H. Hoyer (D-MD)
	Minority Whip (2003–07, 2011–Present); Former House Majority Leader (2007–11)
	$3,042,153



	2
	Richard A. Gephardt (D-MO)
	Retired Congressman (1977–2005) now working as pro-business lobbyist; Former House Minority Leader (1995–2003)
	$2,611,162



	3
	Neil Abercrombie (D-HI)
	Governor of Hawaii (2011–Present); Retired Congressman (1986–87; 1991-2010)
	$2,510,585



	4
	David E. Bonior (D-MI)
	Current Labor Law Professor; Retired Congressman (1977–2003); Former Democrat Whip (1991–2002); Leader of Democrat opposition to NAFTA
	$2,313,741



	5
	Tim Holden (D-PA)
	Lost AFL-CIO endorsement when voted “no” on health-care bill
	$2,275,654



	6
	David R. Obey (D-WI)
	Retired Congressman (1969–2011) currently working for Gephardt’s lobbying firm; Chairman of Appropriations Committee (1994–95; 2007–11)
	$2,250,550



	7
	Nancy Pelosi (D-CA)
	House Minority Leader (2011–Present); Former Speaker of the House (2007–11)
	$2,240,800



	8
	Martin Frost (D-TX)
	Retired Congressman (1979–2005); Former President of progressive Super PAC America Votes (2007–08); Former Democrat Caucus Chair (1999–2003)
	$2,220,509



	9
	Frank Pallone Jr. (D-NJ)
	Congressman (1993–Present); Anti-NAFTA and other free trade initiatives
	$2,210,720



	10
	Sander Levin (D-MI)
	Ranking Democrat on House Ways and Means Committee (2011–Present); Former Chair of Ways and Means (2010–11)
	$2,200,543




The numbers on this page are based on contributions from PACs and individuals giving $200 or more. All donations took place during the 1989–2010 election cycle as released by the Federal Election Commission.

Courtesy: Center for Responsive Politics


Notice anything? First, there are no Republicans. But by now, this probably doesn’t surprise you.

Second, many of these members of Congress hold or held leadership positions in Congress or served on important committees. As minority whip, Representative Steny Hoyer can wrangle far more votes for pro-labor legislation than an ordinary member can deliver. In fact, Hoyer, Nancy Pelosi, and Richard Gephardt all have held multiple positions in the Democrat leadership of Congress.

Dick Gephardt was such a friend of labor as Speaker of the House that he clocks in at number 2, even though he hasn’t served in Congress since 2005. But since leaving Congress, he is no longer bound by the golden handcuffs of Big Labor. Shadowbossed no longer, Gephardt now advises Boeing on labor conflicts and is a consultant to both the pro-business Chamber of Commerce and the most hated investment bank in America—Goldman Sachs.51 Not only that, he recently brought number 6 labor lapdog David Obey into his lobbying firm. We can’t wait to see what corporate interests House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi, number 7 on our list, champions when she leaves the House!

Neil Abercrombie, now governor of Hawaii and number 3 on our list, is not only a friend of labor, he was a personal friend to President Obama’s parents when he studied with them at the University of Hawaii and personally vouched for President Obama being born in the state of Hawaii.52

If you were expecting even higher contributions from unions, it is because these amounts are only the direct campaign contributions, made through labor union PACs—and that’s only the tip of the political spending iceberg. The much greater contributions are the soft money political support—get-out-the-vote, mailings, advertising, phone banks, and super PAC political activity. Being a union-supported candidate is a great deal for these politicians; in return for carrying water for the union, you receive union support in the forms of money, organization, and troops of volunteers.


Union-Government Partnership

The union-government partnership works beautifully for both the unions and the politicians. Labor experts Daniel DiSalvo and Fred Siegel explain, “The result is a nefarious cycle: Politicians agree to generous government worker contracts; those workers then pay higher union dues a portion of which are funneled back into those same politicians’ campaign war chests.”53 At its core, it is just that simple.

But if this sounds like an exaggerated conspiracy to you, consider this example of how the union-government partnership worked in practice in Washington State.

In Washington in 2002, the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) invested significant dollars and used their political machine to support Democrat candidates for the legislature. In return, the Democrat-controlled legislature gave AFSCME what it was looking for—laws that gave unions the chance to win lucrative collective bargaining agreements over more workers.54 Within three years of focusing their efforts in Washington State, AFSCME’s membership in Washington had doubled, as did the fees the union collected there.

And the cycle continued. AFSCME supported the Democrat candidate for governor, Christine Gregoire, in 2004. After the election, it initially looked like she lost her race, but with $250,000 in cash contributions to the Washington Democrat Party, a recount was held. Gregoire was declared the winner by 129 votes—even though Republicans claimed to have found at least 489 felons who voted unlawfully in the election.55 The Republicans challenged the election, but lost in court.56

Once Gregoire entered office, she “negotiated contracts with the unions that resulted in double-digit salary increases, some exceeding 25 percent, for thousands of state employees,” explained DiSalvo and Siegel.57 An advisor to Gregoire’s 2004 opponent complained that the union’s support of Democrat candidates created “a perfect machine to generate millions of dollars for her reelection” achieved at “taxpayer expense.”58

In 2008, Gregoire was reelected. The Gregoire-union partnership was going great for both parties. But then the financial crisis hit, and Gregoire made the outrageous suggestion that state workers’ pay raises be put on hold to address the ballooning state deficit. She was promptly sued by the unions for unfair labor practices and breach of contract. Perhaps not surprisingly, she did not seek a third term as governor.59

While the unions are hard on their opponents, they are great to their friends. We can see how politicians who support the unions’ agenda are paid back for their loyalty by looking at congressional supporters of the card check legislation in 2007. Card check, a top union legislative priority, eliminates the requirement of a secret-ballot election for certifying a union and makes it easier for unions to organize new workers. Congressmen who voted in favor of card check in 2007 “collected 10 times more on average from union PACs during their careers ($862,065) than those who didn’t ($86,538).”60 And remember, those are only the hard dollar PAC contributions to candidates, not the much larger soft dollar support—the super PAC spending, advertising, political organizing support, and get-out-the-vote efforts that unions have bestowed on card check supporters. The unions haven’t been able to collect enough votes to get the legislation enacted yet, but they are still working hard on it.


Purple People Eaters

The Big Daddy of the union-government partnership is the highly political SEIU, whose members wear purple T-shirts at rallies to identify themselves. The SEIU’s former president Andy Stern “said, ‘we believe in the power of persuasion, and if that doesn’t work, we believe in the persuasion of power,’ ” according to political strategist Pat Caddell. The persuasion of power describes the SEIU’s electioneering strategy, too. Caddell added, “Those guys are thugs, the SEIU.”61 He may call them thugs, but then they would be thugs with an awfully big checkbook.

SEIU is part of America Votes (AV), a coalition of labor unions and leftist organizations formed by a former SEIU official. America Votes was established as an umbrella organization to coordinate the get-out-the-vote effort among leftist organizations and labor unions and prevent duplication of effort. The organization claims to have built a “permanent advocacy and campaign infrastructure” for Progressive issues.62 Other America Votes members included the Association of Community Organizers for Reform Now (ACORN), the AFL-CIO, AFSCME, the AFT, and the NEA. America Votes is just another organization that is part of the so-called Shadow Democrat Party, the coalition of labor unions, Hollywood, big donors, and leftist organizations that have been called the power behind the Democrat Party.63

The SEIU is just one union, but it conducts a huge amount of political activity. During the 2008 election season, the SEIU contacted approximately 4.5 million voters directly, especially in the top ten battleground states—many of which went for Obama by slim margins. According to the union, 88 percent of SEIU activities were person-to-person contact, comprising 40 percent of all voter contact in Indiana and 20 percent in Virginia, “exceeding even that of the campaigns and party committees.”64

As the SEIU gloats, “From the top of the ticket on down, SEIU members helped win 82 percent of the critical races and ballot measures we targeted. Most importantly, Barack Obama won 17 of the 20 states that SEIU targeted.”65 The SEIU’s impact in the Obama campaign perfectly illustrates how important union political support can be to candidates willing to fully embrace the unions’ agenda.


Union Bad Boys

In alleged intimidation campaigns against companies (discussed in chapter 2) and even against other unions, the SEIU seems to be trying to stake out its claim to title of “bad boys” of the union movement. In April 2008, the SEIU allegedly came to bust up a labor union conference at which a rival union official was scheduled to speak and caught a lot of criticism even from labor movement leaders. John Sweeney, the President of the AFL-CIO, called the incident a “violent attack orchestrated by SEIU at the Labor Notes conference in Detroit,” and chided that “No union should understand the corrosive effect of violence better than SEIU.”66 Hundreds of SEIU representatives came by the busload allegedly for the purpose of intimidating rank-and-file members of other unions at “progressive union gathering.” These SEIU representatives allegedly stormed into the conference and precipitated a heated scuffle with conference goers, which resulted in at least one person going to the hospital.67

The reason for the fight? A rival union official that was battling the SEIU to organize a group of hospital workers in Ohio was scheduled to speak at the conference. In other words, a fight over organizing workers and new union dues seems to have precipitated the SEIU’s alleged violence and intimidation tactics. The rival official head called the SEIU “the new poster child for bad union behavior” and said that “compared with the corrupt Teamsters of old, the ‘S.E.I.U. makes them look like choirboys,’ ” according to the New York Times.68

Michelle Malkin covered the story and wrote, “Team Obama and the Democrats—who together received more than $60 million in SEIU independent expenditure funds—remain mum about SEIU thuggery.”69 Malkin reminds us: “Obama, after all, promised the SEIU on the campaign trail: ‘We look after each other!’ ” And they certainly do.


Unions are Anti-Gun

Union money doesn’t just push forward pro-labor politicians—it advances liberal politicians that may take many views that are out of step with the views of the rest of America. Consider gun owners’ rights.

While many union members all across our nation support gun owners’ rights and the National Rifle Association—union members are even on the NRA’s board—union money flows exclusively to anti–Second Amendment candidates and groups.70 The contrast between union members’ views on guns and union officials’ views on guns is so extreme that the unions developed special advertising to persuade pro-gun union members to support the union’s political candidates—specifically, Barack Obama. One union ad to union members read, “Barack Obama won’t take away your gun; but John McCain will take away your union.”71

Of course, it was a little hard to get some pro-gun union members into the Obama camp after Obama had proclaimed during his campaign in small Pennsylvania towns, “they get bitter, they cling to guns or religion or antipathy to people who aren’t like them or anti-immigrant sentiment or anti-trade sentiment as a way to explain their frustrations.”72 Many pro-gun union members may have identified more with these small-town Pennsylvanians than with President Obama, which may explain why 39 percent of union households voted for John McCain while their unions endorsed Obama.73

Not surprisingly, Obama is fulfilling the dreams of the anti-gun crowd; he’s advocated gun control and appointed numerous anti-gun federal judges. And he has more planned for a second term. He recently told an anti-gun activist, “I just want you to know that we are working on [gun control]. We have to go through a few processes, but under the radar.”74

The AFL-CIO has staked out a series of anti-gun positions on legislation.75 The teachers unions are also opposed to gun ownership; they explain their anti-gun positions in terms of curbing school violence. But the AFT, for example, is a member of the Coalition to Stop Gun Violence—a group that goes much further than fighting gun violence, instead focusing on wholesale banning of manufacture, importation, sale, transfer, ownership, and possession of handguns.

On the gun issue and many others, government employee unions don’t care about the opinions of their members. Of the twenty congressional politicians most supported by labor union money in 2010, fourteen received a D or an F rating from the NRA, which the NRA reserves for politicians with spectacularly bad congressional voting records on Second Amendment issues. The unions are full-scale behind the anti-gun agenda, especially when the anti-gun politicians happen to be the Democrats that can best guarantee them their cash flow.


On the gun issue and many others, government employee unions don’t care about the opinions of their members. Of the twenty congressional politicians most supported by labor union money in 2010, fourteen received a D or an F rating from the NRA, which the NRA reserves for politicians with spectacularly bad congressional voting records on Second Amendment issues.



It makes good political sense for government employee unions to support their leftist allies, but it’s also clear that when unions spend to get their favored politicians elected, they undercut the beliefs of their own membership at the same time. And for the rest of us, even if you don’t mind the growth of government and goodies that pro-union politicians deliver to government employee unions, you may mind how these same politicians vote on issues of importance to you personally.


Conclusion

The financial disclosure of government employee unions is intentionally difficult to penetrate and unenlightening. Even if union members knew where their dues money was going, they have almost no rights to ask that their dues not go for political spending. Unions can even force members to pay for additional spending through assessments beyond even their regular dues. Forced dues make this crony system of political spending on Democrat politicians and leftist causes possible, leaving the taxpayer unrepresented in the halls of power.

The game of monetary musical chairs continues on a daily basis. When the music stops, the only people left without chairs are the taxpayers, who have to foot the bill for the growth of government. The people sitting in the chairs are the people who really matter in the Democrat Party—the Shadowbosses, liberal organizations, the Democrat Party officials and the candidates themselves—all funded on the backs of American workers and taxpayers.

As we have seen, the chief goal of the Shadowbosses when it comes to national politics is keeping their political allies—almost always Democrats—in office. The unions have many friends, but they have never had a better ally in the White House than President Obama. As you’ll see next, the unions paid up to get Obama into the White House, and President Obama paid them back many times over once he took the reins of power.







Chapter 3 Summary Points



	Despite limited annual financial disclosure to the Department of Labor, unions keep their finances largely hidden and impenetrable from outsiders and even from their own members.

	Unions (at the national, state, and local levels combined) collect an estimated $14 billion in dues alone every year, and more than half of this income comes from government workers. That’s more revenues than 65 percent of the Fortune 500 companies, giving unions huge money to invest in politics.

	Labor unions spent well over $1.2 billion during the midterm 2010 election cycle.

	Unions are a major part of the vast “Shadow Democrat Party,” the political machine that has been called the power behind Democrat election success.

	Sixty-eight percent of registered voters are concerned that government employee unions have too much influence over the politicians that pass laws and negotiate with them.

	Unions also give “charity” dollars to leftist causes to create allies for their own agenda.

	When unions elect friendly liberal politicians to office, they get more pro-union votes but they also get more leftist votes on a variety of issues, like gun control, which conflict with the beliefs of many union members.

	Unions reward politicians who help them, and they punish politicians who oppose them.







CHAPTER 4

Union-Label President

THE Shadowbosses largely run our political system. They pull the strings. But in 2008, they had the chance of a union lifetime: the opportunity to place a full-blown union advocate in the White House. One of their very own. A man who’d worked in Big Labor, drank the Big Labor Kool-Aid, and battled for Big Labor.

His name was Barack Obama.

Barack Obama is the most union-connected president in the history of the country, a partner of and true believer in the labor movement. From card check to closed-door meetings in which health-care policy was run past former Service Employees International Union (SEIU) president Andy Stern and other Shadowbosses, union connections define Obama’s presidency. He has stacked his staff and advisors with Chicago cronies—almost all of whom also have union connections. And the unions are betting that a second Obama term will bring them an even bigger payoff. After all, with a lame duck president who isn’t worried about reelection, the sky’s the limit.

The President doesn’t mince words when it comes to his support of labor unions. And the unions support President Obama right back. The unions reportedly spent from $300 to $450 million to elect Obama in 2008, and it seems to have been well worth their investment.1 For the unions, Obama’s presidency is an opportunity for a partner in the White House and “change” that doesn’t come around too often.

In 2007, Obama spoke to the SEIU. “I’ve got a history with this union,” he said. “When I was a young organizer, I had just moved to Chicago. I started with working with SEIU Local 880, home health-care workers, to make sure that they were registered to vote.” He continued, “I will judge my first term as president based on the fact of whether we have delivered the kind of health care that every American deserves and that our system can afford. And I’m not going to be able to do it on my own, so I hope that the SEIU will partner in that process.”2 The SEIU and every other government employee union have been more than happy to partner with the President in working toward a new “progressive” America that both the President and the unions believe in.

The SEIU is perhaps Obama’s closest labor union connection—and no wonder, since, according to Andy Stern, the SEIU sent out one hundred thousand “volunteers” to help Obama during the campaign in 2008 and spent $60 million toward getting Obama elected.3 Several SEIU state councils were among the first labor unions to endorse Senator Obama for President in January 2008, when both Hillary Clinton and John Edwards were still strong contenders.4 And Stern has no complaints. “We get heard,” he confirmed.5 Stern celebrated Obama’s first hundred days in office with a video message to SEIU members, during which he said, “SEIU is in the field, it’s in the White House, it’s in the administration!”6


Union Man on the Inside

Obama’s relationships with the entire union movement go deep. As one who had worked inside the labor movement himself, Obama was able to make powerful pitches to the unions to work for his election. When Obama addressed the AFL-CIO, the federation of labor unions, in 2008, he promised his full support for the federation’s agenda: “I know the AFL-CIO is tired of playing defense,” he said. “We’re ready to play some offense… We’re ready to play offense for organized labor. It’s time we had a President who didn’t choke saying the word union.”7 President Obama certainly doesn’t choke on the word union. In fact, his administration is more likely to choke those who choke on the word union.


When Obama addressed the AFL-CIO, the federation of labor unions, in 2008, he promised his full support for the federation’s agenda: “I know the AFL-CIO is tired of playing defense,” he said. “We’re ready to play some offense… We’re ready to play offense for organized labor. It’s time we had a President who didn’t choke saying the word union.”



The AFL-CIO federation bought the pitch—along with the presidents of all fifty-six unions in the federation. The AFL-CIO sent out 250,000 volunteers to help his campaign and pledged to spend $50 million toward his election. Obama had, after all, voted with the AFL-CIO agenda 98 percent of the time during his brief service in the Senate. The AFL-CIO said its top issues were health care, retirement, jobs, “economic equality,” and card check.8 Obama proceeded to work on all these issues for them.

When he’s talking to his union friends, Obama is surely speaking the truth. He promised to give the unions exactly what they need to bolster the movement and increase their membership. That’s exactly what he is delivering. With our President representing the unions’ interests, who is representing you, the taxpayer?

The National Education Association (NEA) spent $50 million on Obama’s election campaign in 2008.9 When Obama spoke to the NEA in 2008, he emphasized that he would be able to deliver more dues revenue to the teachers union: “In the coming weeks, I’ll be laying out the specific details of my plan to invest billions of new dollars into the teaching profession and recruit an army of well-trained, well-qualified teachers who are willing to stand at the front of any classroom and give every student the chance to succeed.” Of course, more teachers may or may not be the fix that our failing education system needs. But we do know that by recruiting an army of teachers, Obama channels additional union dues right to the teachers unions. And that sounded good to the teachers unions in 2008, so they agreed to heavily support Obama’s campaign.


Obama’s Magic Formula for Socialism

Obama displayed his true vision for America most clearly when he addressed the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) well before his election as President. In a speech to the AFSCME national convention, Obama first rewrote the history of AFSCME in glowing terms. He talked of the AFSCME sanitation strike of 1968, described it as an effort devoted to civil rights, a great victory for the workers (not true, as we’ve seen in our discussion of the sanitation workers strike in chapter 2).10 Of course, he connected the strike with the assassination of Martin Luther King Jr., and he described the strike as culminating “in the union contract that the workers had sought for so long,” although as we have seen in chapter 2, it is debatable whether or not the workers themselves won great concessions from the city in the strike.

After retelling the great mythical history of AFSCME—and ignoring its baggage—Obama continued, “This is the legacy you inherit today. It’s a legacy of courage, a legacy of action, a legacy of achieving the greatest triumphs amidst the greatest odds.”11 Just the triumphant message that the AFSCME union bosses themselves wanted to convey to members at their convention.

But then Obama went on—and here we see where Obama’s own philosophy and that of the government employee unions mesh perfectly:


At the very moment that globalization is changing the rules of the game on the American worker—making it harder to compete with cheaper, highly skilled workers all over the world—the people running Washington are responding with a philosophy that says government has no role in solving these problems; that the services you all provide every day are better left to the whims of the private sector.



This is Obama’s philosophy in a nutshell. Government can solve all your problems. And globalization is bad for the economy and bad for American workers, since American workers are inherently uncompetitive. Following from this, unions are needed to protect American workers, especially obsolete government workers from privatization of their services. This is Obama’s essential ideology: wrap up unionism, bailouts, and bigger government in one well-articulated package, and bring European-style socialism to the United States as the end result. Nanny state, cradle-to-grave care, and wealth redistribution, here we come!

Obama continued:


They’re telling us we’re better off if we dismantle government—if we divvy it up into individual tax breaks, hand ’em out, and encourage everyone to go buy your own health care, your own retirement security, your own child care, their own schools, your own private security force, your own roads, their own levees… It’s called the Ownership Society in Washington. But in our past there has been another term for it—Social Darwinism—every man or woman for him-or herself.12



Obama encourages the union members in the audience to fear the free market, which he suggests will crush them. He uses this fear to push them to embrace the all-encompassing nanny state, complete with unions to represent them in making demands on their government employers. Obama was able to alarm these government employee union members and their bosses into fearing that Republicans would leave them to die at the hands of cruel market forces. And this is the same type of class warfare argument Obama continues to make today.

For this kind of protection against free market forces, AFSCME has pledged to spend $100 million reelecting Obama in 2012.13 In Obama’s first Presidential campaign in 2008, AFSCME joined up with the radical-left organization MoveOn.org to put up more than $500,000 for a commercial against John McCain. In the ad, a woman sits on a couch holding a baby. She talks about how she loves her baby. Then she looks into the camera and says, “So, John McCain, when you said you would stay in Iraq for a hundred years, were you counting on Alex? Because if you were; you can’t have him.” What a labor union had to do with the war in Iraq was anyone’s guess.14 But just like Obama’s comments at the AFSCME convention, the ad promotes a visceral fear of Republican leadership—the idea that your survival is somehow at stake. And we don’t have to guess at the true agenda of the unions in running ads like this: putting a true partner of the unions in the White House.




PARTYING AT THE WHITE HOUSE

Think that those cash expenditures by the government employee unions don’t buy access? Think again. Since his election, President Obama’s favorite White House guests have been his union buddies. Either he loves them for their sparkling conversation, or for their bags of cash. We’ll guess it’s the bags of cash.

This is a pattern going back to the Clinton Administration, when Bill and Hillary were said to have offered nights in the Lincoln Bedroom and dinner seats at major state dinners to raise campaign cash. Gerald McEntee, president of AFSCME, secured a seat for himself at a state dinner given by the Clintons in 1997 for the president of Chile. It may have helped that he spent millions in forced union dues on Democrat congressional candidates during the 1996 election cycle. McEntee, of course, denied the connection: “We’ve supported the Democratic Party and we’ve supported Republican candidates, and for anybody to think that we were invited tonight—when all of this is going on—because we gave a contribution would be absurd.”15 No connection at all.

Fast-forward a decade. The same union bosses are swarming the White House again. Same deal, different president—and much more access than ever before. Richard Trumka, head of the AFL-CIO, bragged that he visited the White House two or three times a week and talked with a member of the White House staff every single day—including weekends.16 Trumka not only attended Obama’s first state dinner but also sat in the First Lady’s box for the President’s September 2011 address to Congress.17

At Obama’s first state dinner, honoring the Indian prime minister, not only was Richard Trumka welcomed but also the SEIU’s then president, Andy Stern, and its then secretary-treasurer, Anna Burger (both since retired).18 James Hoffa, Teamsters president, got his invitation to the state dinner in 2011 honoring German Chancellor Angela Merkel.19 And Randi Weingarten, of the American Federation of Teachers, got her turn in March 2012 at a state dinner for UK Prime Minister David Cameron.20

Although it’s a close battle with Richard Trumka, Andy Stern may have won the award for “most frequent Shadowboss visitor” to the White House during the early days of the Obama Administration. He visited the White House at least twenty-two times, meeting with the President personally at least six times—all in the first six months of President Obama’s administration.21






Union Stimulus

Government employee union dollars have flowed into electing and working on reelecting President Obama, and taxpayer dollars are now flowing in the other direction from the Obama Administration to these same unions. The money cycle began with the first Obama cash giveaway: the misnamed, $787 billion American Recovery and Reinvestment Act signed into law by President Obama in February 2009, also known as the first round of “stimulus” spending.

A bunch of stimulus spending just happened to flow to the very same unions that supported Obama’s election the previous year. For example, the U.S. Department of Labor sent $7.4 million in “green jobs training grants” to SEIU Local 32BJ and to a partnership between SEIU’s health-care unions and major employers.

What exactly are these grants for—other than paying back the SEIU for its support? The goal of the grant was the creation of 5,200 jobs, but it is not really clear how this spending was supposed to lead directly to new jobs. The first $2.8 million was dedicated to a New York City program, “One Year, One Thousand Supers,” that trains superintendents and other workers in New York City buildings to become “energy efficient building operators.”22 The president of an SEIU building services local union said, “With nearly 80 percent of New York’s greenhouse gas emissions produced by buildings it’s imperative for owners, workers, environmental groups and the federal government to jointly tackle this environmental challenge.”23 Can you read the coded language here? Jobs will be created by training people to comply with regulations, and then they can help work with the government to create more regulations, which will require more training and so on. The cycle of government jobs goes on and on! And the only green anybody sees is the cash that flows into union pockets.

As if that grant weren’t useless enough, this program is just one tiny part of $500 million in stimulus funding to fund “workforce development projects” that promote green jobs.24 One of these projects is paid for with another $4.6 million grant to SEIU to create “a new career ladder for 3,000 entry-level environmental service workers.” An SEIU press release notes that SEIU locals “will serve as its lead partner to train and place workers in the health care field, and workers in environmental services (often called housekeepers) will learn methods for tracking and reducing the use of energy, water and waste.”25 Since when have housekeepers been known as “workers in environmental services”26 anyway? And is this training anything more than how to sort trash into the various types of recycling bins?

Participants also receive “training in non-polluting cleaning technologies” and even get to “prepare academically for entry into more advanced and certified green occupations that are currently in development by their employers.” “Currently in development” seems to mean that there aren’t many actual “green jobs” of this type available yet, but that the government is working real hard to create some in the future—regardless of what the market requires.

The stimulus goodies went on and on for government employee unions, especially in the area of these phantom green jobs. When you can spend real green to create fake green jobs “currently in development,” why stop there? In February 2010, another SEIU local won another $1.2 million in funding for yet more green jobs training. While green jobs remain hard to find, apparently running training centers for potential green job holders is a very lucrative side business for the unions.

Green jobs funding, said Secretary of Labor Hilda Solis, is “an investment that will help American workers succeed while doing good.” What was all this “good” that they’d be doing? They’ll complete a curriculum “focusing on recycling, waste reduction, reducing water use, energy efficiency, and worker health and safety.” How many “recycling and waste reduction” specialists do businesses need, anyway? To create actual jobs for all the people trained in green job technologies, the government would need to mandate that each workplace have its own “green czar” to oversee recycling, waste reduction, and the like.27 These are exactly the types of regulations we should expect during a second term of the Obama Administration.

It’s not even clear exactly what “green jobs” really are. As former real green jobs czar Van Jones admitted, “We still don’t have a unified definition [for green jobs], and that’s not unusual in a democracy. It takes a while for all the states and the federal government to come to some agreement. But the Department of Labor is working on it very diligently.”28 Word to the wise: when you need an entire department to define a term, and they haven’t done it after a period of years, the term isn’t real—like green jobs themselves, the term is “currently in development.” And, by the way, Jones eventually resigned when he was accused of signing a petition questioning whether the George W. Bush Administration had used the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks as a pretext for entering into the Iraq and Afghanistan military campaigns and possibly blaming the United States for these terrorist attacks.29

Another stimulus program gave the AFL-CIO Working for America Institute just under $1 million. The Working for America Institute is dedicated to creating “relationships in which workers obtain higher skills and better pay, employers become more successful and communities become better places in which to live and work.” We all want that, don’t we? What does the Institute actually do for a million dollars in stimulus? It will “provide technical assistance and support to labor leaders.”30 In other words, it’s a big slush fund for the AFL-CIO. Another AFL-CIO related union that received extensive stimulus funds was the Communications Workers of America. This union received nearly $4 million to “provide training to individuals in the automotive and auto-related communities across Ohio which have been impacted by recent automotive related restructurings.”31 This sounds great until you realize that it was unions like those affiliated with the AFL-CIO that bankrupted the automobile companies in the first place.


Project Labor Agreements: Only Union Members Need Apply

The stimulus package and phantom green jobs programs were just the beginning of a strong Obama-union alliance during Obama’s first term. Obama gave the unions another enormous payback when he recommended that major government projects use unionized labor.
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As the Wall Street Journal noted, “There’s almost a direct correlation these days between the Obama Administration’s complaints about ‘special interests’ and its own fealty to such interests. Consider its latest decree that federal contractors must be union shops.”32 The Journal was referencing Executive Order No. 13,502, which President Obama issued during his first weeks as President. The Order encourages federal agencies to enter into Project Labor Agreements, or PLAs, with labor unions on projects of more than $25 million. As the Journal noted, “Only 15% of the nation’s construction workers are unionized, so from now on the other 85% will have to forgo federal work for having exercised their right to not join a union.” In contrast, the Bush Administration had preserved open competition for work on federal construction projects by expressly prohibiting PLAs.33

By favoring unionized workers, PLAs restrict competition and drive up the costs of construction projects about 10 to 20 percent—great for unions, but terrible for taxpayers.34 And even though one of the major arguments in favor of PLAs is that they prevent work stoppages and strikes, studies have shown that PLAs don’t prevent these costly events.35 Even though their contracts forbid them to engage in work stoppages and strikes, some workers engaged under PLAs still do use these practices as a bargaining tool in negotiations for new contracts. In fact, construction on several of the new World Trade Center buildings and other New York City building projects has been delayed by unionized construction workers engaged under a PLA using work stoppages to bargain for new agreements.36 President Obama, however, recently confirmed his support for PLAs for federal projects and we can expect him to mandate greater use of PLAs by the federal government during a second term.37


Washington Monument Syndrome

Paying back the teachers unions for their support is always a pretty easy political move, because we Americans love our teachers. Another reason that it’s easy to channel money to education and the teachers unions is what journalist Steven Greenhut of the Pacific Research Institute calls the Washington Monument Syndrome.38 This is a trick politicians and unions use to get the public concerned about budget cuts. When faced with cuts, politicians and unions will always suggest that the government will have to ax the very public services that we all most appreciate—as in, “Budget cuts will force us to close the schoolchildren’s favorite tourist destination in our nation’s capital, the Washington Monument!” In this case, it’s the teachers unions telling you that teachers in your local schools are on the budgetary chopping block.

Of the initial stimulus spending, a whopping $115 billion was earmarked for education spending like the “Edujobs” program. The program is called Edujobs to focus the public on the fact that teachers’ jobs are saved by the program. How did that work? The federal government gave money to the states, supposedly so that states didn’t have to lay off teachers. But money is fungible—all this money didn’t necessarily go to preserve teachers’ jobs. The states basically used this cash to plug holes in their budgets generally and to delay necessary spending cuts—not just to education but to other government services as well. Of course, the discussion is framed in terms of preventing your local teacher from losing her job. The teachers unions are able to put a face—your local teacher’s face—on the budget cuts to get you personally interested. As a result, stimulus spending for education is much more popular with taxpayers than stimulus spending in general. It’s the Washington Monument Syndrome at work.

From the teachers unions’ perspective, this spending is essential to keeping dues income up. By retaining teachers in forced-dues states, teachers keep paying union dues. If states have to reduce the number of teachers and school workers thanks to the budget crunch, teachers unions get hit.

While the stimulus didn’t create many education jobs, it does preserve existing government jobs—and in most cases, that means union jobs. The U.S. Department of Education claims that the stimulus created—or, more accurately, retained—367,524 education-related jobs during the 2009–10 school year, which if true would also have preserved at least $165 million in teachers union dues annually.39 One recent Edujobs grant program explicitly states that the grant money can’t generally be used to pay the salaries of outside contractors in schools. Do these jobs matter less to our kids’ education? Probably not, but they matter less to the teachers unions because outside contractors aren’t generally unionized.40

More recently, Obama has been promoting the American Jobs Act, which is really almost more of a campaign promise than an actual piece of legislation. One part of this Act supposedly will create jobs by spending $593 billion more on propping up state budgets. The proposed legislation was designed, according to the White House, to preserve additional teaching jobs, but it will also preserve almost $50 million in dues income for the national teachers unions.41 As one commentator on the legislation writes, “It pays to have friends in high places.”

Not only did stimulus spending protect dues income, but Obama sent the teachers unions some more goodies. The AFT Educational Foundation received just under $5 million in stimulus via the Investing in Innovation Fund, which gives grants to applicants—that is, other liberal organizations—with a supposed record of improving student achievement. According to the AFT, the goal was to create “evaluation systems” for the teachers. Because, really who could be better at designing and implementing evaluations of teachers than their unions, right?42

In his 2012 State of the Union address, Obama continued to fulfill his promises to the teachers unions—this time by asking states to require all students to stay in school through the age of eighteen.43 While this proposal may or may not help our nation’s kids, it also just happens to mean more jobs for teachers and more dues for teachers unions. There are an estimated 1.2 million kids who drop out instead of graduating with their class.44 For each additional year that they are kept in school, 150,000 additional teachers and other school workers would be needed to teach them, resulting in more teachers union members and more dues income once again.45

The National Education Association thinks that raising the school leaving age is such a great idea, for the union at least, that it has issued a proposal advocating students be required to complete a high school degree or stay in school until twenty-one!46 The evidence is mixed on whether or not raising the age of compulsory schooling actually improves education outcomes.47 But whether “at risk” kids would benefit or not, Obama’s proposal would certainly do two things: raise educational costs further, and increase the number of teachers our nation requires to fulfill this mandate which benefits the teachers unions.


Card Check and Intimidation

The unions’ first legislative priority for the Obama Administration was passing card check legislation. Unionizing a workplace currently requires two steps: first, 30 percent of employees must turn in cards asking for a union, and then a secret-ballot election must take place, in which the union wins at least 50 percent of the votes cast.48 In Orwellian fashion, the bill that implements card check was named the Employee Free Choice Act. It would do away with secret-ballot election and allow a union to be certified if the union could get 50 percent of employees to turn in signed cards supporting the union. The unions like card check because the protection of the secret-ballot election would be gone. Instead, winning union elections using worker intimidation would become the name of the game.

Up until recently, the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) recognized that intimidation could corrupt the unionization process. For decades, the NLRB’s standard was that if an election was marred by behavior that prevented an employee from exercising free choice, the election was invalid. But on August 22, 2008, the NLRB oversaw an election for the Communications Workers of America. After the election, some of the employees claimed that threats of physical violence had been made against them by pro-union employees. One of the employees received an anonymous phone call threatening to “get even” with him if he “backstab[bed] us.” Another group of employees heard pro-union employees aggressively threaten them with battery if they “cost us the election.” The NLRB, though, ruled that this behavior wasn’t egregious enough to moot the election.49 It’s hard to imagine what would be egregious enough to moot an election if that kind of intimidation won’t do it.

Union members understand that the protections of the secret-ballot election protect workers against union thuggery. A Zogby poll showed that 71 percent of union members wanted to keep the secret-ballot law on the books, while just 13 percent wanted to change the law.50 But that didn’t stop the unions and Obama from pushing card check.

Once he was in the White House, Obama doubled down on card check. He told a closed-door meeting of over a hundred labor executives in 2009, “We will pass the Employee Free Choice Act.”51 Reportedly, Obama also told the unions that he didn’t “buy the argument that providing workers with collective-bargaining rights somehow weakens the economy or worsens the business environment.” This, of course, pleased union officials to no end. “Him putting it on the record in public makes me feel better,” one official stated.52

Obama has not been able to deliver card check to the unions, and this has been a very sore point for his union supporters. In 2009, Obama couldn’t get his filibuster-proof sixty votes in the Senate to pass the card check—despite having sixty Democrats in the Senate. What happened to the Democrats who didn’t support card check in the Senate? Well, we’ll never know, since the issue never came to a vote, thanks to Majority Leader Harry Reid, who apparently didn’t want unions cracking down on Democrats that voted against it. Several senators did come out against card check, including Ben Nelson (D-NE), Arlen Specter (D-PA), Blanche Lincoln (D-AR), and Thomas Carper (D-DE). What happened to them? Nelson has already announced he will not run for reelection in 2012; Specter was defeated in a Democrat primary challenge in 2010; Lincoln lost her seat to a Republican in 2010. And Carper is up for reelection in 2012.


Obamacare and Unions Go Together

One of the great mysteries of modern politics was the high level of union support for Obamacare. As we’ve discussed, government employee unions generally negotiate for the world’s best health insurance for their members—the famed, wildly expensive Cadillac plans. Some unions even directly profit from this health insurance by negotiating for contracts that force states to purchase health insurance for government workers from union-affiliated insurance companies.53

Kimberley Strassel explains in the Wall Street Journal that unions often negotiate with states for control of state employees’ health insurance: “In Wisconsin, for instance, the teachers union doesn’t just bargain for more health dollars. It also bargains to require that local school districts buy health insurance for their teachers through the union-affiliated health-insurance plan, called WEA Trust.” This arrangement actually costs the state at least $68 million more than the state’s health-care plan for its other government employees costs, with the excess going directly to the union.54

The Service Employees International Union (SEIU), the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), and other government employee unions spent literally hundreds of millions of dollars promoting Obamacare. The SEIU has focused like a laser on pushing for universal health care, stating that the union “will not stop until every man, woman and child has quality, affordable care they can count on.”55 Why would government employee unions identify large-scale nationalization of our health-care system as a top priority when it is not a critical issue for their members?

It can’t be just that the unions wanted to help make President Obama’s vision of a national health-care system a reality. There seems to be a more direct reason why unions supported health-care reform. Don Loos, former Labor Department official in the Office of Labor-Management Standards, suggests, “It is clear that Big Labor is banking on the probability that all healthcare workers eventually become federal, state, and municipal healthcare employees” who could then be subject to forced unionization.56 He explains that the SEIU sent a memo to the Obama transition team pointing out that there were 17.6 million health-care jobs currently, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics had projected that the nation would need 3.5 million more health-care workers over the following years. The SEIU memo proposes that stimulus spending be used for training of new health-care professionals with the involvement of unions like the SEIU, and promises the SEIU’s involvement in reforming health care in 2009.57 Loos explains that the SEIU and other unions were involved in health-care reform to pave the way for greater unionization of health-care workers. He notes, “ObamaCare is an SEIU and AFSCME membership ‘net’ designed to eventually capture 21 million forced-dues paying government workers as all healthcare workers eventually become federal, state, and municipal healthcare employees.”58

By having the government take over health care, the SEIU plans to get a greater hold over our nation’s health-care workers. With Obamacare, most health-care workers would receive government funding and be subject to greater government regulation. As a result, more health-care workers could potentially be treated as “government employees” and be unionized.

Looking to our neighbor to the north, Canada shows us that national health care yields more unionized health-care workers. Canada has national health care, and “as a result 60 percent of Canadian health care workers and a stunning 80 percent of nurses belong to unions—more than quadruple the levels in America,” notes labor economist James Sherk.59

Unions support national health care in America because, quite simply, it is good business for them. Unionizing all the health-care workers involved in implementing Obamacare could generate as much as $19 billion per year in forced union dues, but even unionizing a portion of these workers would significantly improve the unions’ bottom line.60 Obamacare could allow unions to potentially earn more in additional dues income than the gross domestic product of whole countries, like Paraguay, Iceland, and Jamaica!

This was the unions’ agenda all along. The SEIU made a grab for organizing all health-care workers as early as 2007 when it consolidated all its over 1 million health-care members into SEIU Health Care, and claimed that its union would “guarantee a voice at work” for all health-care workers nationwide—not just its members. Its 2008 brochure shares its plan: “SEIU’s health care profile—and power—will only continue to grow. And after we elect a pro-worker president and stronger pro-worker majorities in Congress, we will take all our energy, ideas, organizing strength, grassroots lobbying and political muscle, and make it happen.”61 SEIU also publically admitted its goals for national health care, which included creating “demand for SEIU-provided services” and crafting a health care “crisis” to convince Americans that we needed Obamacare.62 Once the other unions bought in to these goals themselves, Obamacare became nearly inevitable.


Unions Win with Obamacare

In Obamacare, the government employee unions got exactly what they were looking for: massive growth of the federal and state bureaucracies, creating millions of potential new union members. But they still had a problem. What about their own members, whose Cadillac health-care plans would now be taxed? That is what the meeting of the Shadowbosses at the beginning of this book was all about—the unions bringing their demands to the President as a condition for their support for Obamacare.


In Obamacare, the government employee unions got exactly what they were looking for: massive growth of the federal and state bureaucracies, creating millions of potential new union members. But they still had a problem. What about their own members, whose Cadillac health-care plans would now be taxed?



Faced with Shadowboss resistance to Obamacare, Obama acceded to union demands. He delayed a tax on Cadillac plans until 2018, giving the unions more time to find a legislative solution to the problem.63 Obama also granted “lucky golden ticket recipients” waivers from the most onerous provisions of Obamacare, according to columnist Michelle Malkin.64 Over half of the Obamacare waiver beneficiaries were union members—way out of proportion, considering just 13 percent of American workers are represented by unions. But the unions weren’t the only ones getting special treatment—nearly 20 percent of all waivers took place in the home district of House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi.65

There were extra goodies for Obama’s union pals in the Obamacare legislation. A quiet Obamacare program called the Early Retiree Reinsurance Program grants $5 billion to employers to provide “gap” health insurance to cover employees who retire before their Medicare coverage begins. An Investor’s Business Daily editorial explained, “The little-noticed ObamaCare program was supposed to encourage companies to continue offering this benefit until 2014—when ObamaCare fully kicks in and will solve everything—by reimbursing companies for a chunk of their retiree health costs.”66

What happened? Well, the unions were at the front of the line to apply for that federal cash. Pretty soon, the government had to shut down applications to the program because unions were flooding them. In the end, “10 of the top 12 recipients are either unions or public employee groups.”67 Investor’s Business Daily concluded that “this ObamaCare money is really being used mainly to pay off unions and governments that would have provided these benefits anyway.” The UAW Retiree Medical Trust alone netted over $220 million from this program, and several other unions got their piece as well before the program was closed to new applicants. The fire hose of cash from government to unions is hooked up, and the fire hydrant has been left wide open.


National Security Unions

In addition to receiving specific paybacks in the stimulus and Obamacare legislation, government employee unions have given President Obama a far broader directive. It is to help the unions to increase their control over America’s national security employees. Take, for example, the unionization of Homeland Security’s Transportation Security Administration (TSA) undertaken by the Obama Administration.

The 1978 Civil Service Reform Act explicitly bars monopoly bargaining over CIA, FBI, National Security Agency (NSA), and Secret Service employees; subsequent Executive Orders have extended this prohibition to many national-security-related federal agencies. George W. Bush used his discretion under the 2003 Homeland Security Act to ban union monopoly bargaining over federal airport baggage screeners employed by the TSA. In February 2011, however, President Obama’s TSA Administrator John Pistole gave the unions collective bargaining power over airport screeners. At the same time, Obama moved to end a successful program that had allowed airports to privatize airport screening using strict federal security standards with substantial training and oversight, thus requiring more government, unionized screeners.68

What was Pistole’s justification for this extension of union power over our airport security? Pistole explained that giving unions collective bargaining power over TSA workers would “ensure that a union’s role would help to reinforce consistency and accountability across security operations at all airports.”69 Perhaps he was thinking about the fact that unionizing TSA would immediately bring up to $18 million in dues into union coffers annually.70

The two unions vying to unionize TSA, American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE) and National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU), already represent around 63,000 Homeland Security employees, many of whom work in very sensitive and critical areas.73 AFGE represents employees at Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Protections and Programs Directorate (NPPD), U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, U.S. Customs and Border Protection (border patrol agents), and the Coast Guard.74 And NTEU represents 24,000 other Customs and Border Protection employees.75

After a close election and a runoff at TSA in 2011, the American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE) edged out the National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU) to become the exclusive representative for 44,000 TSA employees.76 This single election significantly increased the number of Homeland Security employees represented by unions, and also represents another step toward unionizing all types of federal workers, no matter how critical their job function is to our national security.




UNIONIZE THE MILITARY? CHECK.

What about some of the most important national security employees of all—the U.S. military? Could Obama actually unionize them? The law seems pretty clear on the point. Active duty military are forbidden from joining military labor organizations by a federal statute passed in 1978.71 The law actually states that it is the policy of the United States that unionizing our fighting force “would undermine the role, authority, and position of the commander, and would impair the morale and readiness of the armed forces.” It would take an act of Congress to unionize them. So is our military the one large government organization that the unions haven’t been able to penetrate? Not quite. More than one-third of our full-time military employees are civilian employees, many of them ex-servicemen hired back into service in similar jobs as civilians. And 60 percent of those civilian employees are unionized. Of the 700,000 civilians employed by the Department of Defense in 2010, 450,000 are unionized—and they are represented by 45 separate unions.72 So while the 1.4 million active duty troops cannot be unionized under current law, the entire military (not including reservists) is already more than 20% unionized without most people realizing that it could be possible.






Union Fingers in Every Federal Workplace Pie

Government employee unions hold collective bargaining power over almost 1.2 million federal workers on many employment matters, but not over federal wages or benefits.77 This limitation on collective bargaining over wages and benefits—believe it or not—was put in place by Jimmy Carter in 1978. “Even Carter Democrats understood the difference between being in electoral debt to the unions, and being outright owned by them,” Kimberley Strassel wrote in the Wall Street Journal.78

So at least there are some government workplace issues that the unions just don’t have a say in, right? Well not quite. Thanks to President Obama, the unions representing federal employees suddenly have a lot more say in all workplace issues. Early in his term, President Obama issued an Executive Order which requires federal offices and agencies to consult with unions representing federal workers in “all workplace matters to the fullest extent practicable” before reaching a decision. Government agencies are required to consult the unions even on workplace matters that unions cannot bargain over by law. The order used an intentionally confusing term for this—“pre-decisional involvement,” which seems to mean that no decision about the federal workplace can be made anymore without consulting the Shadowbosses.79

By requiring pre-decisional conferencing on all workplace matters, President Obama has given the unions representing federal workers an unprecedented (and almost unbelievable) voice in federal workplace matters, including military workplaces. It is almost hard to imagine what he could do to further augment their authority over the federal workplace during a second term, but we’re sure that the unions have some ideas.


Unions Win the Auto Industry

Throughout his administration, President Obama has handed over new swaths of the economy to government employee unions. But the most egregious example may be the auto bailouts, where the Obama Administration not only handed partial ownership of the U.S. auto industry to the unions, but also circumvented our bankruptcy laws to do so.

Under the bankruptcy rules, parties owed money by a bankrupt company are paid out of any company assets in a certain order—first, the secured creditors such as bondholders are paid; then unsecured creditors like company employees are paid. But when the Obama Administration spearheaded the Chrysler bankruptcy in 2009, the Administration sidestepped these priority rules to give a better deal to the United Auto Workers (UAW), a hybrid private worker/government worker union that represented Chrysler’s auto workers.80

The Administration forced a sale of Chrysler’s assets to a new Chrysler corporation instead of letting the bankruptcy proceed. Investors who held Chrysler bonds were forced to take only 29 cents for each dollar of bonds that they held.

Meanwhile, the UAW retirement health-care trust received a 55 percent stake in the new Chrysler corporation in exchange for labor contract concessions. “Among the cost-cutting measures that the UAW leaders have accepted are a suspension of cost-of-living adjustments and new limits on overtime pay,” reported the Wall Street Journal. “Workers will only be paid for overtime after they have worked at least 40 hours in a week. Chrysler workers will also lose their Easter Monday holiday in 2010 and 2011, according to the union summary.”81 The unions won yet again, even though the unions themselves virtually bankrupted Chrysler.

Similarly, when the Obama Administration took over the bankruptcy process for General Motors, it shortchanged the bondholders in favor of the UAW, which also represented the General Motors auto workers. As Speaker Newt Gingrich pointed out, “According to one analysis, while the bondholders will be lucky if they recover 15 cents on the dollar, the UAW can expect to recover up to 60 to 70 cents on the dollar—four to five times what the bondholders will receive.”82 The UAW argued, “Most bondholders are investors who can spread any losses over a broad portfolio.”83 In other words, the UAW claimed that only the 1 percent got hurt, and they could take it.

But actually, it wasn’t just the fat cats that got soaked in the auto/UAW bailout. Other victims of the government reorganization were also people like Vicki Denton’s family, as the Wall Street Journal reported. Denton died in a car crash when her Dodge’s air bag failed to deploy. Chrysler lost a lawsuit against her family and was judged to owe them $2.2 million. But the family’s right to payment got trampled in the bankruptcy reorganization deal. “Now, two years removed from a $12.5 billion bailout, Chrysler Group LLC still hasn’t paid the damages, and doesn’t have to,” reports the Journal. “The reason: The company’s restructuring allowed it to wash away legal responsibility for car-accident victims who had won damages or had pending lawsuits before its bankruptcy filing. The same holds true for General Motors Co.”84

When government employee unions win, there are very real losses to very real people. But those real people don’t include the President or the Democrat Party. As Mitt Romney pointed out, “I think the union folks basically bought and paid for [Obama’s] last campaign, so he’s taking care of them and they’re taking care of him.” And Speaker Newt Gingrich was more specific: “Between 2000 and 2008, the United Auto Workers (UAW) union gave $23,675,562 to the Democratic Party and its candidates. In 2008 alone, the UAW gave $4,161,567 to the Democratic Party, including Barack Obama. In return, the UAW received 55 percent of Chrysler and 17.5 percent of GM, plus billions of dollars. But nobody’s calling this a scandal. It’s time we start.”85

It sure is nice to have a partner in the White House, although some union bosses have complained that what the President has done for unions has not been enough.


Back in Obama’s Corner

The unions expected a 100 percent commitment to their agenda from Obama, and while the President has delivered a lot of the union agenda, he has fallen short on the unions’ highest legislative priority—card check—and in a few other areas. Union bosses have complained that President Obama sacrificed card check to get Obamacare passed, has supported trade agreements opposed by unions, and has not created enough new jobs, presumably meaning union jobs.

Richard Trumka, head of the AFL-CIO, has been one of President Obama’s most vocal critics in the union movement. In 2011, Trumka, who has been called a “thug’s thug,” criticized Obama for lack of leadership.86 “I think he doesn’t become a leader anymore, and he’s being a follower,” Trumka complained.87 He also claimed the President had been doing “little nibbly things around the edge that aren’t going to make a difference and aren’t going to solve the problem” with a suffering economy instead of offering “bold solutions and some risk taking.” He even threatened to pull the labor movement’s support for Obama and other politicians: “If leaders aren’t blocking the wrecking ball and advancing working families’ interests, then working people will not support them,” Trumka warned.88

Despite his criticisms, Trumka himself had experienced good times under the first Obama Administration. In addition to state dinners and White House visits for Trumka, Obama actually picked him to sit on his jobs advisory council.89 Trumka accompanies Obama on some of his jobs speeches—which is sort of like having Dracula accompany you on your blood drive.90

In March 2012, Trumka jumped back on the Obama bandwagon, and the AFL-CIO endorsed Obama for reelection. Bloomberg reported: “The backing by the group representing 12 million members, less than a year after Trumka said enthusiasm for Obama had waned, suggests unions are warming to a second term.”91 And this seems to be the case.

The AFL-CIO’s political director has stated publically that the union movement would expect even more from President Obama in the near future. “There’s no question that the Obama administration has done many things that have helped working people and that have been positive for the labor movement,” he said. “But on the other hand, this is the Democratic Party; it was elected on a platform to do much, much, much, much more.”92 For more, the unions will have to wait for a second Obama Administration.


Coming Next

Despite their grumbles with not getting everything that they wanted from the Obama Administration, union bosses lined up to endorse President Obama for reelection and will probably spend even more money on his reelection in 2012 than they spent on his election in 2008. Unions are projected to spend over $400 million on Obama’s reelection, but the figure could ultimately go much higher.93

Over the July 4 weekend in 2011, Obama secured an early endorsement for reelection from the National Education Association.94 It also passed a resolution that forced a new $10 assessment on members for political activities.95 As columnist Kyle Olson observed, “Some teachers objected, calling it the union’s ‘Obama tax.’… $35.4 million can buy a lot of votes.”96 Shortly after receiving this endorsement, Obama started to pay back the teachers unions by offering more Edujobs spending in his American Jobs Act. The smaller American Federation of Teachers endorsed Obama a bit later, in February 2012.

When the SEIU endorsed Obama for reelection in November 2011, Mary Kay Henry, who succeeded Andy Stern as SEIU president, explained: “As Americans we face [a] stark choice. Do we want leaders who side with rich corporations, the 1 percent who are prospering, or leaders who side with us, the 99 percent?”97 (They don’t just steal your tax dollars—they steal Occupy Wall Street slogans, too.)


SEIU union bosses were well treated during the first Obama Administration. Former president Andy Stern continues to sit on Obama’s deficit panel—ironic, considering that Stern’s union has helped drive America’s deficits to record levels. One commentator likened Stern’s appointment to “a serial arsonist” organizing Fire Prevention Week.



SEIU union bosses were well treated during the first Obama Administration. Former president Andy Stern continues to sit on Obama’s deficit panel—ironic, considering that Stern’s union has helped drive America’s deficits to record levels. One commentator likened Stern’s appointment to “a serial arsonist” organizing Fire Prevention Week.98 Former secretary-treasurer Anna Burger was also an Obama appointee to the Economic Recovery Board of Advisors, working alongside AFL-CIO president Richard Trumka. John Sullivan, SEIU’s associate counsel, was given a seat on the Federal Election Commission. Craig Becker, associate general counsel of SEIU, was appointed by President Obama to a seat on the National Labor Relations Board in a controversial recess appointment over the objection of a bipartisan group of senators. Current and former SEIU union officials are now operating from inside our government—only to shuttle back to the labor movement when Obama finally leaves office, taking with them inside knowledge of how best to pressure government into advancing their agenda.

When the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) endorsed Obama in December 2011, the union also pledged $100 million in support for his reelection. Why so much? As AFSCME president Gerald McEntee explained, “President Obama is the only choice for the 99 percent.”99 Are these guys on message, or what?


Conclusion

What will a second Obama Administration hold in store for the unions? Endless new goodies.

We can expect a second Obama Administration would move the unions’ agenda and control over our government workers much, much further. The unions’ greatest dream is that they might one day be able to repeal section 14(b) of the National Labor Relations Act, which permits states to pass right-to-work laws.100 Repealing right-to-work laws nationwide through an act of Congress would give the unions twenty-three more states in which to collect forced dues—and could almost double their dues income overnight. It is hard to imagine, but no dream is impossible with a second term for President Obama (and a Democrat House and Senate).

Already, the Obama Administration is also looking at requiring federal agencies to negotiate an expanded list of issues with the government employee unions.101 This expansion would require agencies to negotiate with unions over the “numbers, types, and grades of employees or positions assigned to any organizational subdivision, work project, or tour of duty,” and “on the technology, methods, and means of performing work.”102 In other words, government employee unions would have a lot more say in staffing and how employees perform their work, which is normally the prerogative of the government employer. What unions know about these issues is anyone’s guess.

Government employee unions continue to expand and increase their control over our nation. But the greatest threat to the people of the United States by far is the undermining of the education system, thanks almost entirely to the teachers union bosses, as we’ll see next.







Chapter 4 Summary Points



	President Obama is the most union-connected President in the history of the United States, both a partner of the unions and a true believer in the union movement.

	The unions spent $300 to $450 million to elect Obama in 2008 and have pledged to spend over $400 million or more to reelect him in 2012.

	Unions supported Obamacare heavily because it gives them an opportunity to organize millions more health-care workers—and add billions of dollars in dues income. • During Obama’s first term, the stimulus package was an enormous giveaway for the unions, particularly in the area of green jobs and education.

	The Obama Administration has allowed unions to gain collective bargaining power over the Transportation Security Administration (TSA). Our other Homeland Security employees and civilian military employees are also increasingly unionized, leaving our nation exposed to strikes.

	Card check, a top union legislative priority, would eliminate workers’ rights to a secret-ballot election over whether or not their workplace will be unionized, and would be pushed hard during a second Obama term.

	An even higher legislative priority for unions during a second Obama Administration may be the repeal of section 14(b) of the National Labor Relations Act, which would destroy state right-to-work protections and make all fifty states in America forced-dues states, generating billions more in dues income for the unions.







CHAPTER 5

Schoolhouse Shadowbosses

IMAGINE sitting in a large room packed with human beings. Imagine that all of them are crying, or praying, or grimacing—because at the front of the room, a man is reaching into a basket of Ping-Pong balls. Each person in the room has been assigned a number. And each of those Ping-Pong balls carries a corresponding number. If your number is drawn, you have a chance at living a better life than your parents had—maybe going to college or to a technical school, getting a good job, making enough money to support yourself. If not, you’ll likely end up dropping out of school, may face limited job prospects, and perhaps end up dependent on the government.

You don’t have to imagine it. Each year, thousands of children across America enter into such lotteries, trying to get into decent public schools. Their normal public schools are educational sinkholes—kids fail out or they pass to the next level through social promotion without having met the learning objectives of the previous grade.

“Either the kids are getting stupider every year, or something is wrong in the education system,” master educator Geoffrey Canada tells the camera in Davis Guggenheim’s 2010 documentary Waiting for Superman. Guggenheim—the same man who directed Al Gore’s propaganda film An Inconvenient Truth and President Obama’s thirty-minute tribute reel at the 2008 Democratic National Convention—is no conservative. But he recognized that America’s education system is in serious trouble.

Guggenheim points out that although we have doubled the money that we spend on K–12 schools in recent years, there has been little or no improvement in student performance. In the film, a huge share of the blame falls on the teachers unions—a conclusion Guggenheim desperately did not want to come to. “In this case, I’m a Democrat, and I believe, I really believe in unions, I’m a member of a good union,” he lamented. “So that was an uncomfortable truth for me to have to talk about, but I’ve tried to make a reasonable film.” He notes that “somehow it’s written that you can’t criticize the unions. Otherwise, you hate teachers.”

What’s wrong with the teachers unions? Guggenheim explains that union contracts run to 200 pages and control so many aspects of how our schools are run: “School day ends at 3, principals can’t visit the classroom, can’t fire a teacher, can’t reward another good teacher.”1 Teachers union control over schools stops innovation dead in its tracks and stifles creative solutions to our nation’s educational crisis.

This isn’t a partisan issue—Jonathan Alter, liberal columnist for Newsweek, puts it well in the film: “It’s very, very important to hold two contradictory ideas in your head at the same time. Teachers are great, a national treasure. Teachers unions are, generally speaking, a menace and an impediment to reform.”

Guggenheim documents the effects of teachers unions in the film and what a big part chance has in the outcomes of these children’s lives. Most heartbreaking, he shows five students sitting, biting their nails at those lotteries, waiting for their names to be called. One young girl wants to be a veterinarian, but she’s stuck in a dead-end school, and doesn’t win the lottery to attend a charter school; another young boy also doesn’t win the school lottery and has to stay in his failing school, while his brother has the opportunity to attend a successful charter school; a few others win spaces in better schools and perhaps also win the chance for a better life.

And what are the chances of kids in failing schools getting into better ones? Unfortunately, their chances are very slim. For example, one charter school in Harlem had 792 applications for forty spots, and its numbers are fairly typical. There are far too many kids who want to go to successful charter schools than spaces at those schools. Clearly, kids want to learn; parents want them to learn; teachers want to teach them. But the teachers unions are keeping most of them in rotten schools.


Worm in the Apple

The teachers unions have carefully framed the debate about spending on education as taxpayers not willing to pay their fair share for the education of our nation’s children. But their attack on spending is just smoke and mirrors. Every year, Americans spend more and more cash on education—and the teachers unions always claim that to fix K–12 education, we just need to throw more money at the problem. More money at the problem, of course, generally translates into more union dues for the teachers unions.

The United States spends almost $10,000 a year per elementary schoolchild.2 We spend 68 percent more per schoolchild than Germany, 33 percent more than Japan, 84 percent more than Korea, and 14 percent more than the United Kingdom.3 And yet, our children finished far behind these nations in math and science over the last decade.4

What do we get for enormous spending? An educational system that no one, certainly not teachers unions, wants to take credit for. Our rates of high school graduation have shown no improvement, and even declined slightly, over the last forty years.5 There is basically no good news on the educational horizon whatsoever in terms of our spending producing measurable educational gains for our students. Except, as one commentator notes, “American students get terrible math scores compared to their international peers, but they think they’re great in math—in fact, they have more confidence in their math skills than students from any other country.”6 But while confidence is great to have, it is no substitute for real student performance.

Many public school teachers are tremendous educators, motivated and caring people who want the best for our children. But behind the friendly principal at your school, the loving teachers that instruct your children, and the civic-minded school board that makes decisions about schooling in your district lurk their Shadowbosses—teachers unions and their bosses. The two national teachers unions are two of the largest unions of any type in our country. Not coincidentally, they are also among the largest financial contributors to Democrat Party politics. Their grubby fingerprints are all over America’s dysfunctional education system, all over Congress, and all over the Obama Administration.

If the fifty individual states developed their own educational policies, you could expect a wide range of models for education in America—a thriving diversity of schooling ideas that would reveal startlingly different models for teacher pay, school schedules, and subject matter content. But in fact, public schools across America share almost uniform characteristics. And—surprise, surprise!—those characteristics typically benefit teachers unions.

With their immense dues income, teachers unions extend their political influence across all fifty states, even the right-to-work states. They are able to keep educational policies remarkably consistent across most school districts in America. Policies common to most school districts include: paying teachers based on seniority and educational attainment rather than merit and performance; seniority-based layoff policies known as “last in, first out”; and tenure policies that make it very difficult to fire bad or underperforming teachers. All of these policies are beneficial to teachers unions, but none are in the interests of our children. Worst of all, teachers unions keep many of our kids in failing school systems and give them very few real chances for success.


If the fifty individual states developed their own educational policies, you could expect a wide range of models for education in America—a thriving diversity of schooling ideas that would reveal startlingly different models for teacher pay, school schedules, and subject matter content. But in fact, public schools across America share almost uniform characteristics. And—surprise, surprise!—those characteristics typically benefit teachers unions.




Teachers Unions’ Dues Machine

The story of teachers unions is a story about power and money. The money comes from teachers in the form of union dues payable to the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), and their state and local affiliates. The NEA, headed by Dennis Van Roekel, is the single largest and most powerful labor union in America. Its rival and sometimes partner is the much smaller AFT, headed by lawyer-turned-educator Randi Weingarten. A veteran of many teachers union battles, Weingarten took over as head of AFT after eleven years at the helm of New York City’s teachers union, the United Federation of Teachers (UFT). The NEA and the AFT generally act in concert to control our educational policy through their political activity and propaganda. Local and state teachers unions are generally affiliated with either the NEA or the AFT, or in some cases both unions.


The teachers unions—the NEA, AFT, and their state and local affiliates—collect an estimated $2 billion in dues and fees from educators every year. Just how extensive is the teachers union control over our nation’s teachers? Two-thirds of America’s three million K–12 public school teachers are now under union monopoly bargaining control, and an estimated three-quarters of teachers are members of a teachers union.



The teachers unions—the NEA, AFT, and their state and local affiliates–collect an estimated $2 billion in dues and fees from educators every year.7 Just how extensive is the teachers union control over our nation’s teachers? Two-thirds of America’s three million K–12 public school teachers are now under union monopoly bargaining control, and an estimated three-quarters of teachers are members of a teachers union.8

How many current teachers actually voted in an election to have a union in their district? Not even 10 percent of current teachers have.9 States granted unions the power to unionize teachers in the school or district in the late 1950s and held elections in the school districts. If more than 50 percent of the teachers voting in the election chose the union, then the teachers union was certified as the teachers’ exclusive bargaining representative. From that day forward, the teachers union represented every teacher in the district—even those teachers that voted no or didn’t vote at all. And all future generations of teachers in that district are also bound by this fifty-year-old union vote. No recertification of the teachers union has likely ever been required since then. The teachers union in their school was there before most current teachers at the school were born and will likely remain there well after they die. And this works exactly the same for all other government employee unions. The Communist Party in the former Soviet Union would have been pleased with this type of arrangement.


Grading the States

Take a look at the map in which we gave each state a letter grade based on how much control the state gives teachers unions over the state’s teachers (which correlated strongly to how much control the state gives unions over all its government workers).10

The F-grade states give teachers unions extensive powers over their teachers. In these twenty-two states plus the District of Columbia, state law grants the teachers unions collective bargaining power over teachers. This means that the teachers unions will represent teachers in all their contract negotiations and all other dealings with their employer. But the big advantage for the unions in the F-grade states, versus the other states, is that teachers are forced to pay dues to the union or be fired (and here you thought this was a free country).

In these forced-dues, F-grade states, teachers don’t have to actually join the union. But if they don’t join, they still have to pay agency fees about equal to union dues.11 So, in these forced-dues states, teachers usually join the union to get the benefits of union membership (some liability and other insurance, camaraderie) since the cost is almost the same. Although these F-grade states employ less than half of our nation’s teachers, teachers unions collect over three-quarters of all their dues and fees from these states.12

The twelve C-grade states give teachers unions collective bargaining over all or almost all teachers in the state but don’t give them the power to collect forced dues from these teachers. In these states, the teachers union will be a big presence in teachers’ working lives, and there will be a lot of pressure to join the union. But if a teacher declines joining the union, she doesn’t have to pay dues.

The nine B-grade states allow individual school districts to decide whether or not to impose collective bargaining in their districts, but these states don’t have state-level collective bargaining laws. In these states, unions do not collect forced dues even in the districts where they have collective bargaining power over teachers. The teachers unions’ strategy in these states is to increase the number of districts under their control, because more teachers join the union where unions have collective bargaining power over them. If the union already represents you in contract negotiations and grievances against your employer, you already feel the power of the union in your workplace, and you are more likely to join the union than if no union represents you.



GRADING THE STATES: WHICH STATES GRANT TEACHERS UNIONS THE MOST POWER OVER TEACHERS?
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Adapted from data provided in Terry M. Moe’s Special Interest: Teachers Unions and America’s Public Schools (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2011), and updated for changes in the law.

Chart courtesy of Milton L. Chappell, the National Right To Work Legal Defense Foundation



 

Finally, there are the seven A-grade states, where there is no collective bargaining or forced dues for teachers. As one would expect, far fewer teachers join teachers unions in the A-grade states than other states.13 This suggests that if all states operated like the A states, the unions would collect less than one-sixth of the dues that they collect now, a huge financial blow for the teachers unions and their power.14


PERCENTAGE OF ALL TEACHERS UNION DUES COLLECTED IN “A” THROUGH “F” GRADE STATES
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Data from the Education Intelligence Agency and Terry Moe, Special Interest: Teachers Unions and America’s Public Schools, table 2-2

You might expect that all right-to-work states would be A-grade states that don’t allow unions to have collective bargaining power over teachers. But this is not the case. Sixteen right-to-work states do have collective bargaining over at least some teachers. Right-to-work laws don’t protect teachers and other workers from having collective bargaining imposed on them. But teachers in these states are protected against having to pay dues and fees as a condition for getting or keeping their jobs. And right-to-work laws hit unions where it hurts—in the pocketbook; only about 18 percent of total teachers union dues are collected in right-to-work states, although about 44 percent of teachers work in right-to-work states.15


Right-to-work laws don’t protect teachers and other workers from having collective bargaining imposed on them. But teachers in these states are protected against having to pay dues and fees as a condition for getting or keeping their jobs.



Similarly, you might also expect that all non-right-to-work states would be F states. But this is also not the case. As you can see from the chart, five states do not have right-to-work laws but don’t force their teachers to pay union dues either.

American Federation of Teachers president Randi Weingarten argues that states that have a lower proportion of unionized teachers, like the A-grade states, have lower academic achievement than states that have heavily unionized teachers, but this is really comparing apples to oranges.16 Typically, the academic success of a state’s students can be most easily gauged by how much their parents earn or by their parents’ educational achievement, not by how unionized the state’s teachers are.17 Actually, there appears to be no demonstrable correlation between unionization and educational quality on a state-by-state basis.18 In reality, teachers unions harm our K–12 educational system in all 50 states by exerting control over educational policy and practices nation-wide.


Why Teachers Join Unions

In forced-dues states, most teachers find it a pretty easy decision to join the union. After all, teachers have to pay union dues anyway, so they may as well join the union and get whatever benefits of membership are offered. In the states in which teachers are not forced to pay dues to a union to get or keep their job, the unions have to entice, cajole, trick, and pressure teachers to join the union.

One of the ways teachers unions develop their membership in the least unionized states is to capture young, impressionable college students who are training to be teachers. A young teacher from an A-grade state told us that when she entered her mandatory student-teaching period, her teachers college strongly advised her to obtain professional liability insurance. This insurance would cover her in the case that she was sued by one of her pupils’ families during her student-teaching period. During student-teaching orientation, teachers union representatives offered all student teachers a discounted union membership rate, which included this liability coverage, and many of them joined. The takeaway message was “Welcome to the teaching profession—meet your teachers union!” Once student teachers join the union, the teachers union simply works to keep them as members when they take full-time teaching jobs.

A veteran teacher who worked in a number of A-grade states says that teachers union representatives pressured her to join the union throughout her whole career. Again, the union reps presented liability insurance as a major reason why she should join the union. They told her that if a student sued her, the union would provide her with a lawyer and she would be protected by liability insurance—but only if she was a member of the teachers union. Otherwise, she would be on her own. The unions were so successful at planting this fear in her that she always felt exposed to liability and uneasy about not joining the union. Of course, the states could fix this issue by providing liability insurance coverage to all teachers, but it hasn’t happened yet. Teachers can also purchase this insurance inexpensively from other sources, but teachers unions have been very effective at presenting themselves as the sole source for professional liability insurance.19

Teachers unions are also effective at using sorority-style recruiting to sell the union as a social club for teachers. One teacher in an A-grade state recalls that union representatives were present with lots of fun giveaway items at the events that she was required to attend as a first-year teacher: “Here’s a mug, and come join this fun club where you will meet new friends and share your experiences—the local teachers union!”

In states that impose collective bargaining on teachers, teachers unions have much more control over schools and are much more intrusive in their recruiting. A young teacher who has worked in several B-grade right-to-work states recalls that in Arkansas and Alabama, she was under intense pressure to join the teachers union. As a new teacher in Arkansas, union representatives were present at the orientation meetings for new teachers. She was directed to meet her school representative, who explained all the benefits she would receive as a union member and signed her up for membership and for her dues to be automatically deducted from her paycheck. When this teacher realized a few months later how much dues she was paying each month for union membership, and considered how little she benefited from the union, she decided to quit. But to do this, she had to visit the same in-school union representative and explain to her why she was quitting the union before her name could be taken off the union rolls. She recalls that this was a very intimidating process for her.

When this same young teacher moved to a school in Alabama a few years later, she was firm in her decision not to join the union. Shortly after she arrived at her new school, she was teaching a lesson to her kindergarten class when two other teachers barged into her classroom. Was there a fire or an emergency that demanded her immediate attention? No, these teachers were representatives of the teachers union. They proceeded to bully this young teacher in front of her class, urging her to join the union and help them achieve “100 percent participation” in the school. This teacher, experienced in the ways of union representatives by now, bravely refused. But although her experience of union intimidation may be typical, she’s the exception in staying out of the union—when pressured, teachers tend to join unions.


Unified Dues

In many right-to-work states—especially the A-grade states that forbid collective bargaining over teachers—most teachers will tell you that unions don’t affect their classroom experience at all. But is it really true that the teachers unions have little power over education in these states?

Of course not. Teachers unions have woven a web that spreads over the entire United States, covering every state and nearly every locality. The teachers unions’ “support at the local level plays a major role in political campaigns.”20 Stanford professor Terry Moe notes, “While the stereotype is that the teachers unions are ‘weak’ in the states without collective bargaining, this is usually far from true. In any absolute sense, the unions tend to be quite powerful—just not as powerful as their counterparts in collective bargaining states.”21 But how have the unions built their state and local operations in states that have little dues income? They do it with an innovative funding technique called “unified dues.”

Here’s how it works. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the teachers union bosses realized that they had a problem. Teachers were joining their local unions in droves, but not many teachers were joining their state and national teachers unions. After all, most education was local—so why pay to join the state and federal teachers unions?

The bosses found a solution: they forced local affiliates to charge unified dues. Now when teachers joined the local union, they automatically joined their state and national unions as well. Voila! Unified dues send tons of cash upstream to the state and national unions, giving these upper-level unions more funds for political activity and infrastructure building. The unified-dues system is now common to all government employee unions.

Here’s an example of how unified dues works in practice. For example, a full-time teacher in Westport, Connecticut, pays $852 in dues for the 2011–12 school year, of which $178.00 is sent to NEA national headquarters, $484.50 is sent to the state-level NEA-affiliate union, and $190.00 is sent to the local NEA-affiliate union.22 The national union then redistributes a portion of its funds to build infrastructure and fight important union battles all across the nation. The national teachers unions send representatives and resources to “underrepresented” right-to-work states where there are fewer union members, less dues income, and more limited teachers union infrastructure. Teachers union representatives invade right-to-work states like kudzu, colonizing new territory and taking it over: organizing workers, influencing educational policy, and supporting pro-union candidates there.

One observer explained, “In some states, the teachers unions [have] become the functional equivalent of a political party, assuming many of the roles—candidate recruitment, fund-raising, phone banks, polling, get-out-the-vote efforts—that were once handled by traditional party organizers.” 23 And, of course, the teachers unions overwhelmingly support Democrats. When you look at the teachers unions, former Secretary of Education William J. Bennett said, “you’re looking at the absolute heart and center of the Democratic Party.”24 E. J. McMahon of the Manhattan Institute adds, “NEA and American Federation of Teachers have been powerful forces in the Democratic Party for decades.”25


Teachers Unions Dominate Politics

If you are surprised by the connection between teachers unions and politics, don’t be. Teachers unions, like all government employee unions, survive only by putting their loyal friends in our government. The degree to which teachers unions influence state politics is so extreme that in many states “the legislatures, no less than the educational bureaucracies, function as wholly owned subsidiary of the teachers union,” according to one education commentator.26


If you are surprised by the connection between teachers unions and politics, don’t be. Teachers unions, like all government employee unions, survive only by putting their loyal friends in our government.



Nationally, teachers unions have political operatives in every congressional district in the United States. These political operatives have a dual job—assisting in day-to-day union work and managing teachers union political activity in the congressional district. These operatives are the backbone of the Democrat Party machine. They manage turn-out-the-vote efforts in local school board elections and Presidential elections alike.

In all fifty states, teachers unions elect their own bosses—the district school boards and other educational decision makers who can give unions power over teachers and educational policy. In his book on teachers unions, Terry Moe points out that under this corrupt system, “democracy is turned on its head.”27 Even in states with few union members, “the teachers unions can use their political power to help choose the very people who will be running their districts and making all the authoritative decisions about money, personnel and policy,” explains Moe.28 Because few local taxpayers pay close attention to school board elections, for example, teachers unions elect their candidates almost every time. Eighty-four percent of school board candidates that the unions endorse in heavily Republican-controlled districts actually win their elections!29 And let’s be serious—who among us bothers to investigate school board candidates and votes in local school board elections?

State-level teachers unions present themselves as educational policy think tanks and the defenders and reformers of the public schools. These sham policy institutes provide legislators and decision makers with research, support, and guidance on educational issues from the “teachers’ perspective.” Well, maybe not actually the teachers, but at least the teachers unions! Many government officials rely on these teachers union policy institutes for “objective” advice on educational issues. The teachers unions even set up front groups “to give the impression of public support of NEA policies,” reports Phyllis Schlafly.34 Often these faux-independent educational associations are funded by teachers union funds and staffed by current or former teachers union officials, but present themselves as nonpartisan, pro-education groups.35 Generally, no strong pro-parent and pro-taxpayer organizations exist at the state or local level to counter these front groups, or if they do exist, they certainly don’t have the funding and organizational power of the teachers unions or their front groups.

Even in the right-to-work states, state teachers unions are hard at work pushing their agenda and lobbying their legislatures. In Texas—one of the A-grade states—the Texas affiliate of NEA known as the TSTA explains on its website that “our lobbyists work with legislators before, during and after the biennial legislative session. They keep members informed of developments and alert them when action is needed, and they equip members with the skills and knowledge to elect pro-education candidates to national, state, and local office.” And if the state teachers union does all that in right-to-work Texas, just imagine what teachers unions do in heavily unionized states like New York and California.




THE NEA’S POLITICAL ARMY

The NEA stations about 1,800 UniServ directors, who are paid political organizers, in every congressional district in America.

What does this political army do for the teachers unions? UniServ’s official function is to help local unions negotiate contracts and manage grievances. But UniServ directors are also there to make the federal, state, and local unions work together like one huge, well-oiled political machine. They organize local political action programs, including turn-out-the-vote efforts and other electioneering activities. They lobby for legislation and interview local candidates for mayor or school board.30 A former teachers union boss explains that UniServ’s “political role is at least as important as their bargaining role.”31 The NEA’s own policy manager confirmed that UniServ is the political arm of the NEA when he told attendees at an NEA conference in 2003, “Politics move our policy. We work through UniServ.”32 UniServ directors are the backbone of the NEA’s powerful political organization in all fifty states.

Like much political spending by unions, the NEA’s spending on UniServ directors is considered nonpolitical spending by IRS rules. Even the NEA’s spokesperson agrees that a reasonable person might consider UniServ spending to be for “political activity in the general sense of the term.”33 Try that sort of creative accounting yourself with the IRS, and you’ll find yourself in jail. Try it as a union boss, and you’ll find yourself with a comfortable seat at the State of the Union Address.






Keeping the Bad Apples

There’s an old joke about doctors. What do you call a doctor who graduated in the bottom of his class in medical school? Answer: Doctor. The point of the joke is obvious—just because your doctor has his M.D. doesn’t mean he’s competent.

The same is true of teachers. Most teachers are good, but there are a few bad apples in every barrel. And unfortunately, teachers unions make it extremely difficult for school districts to separate the good apples from the bad, and to turn out the bad apples. Poorly performing teachers generally remain in the classroom for their entire careers, wasting the time, talent, and effort of countless American children.


Most teachers are good, but there are a few bad apples in every barrel. And unfortunately, teachers unions make it extremely difficult for school districts to separate the good apples from the bad, and to turn out the bad apples. Poorly performing teachers generally remain in the classroom for their entire careers, wasting the time, talent, and effort of countless American children.



Teacher quality is a leading driver of student achievement, concluded consulting firm McKinsey & Company in a report on why some nations have more successful K–12 education systems than others.36 The report noted that “students placed with high-performing teachers will progress three times as fast as those placed with low-performing teachers.” The report also explained that students placed with low-performing teachers for several years in a row tragically face an “educational loss which is largely irreversible.”

Good teachers can even improve students’ future earnings. As the Hoover Institute’s Eric Hanushek concluded, excellent teachers can significantly increase students’ lifetime earnings, whereas low-performing teachers can decrease their earnings.37 Firing the bottom 5 to 10 percent of teachers based on their classroom performance and replacing them with average ones would improve student achievement significantly.38 In fact, the world’s best K–12 education systems intentionally weed out the lowest-performing teachers based on their classroom performance.39 But in the United States, teachers unions stand in the way and prevent this from happening.

Teachers unions represent all teachers and protect the job security of good and bad teachers alike. As one school principal said of Randi Weingarten while she was head of New York City’s powerful teachers union, “Randi Weingarten would defend a dead body in the classroom. That’s her job.”40 And she sure does it well, now as the head of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT).

Teachers unions make sure that teachers who have taught for a few years are given tenure, making it almost impossible to fire them. Even in the case of serious wrongdoing, separating teachers from their government paycheck and benefits requires a lengthy, union-ordained legal process that can take years and can cost the school district hundreds of thousands of dollars. And it is virtually impossible to fire teachers who are merely incompetent—they are usually just left in the classroom, boring your children half to death.

When teachers are laid off, the last teachers hired are the first to be fired. This “last in, first out” firing policy doesn’t take teacher merit and classroom performance into account, just seniority. This means that a young teacher who wins teacher of the year will be fired before all teachers hired before her, even the bad ones. It sounds fair to teachers unions at least.


What Teachers Unions Negotiate For

When teachers unions negotiate teachers’ contracts, they demand single salary schedules and limits on class sizes, as well as tenure and “last in, first out” layoff policies, as we have seen. Even in those districts in which unions don’t have collective bargaining power over teachers, teachers unions still promote these same inefficient policies using their political influence.41

The single salary schedule requires school districts to pay teachers based on their level of education and their years at the desk. They aren’t paid more for good performance or because their teaching area is in high demand. Physical education teachers are paid on the same scale as physics teachers. As a result, the single salary schedule generally drives teachers who have more in-demand skills right out of the teaching profession, and it creates shortages of specialists in math, science, and other subjects. As a scientist, would you rather work at Lockheed Martin and be paid based on your skills and performance, or work as a teacher and be paid based on seniority and on the same scale as teachers with less marketable skills?

But, you say, at least the single salary schedule pays teachers with more education more salary. Don’t we want to encourage teachers to get graduate degrees to improve their teaching? Well, there’s a problem with that idea: teachers get the bump in pay regardless of whether their graduate degree relates to anything that they actually teach in the classroom. If your degree is in modern dance but you are a math teacher, why should the extra degree entitle you to a raise? Plus, research shows that having a master’s degree or additional professional development credits does not make teachers more effective in the classroom.42

Teachers unions also have been unrelenting in their demands for smaller class sizes. A recent report shows that the ratio of student-to-educational staff (both teachers and assistants) nationally has dropped from 18-to-1 in 1960 to less than 8-to-1 currently.43 Sounds great, right? Except that our children are just as poorly educated as they were before, even though the drop in class size has more than doubled the “labor intensity” of public schooling.44 Out of the 112 studies researching the impact of class size on student performance, 103 studies concluded that smaller class size did not improve student performance at all.45 So reducing class size doesn’t appear to benefit students much at all, and existing teachers would certainly prefer education dollars be spent to increase their own salaries or on other priorities. But making class size smaller has driven up teachers union membership substantially because of increased teacher hiring.46 So the main beneficiary of smaller class sizes seems, once again, to be the teachers unions, who have more teachers to unionize and collect dues income from.


Putting America in a Rubber Room

The union rules against firing tenured teachers are so extreme that many school systems have to warehouse hundreds of teachers who can’t be trusted in the classroom but have to be put on paid leave for years until they can be fired. Seriously. “Rubber rooms”—offices that suspended teachers report to each day pending disciplinary and termination hearings—would seem to be the stuff of urban legend. Only they were real.

Required to report there every day during regular school hours, except for school holidays and vacations, suspended teachers found ways to pass the time. Some practiced yoga, some painted, some got into fights with other teachers to quell the boredom.

In New York City, these holding pens for errant teachers cost New York City taxpayers an estimated $30 million to $65 million annually for the seven hundred or so teachers assigned there at any one time. Some teachers were on leave for sexual harassment, corporal punishment, or insubordination; some were even suspended for sexual misconduct in the classroom.47

Bad publicity about rubber rooms led Mayor Michael Bloomberg to officially abolish them in New York City in 2010.48 But union contracts still require school districts to give teachers years of expensive and extensive due process before they can be fired, about two to five years in New York City. The city is still putting errant teachers on paid leave for years, and the city is now sending them back to the classroom, giving them administrative duties, or sending them home instead of penning them in rubber rooms.49

Of course, teachers aren’t the only ones we put in the rubber rooms. By leaving bad teachers in the classroom, we’re essentially relegating our children to thousands of rubber rooms across the country in our public schools. As we have seen, America’s public schools could be greatly improved by simply taking our worst-performing teachers out of our classrooms. With this change, American students could jump ahead of most countries in the world in mathematics,50 instead of falling below students in almost all Asian and Western European countries as they do now.51 But teachers unions are consistent in their position that this must never happen, and so far they are winning on this point and many other points.


Teachers Unions Win—And Kids Lose

In 2008, Michelle Rhee, then chancellor of the Washington, D.C., public schools, looked at D.C.’s schools and saw that they were a full-scale nuclear disaster area.52 She recognized that many teachers performed so poorly that they didn’t deserve to keep their jobs. So she offered D.C. area teachers unions a deal: teachers could choose one of two new compensation options, the green tier or the red tier. Under the green tier, teacher compensation would jump dramatically, increasing almost 100 percent, with much of the pay increases financed by private sources. But in return, the teachers would have to give up their tenure for a year, and at the end of the year, they would need the recommendation of their principal to continue teaching or face dismissal. Under the red tier, teacher compensation would jump a little less, and teachers would have to waive seniority rights that would help them keep their jobs in the case of layoffs ahead of more junior teachers. “Tenure is the holy grail of teacher unions,” Rhee told the New York Times. But it has “no educational value for kids; it only benefits adults. If we can put veteran teachers who have tenure in a position where they don’t have it, that would help us to radically increase our teacher quality. And maybe other districts would try it, too,” she said.53

That’s right where AFT president Randi Weingarten stopped her. Weingarten, who is militant in proclaiming that what’s best for the unions must be best for kids, says that seniority is “the best mechanism we have. You have cronyism and corruption and discrimination issues… We don’t want to see people getting laid off based on how much they cost.”54 But, of course, cronyism is the name of the game for the teachers unions—and teachers should be laid off if they are not producing enough value for their cost.

Weingarten, whom Newsweek called “well dressed and well educated” and who herself makes $425,000 a year as a union official, criticized Rhee as someone who “does not view teaching as a career… She sees it as temporary, something a lot of newbies will work very hard at for a couple of years, and then if they leave, they leave, as opposed to professionals who get more seasoned.”55 And faced the possibility of real tenure reform, Weingarten and the Washington Teachers Union president took the green-tier/red-tier proposal right off the table and didn’t put the proposal to a vote of their members. The ultimate agreement between Rhee and the unions left teacher tenure basically intact, while “weakening seniority and job security” somewhat and providing much more modest teacher raises than Rhee’s original green tier would have provided.56

Reform does not come easy in school systems controlled by the teachers unions. In addition to resisting changes to teacher tenure, the teachers unions fight pretty much any form of school choice, including voucher programs and charter schools which would implicitly allow parents to judge the quality of their teachers and schools. The teachers unions oppose these programs essentially because they allow students to escape from unionized public schools, reducing the number of unionized teachers needed and the amount of teachers union dues generated.57

Teachers unions often seem to want to take all choice away from parents over their children’s education. In fact, it sometimes seems that teachers unions officials think they’re our parents, and we children don’t know what’s good for us. When Louisiana’s Republican governor Bobby Jindal talked about the possibility of vouchers which would allow parents greater choice over where to send their kids to school (and would partially subsidize private and parochial school tuition), a Louisiana teachers union official dismissed the idea. The union official said, “If I’m a parent in poverty I have no clue because I’m trying to struggle and live day to day.” The implication seemed to be that poor parents can’t make meaningful decisions about their kids. Jindal responded, “To me that is incredibly offensive and exactly what is wrong with the top down approach.” And as one mother of three children stated, “Nobody knows my child better than me. I can’t imagine not having a choice.”58

Teachers unions are well aware that making the fight over the future of our children allows them to claim the high road, but this is a public relations and bargaining tactic. A Michigan teachers union bargaining manual makes this point perfectly clear. The manual instructs its members to phrase their demands in terms of the children, stating, “In terms of a bargaining message, the public responds most positively when we talk about children, quality in the classroom and the future.”59 The manual suggests that the right type of slogan might be, “It’s not about dollars and cents; it’s about our children.”60 If only it were actually about our children!


Indoctrination

It’s not just that bad educational policy drives out the most worthy teachers who can be paid more elsewhere. It’s not even that math and science teachers make the same kind of money as teachers of ceramic arts. Or that young “teachers of the year” get fired before tenured rule breakers sitting in rubber rooms. It’s that teachers unions are exercising considerable influence over what our students are taught.61

If the unions are focused on their own growth, we’d expect their curriculum choices to teach the benefits of bigger government and more education spending. And we’d expect the unions to stick their noses in every liberal issue across the spectrum. And lo and behold, that’s exactly what happens.

The famed economist Ludwig Von Mises pointed out that in Germany, the university system was controlled by the government, and as a result university professors taught appreciation for big government. In America, we should not be surprised that our Shadowbosses are actually training a new generation of activists dedicated to the union cause right in our nation’s public schools. Now, in addition to having your kids bug you to recycle, reduce your carbon footprint, fight global warming, and buy a hybrid car, you can expect that Junior will regale you with bits of union history and will try to convince you that joining together in solidarity with other workers is the noblest expression of a free people.

The teachers unions realize that the best way to build young unionists is to start early—in kindergarten, if possible. The unions have actually pushed a children’s book called Click Clack Moo: Cows That Type. The book tells the story of a bunch of cows who go on strike. Unlike in real life, they aren’t just shipped off to the stockyards for slaughter. The cows use collective action to win the day. And lest you think that the teachers union officials were just drawn to the colorful illustrations and amusing story: “One lesson plan… calls for students to read the book and learn four new vocabulary words: union, strike, laborer and negotiate,” noticed one commentator.62

In another case, teachers at a teachers union conference were encouraged to have their kindergarteners put on a puppet show called Trouble in the Hen House, a union propaganda play put out by the California Federation of Teachers, a union affiliated with the AFT.63 The story is about barnyard animals that fight unfair working conditions and is designed to teach the kids “about the strength and value of organizing unions.” In the play, Daisy the cow hammers the point home to the chickens about the importance of organizing themselves into a union: “We’re a group of working cows. We’re strong because we all stick together and help each other. We decide what we need and we pick leaders to go talk to Farmer Brown, but he knows we stand behind our leaders. Now he gives us better hay, and we’re not always so tired from having to give him so much milk.” The teachers union materials explain that “Students can make puppets and learn about the potential for power in collective action” and that the play could be perfect for celebrating Cesar Chavez Day.64 Other materials suggested for small children by the California Federation of Teachers include Along the Shore, a coloring book focusing on longshoremen, and “simply but effectively showing the importance of unions in workers’ lives”; and Autoworks, a comic book history of the United Auto Workers.65

Partisan teaching is a huge action item for the teachers unions. A teachers guide for teaching globalism explains, “Partisan teaching… invites diversity of opinion but does not lose sight of the aim of the curriculum: to alert students to global injustice, to seek explanations, and to encourage activism.”66 Meanwhile, the NEA has opposed David Horowitz’s Academic Bill of Rights, which would ensure that people of differing political views be allowed to teach on campuses.67 Political diversity is not a type of diversity permitted by teachers unions in our schools.

Most of all, teachers unions want teachers to teach support for the union movement. In a model for all our states, Wisconsin governor Jim Doyle, the Democrat who served before current Republican governor Scott Walker, signed a bill requiring “labor history and collective bargaining” be taught in Wisconsin public schools. According to the Wisconsin Labor History Society, that bill’s sponsors were interested in “returning balance to our school curricula by providing more teaching of labor in the schools.”68 Similarly, a California teachers union has a Labor in the Schools Committee dedicated to “educating K–12 students about the role and contributions of unions and the labor movement to American society.”69

Late Socialist and leftist historian Howard Zinn was a huge proponent of just this sort of indoctrination of schoolchildren. “If teacher unions want to be strong and well-supported,” he wrote, “it’s essential that they not only be teacher-unionists but teachers of unionism. We need to create a generation of students who support teachers and the movement of teachers for their rights.”70 What a great self-serving idea—and the teachers unions have taken it to heart. As a labor organizer in Chicago says, “Some teachers don’t want to talk to their students about unions; they see it as somehow unethical and misusing their position. That’s ridiculous. Teachers need to help sow the seeds of the future of unionism.”71

The NEA is heavily promoting activism in the early grades. In October 2011, teachers from an elementary school in Wisconsin received a $5,000 grant from the NEA to help them “develop a course of study with a team of colleagues to help first or second grade students understand the role of power in their lives, including how they can use technology and podcasts to create activist messages around issues important to the students.”72 Sounds like teaching school kids to be activists. But what happens when they want to strike for chocolate milk in the lunchroom and more recess? This school later returned the grant, but as progressivism takes a greater hold on our society, we can expect many schools to buy into new, well-funded teachers unions’ initiatives to build young activists and praise the activist’s mantra of “standing up to power.”

Of course all that education about the labor movement and political indoctrination leaves little time for old-fashioned reading, writing, and arithmetic. Phyllis Schlafly explains: “Elementary and secondary school education used to be organized around subjects such as reading, math, history, geography, language, and science. While smatterings of those subjects are still taught, the focus has been shifted from academic subject matter to teaching attitudes, beliefs, values, themes, behaviors, and job skills. This is indoctrination, not education.”73 And it’s a misuse of our students’ valuable time and energy.


Protesting: A Lesson Plan

If you had any doubt about whether or not teachers unions consider students as tools in their hands, look no further than the recent protests over Governor Scott Walker’s decision to rein in collective bargaining over teachers in Wisconsin. The teachers unions didn’t just call rallies for the teachers; they encouraged teachers to bring their students with them. “High school students in Wisconsin have staged walk-outs in support of their teachers over the last two days, much to the delight of liberal sites such as The Nation and the blog of the AFL-CIO,” reported TheBlaze.74 Another report described a similar protest at another school, “Yesterday, more than half the student body of Madison East High School walked out with the support and assistance of their teachers.”75 The AFL-CIO cheered the move to give students their first taste of government employee union power. “The students have been so energized,” celebrated one union leader.76 Did the students enjoy the activism, or was it just a great excuse to miss school?

Teacher and student protests prompted Sarah Palin to write a note to the protestors: “I greatly admire good teachers and will always speak up in defense of the teaching profession,” she wrote. “But Wisconsin teacher unions do themselves no favor by closing down classrooms and abandoning children’s needs in protest against the sort of belt-tightening that people everywhere are going through.”77

But, you say, that was just in Wisconsin, where battles over collective bargaining have reached a fever pitch. How could we possibly suggest that mobilizing students in favor of labor union causes is a common occurrence?

Maybe because it happens all the time. In Los Angeles, teachers protested in May 2011 against cuts in education funding in California. And the Associated Press reported, “Students were seen leaving Panorama City High School [during school hours] and lining the streets with signs to protest the cuts to education. The teachers are holding signs saying ‘Keep Schools Open’ and ‘Education Can’t Wait.’ ”78 Well, apparently, education can wait while the teachers are protesting and bringing their students along with them. It has also happened recently in Texas, Florida, Pennsylvania, and other states.

Of course, when kids are not on school time, they have the right to go to protests. But protesting shouldn’t be a school-sanctioned activity unless schools are training young unionists, which is exactly what teachers unions are working to do.


Rise of Online Education

Right now, only a few trends in education have the potential to curb the enormous influence of teachers unions over our educational system. Perhaps the most promising of these trends is online education.

Fortunately for Americans, and unfortunately for teachers unions, technology is changing everything. The rapid spread and obvious appeal of high-quality online schooling is so dramatic that even the well-organized teachers unions will not be able to hold it back—although, if we are not careful, they may be able to co-opt it and make it their own.

Imagine a customized program of online education which allows every schoolchild to develop his or her strengths and work on his weaknesses—even in the evenings, weekends, and over school breaks. We are not talking about iPad apps here, but about high-quality online education programs increasingly available for K–12 students. Your child could attend live classes in school for a few hours a day, followed by several additional hours of customized online education in a study hall at school or at home. If your school doesn’t offer a subject that your child is interested in, he could sign up for a virtual class in that subject with a live teacher interacting with him and a group of other students across the state or nation via Skype. He could drill in areas in which he is weak, and use programs designed for his particular learning styles. And if you and your child want to, he could continue his customized learning program over the summer so he doesn’t slip back over the long school break.

Many states are now offering virtual public school programs that are provided by private companies for a fraction of the cost of public education. Florida Virtual School Full Time is now available free to every Florida resident as a substitute for public schooling; already 122,000 have enrolled at least on a part-time basis. Florida’s online program employs 1,200 accredited, nonunion teachers, and it is available seven days a week, from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m.79 Like most virtual schooling options, Florida Virtual School Full Time is much cheaper for the state to operate than a regular school—at least 30 percent cheaper per student. Many other states use national online companies like K–12, also staffed with nonunion teachers, to provide online schooling in their districts, again saving money for the state.

Online education threatens teachers unions because the world of online schooling is “flat.” Content can be developed anywhere, offered freely or cheaply on the web. Live teacher support services via the Internet can be staffed by nonunion teachers, or even outsourced to teachers abroad, for that matter. The virtual world of online education has no bounds, no districts to keep children captive and subject to teachers union supervision. This makes online education very difficult to control, even by the crafty teachers unions.

Innovative educational platforms like the online Khan Academy challenge the teachers unions’ control over K–12 education by promising to provide “a free world class education to anyone anywhere”—without public schools. It is a revolutionary idea, and one that millions of Americans are starting to embrace, at least as a supplement to school-based education.

Teachers unions may be able to dismiss a private Internet company like the Khan Academy, but as America’s esteemed universities and top education companies join the revolution, there will be no stopping online education from toppling “school” as we know it. Johns Hopkins offers high-quality self-paced courses as enhancement or in substitution for school classes.80 MIT now offers extensive online courses for free, and will even be offering certificates to people who complete its programs and take certain testing for a small fee.81 Stanford and other top universities are already dipping their toes into this open access model.82

Online education has the potential to benefit many students. Students and parents win because they have another educational option; taxpayers win because they get more for their educational dollars with online education. Teachers win because online education gives them more employment opportunities. The only group that doesn’t win is teachers unions, who lose control over K–12 education.

The biggest challenge for teachers unions is that online education, for the first time, puts education back in the hands of parents. Online education predicates itself on the notion that parents are in charge and able to choose a program for their own children. Brick and mortar schools, on the other hand, operate under the idea that parents hand their children over to a caretaker-teacher who is given full control to raise a child for the seven to eight hours that they are in school each day.


The biggest challenge for teachers unions is that online education, for the first time, puts education back in the hands of parents. Online education predicates itself on the notion that parents are in charge and able to choose a program for their own children. Brick and mortar schools, on the other hand, operate under the idea that parents hand their children over to a caretaker-teacher who is given full control to raise a child for the seven to eight hours that they are in school each day.



Taxpayers need to watch carefully how teachers unions respond to this latest challenge to their control of our education system. Generally, if there is a new platform or technology which will change the way things can be done, watch for unions to resist it. If you see them start to embrace it, you can bet that unions will try to take it over and become the gatekeepers once again.

Teachers unions are trying to get online education under union control—at least with respect to programs paid for with state education dollars. Teachers unions want to bog down state-supported online education with the same inefficiencies that plague public education—unionized teachers, restrictive work rules, and content restrictions.83 If the teachers unions succeed, innovation in this field will slow, and the diversity of options available in online education will recede. Soon, the escape valve that online education is now providing may be stopped up by union gunk.


School? Who Needs School?

Another group of students that “escape” from the public schools are homeschoolers. Homeschooling is on a huge growth trajectory. While the number of private school students has declined slightly in recent years, the number of homeschoolers has increased a whopping 74 percent in a recent eight-year period and shows no sign of decreasing anytime soon.84 Just over 2 million American school-aged children, about 3.8 percent of all school-aged children, were homeschooled in 2010.85 In comparison, 5.5 million American students attend private or parochial school, representing 10 percent of all schoolchildren.86

One of the reasons that homeschooling is on the rise is that online education has made homeschooling much easier for parents. Twenty years ago, homeschooling parents had to locate books and materials to teach their children all the subjects they needed to learn. Today, homeschoolers can choose instead to sign up their children for a full online school program, such as K–12, which supplies all coursework, testing, and online tutors. And many states even provide comprehensive online school programs for free. Technology has lowered the barrier for families to homeschool and provided many more educational opportunities for homeschoolers—from remedial programs to AP and college courses.

Homeschooling brings educational costs down for our states and municipalities because parents generally pay the cost of the schooling, which is great for taxpayers. But its growth is a big problem for teachers unions. State-supported virtual homeschools take educational dollars away from teachers-union-controlled schools. And by taking large numbers of schoolchildren out of schools, homeschooling also reduces the number of unionized teachers and school workers needed in schools.

Imagine how pleased teachers unions would be if they could force those 2 million homeschooled children back into the public schools. The schools would have to hire 250,000 additional teachers and other school workers to keep the current union-mandated student–educational worker ratio of eight-to-one. Using current membership and dues rates, this represents a missed opportunity of over $100 million in potential dues income for the teachers unions annually!87 And as the number of homeschoolers grows every year, so does the amount of union dues forgone.

Watch for teachers unions to chip away at protections for homeschoolers across the country. Teachers unions will suggest that homeschoolers follow the state’s subject matter standards and take assessments showing their mastery, all developed by teachers union educational specialists and proctored by union teachers. Teachers unions will try to require homeschooling parents to be certified by the state. And if they’re successful, they may try the ultimate power grab: they’ll try to force homeschooling parents into teachers unions.

This battle is on. Will technology and homeschoolers take down the teachers unions?


Conclusion

We have seen how teachers unions control education policy and classroom content across America. As Michelle Malkin rightly observes, “Instead of incentivizing fixes, politicians—dependent on teachers union campaign contributions and human shield photo-ops—incentivize more failure.”88 In the face of their huge organizational advantages, how can we possibly pull teachers unions’ tentacles out of our system of education?

A critical first step toward reclaiming our K–12 schools is for taxpayers to pay attention to elections for the state superintendent of education and the local school board members. After all, many of these state and local government officials are elected with teachers union help while we are not paying attention, and they significantly determine educational policy in our states and school districts. We need to elect government officials that truly represent the interests of families, children, and actual teachers—not just teachers unions.

A second line of attack is to hit teachers unions where it really hurts—the dues income that they extract from teachers in forced-dues states. Teachers, like all workers, should have a choice over whether or not to pay union dues, a choice that they don’t have currently in the F-grade states. Also, states with dues checkoff arrangements should stop collecting union dues for teachers unions—or any other unions, for that matter. Dues are payments to private organizations, so why should the state collect them on the unions’ behalf? States also should require school districts to hold new elections to recertify the teachers union on a regular basis. This would give teachers an actual vote on whether or not they want to have a union represent them, instead of sticking them with a union that was elected many years before by their predecessors. Elections are not useful or fair unless they’re regular.

Third, we should encourage our states to try innovative solutions in education that put our children’s needs before those of the teachers unions. Even if we don’t have kids in the local school system, we all have skin in the game as taxpayers and citizens.

Finally, we need to pay attention to what our children are being taught in their classrooms. Do we really agree with what is going on in the classroom and the lessons and values taught there? And if not, are we willing to stand up for what we believe in?

If we don’t rein in the teachers unions soon, our nation and our children will continue paying a high price.







Chapter 5 Summary Points



	Two-thirds of America’s public school teachers are under union collective bargaining control; three-quarters of teachers are union members.

	The two teachers unions collect over $2 billion in dues each year at the federal, state, and local levels.

	The United States spends almost $10,000 on school per elementary schoolchild. We spend 68 percent more per schoolchild than Germany, 33 percent more than Japan, 84 percent more than Korea, and 14 percent more than the United Kingdom, with far worse math and science scores than all these countries.

	About 77 percent of teachers union dues are collected in the twenty-two states plus the District of Columbia that force teachers to pay union dues, even though those states employ less than half of our nation’s teachers.

	Teachers unions exercise considerable control over education and politics even in right-to-work states through paid political operatives that they maintain in every congressional district in the United States and the teachers unions’ extensive national organization.

	Under contracts negotiated by teachers unions, it is nearly impossible to get rid of bad teachers. If we just got rid of 5 to 10 percent of the worst-performing teachers, our children’s educational outcomes would improve dramatically.

	Teachers unions have demanded and received decreases in the student-to-staff ratio at schools from 18-to-1 in 1960 to 8-to-1 in 2009. Decreasing the student-staff ratios hasn’t helped students much at all, but it does dramatically increase teachers union dues.

	Teachers unions encourage teachers to indoctrinate students with leftism and government worker unionism.

	We should expect teachers unions to try to take over state-sponsored online education and regulate homeschooling as a way to deal with these threats to their control of K–12 education.







CHAPTER 6

Shadowbosses Bankrupt Our States



A lion and a wild mule once decided to hunt together. During that hunt, the mule observed a group of gazelle from afar. “Lion,” said the mule, “let’s make an arrangement. I’ll chase down those gazelle and drive them toward you—and as they reach you, you strike them down with your mighty claws. Then, we will share the spoils of our hunt together.” The lion agreed.

The plan worked beautifully—as the mule drove the gazelle toward the lion, the lion killed them, one by one.

Then the lion curiously divided the meat into three piles. “Why three piles?” asked the bewildered mule.

“The first share is mine,” said the lion, pointing to the first pile, “because after all, I am king of the jungle.” The mule nodded. The lion pointed to the second pile and explained, “The second share is half of what is left, also mine because, after all, I killed the prey.” The mule looked confused and then looked hopefully at the last pile. The lion concluded, “And the third share—well, let’s just say that you’ll give it to me also, and run off as fast as you can in case I get hungry again.”





AS we’ve seen, the lion of American politics is the government employee unions. And just like the lion in Aesop’s tale, government employee unions operate under the principle that might makes right. And we are the wild mules, hunting for food that the unions will take for themselves, losing our own hard-earned share of the spoils. How much longer can we keep hunting?


Tapping Out Our States

Overly generous pay contracts, featherbedding, and pension schemes have been negotiated by the government employee unions and achieved with union political activities and donations in support of union-friendly politicians. Remember when we said that the problem with government employee unions is that they don’t have to worry about their employers going out of business? Well, they didn’t. Until now.

A number of states actually are on the verge of insolvency, although no one really understands what that will mean for the states and for America. “The ultimate check on the growth of public sector unionism is municipal insolvency,” writes scholar Eileen Norcross.1 She’s right. And we are approaching that ultimate check.

The New York Times reported “some states have deep structural problems, like insolvent pension funds, that are diverting money from essential public services like education and health care.”2 This illustrates a very important point—as states spend more money on salaries and benefits for current government workers and pension costs for retired workers, these states have less and less left in their budgets for essential services. But currently there is no way for states to get out from under crushing compensation and pension arrangements that were negotiated with the government employee unions. States are not permitted to declare bankruptcy and seek protection against their creditors, although cities are.3

While they can’t declare bankruptcy, states can become insolvent. It happens when a state doesn’t have enough cash to pay its bills, including its employees’ salaries and pension costs. A number of states are approaching insolvency fast. If one state reaches this point, the federal government will probably step in to pay the bills and spread the cost over all the taxpayers in our nation. But does even the federal government have enough money, or ability to borrow, to prop up Illinois, California, and New York, the three states most likely to default over the next five years?4

Already the federal government is providing huge subsidies to the states to plug holes in their budgets. Basically, the federal government allocates cash to the states, which they then use to keep up their spending. Federal subsidies for state government spending are a great deal for the states, but a terrible deal for America’s taxpayers. Over the last ten years, the federal government has subsidized more and more state government spending, covering 34.1 percent of all state spending in 2011, up from 25.7 percent ten years before.5 And as the financial condition of many states worsens, we can expect more federal subsidies to fill the gap between state spending and revenues.

How does our federal government do this when it is already running a deficit? It simply borrows more. But there is a limit. Our nation may be able to bail out a few states, but eventually America’s debt will be so large that our line of credit with China, the Arab oil states, and other nations will dry up. Our nation’s debt compared with the size of our entire economy is getting into the extremely unhealthy range.6 What happens if we continue in this direction? We become Greece.

Greece actually provides an example of precisely this disaster in the making. Recently, as Steve Forbes explains, the Greek government has cut expenses, but “not one civil servant from the bloated public sector was sacked. Thanks to fierce union resistance, privatizations have stalled… It’s no surprise that the economy is still sputtering and that deficits remain gargantuan.”7

Welcome to Greece.

As we’ll see, more and more states are now trying to cut back on the unwise, overly generous promises that they made to the government employee unions in the flush years. Now in the lean years, the unions are still holding states hostage, while negotiating for more in salaries, pensions, and other benefits. How exactly will this story end?


Government Behemoth

The battle over whether to grow government or reform government spending is really a battle between the net tax receivers and the taxpayers. Net tax receivers always benefit by the growth of government—and so do government employee unions. Taxpayers, including members of private sector unions, pretty much always lose. There’s a well-known bumper sticker that states, “Work harder. Millions on welfare depend on you.” But the problem is much bigger than just welfare recipients. The bumper sticker should more correctly say, “Work harder. Millions of net tax receivers depend on you.”


Net tax receivers always benefit by the growth of government—and so do government employee unions. Taxpayers, including members of private sector unions, pretty much always lose.



Here’s the sad fact: the pie that taxpayers make isn’t growing as fast as the amount of pie redistributed by government employee unions. Just like the mule in the fable, we can keep on hunting, but we are not going to get much meat for dinner with the lion hanging around.

State and local governments already spend about half their total revenues on government employee pay and benefits, and this percentage is projected to rise in future years.8 How much more of the budget can government employees possibly consume?

You might ask why legislators and government officials don’t stop this nonsense. But you know by now that many legislators and government officials are supported by government employee unions, and they aren’t about to bite the hand that feeds them.

One of the reasons our government gives away so much to the unions in negotiations is that the government negotiators are themselves government employees. Sure enough, these negotiators feel a natural kinship with other government employees. I need a raise, the government negotiator thinks. And I’m a government employee. That guy’s a government employee, too. He probably also needs a raise. Why shouldn’t I just give it to him? As one commentator put it, “The public sector employer is also a public sector employee,” and they share similar goals about growing the size of government.9 Plus, the elected officials like governors and mayors that have the final say in approving union contracts may themselves be supported by the union on the other side of the bargaining table in their own reelection efforts.

The situation for taxpayers is the same as that of the benevolent parents of a spendaholic teenager. Let’s say little Suzie goes out and breaks the bank buying clothes and shoes, then comes home with a $1,000 credit card bill. She expects her parents to pay the bill. The credit card company has a hold on her parents, no matter how much she runs up. Suzie keeps on spending; her parents keep on paying.

That’s the problem right now. Suzie is the unions, negotiating burdensome contracts with state and local governments; the credit card company is the state and local governments giving the unions what they ask for; and Suzie’s parents are the taxpayers who are ultimately responsible for paying the bill. But eventually, Suzie is spending so much that her parents can’t afford to keep paying her bills, yet they remain on the hook. They go into debt. Then, they go bankrupt.

That’s precisely what happens when unions represent government employees. The unions run up such a massive tab for our government that the taxpayers can’t possibly continue paying for it in the long run. And this is the principal reason that the economies of highly unionized states are faring much worse than states freer of union control.


Unions Kill Prosperity

Government employee unionism hurts states’ economies. As Chris Edwards of the Cato Institute explains, “Unions reduce the ability of government managers to cut costs and increase efficiency in many ways. They protect poorly performing workers, they push for minimum staffing levels, they resist the introduction of new technologies that threaten their jobs, and they create a rule-laden and bureaucratic workplace.”10 And this hurts states with a highly unionized government workforce.

Lightly unionized states do much better than highly unionized states. As economist Arthur Laffer points out, “The economies in states with right-to-work laws grow significantly faster than those in forced-union states. They have higher employment growth, attract more residents, and have more rapid growth in state and local tax revenues than forced-union states.”11 Similarly, “decades of empirical research in economics shows that the absence of right-to-work laws hinders economic development,” commentators point out.12 That is, states with forced unionism and forced dues are failing in comparison with other states.

High rates of unionization kill private sector jobs. In New Jersey, for example, where two-thirds of all public sector employees are unionized, the state’s private sector employment rate is down for the last decade.13 But the politicians kept spending as if there were robust growth in the state’s economy.14

Now take a look at Texas. Texas is a right-to-work state with far less powerful government employee unions—less than one in five public employees is a union member.15 Job growth in Texas was nearly double the national average in recent years.16

So, would you rather start a business in New Jersey or Texas? Unless you’re Tony Soprano, the answer’s clearly Texas.

The chart above illustrates this point exactly. Its message? The states experiencing the most personal income growth are right-to-work states. The largest right-to-work states experienced almost three times as much growth as the largest forced-unionism states. For vibrant private sector growth, head to the right-to-work states, which also are the states with low levels of government employee unionism.


REAL PERSONAL INCOME GROWTH








	In Most Populous States, 2000–2010



	Right-to-Work States
	 
	Forced-Dues States



	Texas
	26.0%
	 
	California
	10.6%



	Florida
	21.2%
	 
	New York
	12.8%



	Georgia
	13.7%
	 
	Illinois
	5.1%



	North Carolina
	17.1%
	 
	Pennsylvania
	10.2%



	Virginia
	24.7%
	 
	Ohio
	1.1%



	Arizona
	29.0%
	 
	Michigan
	−7.5%



	Tennessee
	15.3%
	 
	New Jersey
	9.1%



	Average
	24.9%
	 
	Average
	7.8%




Sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Commerce Department, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Labor Department

Courtesy: National Right to Work Committee



Budget Busters

In 1980, Frank Sinatra covered the song “New York, New York.” Today, we hear it every time the Yankees win a ball game. “Start spreadin’ the news,” Frankie Blue Eyes warbles. “I’m leaving today. I want to be a part of it: New York, New York!”

Unfortunately, in the ’70s and early ’80s, nobody really wanted to be a part of New York City. New York was a disaster zone. From 1965 to 1975, the city lost half of its million manufacturing jobs, rendering its increasingly bloated public sector payrolls unaffordable.17 In 1966, the transit workers went on strike. In 1968, the sanitation workers went on strike, and huge piles of garbage bags were piled high in the streets. In the 1970s, in the state of New York, there were twenty teachers’ strikes per year.18

Eventually, New York recovered. But overly generous union contracts and terrible pension obligations are driving the Big Apple down the road back to the mid-1970s. Unless Gotham’s elected officials change course soon and begin aggressively reining in government employee compensation costs, the dark days of three and a half decades ago are bound to be returning soon.

It isn’t just New York. It is the same in many states with a heavily unionized government workforce.

“But,” you ask, “how can you be sure that it’s the unions that create this problem?”

Well, let’s take a look at two counties that border each other: Montgomery County in Maryland and Fairfax County in Virginia. Both are home to many federal contractors and federal employees. Both are dominated by Democrats.

One of these counties is not like the other, though.

In May 2010, the Washington Post declared, “Montgomery County has just completed a nightmarish budget year.”19 Montgomery County in Maryland was forced to jack up taxes because its deficit amounted to one-quarter of its budget. Meanwhile, Fairfax County in Virginia was “all sweetness and light by comparison.” Fairfax erased its far-smaller deficit much more easily.

These counties not only border each other, but also have similar populations with similar demographics. So, what was the difference between Montgomery and Fairfax Counties? In Montgomery County, government employee unions wield great influence and hold collective bargaining power over teachers, police, firefighters, and other government employees.20 In Montgomery County, the teachers unions in particular are so powerful that “politicians who received the teachers’ endorsement in the most recent elections reached into their pockets and wrote checks to the union,” instead of the other way around. And elected officials in Montgomery County can’t make budgetary policy unless their union masters agree to it. Even the far-left Washington Post was forced to admit that Montgomery County’s collapse was due to “irresponsible governance, unsustainable commitments and political spinelessness—particularly in the face of politically powerful public employee unions.”

In Fairfax County, Virginia, in contrast, there is no collective bargaining for government employees. And that has made all the difference. As the Post confirms, “Fairfax, though facing tough choices and further cuts in an economy clouded by recession, has a brighter future.”21


Union States vs. Free States

Not every place has to end up like Montgomery County, Maryland.

America is still a country that believes in letting states decide their own policies, at least on the issue of government employee unions. Unfortunately, the trends show that our future looks more like Montgomery County than Fairfax County.

In 2011, in eighteen states, more than half of public servants were covered by a union contract.22 If you’re in one of these heavily unionized states which we call “Union” states, you’re in serious trouble: Alaska, California, Connecticut, Hawaii, Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin.

That same year, fewer than 30 percent of government employees were under a union contract in twenty-two states. If you’re in one of the lightly unionized states, which we call “Free” states, you still have hope: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming.

Ten states fell in the middle, with a public sector union density of between 30 and 50 percent. If you live in these states, which we call “Halfway” states, you can expect your state to do better than the Union states and worse than the Free states. These Halfway states are Delaware, Florida, Indiana, Iowa, Maryland, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, Ohio, and West Virginia.23

In each of the Union states, public servants can be fired for refusing to pay dues or fees to an unwanted union—except Wisconsin, which has banned the practice recently for almost all government workers except public safety workers. And just one of the twenty-two Free states, New Mexico, authorizes such firings.24

So, what’s the effect?

Quite simply, the Union states are worse off than the Free states, and the Halfway states fall in the middle.25 On a 2010 list of the nine states “most likely to default” determined by the Business Insider,26 all are Union or Halfway states. And the average unionization rate for government employees for the most-likely-to-default states was 20 percent higher than the average for all other states.27 And it almost goes without saying, but let’s say it anyway: not one of the twenty-two Free states was on the “most likely to default” list.28

Correlation doesn’t always equal causation. But in this case, we think it does. The Union states have experienced slow private sector job growth, while government job growth has been brisk.29 The Union states have higher amounts of state debt per person than less unionized states. Among states with more than 60 percent of the government workers unionized, the median debt per person was a whopping $6,380. This is double the level of debt per person of the middling-unionized states, and triple the level in less-unionized states.30

Okay, you say, that’s still not proof. Doesn’t the higher cost of living in the Union states account for the higher debt per person? California is expensive territory. So’s New York. So it should cost more for government services there, right?

It certainly does cost more, but let’s look at why it’s more expensive to live in these states. One of the main drivers for the high cost of living in California or New York seems to be all the superfluous regulations on housing construction, energy generation, and land use, usually passed by pro-union politicians.31 And the more regulated a state is, the more government employees it needs to ensure regulatory compliance, which drives up cost. And as we know by now, more government employees means more union members and more union dues. Cause or correlation?


Your Taxes Are Too High

For years, tax burdens in the United States have been substantially greater in the Union states than in the Free states. The average tax burden on individuals in New York is 12.1 percent, New Jersey is 12.2 percent, and California is 10.6 percent.32 The average tax burden in the Free states is only an average of 8.8 percent.

Let’s take the supposed leader of the Free states, Texas. While the average American paid 9.8 percent of their income in state and local taxes, the average Texan pays almost 20 percent less than that—7.9 percent. And Texas has also experienced brisk long-term growth, which has significantly increased its tax revenues. From 1990 to 2010, Texas state government revenues nearly tripled, even though Texans have a lower tax burden than other states.33 But tax burdens are still too high everywhere, driven up largely by growth of government payrolls.


Spreading the Wealth

So you’re paying high taxes nearly everywhere thanks to the increased numbers of government workers and their high salary and benefits. Most disturbing, your tax dollars are probably supporting someone who makes more money than you do. A recent analysis of government worker compensation confirms that state and local government employees are raking it in compared to their private sector counterparts.34

In America’s Pacific region, where close to two-thirds of state and local government employees are unionized, government employees’ hourly compensation is more than twice as high as private employees’ hourly compensation. Even in lightly unionized regions, government employees’ compensation is still 25 percent higher than private sector compensation.35 Similarly, economist Larry Kudlow reports: “Nationwide, state and local government unions have a 45 percent total-compensation advantage over their private-sector counterparts… The politically arrogant unions are bankrupting America.”36

So can’t taxpayers in Union states just organize ourselves into “good government” groups, cut back excesses, and work to lower taxes in these states? It’s not going to work, says Steven Malanga of the Manhattan Institute. “The next lesson we are likely to learn,” he writes, “is that voter revolts against new taxes are no longer effective because of the might that these public-sector groups now wield.”37 Basically, the unions are so powerful in the heavily unionized states that taxpayers can’t even organize effectively against the union machine there. It’s like you’re sitting in the ejector seat of a fiscal helicopter, and you’re buckled in tight.


Featherbedding

“What have unions done to cripple the Union states financially?” you ask.

“How much time do you have?” we might reply. Government unions don’t just negotiate for contracts that increase pay and benefits for the workers. They also negotiate for union work rules in employment contracts that allowing “featherbedding,” which is requiring that more workers be hired than are really needed for the job, or paying workers for more time than is actually worked or is necessary. These are hidden costs that unions negotiate for in employment contracts for their government employee members.

For example, police in the northern New Jersey town of Englewood can earn roughly $3,000 extra a year in so-called “muster pay” by showing up for work just fifteen minutes prior to their shift and changing into their uniforms. Is it really necessary to pay them for this time? When was the last time you got paid extra for showing up a bit early to work to get ready for your day?




Union Work Rules

Many officers in Englewood, New Jersey, and other jurisdictions rake in $25,000 or more annually in “extra-duty” pay at construction and utility-repair sites. Ever wonder why construction sites seem to have so many police standing around them? It is not because the police are lazy; it’s because union work rules require it. New Jersey law mandates police presence at construction sites and during utility repair, even on quiet residential streets. That means a 6–11 percent price markup on every construction project, paid for by the taxpayer.38 And this is great for the police, who can earn up to $65 an hour for these shifts. We love police officers, but they could be doing more good work walking the beat in high-crime areas rather than standing around on neighborhood blocks, watching road workers tar over speed bumps.





It isn’t just the police that have featherbedding rules. An audit of the New Jersey Turnpike Authority found $30 million in featherbedding. Abusive practices included extensive non-merit bonus payments to employees and management, extra bonuses for workers who worked on their birthdays, and a practice of cashing out sick days every year to get around a $15,000 limit on sick-day cash out at retirement.39 All this excessive pay was for tollbooth workers who have been kept on government payrolls under union contracts—even as automated tollbooths have made many of these jobs obsolete.


Pension Padding

Unions also negotiate terms that allow manipulation of overtime pay and pensions. For the rest of us, working overtime is a normal part of the job. And for small business owners, staying late is part and parcel of keeping their businesses alive. That used to be part of government service, too—government workers made an effort to go the extra mile just to do a good job. Now, however, overtime is a union-negotiated perk of being a government employee.

The government employee union representing New York City’s Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) appears to be driving the bus over the city’s taxpayers. In 2010, a New York Times reporter explained how union contracts jacked up taxpayers’ cost of compensating an employee to double his base salary. For example, one recently retired MTA conductor allegedly made nearly a quarter million dollars, more than the authority’s chief financial officer. The conductor’s base salary was a bit less than $68,000, not extraordinary in a very high-cost city. All the other money came from overtime and money from unused sick days and vacation time he got upon retirement. All in all, nearly eight thousand MTA employees raked in more than $100,000 in salary in 2010.40

Thanks to the unions, staying late often means juicing your retirement income. This was the conclusion then New York attorney general Andrew Cuomo came to in 2010 when he launched a probe into public-sector “union contracts that allow abuses to happen.”41 When a union-supported Democrat like Cuomo (now governor) gets up in arms about government union-boss skullduggery, you know there must be a worm in the Big Apple.

Cuomo gave an example of one police officer who had a $74,000 annual salary. He received another $125,277 in overtime pay. How did he log so much overtime? This officer, like many unionized public employees who monopolize overtime shifts in any given year, was nearing retirement. His taxpayer-funded lifetime pension benefits would be based on the average of his last three working years’ income. So he purposefully arranged for extra overtime shifts so that he could bulk up that three-year average prior to stepping down. Such “pension-padding practices” cause a “one-two punch to the taxpayer,” charged Cuomo.42 Actually, they cause a one-two-three punch to the taxpayer. First, we have to pay the officer’s inflated salary. Next, we have to pay his inflated overtime. Finally, we have to pay his inflated pension based on his inflated salary and inflated overtime.43

In nearly any business, large or small, a supervisor who allowed even one employee to get away with more than doubling his annual base salary by racking up overtime would get canned in short order. But let’s remember—it’s the government employee unions pulling the strings, electing their own bosses. And under current rules, neither the government nor the government workers would have an easy time firing the unions.

No wonder New York State is in serious trouble, as Herbert London, president emeritus of the Hudson Institute, reminds us: “There is no doubt New York State has extraordinary assets: an educated workforce, potable water, cheap hydro-electric power, magnificent scenery. But these assets have been surpassed by manipulative leadership, profligate spending, and the appeasement of municipal union demands.”44 Despite all its assets, New York State and other heavily unionized states are headed in the wrong direction.

And if New York is bad, the crony union city of Chicago is even worse. In Chicago, a 1991 law allowed union officials who once worked for the city to have their city pensions determined by their higher union salaries. The Chicago Tribune reported that this law allows union officials to “land public pensions that far exceeded their pay as city employees—even as they continued to earn lucrative salaries from their unions.”45 But union officials took this abuse one step further in a double-dipping pension scheme. Eight of Chicago’s highest ranking union officials reportedly received pension credit twice for their union working years—once for determining their city pensions and once for determining their union pensions. “Some of those labor leaders were participating in up to three pension funds at the same time, accruing retirement benefits that reached as high as $500,000 a year.”46 One union official receives a “$158,000 municipal employees pension after being rehired at the Department of Streets and Sanitation for one day in 1994,” working on union matters ever since. While officially retired from his city job, the union official continues to make $260,000 a year from his union job, from which he reportedly will receive an additional pension.47

These double-dipping pension schemes are considered abusive even by Chicago standards, but in a different pension-padding scandal, two union lobbyists there netted hefty city pensions perfectly legally with only a single day’s work.48 Legislation passed by the pro-union legislature allowed a brief window during which union officials could qualify for a teacher’s pension by teaching in the school system for just one day. Two union officials who each substitute-taught school for a single day during the window are now legally entitled to a full teacher’s pension—based on their union salaries and years of service to the union. Because their salaries are higher than the average teacher, their teacher’s pensions are estimated to be double what a teacher would normally receive. The Tribune reported, “Over the course of their lifetimes, both men stand to receive more than a million dollars each from a state pension fund that has less than half of the assets it needs to cover promises made to tens of thousands of public school teachers.”49 Is it any wonder that the heavily unionized states are heading for an abyss?


Income for Life

And there is even more bad news. Government employees are extra burdensome for taxpayers because they retire earlier than other Americans. Early retirement is a union creation—and makes no fiscal sense. Retiring government employees early places a huge burden on the next generation of taxpayers.
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For example, in New York City, “firefighters and police officers may retire after 20 years of service at half pay—which means that, at a time when life expectancy is nearly 80 years, New York City is paying benefits to 10,000 retired cops who are less than 50 years old,” notes labor analyst Daniel DiSalvo. That’s twenty years of work for thirty years of retirement income.50

The unions love these early retirement schemes. Why? Because for every retiree, there’s a new hire. Which means that both the retiree and the new hire have to pay dues to the union. It’s two for the price of one for the government employee unions—and one for the price of two for the taxpayers. Of course, retirees pay less union dues than active members do, but they still do pay some dues and fees to the union. Plus, by substituting a new worker for an old worker, the union gets a longer payout—the new employee has his whole government career ahead of him during which he will pay the union dues. It is a great scheme for the union to guarantee its future income stream.

As virtually everyone recognizes at this point, pensions have destroyed full-fledged industries like the American auto industry. General Motors drove itself into bankruptcy because it had triple the number of retirees and widows as actual workers. GM provides one million people with health-care coverage, but has less than 100,000 people working for it. As Mark Steyn writes, “How do you make that math add up? Not by selling cars: Honda and Nissan were making a pretax operating profit per vehicle of around $1,600; Ford, Chrysler, and GM a loss of $500 to $1,500. That’s to say, they lose money on every vehicle they sell.”51

The U.S. car manufacturers are no longer car companies—they are pension companies. Our government will soon be a pension company itself as a greater and greater percentage of state and local revenue goes to pay for retirees instead of active government workers. And ultimately, being a pension company will even prove unsustainable for our government. The cost of paying for retired government workers with rich union-negotiated pensions ultimately will be too much for the taxpayers to bear.


Extreme Pensions in California

California has the notorious, budget-busting “3% at 50” scheme. At first, this deal allowed only California Highway Patrol officers to retire at 50 and a full pension based on 3 percent of their final year’s pay times the number of years worked. For example, an officer hired at 20 years old and retiring after 30 years on the job gets a pension equal to 3 percent times 30 years, or 90 percent of his final year’s pay, which is later indexed for inflation. Sweet deal for police officers, right? Then, the California Legislature authorized cities, counties, and school districts to negotiate the same deal for their employees.52

This is usually the way this works—once one group of government employees gets a benefit, government employee unions demand the same benefit for other groups of workers, even though being a policeman is more demanding and dangerous than being an office worker. And extending the greatest possible benefits to the greatest number of government employees drives up costs exponentially.

Largely as a result of the “3% at 50” system, California’s pension costs increased by an astonishing 2,000 percent from 1999 to 2009. You read that statistic right—it’s a two followed by three zeroes.

There is a basic immorality to this system. It is worth asking yourself how it became your job to pay for somebody else’s generous retirement when you’re having a hard enough time saving for your own.


The Vault Is Empty

And then the worst problem of all—unfunded pension liabilities. In addition to very high current pension contributions that strap state and local budgets, there is a much worse problem on the horizon. States and municipalities have promised their workers pension and retiree health-care benefits that there is almost no way that the government will be able to pay.
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Of course, the lightly unionized Free states don’t necessarily have any better policies when it comes to underfunding their future pension and health-care obligations than the highly unionized Union states. But the Union states will have greater future obligations because of bloated union-negotiated pensions and retiree benefits.

The contributions that governments have made each year to pay for these future pensions are simply not great enough to cover the future costs of these pensions. So, in future years, states will have to make astronomical payments out of their general treasuries to make up for these shortfalls.

Imagine that instead of saving what you need for retirement, you take half that money that you should put in your retirement account and try your hand at the slot machines. Your plan? Either you will win the jackpot, or your only son will make a whole lot of money and support you in your old age. It is such a good plan that you realize you can cut back your contributions to your retirement account further, and spend even more on the slot machines. The only looming problem is that you haven’t hit the jackpot yet, and you sense your son is having a hard time getting the lucrative job that you are counting on.

Just like you counting on a jackpot or your son’s future earnings to make up for your retirement savings shortfall, the states are betting that a raging bull market will solve their shortfall problem. If the bull market fails to materialize, though, future taxpayers will have to make up the shortfall.

Most government employee pensions across the country are underfunded, meaning that in future years, taxpayers will have to make up the shortfall in order to pay out pensions to all those government workers who are counting on receiving them. Government officials have given in to union demands for greater pensions without anyone figuring out how to possibly pay for them. And anyway, future pension obligations don’t impact the current budget too much, so why not? After all, these government officials will be retired anyway by the time the bill comes due. By then, it will be somebody else’s problem.

There are two components of states’ unfunded liabilities, both heavily affected by union-negotiated contracts. The first is the fixed pension amount that retirees have been promised, which we have discussed. The second is the future cost of retiree health care. When government workers retire early, the state provides full health-care coverage for them until Medicare kicks in (and even after that to some extent). With so many government workers retiring at fifty-five, fifty, or even earlier, these health-care costs are considerable. But nineteen states don’t put aside any money at all to pay these health-care costs, they just use a “pay as you go” plan and pay the health-care costs for the current year. But in future years, health-care costs and pensions will crowd out other important items in the state or local budget, like public safety and education. But again, that’s tomorrow’s problem.

Unfunded state liabilities for health care and pensions amount to over $1.36 trillion, based on states’ own actuarial calculations.53 The only problem is that these gloomy calculations are too optimistic—because most states assume that they will earn an 8 percent annual return on their pension fund investments. Who can expect a return on their investments that high, especially without taking on risky investments? Not you and me, and not state pension funds, either. In reality, America’s state pensions earned under 4 percent annually from 2000 to 2010, about half the rate the actuaries use for their calculations.54 The U.S. Senate Finance Committee recently came out with a more realistic estimate of the unfunded state and local government pension obligations, finding that they may exceed $4 trillion.55

When the government assumes overly rosy investment conditions—an 8 percent annual return—and bases pension policy on those conditions—sooner or later, the government will come looking for your wallet. It’s like buying your child a pony, assuming that your kid will go out and earn the $10,000 it takes a year to pay for food, medical care, and board for the pony. Your kid’s going to come up short, and you’re going to have to make up the difference. There’s no such thing as a free pony—or a free pension.


Unfunded Liabilities in Union vs. Free States

What do unions have to do with all this? Well, heavily unionized states give their government workers amazing pensions. Unionized government workers have pension benefits that are on average 68 percent higher than nonunionized government workers.56 So, the unfunded liability problem is much more problematic in the heavily unionized states, which have much larger obligations to their government employees in retirement than the Free states do.

In New Jersey, for example, as Governor Chris Christie stated, pensions and benefits are “the major driver of our spending increases at all levels of government—state, county, municipal, and school board.” As Christie pointed out, the pension system isn’t just unaffordable. It’s a disaster area. He cited as an example a forty-nine-year-old retiree who had paid a grand total of $124,000 toward his retirement pension and health care, and was slated to receive $3.8 million in pension and health care—a 3,000 percent return on investment. Even Warren Buffett couldn’t earn those returns. In fact, Buffett himself wrote in a letter to his shareholders of his concern over unfunded pension liabilities: “In a world where people are living longer and inflation is certain, those promises will be anything but easy to keep.”57

Because government workers, like all Americans, are now living longer and retiring earlier, we’re paying them forever. In California, a fifty-five-year-old male police officer or firefighter can expect to live until he is eighty-one, according to the California Public Employee Retirement System (CalPERS).58 Allowing public-safety officers (and many other classes of government workers) to retire at age fifty rather than age sixty increases the cost of their pensions by nearly 50 percent. And even worse, spending on retirees starts to crowd out needed spending—like on active-duty firefighters and police.

Take a look at the magnitude of government worker union pension liabilities in the most heavily unionized states. To pay off the existing unfunded pension liability, Californians would have to pay $13,500 per person—which, of course, is never going to happen.59 The per capita income of Californians amounts to about $29,000 per person. So Californians would have to spend nearly half their income to pay this off.60 Illinois’s unfunded pension liability per person is over $17,230; New Jersey’s is $16,838 per person; Connecticut’s is $17,622; Rhode Island’s is over $20,271 per person.61

By contrast, less unionized states have anywhere from one-half to one-third the pension liabilities per person—not good, but certainly better. The average per person unfunded pension liability for the Free states is $10,030.62 In short—any amount of government employee unionization is bad. The more you have, the worse it is.


Perhaps the worst news is that the fiscal instability of our states is already affecting our nation’s credit rating. The unfunded pension liabilities at the federal, state, and local levels were one of the key factors when Standard & Poor’s downgraded the United States’ credit rating in August 2011.



Perhaps the worst news is that the fiscal instability of our states is already affecting our nation’s credit rating. The unfunded pension liabilities at the federal, state, and local levels were one of the key factors when Standard & Poor’s downgraded the United States’ credit rating in August 2011.63 A recent Senate finance report explains the risk to the entire United States of unfunded pension liabilities: “The economy of California is nearly the size of Italy. Just as economic difficulties in Italy have stressed the European Union, fiscal problems in a large state such as California or Illinois could damage the fiscal health of the United States.”64 The problem created at the state and local levels affects all of us, wherever we live in the United States. We can’t expect just the states with the worst unfunded pension liabilities to default without the rest of us being adversely affected as well.


The Great Migration

Government employee unions are unintentionally reshaping the demographic map of the United States. Burdensome government and high taxes in the heavily unionized states is causing residents to flee the states run by the Shadowbosses for the states run by the people.

It’s happening in New Jersey, which is one of the nation’s most unionized states. Overall, it’s got the worst state tax burden in the country.65 New Jersey has the top personal income tax rate, its corporate tax rates rank sixth nationally, and it has the highest property taxes. No wonder the wealthiest people in New Jersey work in waste management and evade taxes, or show their tans on Jersey Shore.

As of 2008, New Jersey was losing approximately fifty thousand of its citizens a year to the other states. And while its citizens were fleeing in droves, the state of New Jersey was still increasing its number of government employees.66

How then did then Democrat governor Jon Corzine respond to the dire news that his friends and neighbors were hightailing it for more hospitable climes? He accentuated the positive. Corzine drew attention to a Princeton University study that concluded that New Jersey was growing more prosperous relative to the rest of the nation, and that lower income people were leaving because it was just so darn affluent. (They didn’t make the same argument with regard to, say, Mexico.) The study actually concluded, “While New Jersey has, for a long time, experienced net domestic out-migration, this is not a symptom of economic decline in the state… Out-migration from New Jersey is a byproduct of prosperity, not decline.”67 All this is good news for New Jersey according to the study: “We suspect that in a very high density state such as New Jersey, population growth is more costly and difficult to manage than out-migration.”68 So then, the population decline is a blessing in disguise? Corzine himself said, “I welcome the findings from the Princeton Study… which detail what we’ve surmised all along—that people are not fleeing the state at the accelerated rates that some pundits would have us believe… What this study shows is that migration is a byproduct of prosperity and not tax policy.”69

While undoubtedly many lower income New Jersey residents are being squeezed out by the state’s high housing prices and cost of living, other data seem to indicate that New Jersey is indeed suffering financially from hemorrhaging residents. U.S. Treasury Department data showed that from 2000 to 2008, over 1.4 million taxpayers and their dependents took off from the state. In the first year after leaving New Jersey, these households had an aggregate adjusted gross income (AGI) of more than $73,000 per individual or joint tax filer.70 In other words, the vast unwashed weren’t leaving New Jersey. The taxpayers were. Actual IRS data show that the average annual AGI for the taxpayers who moved into New Jersey was $1,800 lower than the average for those moving out. Over a nine-year period, then, New Jersey lost more than $13 billion in taxable income.

Kirsten and Keith Cuillard are the kind of family leaving New Jersey. They were paying a property tax bill of an outrageous $11,500. Then, they moved to North Carolina. “I would have loved to have stayed in New Jersey,” Kirsten told the Asbury Park Press in 2009. “It’s just that the cost of living was killing us.” They bought a house twice the size of their New Jersey home, which cost nearly 30 percent less—and they’ll pay 72 percent less in property tax annually.71

Just like in Jersey, Californians are leaving in droves, leaving for states that have no income tax, like Nevada and Texas. In fact, from July 1, 1990, through July 1, 2009, California lost a net total of roughly three and a half million residents as a consequence of out-migration to other states.72 California’s no longer a magnet state—it’s a repelling state. Its residents are now heading for the borders.

For the past two decades, California has been embroiled in a grim competition with New York for status as the number one loser of residents (in absolute terms) to other states.73 It’s not just individuals leaving. Whole businesses are fleeing. California’s increasing unattractiveness to middle-and working-class employees is a major factor in “encouraging their employers to move elsewhere.”74

“In the relocation business, we’re seeing higher percentages of employees willing to uproot themselves and their families,” writes Joe Vranich of Fox & Hounds, a California business news website. In 2010 alone, Dr. Vranich was able to document 204 separate cases of companies either leaving California completely or building facilities in other states that normally would have been located in California. The vast majority of the cases he documented involve capital leaving California for the much less unionized states, the Free states of Texas, Arizona, Colorado, Utah, Virginia, North Carolina, and Georgia.75

And all this interstate migration has economic consequences on both the state losing population and the states gaining population.76 Between 1999 and 2009, California lost almost $29 billion in taxable income because an estimated 1.2 million more people left the state than moved into the state over that period. North Carolina received an extra $16.6 billion in taxable income from the 505,000 more people moving into the state than leaving the state over that period.77 Over time, America’s demographic profile is shifting dramatically as Americans move to states with less union influence.
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This migration from Union states to Free states is having political as well as economic consequences. Right-to-work states gained a total of eight to nine representatives in the U.S. House of Representatives each of the last three times that representatives were reapportioned based on census data. Ultimately, as more representatives come from the Free states, government employee unions will have to look harder to find pro–labor union politicians to elect to Congress, because people in these new districts will likely oppose the union agenda.


Conclusion

Think back to the lion at the beginning of this chapter. Is there any doubt that the unions are “bleeding our country dry,” as radio host Laura Ingraham puts it?78 And as Michelle Caruso-Cabrera of CNBC writes, “The economy sat on the verge of abyss in 2008 and the massive decline in state tax revenues exposed just how much unions are costing America. It’s time for Big Labor to adjust to the new world.”79

But the government employee unions are refusing to adjust; instead, they are doubling down. The unions are tapping out the taxpayers in the heavily unionized states. They’re doing it with outrageous salaries, overtime, and pensions for government employees that they negotiate with their bought-and-paid-for politicians. They’re killing private enterprise, and taxpayers are fleeing heavily unionized states for the greener and freer pastures of the less unionized states. America is becoming two distinct nations: the Union nation and the Free nation. And where we go from here is anyone’s guess.







Chapter 6 Summary Points


	About half of all state and local government revenue is now spent on pay and benefits for state and local employees, and that is increasing.

	Many union contracts allow workers to hike their pay by performing largely useless work—like police officers in Englewood, New Jersey, being paid $3,000 a year extra for showing up to work fifteen minutes early to change into uniform, or being paid $25,000 or more in “extra-duty pay” to stand around construction sites.

	Union contracts also may allow government employees to increase their pensions considerably by working extra overtime in the last years before retirement.

	States with high rates of unionism have heavier state tax burdens and slower employment and income growth than less unionized states.

	The most likely states to default on their obligations have an average unionization rate 20 percent higher than the other states.

	Right-to-work states show far more growth in average real personal income (24.9 percent) than heavily unionized states (7.8 percent) from 2000 to 2010.

	Median state debt per person is nearly three times higher in heavily unionized states than in lightly unionized states.

	Government pensions are destroying state finances. California’s per capita unfunded pension liability is over $13,500 per person, Connecticut’s is $17,622, and Rhode Island’s is $20,271. In contrast, less unionized states have an average unfunded pension liability per person of $10,030, still bad but much better.

	Unions are changing the demographic map of the United States as taxpayers flee highly unionized states and move to less unionized states. One consequence is that right-to-work states as a group gained eight to nine representatives, and heavily unionized states lost the same number of representatives, each of the last three times congressional representatives were reapportioned based on population.







CHAPTER 7

Corruption and Conspiracy

SOVIET dictator Joseph Stalin wasn’t one to mince words. When asked once about democratic processes, he patiently explained: “I consider it completely unimportant who in the party will vote, or how; but what is extraordinarily important is this—who will count the votes, and how.”

Government employee unions and their officials have taken this message to heart. Union officials sometimes cut their own members out of the union election process to stay in power. Worse, they extend those techniques to aggressive voter registration drives, which may include voter fraud, to win races for their political allies.

When it comes to government employee unions, as we’ve seen, their lifeblood is politics. To survive, the unions must put their allies in power, by any means necessary.


Culture of Intimidation

Remember On the Waterfront starring Marlon Brando, the Oscar-winning Hollywood study of union corruption and mob influence on the docks of New Jersey? It was pretty accurate. In 1956, a New York journalist was blinded with acid after writing a column about connections between New York unions and New York mob leader Johnny Dio. After he appeared on television wearing dark glasses, Congress was forced into action. Congress investigated, and found links between Dio, Teamsters head Jimmy Hoffa, and other criminal figures—but more on Hoffa and his associates later.

When Congress began investigating union corruption in the late 1950s, union bosses started talking about cleaning up the unions, too. George Meany, then head of the AFL-CIO, railed against union corruption at the 1957 union convention and said that the union bosses had been aware of corruption when the AFL and CIO merged together in 1955: “We thought we knew a few things about trade union corruption, but we didn’t know the half of it, one-tenth of it, or one-hundredth part of it. We didn’t know for instance that we had unions where a criminal record was almost a pre-requisite to holding office under the national union.”1 He went on, “We didn’t know that there were trade union leaders who charged to the union treasury such items as speed boats, perfume, silk stockings, brassieres, color TV, refrigerators, and everything else under the sun.” Previous union cleanup efforts had not worked because “you can’t get much cooperation from a national union the officers of which are practicing the same sort of larceny on a national scale as is being practiced by their so-called local representatives on a local scale.” Meany vowed to clean up the union movement.

Sadly, neither Meany nor Congress wiped out corruption in the unions. “Corruption remains deeply embedded in the way unions supposedly represent dues paying workers,” observes Carl Horowitz of the National Institute for Labor Relations Research. “The sheer magnitude of corruption is staggering, both in the number of cases and the size of the take. American trade unionism is shot through with a culture of intimidation.”2


“The sheer magnitude of corruption is staggering, both in the number of cases and the size of the take. American trade unionism is shot through with a culture of intimidation.”



We have seen this culture of intimidation in how unions deal with their rivals, how they treat corporations that don’t cooperate with their unionization drives, and how they handle opponents to their strikes. In this chapter, we will learn about the culture of intimidation within the unions themselves—and we’ll investigate how it affects our American democracy.


Become a Union Boss!

Would you like to become a union boss? It’s a great job: large salary, terrific benefits, and visits to the White House. All you need to do is win the internal union election for leadership, right? Well, actually you can’t. Many union bosses are handpicked by the previous bosses, use the union election process to keep themselves in office, and essentially rule for life like Communist leaders used to.

Gerald McEntee has been at the head of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) for over thirty years. John Sweeney headed the SEIU and then the AFL-CIO for a total of almost thirty years. But then there is Andy Stern. After less than fifteen years as president of the SEIU, he abruptly resigned in April 2010 for “personal reasons,” which seemed highly unusual for a top union boss. A few months later, the press reported that he was under investigation by the FBI and Labor Department, although Stern himself denied it.3 But don’t feel too bad for Andy—despite these rumors, he kept his post on President Obama’s National Committee on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, known as the Deficit Commission, and was just appointed as the Ronald O. Perelman Senior Fellow at Columbia Business School.4

Sometimes it seems that only union bosses who are actual mobsters get thrown out of union leadership. Take a union boss of a local union in Chicago, for example. No one had challenged the local union president in a union election in quite some time. Then in 1998, union members allegedly discovered that their local union president was actually a “made member” of the Chicago mob. The U.S. District Court judge who adjudicated the matter pointed out that corruption should have been suspected because of “the alleged absence of contested elections during a twenty-five-year period.” The alleged mafia boss/union boss was scheduled to begin talks with the city of Chicago to negotiate a new contract for the members of his union when his mob connections were revealed. As normally happens when mob influence is alleged, the local union was placed under “trusteeship” control of the national union in an attempt to clean up the local union.5 Of course, this is like declaring martial law in order to restore democracy.

Then there is the most famous union boss of all time, Jimmy Hoffa of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters. When Hoffa was boss, the Teamsters represented mostly transportation workers like truck drivers, distribution plant workers, and loading bay workers. The Teamsters still represent these types of workers, but they also represent over two hundred thousand government employees including police officers, parole officers, public works employees, school bus drivers, and transit workers.

Hoffa served as Teamsters president from 1958 to 1971, serving his final four years as president from his prison cell in a federal penitentiary in Pennsylvania, where he was serving time for jury tampering. Hoffa was a thug through and through—his mob connections during his Teamsters career are extensive and well documented. Hoffa even channeled Teamsters pension funds into mafia projects like the construction of casinos on the Las Vegas strip.

Hoffa and his predecessors at the Teamsters were so corrupt that Congress passed the Landrum-Griffin Act of 1959 to stop them and other union bosses at certain notoriously corrupt unions. As James Mitchell, then secretary of labor, explained in advocating for the bill, “Teamster officials have crushed democracy within the union’s ranks. They have rigged elections, hoodwinked and abused their own membership, and lied to them about the conduct of their affairs. They have advanced the cause of union dictatorship and have perverted or ignored their own constitution and bylaws.”6 Eventually, of course, Hoffa disappeared under mysterious circumstances.

While Hoffa disappeared, the Landrum-Griffin Act lived on. Under the Act, union members were supposedly guaranteed the right to vote for union leadership, freedom of speech, approval over dues amount, and access to collective bargaining agreements, although these rights have proved limited in practice.7 The Act also required labor unions to file financial disclosure with the U.S. Department of Labor to explain their “financial condition and operations.”8

When Congress passed the Landrum-Griffin Act, it was principally concerned with corruption at the very top of the leader hierarchy with the union bosses themselves. In recent years, however, much of the union corruption that has been detected has been at the level of local unions.9


Saga of the Teamsters

The Landrum-Griffin Act didn’t stop the mob influence over the unions. In the 1970s and ’80s, the federal government brought civil racketeering (RICO) charges against the International Longshoreman’s Association and the Teamsters based on the mob connections of their union officials. Rudy Giuliani, then U.S. attorney in New York City, brought the 1988 RICO lawsuit against the Teamsters, alleging that union leaders let the mafia run certain local unions. In the same case, it was alleged that the mafia controlled the election process for union leadership and that the previous two Teamsters presidents had been selected by the mafia. One commentator noted, “The government’s civil RICO complaint listed scores of murders and assaults of [Teamster] dissidents in order to document the Mafia’s pervasive presence in union affairs.”10

In settlement of the suit, the Teamsters agreed to court supervision over their union elections in order to purge the corrupt elements from the union. As part of the settlement, Teamsters had to hold rank-and-file secret-ballot elections of national union officials. Teamsters elections were designed to be much more democratic than most unions, which allow rank-and-file members to elect only delegates to a large representative assembly, which in turn elects the national bosses.

So everything would now be better, right?

Wrong.

This oversight of Teamsters elections would eventually make way for the election to Teamsters leadership of… James P. Hoffa Jr., Jimmy Hoffa’s son. In 1997, Hoffa ran against incumbent Teamsters leader Ron Carey, who was considered a reformer. Hoffa’s opponents claimed that if he won, Hoffa would reinstitute “the union’s bad old days, when mafia chieftains used teamster officials as puppets and the union’s treasury as their piggy bank.”11

So Carey’s backers created a “complex, interlocking fundraising scandal” to help keep Carey in power. The Teamsters even offered to give hundreds of thousands to the Democratic National Committee if the Committee found a friendly donor to give Carey’s campaign a $100,000 check. The Democratic National Committee didn’t get involved, but in the end the sides spent $3 million combined on the race for the union presidency. Carey won by 52 percent to Hoffa’s 48 percent, only to see his victory overturned by the courts when this illegal funding scheme was uncovered.12

A court-appointed union monitor reviewed the election and found that Carey had funneled $700,000 of union funds to get himself reelected, a clear violation of union election rules. According to the union monitor, Carey had engaged in “significant electoral misconduct,” and the monitor denied him the chance to run again. The monitor explained, “To allow a candidate to run under the rules which he broadly and intentionally violated would do direct injury to the credibility of those rules. Allowing Mr. Carey to run, under these circumstances, simply would not provide a clean slate and a level playing field in the rerun election.”13 So what was the final result? Hoffa Jr. took over the Teamsters.

According to the New York Times, the report also had one other interesting finding: “several other labor leaders, including Richard Trumka, the A.F.L.-C.I.O.’s [then] secretary-treasurer, and Gerald McEntee, president of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, had improperly raised money for Mr. Carey.”14 These leaders were not removed or charged, however. They remain at the heads of these unions to this day.

Fifteen years later, Hoffa remains in charge of the Teamsters. He vowed in 2011, “We got to keep an eye on the battle that we face: The war on workers… The one thing about working people is we like a good fight… President Obama, this is your army. We are ready to march. Let’s take these son of bitches out and give America back to an America where we belong.” It almost sounds like he is promising Teamsters thuggery for Obama. And Hoffa backs Obama to the hilt for a good reason. During the 2008 election cycle, Obama was said to have privately promised the Teamsters that he would terminate the strict oversight of the Teamsters by the Labor Department.15 It hasn’t happened yet, but maybe Obama is waiting for a second term.

And what happened to Ron Carey? After being expelled from the union for life, Carey was indicted for perjury, and then found not guilty. He was writing a book on union problems—including double-dipping by union officials—when he died of lung cancer in 2008. At least, unlike Hoffa Sr. his death appears to have been of natural causes.


Stealing Union Elections

“But,” you say, “corruption exists within many organizations. What’s different about unions?”

Union election fraud has a long history. In 1964, an electrical workers union held an election for president. Soon, those counting the votes realized that the incumbent candidate was going to lose. Stealing votes at the two election sites was going to be difficult because the challenger had witnesses at both sites. So the vote counters allegedly came up with an ingenious solution: they opened three new branches on the spur of the moment, and didn’t let anybody in to watch them. Predictably, the incumbent president won. We know about this case because the scheme was uncovered, and when the U.S. Department of Labor examined the election closely, it found that that challenger had won by a large margin.16

Numerous cases have been uncovered of internal union elections being rigged. But are the cases we discover most instances of union election fraud, or just the tip of the iceberg?

In the late 1990s, New York City’s largest union of city workers was shown to engage in particularly egregious examples of voter fraud as well as corruption and embezzlement. Union officials were charged with falsifying a 1996 vote ratifying the workers’ five-year contract with the city. The officials stole the election by printing up thousands of blank ballots, marking each one with a yes vote and then mixing them in with the real ballots for counting.17 An investigation resulted in the conviction of at least twenty union officials for voter fraud, embezzlement and other crimes, and with the presidents of two local unions being convicted of embezzling over a million dollars for personal use.18

From sea to shining sea, cases have been discovered of union elections being rigged and stolen, keeping the membership from having a say in the direction of the union itself. In St. Louis, the police officers union set aside its election results after a secretary’s desk was allegedly found stuffed with blank ballots.19 The election, in which a challenger won over the incumbent by fifteen votes, was invalidated, and a new election held. The scrutiny this time ensured a cleaner process; the challenger won again and was installed as president.20

Another case of alleged union election fraud occurred at a local union representing “academic student employees” at a public university in California. In a 2011 election, it looked like a group of reformers were about to win over the incumbent union officials. So the incumbent-friendly election committee reportedly simply cut short the vote count, disenfranchising half the voters. As the reform candidate for president lamented, “It’s hard to understand why else the current union administration would abandon the vote count without having counted nearly half the ballots cast in the election.”21 Eventually, voting resumed, and the challenger won—but only after the members brought pressure to bear.

Union members who don’t think they have been disenfranchised in union elections probably aren’t watching closely enough.22 Just visit the Department of Labor’s website to see new examples of internal union election fraud reported. In November 2011, the Transport Workers Union of America allowed three board members to be elected who weren’t even in good standing with the union; the same month, the National Emergency Medical Services Association was sued by the Department for failing to hold elections required by law; in October, the Department went after the International Union of Operating Engineers for rigging the election rules. The list goes on and on.

Some union officials may be willing to rig votes if necessary to get a contract approved or to stay in power. But they generally don’t have to—union members don’t vote in high numbers, and incumbents who control the union machine are better at getting their friends to vote than their challengers are. Participation rates in union elections are abysmal. For example, in 2007, only 22 percent of active union members voted in New York City’s United Federation of Teachers (UFT) election.23 But with 1,485 candidates running for 900 positions, whose name do you know on the ballot anyway? When Randi Weingarten was head of the UFT before moving up to become head of the American Federation of Teachers, she reportedly considered an election close when she received only 80 percent of the vote.24


Taking from the Union Cookie Jar

One of the most common types of union corruption that is actually uncovered is embezzlement. There are seemingly endless cases of union officials taking a little here and a little there, from the union cookie jar. Where extensive embezzlement is discovered, the national or international union usually takes over the local union, which is called trusteeship, in an attempt to rid the local union of corruption. Some have suggested that the parent unions sometimes expose corruption in local unions just to take over these unions and to put their own allies into leadership positions.

Former secretary of labor Elaine Chao reported that during the George W. Bush Administration, her Labor Department brought over 1,000 indictments for union-related fraud and achieved 929 convictions.25 Many of the fraud cases discovered involve embezzlement, usually a union official taking $100,000 or less from the union cookie jar, often to feed his gambling habit.26 In other cases, like a recent New York City case, the theft can be a whole lot more.

Melissa King administered employee benefits plans for the NYC “sandhog” union, the Laborers Union of North America. This local union represents subway diggers and others who work on underground construction projects. In 2010, King was charged with embezzling an almost unbelievable $42 million from the union.27 Although King pleaded guilty, she claimed that the amount she embezzled was exaggerated. But she did manage to use embezzled funds to spend an estimated $5.5 million on keeping fine horses for her daughter, over $7 million on her American Express bill, and other millions on jewelry and a Park Avenue residence before her theft was discovered.28 You know that there must be a lot of money available for the taking from unions if one person could embezzle tens of millions of dollars without detection for years.

Since 2001, the Labor Department’s Office of Labor-Management Standards has prosecuted union bosses for over $100 million in embezzlement of union dues, but these federal cases represent only a fraction of all union embezzlement cases. The real take is probably much, much higher.


Union Hotel California

One reason unions aren’t better run is that in general, union members can’t leave one union for a better union. Remember the lyrics to the Eagles’ hit “Hotel California”? You know—“You can check out any time you like / But you can never leave”? That’s the unions. Once unions organize a workplace, the workers are essentially trapped inside the union. “Unionization is not like joining a club or trying out a new Internet service provider, where you can easily quit or stop paying if you aren’t satisfied,” reports the Center for Union Facts.29 Union members are free to quit the union, but they can’t stop the union from representing them, and if they live in one of the twenty-two forced-dues states, they can’t stop paying fees to the union (which are the same or nearly the same as dues). If they try to stop paying the union, they will be fired.


Once unions organize a workplace, the workers are essentially trapped inside the union.



A union can hold elections every year to unionize a workplace if they can show enough interest by the workers; but once the union is certified, the workers can only throw out the union with great difficulty. Actually kicking the union out of a workplace is called “decertification” of the union. If decertification happens at all, it usually occurs to replace one union with another. For example, a rival union may raid the membership of another union, and then try to get the workers to decertify the old union and replace it with the new union. You might be able to trade your union boss for another, but you generally can’t throw off the yoke of unionism once it’s forced upon you.

Legally speaking, the workers have a contract with their government employer, and the government employer itself has a “union security contract” with the union, which gives the union dues checkoff, the right to use workplace mails, and other valuable rights. But the workers themselves don’t contract directly with their union, and this severely limits their rights.

As a result, many union members have little or no control over union dues, despite being given some rights under the Landrum-Griffin Act, as we discussed earlier. The Department of Labor tells workers that “union members have a voice in setting rates of dues, fees, and assessments.” Members may have a voice, but they generally don’t have a vote. For many unions, dues are approved by vote of the convention of delegates elected by the members, but do not require approval of the members themselves.30 Additionally, the unions can set special assessments, which is extra dues requirements, used for funding special political activities like voter initiatives—again generally by convention vote. So the union members have little direct control over their dues—and little recourse if they are dissatisfied with their union.


Registering Voters the Easy Way

“Okay,” you say, “so what? I’m not a member of a union, and what they do in the privacy of their boardrooms is their business.”

There’s only one problem: it’s your business, too, when they fund political organizations that commit voter fraud to influence elections across the nation.

Government employee unions spend vast amounts of money on voter registration drives around the country. And in at least some cases, this money seems to have been spent on extensive fraudulent registration of voters.

In the U.S. Congress, a report issued by Rep. Darrell Issa’s House Oversight Committee explains that the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) worked extremely closely with the now-defunct Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN) on voter registration, get-out-the-vote, and other election efforts. The report lists many examples of allegations that ACORN submitted falsified voter registration cards and engaged in various other fraudulent political activities.31

The congressional report shows that the SEIU has donated millions of dollars to ACORN across the country to do the political organizing work that it did so well. ACORN and the SEIU even shared office addresses, employees, and leadership in some cases.32 “SEIU and ACORN are financially and politically codependent,” the report stated. “Documents show the clear exchange of funds goes back and forth between the two organizations depending on who needs money at the time.”

Although the SEIU is ACORN’s most well-known supporter, many of the other government employee unions also gave millions to support ACORN in its heyday—including the teachers unions, which contributed $1.3 million to ACORN since 2005.33 AFSCME was also an ACORN supporter, although the union’s support in one notable case failed to reach ACORN. The head of an AFSCME local union in Milwaukee pleaded guilty to embezzling $180,000 of union funds intended for an ACORN affiliate, which the union official used instead to fund her gambling habit.34 Our federal government supported ACORN, particularly with respect to its affordable housing subsidiary, Acorn Housing Corporation, to which it gave a reported $16 million from 1997 to 2007.35

You will recall that the SEIU is probably the government employee union that is closest to President Obama. He has appointed numerous SEIU officials to White House jobs and commissions, including former SEIU president Andy Stern to the Deficit Commission, former SEIU associate counsel Craig Becker to the National Labor Relations Board, and former SEIU Local 1199 political director Patrick Gaspard as White House political affairs director.

But Obama was close to ACORN also. Obama worked right out of law school at SEIU Local 880 in Chicago, which just happens to have been founded and run by ACORN. He later brought a lawsuit on ACORN’s behalf for increased access to the polls in Illinois. And his 2008 Presidential campaign paid an ACORN umbrella organization a reported $832,000 for get-out-the-vote efforts.36 So, while the congressional report concludes that “ACORN and SEIU work together as one corporate conglomerate,”37 we should bear in mind President Obama has worked closely with both organizations on voter registration efforts himself.

Another of the report’s principal findings was “ACORN, as a corporation, is responsible for thousands of fraudulent voter registrations throughout the United States.”38 As the report strongly pointed out, “Responses from various state election offices show that ACORN’s late filings of voter registration cards and the sheer amount of fraudulent cards obstructed election administration efforts in many states.” The report emphasizes, “Fraudulent voter registrations are not isolated incidents; they reflect ACORN’s criminal motive to compromise the system of free and fair elections promised in the Constitution of the United States.”39


ACORN in Action

ACORN was a big player in the 2008 elections. After all, it had a big stake in Barack Obama’s election. Obama certainly didn’t forget his earlier benefactors when he geared up to run for president. In a speech to ACORN leaders in 2007, Obama gushed: “I come out of a grassroots organizing background… I know personally, the work you do, the importance of it. I’ve been fighting alongside of ACORN on issues you care about my entire career. Even before I was an elected official, when I ran Project Vote in Illinois, ACORN was smack dab in the middle of it, and we appreciate your work.”40

ACORN became important to voter turnout in many states in the 2008 elections. One key state was Nevada, a swing state. In 2008, the police received reports that there was fraudulent voter registration emanating from the ACORN Las Vegas offices. So they raided it. Clark County Registrar of Voters Larry Lomax said he saw “rampant fraud in the 2,000 to 3,000 registrations ACORN turns in every week,” with nearly half of those forms being “clearly fraudulent.”41

Soon, local election officials noticed strange names cropping up in voter registration forms submitted by ACORN, including the entire starting lineup of the Dallas Cowboys. It turned out that ACORN had hired prison inmates, some of whom had been convicted of identity theft, to supervise the voter registration effort. Some joked that ACORN was doing election fraud right—they had specialists doing the work.42 In April 2010, two top ACORN officials pleaded guilty to conspiracy in the Nevada case.43 It is reported that at least fifty-four ACORN officials have been convicted of voter fraud across the nation.44

Senator Harry Reid, the Senate Majority Leader, declined to hold hearings on ACORN voter fraud, stating that he did not want to distract lawmakers from more important priorities, specifically passing health-care reform. The Las Vegas Review-Journal was scathing in its denunciation of Reid’s action: “Do Sen. Reid and congressional Democrats really believe that if they just ignore the big mess their pet bear has dumped in the middle of the room, it’ll somehow stop stinking?”45

ACORN went belly-up before the 2010 elections—thanks to independent journalist James O’Keefe. O’Keefe busted ACORN in a sting operation in which he and colleague Hannah Giles posed as a pimp and a prostitute and visited ACORN offices all over the country. At almost every ACORN office they visited, the ACORN officials offered them advice on how to hide their income and set up a house of prostitution using underage Latin American girls. In the ensuing furor, Congress voted to cut off millions in federal funding to ACORN and related groups, and ACORN declared bankruptcy. Within a year, the former leadership of ACORN had reportedly set up new front groups to carry on its mission under different names.46


Conclusion

The labor movement has a much longer and stronger tradition of questionable governance practices than corporations and other organizations. The Association for Union Democracy, a pro-union group aimed at protecting democracy within unions, explains, “In many unions democratic rights are as real and unquestioned as in most of American society. They are written into federal law, enshrined in union tradition, extolled by union leaders. But in large sections of the American labor movement these rights are trampled upon and must be restored.”47

Securing the right of union members to control the governance of their union and eliminating the culture of corruption in the union movement should be the goals of any true friend of the labor movement, but this does not seem to be the direction in which the movement is headed.

Unions remain some of the most secretive organizations in America. And the Democrats consistently protect union secrecy—keeping important information from union members and from the public. During the Bush Administration, then secretary of labor Elaine Chao increased financial reporting requirements for union officials, requiring them to report how much they received from the union and union trust funds.48 She also required shop stewards, union officials in the workplace, to file financial disclosures so that rank-and-file members could see how much stewards were getting paid for their union work. But President Obama’s Department of Labor halted these types of disclosures.49 Soon after President Obama entered office, Chao explained, “the new leadership at the Labor Department moved to delay implementing a regulation… that would have shed much-needed light on how union managers compensate themselves with union dues.”50 The regulations were designed to promote greater transparency and stop union fraud and embezzlement—and the Obama Administration stopped those regulations dead. Things are so much simpler and cleaner for the Democrat-Shadowboss complex when the little people and the taxpayers don’t know what’s up.

But what about you? Yes, you, the nonunion member. The person who doesn’t work for the government, or even aspire to work for the government. Should you worry about any of this? Absolutely. The government employee unions have plans for you, too, as we’ll see next.







Chapter 7 Summary Points


	Unions are secretive and undemocratic organizations.

	Numerous unions have been found to have irregularities in their internal election processes, usually designed to keep the existing leadership in place against a challenger.

	Very low percentages of union members actually vote in union elections, making it easier for incumbent union bosses to turn out the vote for themselves and stay in power.

	Decertification of an existing union is extremely difficult, so union members don’t generally have the chance to get rid of the union if they don’t like how their union is handling matters.

	There are numerous documented cases of union officials and others engaging in embezzlement from unions, even involving tens of millions of dollars, which reveals not only corruption but also the huge sums of money that are run through unions.

	Congress has documented extensive financial and organizational ties between the SEIU and the now-discredited ACORN, which was involved in fraudulent registration of voters in the 2008 elections. President Obama, too, has extensive ties to both the SEIU and ACORN.







CHAPTER 8

Shadowboss Battle Plan

SO what?” you ask. “What’s the difference? I’m not a union member; if the unions get some tax dollars, good for them. If they control some politicians, that’s their prerogative. I’m not paying dues.”

Well, Virginia, get ready. Soon you, too, may be a member of a government employee union. You’re not a government employee? Don’t worry—the unions have a fix for that. The unions are reaching far and wide to organize the unorganizable, and to force people under union control who can’t be unionized under current law.

We’ve seen again and again how government employee unions have been able to get political favors and special treatment from government that ordinary Americans aren’t able to win for themselves. But now, in their relentless quest to increase their membership and the amount of dues they collect, government employee union officials are doing the unthinkable—they’re targeting citizens who aren’t even government employees for forced unionization and calling in political favors to get it done.


Government Employee Unions 2.0

The mechanism for this latest union power grab is extremely clever. First, unions work with friendly politicians to relabel groups of independent workers as “government employees.” Then, with a few tweaks of the law, they unionize them.1 With favors from government officials, the unions can unionize almost anyone.

Union growth has exploded thanks to this new model for organizing—which we will call Government Employee Unions 2.0. As we will see in this chapter, government employee unions have already captured home health-care workers and home child-care providers—who are often just parents receiving government benefits to take care of their disabled children or people taking care of their own elderly parents.

But the government employee unions have bigger plans—to unionize other groups that receive payments from the government related to their work. Unions have their sights set on the millions of health-care workers who will receive government funds under Obamacare and the large groups of Americans that receive government benefits.

No doubt unions will try to extend the model as far as possible, since it’s filling their bank accounts with additional union dues.

But first, let’s look at what the government employee unions have already done to home-care providers in many states across the nation.


Union Boss 2.0

Andy Stern, the SEIU’s president until 2010, is widely considered a union visionary. During his tenure, Stern is credited with developing the new strategy for unionizing whole new groups of workers.2

Stern always has seemed a little too white collar to be a hard-elbowed union official—he is the son of a lawyer from New Jersey. Unlike labor leaders of old, “Stern was part of a generation of idealistic union leaders who came to organized labor from college, not the factory floor,” the New Republic reports.3 Stern went to the Ivy League University of Pennsylvania, where he started at the Wharton School of Business, but finished up with a degree in education and urban planning.4 He quickly climbed the ladder of success, finally taking over the presidency of the SEIU in 1996.

Stern and the new generation of labor officials like him, referred to sometimes as the “Ivy League Amigos,”5 used their business training to turn their unions into competitive and growing enterprises. Stern cleaned house, merged many local affiliates, and centralized power in the SEIU Washington headquarters. The result has been a more modern and efficient union that stays on message. But Stern has many critics within the union movement, who say that Stern operated his union like a dictatorship and didn’t pay enough attention to the interests of rank-and-file members.6

Stern has a history of innovative union tactics. In one case, after trying aggressive tactics to unionize nursing homes owned by Beverly Enterprises in the 1980s and early 1990s, Stern tried a new strategy—selling the employer on the SEIU’s value as a political operative and lobbyist. Stern explained, “With Beverly, we could both appreciate that there were certain things we did better together—lobbying for more staffing and higher wages. That was the basis of our partnership.”7 Once Stern explained to employers the benefit of partnering with the SEIU—that the union could call in its political clout on the employer’s behalf—employers often chose to let the SEIU unionize their workforces without a fight. The SEIU’s move deeper into lobbying was a win-win for unions and employers. Of course, it was a loss for taxpayers, who had to pay for the government largesse lobbied for by the SEIU—but Stern and Co. weren’t exactly concerned about those poor souls.

In 2005, Stern pulled the SEIU out of the AFL-CIO federation of labor unions and founded a new rival union federation called Change to Win. The Teamsters, United Food and Commercial Workers, and several other unions joined him. This break with the AFL-CIO was good for the SEIU for two reasons. First, the SEIU saved paying the considerable annual fees to the AFL-CIO by opening its own umbrella group, which it controlled. Second, the SEIU was no longer bound by AFL-CIO anti-raiding policies, which would have prevented it from trying to attract members of other AFL-CIO–affiliated unions to switch to SEIU unions. Once it dropped out of the AFL-CIO, the SEIU was free to raid the memberships of AFL-CIO–affiliated unions, which it has done from time to time.8

The SEIU’s new labor federation, Change to Win, focused on searching for new groups to unionize. It’s also shifted the union business model from collective bargaining toward lobbying. In Stern’s own words, “We have to be a voice for something much bigger than our own members.” The New Republic explained Stern’s vision: “The role of a union is not simply to represent its workers, but to fight for all workers—including those who are not unionized themselves—by pushing for social and political changes that benefit laborers across the country.” In other words, Change to Win was going to be a broad lobbying organization for America’s workers.

On its website, Change to Win proclaims, “If corporations can join together to hire an army of lobbyists, working and middle-class Americans must also band together and restore balance by making sure we have a strong voice and a seat at the table again.”9

Stern had grand plans for Change to Win and the SEIU, but the SEIU would need more dues income to implement them. That meant looking for new groups to unionize. So Stern led the SEIU headfirst into a huge campaign to unionize a new group of self-employed workers, home-care providers. To do this, the SEIU would have to put into place special legal arrangements to transform these independent care providers into state “employees” so they could be unionized. It required a big leap, but nothing that the union couldn’t clear.


For Their Own Good

The unions’ plan was cleverly planned and conceived: they preyed on two groups of self-employed workers who received funds from the state but were not themselves government workers. First, unions targeted care providers who took care of the elderly, infirm, and disabled in their homes. Then, they selected child-care providers who care for children in their own homes as their second target. The SEIU seems to have planned on completing a unionization drive without the providers having time to organize a resistance movement against them. But they had one obstacle–these providers didn’t work for a common employer and weren’t government employees, either, so they couldn’t be unionized under current law.10 But the unions always find a way.

The SEIU faced competition from other unions, who were fighting for the same turf for their dues-collection business. The American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), and later some other unions, tried to muscle in on the care providers. The SEIU and AFSCME rival local unions even took their fight to the sandbox, badgering child-care providers to sign cards for the union on the playground while they were tending children.11 Finally, the SEIU and AFSCME reached an agreement to divide up the states between them instead of fighting over the same territory—a union version of the Missouri Compromise, which divided up America’s Western territories into free and slave territories to avoid civil war.12 In this same way, by minimizing noisy union skirmishes and identifying their turf, both unions could pursue their goals quickly and stealthily.

But how could Stern sell this power grab to the public? The SEIU developed a terrific story: the union was taking these poor, downtrodden care providers into their membership for their own good, creating a humanitarian movement to help this “traditionally poorly paid and isolated workforce” find a voice.13

Women, minorities, and immigrants are heavily represented in these groups of care providers. Because liberals paternalistically think that these populations need special representatives to defend their interests, liberals buy into forced representation of those populations by unions. Pro–labor union academics, for example, call these drives “social movement organizing,” as if somehow a social justice movement and a union movement came together in harmony. Just coincidentally, of course, this new unionizing movement just happens to be the most successful and lucrative drive in decades for the unions.14 But that couldn’t be the SEIU’s whole purpose, could it?


Blago Chronicles

Let’s look at how the SEIU plan played out in Illinois in 2002.

Democrat governor Rod Blagojevich, who would later go to jail for trying to sell Barack Obama’s Senate seat, helped out his good buddies and political supporters at the SEIU. Chicago SEIU Local 880, the local union that Barack Obama worked for, had proclaimed that it stood for tens of thousands of Illinois home-care providers. But in reality, these workers couldn’t actually be unionized under the law. Until Governor Blagojevich made it possible.

SEIU Local 880 wasn’t just any local union. Local 880 had deep ties with the now-defunct scandalous political organization ACORN. And as the union’s association with ACORN might suggest, Local 880 union officials certainly weren’t going to let a little thing like federal or state labor law get between them and all those juicy union dues.

And so, the union found a political way in. SEIU Local 880’s first drive was for 20,000 “personal assistants” of severely disabled people in Illinois. Personal assistants work for the disabled people themselves, not the state, but are partially or fully paid for with government programs that pay for their care.15 Many of the personal assistants are actually close relatives of the people for whom they care. But because the providers were at least partially paid using government money, the union claimed that the assistants were “state employees” and could be unionized.

In order to get them unionized, the union needed the governor’s help. Fortunately, the SEIU had supported his campaigns for years. In his race for governor, Blagojevich reportedly received $800,000 in cash from SEIU entities, plus huge amounts of soft-dollar support such as union phone bank support, mailings, and get-out-the-vote drives.16 The SEIU had delivered the election for Blagojevich. Now, it was the new governor’s turn to deliver the personal assistants over to the union.

In March 2003, just a few weeks after his inauguration, Governor Blagojevich issued an executive order allowing the SEIU to unionize these personal assistants.17 The executive order put the legal structure in place to allow these assistants to be unionized—and to allow SEIU Local 880 to be recognized as the collective bargaining agent for all such assistants in Illinois.18

Unbelievably, the state of Illinois certified the union as the exclusive representative for personal assistants despite the fact that personal assistants had never had the opportunity to vote on whether or not they wanted to be under control of the union. The SEIU bosses didn’t even conduct a perfunctory card check to show that the personal assistants were interested in being unionized, let alone win a secret-ballot election. Instead, Governor Blagojevich took the SEIU officials’ word that the union was supported by a majority of personal assistants and unionized the whole lot of them.19 As Andy Stern later admitted, Governor Blagojevich’s personal support for this campaign to unionize personal assistants was pivotal to its success.20 Shortly after certifying the union, the state of Illinois notified personal assistants that they would have to pay dues to the SEIU local affiliate to keep their jobs.21

Let’s let Rush Limbaugh recap. “It’s not complicated, it just sounds unbelievable,” Rush told his audience in November 2011. “You are a parent, Joe Schmo, and your wife, Molly Schmo, and you have a mentally disabled adult child, and so you accept Medicaid payment. Guess what? You are now a member of the SEIU. You have no choice, and a portion of what Medicaid gives you to care for your child now gets thrown back to SEIU in the form of union dues. That money then ends up back in the traditional money laundering operation, the Democrat Party.”22

The personal-care assistants may have lost out from this backroom deal, but the SEIU came out way ahead. The SEIU local union that represents Illinois’s twenty thousand personal assistants rakes in at least $3.6 million a year in forced dues from these workers.23


Next Steps

While former SEIU president Andy Stern can rightfully take the credit for pioneering the Government Employee Unions 2.0 strategy, others have caught on, including AFSCME and the United Auto Workers (UAW). The UAW is a hybrid private sector/government employee union that now represents fifty thousand government employees, with home-care workers a significant and growing part of its business. And there is some serious dues income available to unions in this market. Fourteen states have authorized unions to represent home-care providers, almost all with forced-dues provisions.24

An SEIU local affiliate in Los Angeles County forcibly unionized seventy-four thousand local workers caring for elderly and disabled residents in their homes. To pull off this feat, the SEIU had “poured millions” into the campaigns of politicians for ten years beforehand.25 The SEIU local union was certified as the workers’ representative even though barely more than 20 percent of the eligible voters actually mailed in a ballot in the union election.26 Many personal assistants reported that they had never even heard of this union until it began confiscating dues from them. That’s union democracy in action, folks!

In Michigan, AFSCME and the UAW launched a similar campaign to unionize home-based day-care providers statewide.27 Just like the personal assistants, Michigan’s home day-care providers set their own hours, work at home, and even negotiate their own rates with the families of the children they care for. The providers are partially or fully paid from the families’ government subsidies for child care.

Again, political allies gave the unions the creative legal structures needed to convert these care providers into “government employees” who could be unionized. In Michigan, for example, Democrat governor Jennifer Granholm was ready to pull as many strings as necessary for the unions to make this happen. In July 2006, Michigan created a shell corporation that would be the “employer” of the day-care providers so that they could be considered “state employees” for the limited purposes of unionizing them. A mail-in ballot union election was held. Fewer than 15 percent of the day-care providers voted in favor of the union, but the union won the election and was certified as the representative of all 40,500 providers. After the state started deducting union dues out of their reimbursement checks, many providers reported that they had never previously heard about any election or even about a unionization drive.28

Michigan home child-care provider Peggy Mashke explained how she learned about the unionization scheme: “I received a notice in the mail from the UAW congratulating me on my new membership. I was kind of shocked.” Peggy’s husband is a retired Ford worker, but she was confused when she received a letter telling her that she would now be paying dues to the UAW. Peggy explains, “I don’t have a problem with the union. Just not in my home.”29 Sadly, the union unionized her home business whether she wanted it to or not.

Another Michigan child-care provider, Carrie Schlaud, explained her decision to fight being forced into a union on Fox & Friends. “You know,” said Schlaud, “I’m just a mom who decided to care for children in my home. I provide a good service, and I’m able to contribute to the household income, while caring for my own children. And never did I dream I would have to fight the UAW out of my living room.”30

Both Mashke and Schlaud fought in court to be free of UAW control of their home-based business. Amazingly, they actually won in a settlement with the state of Michigan. But this is a rare victory in an unrelenting wave of similar unionization drives across the nation.31


How It Works

But how do states turn independent care providers into government workers so that unions could organize them?

University professors have an interesting way of describing what states have done to convert unorganizable self-employed care providers into union members. A history professor and a feminist studies professor wrote an article together praising the “unusual creativity” that was required to unionize home-based child-care workers. “Workers and their unions,” they write, “also had to compel innovations in labor law and labor policy.”32 The unions certainly had to “compel innovations” in the law, but it wasn’t the workers doing it—many of those workers didn’t find out that they were represented by a union until after the unionizing election had been held.

A law professor explains that labor unions “perfected a new model of organizing, one capable of representing the workers even as the law views many of them as independent contractors” who couldn’t be organized under current law.33 We might say instead: it took quite a lot of finagling and political favors to convert a bunch of people who work for themselves into government employees so they could be unionized.


A law professor explains that labor unions “perfected a new model of organizing, one capable of representing the workers even as the law views many of them as independent contractors” who couldn’t be organized under current law. We might say instead: it took quite a lot of finagling and political favors to convert a bunch of people who work for themselves into government employees so they could be unionized.



States generally formed a commission, or a government shell entity, to serve as the “employer of record” for the independent care providers.34 If these government shell entities remind you of shell companies that enabled the Enron accounting scandal, you are not far off. This is a legal fiction designed to paper over a union power play. It is cooking the government books. But of course, it’s never a problem when the government cooks its own books.

Once this commission or shell entity was in place, providers were then considered “employees” of this entity.35 The workers could be unionized and the unions could avail themselves of both dues checkoff and forced-dues collection if legal in that state. Thereafter, the fictitious employer would also sit on the other side of the table from the union in any negotiations.36


Union Legal Genius

How did unions figure out these clever legal fictions to make independent care providers into fake government workers? They used lawyers, of course, and one in particular—Craig Becker, SEIU former counsel and Andy Stern’s go-to guy on complex legal machinations.37 Becker is no schlub—he is a Yale College and Yale Law School educated super-union lawyer and was the legal mastermind behind the SEIU’s plan to unionize the world. The radical founder of the discredited and disbanded political organization ACORN, Wade Rathke, praised Becker for “crafting and executing the legal strategies and protections which have allowed the effective organization of informal workers.”38

Becker’s writings indicate he has lots of other creative plans for advancing the interests of labor unions. Becker wants to take away workers’ rights to vote for “no union” in elections to unionize their workplace; that way, workers will only be able to choose which union will represent them, not whether they want to be unionized at all.39 Becker also wants to use National Labor Relations Board rule making and decisions to implement pro-labor “reforms” rather than actually changing our nation’s laws through a vote of Congress.40

Becker had so many good ideas that President Obama appointed him to his Presidential Transition Team when he got elected. Then, he appointed Becker to the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), where Becker would have a chance to tilt the playing field in favor of unions himself. President Obama appointed Becker to the NLRB in a controversial “recess appointment” when Congress was out of session. Apparently, Becker was far too radical to be confirmed by Congress. Then, President Obama pulled his nomination of Becker in late 2011 because Congress was unwilling to approve him.41 Becker still managed to serve on the NLRB for a year and a half under his recess appointment and probably accomplished quite a lot of mischief there during his tenure.42

Becker’s clever legal structuring led to increases in union membership of “perhaps a half-million such workers” and untold millions in new dues income for the SEIU.43


Robbing Peter to Pay the Unions

What does the union do for its dues income? It lobbies the legislature on behalf of the providers for increased payments and other improvements for the care providers. But in many cases, the union scheme actually reduces the amount of money available to the elderly, disabled, and poor families that receive assistance under the government programs.

Let’s take the example of a mother who serves as a “personal assistant” to her adult disabled son and has been unionized in Illinois. Before the unionization drive, her son received a subsidy from the government that he could use to pay for care or other expenses—say $1,000 a month. Because the son required personal care, his mother forgoes other employment to act as his “personal assistant” and uses his subsidy to defray the cost of his care. His subsidy doesn’t cover all the expenses of caring for her son or all of her hours taking care of him, but the $1,000 helps the family stay afloat.

But one day, Mom is told she is now part of a labor union and that her dues will be automatically deducted from the government subsidy. This means that the family’s subsidy for care of their disabled son is now reduced by union dues—say $95 per month, the current dues rate for care providers in Washington State.44 This simply reduces the amount of money the family has to take care of their disabled son by $95 a month and gives it to the union.

Many other “benefits” that unions lobby for help the union more than the care providers they represent. A perfect example is that unions often demand “training opportunities” for providers—but this training is provided by the union.45 So whether or not providers themselves actually want or benefit from the training, the union receives additional income for conducting training, which increases its bottom line just a little bit more at state expense.


Stealth Unionization

The unions are able to organize care providers in a state by convincing a pro-union governor to issue an executive order or a state legislature to pass a law imposing forced unionism on care providers. But usually an election is held to give the government action a false air of legitimacy. In many cases, a stealth election is held quickly and quietly to certify the union before the providers have time to organize a resistance or to start a media campaign against unionization.

It’s in the union’s interest to conduct a stealth unionization drive. The union needs to win a majority of the votes cast, not a majority from all the workers eligible to vote in the election. So the union may try to get only providers likely to favor unionization to vote in the election. By notifying as few care providers as possible about the election, the union may be able to get enough yes votes from its supporters to be certified, without encountering resistance from dissenting providers.46 Of course, the union is required to notify all eligible voters. But in many cases, care providers seem not to have received notice of the vote and to have been surprised when they learned they had been unionized.

Once the union is certified, providers would have to go through the draconian process of decertification to get rid of the union. Each state has its own procedure for decertification, but all of them are extremely difficult to accomplish. In fact, the procedure is so difficult that no group of care providers has ever achieved decertification.47


Where It Ends

Who knows?

If the state can recast independent care providers as “government employees,” give them all the burdens of unionization but none of the privileges of government employment, then what can’t they do? Who are unions going to go after next?

The Government Employee Unions 2.0 model opens up new groups of people to unionization, people who are not actually government workers but who receive funds from the government in relation to their work. Unions will probably expand this model to other groups of workers that receive government funds in connection with their work.


Government officials can probably unionize any group of people who are compensated for their work through a government program—as long as the government officials can argue it is in the public interest to unionize them.



In our age of increasing government intervention in the economy, almost anyone could potentially be unionized. Union bosses realize this. One union lawyer in a case challenging the unionization of care providers in Michigan admitted in open court that unionizing these care providers was a “slippery slope.”48 He reportedly admitted to the judge that “unionization of any group that accepted state subsidies would be within the state’s authority if it had ‘added value’ to the state or the public’s interest.”49 The union lawyer was simply pointing out that it is a slippery slope when states start handing over independent workers to the unions. Government officials can probably unionize any group of people who are compensated for their work through a government program—as long as the government officials can argue it is in the public interest to unionize them. And what Shadowboss-supported politician wouldn’t agree that unionizing more Americans is in the public interest?


Hunting Big Game

The unions’ next target group may be the over 21 million health-care workers who will be needed to implement Obamacare. New opportunities to unionize health-care workers are probably the key reason the unions supported Obamacare so ardently.50 Once Obamacare is implemented, most health-care workers in America will receive government funds and will be regulated by the government in connection with their work. Health-care workers currently serving Medicare and Medicaid patients also receive government funds. Because only about 14 percent of our nation’s health-care workers are unionized, this represents a huge growth market for the unions.51 What is to stop the unions trying to unionize them all?


The unions’ next target group may be the estimated 21 million health-care workers who will be required to implement Obamacare. New opportunities to unionize health-care workers are probably the key reason the unions supported Obamacare so ardently.



Next, unions may be emboldened enough to expand their organizing efforts to groups receiving government funds that have less of a connection to work or employment. This could include people receiving Social Security or Medicare payments, or even veterans—after all, these groups of people worked once to earn their government benefits.

Labor lawyer William Messenger, who represents some groups of care providers in their legal battles to throw off the union mantle, explains, “The representation imposed upon providers is no different than the government designating the American Association of Retired Persons as the mandatory representative of all senior citizens on Medicare;… or the American Banking Association as the mandatory trade association for all financial institutions receiving Troubled Asset Relief Program funds…”52 It is possible that associations like the American Association of Retired Persons (AARP), a lobbying organization for people over fifty years old, could actually morph into a union representing the aged. After all, the National Education Association (NEA) started as a teachers association and then turned into a labor union later in the 1950s when government employee unionism was on the rise.

If this seems farfetched to you—that in your golden years, the state could appoint the AARP or a union as your representative to argue for increases to your Social Security benefits or Medicare benefits—think again. We should never suffer a failure of imagination about what government employee unions are capable of doing; they are far more innovative than we give them credit for.


If this seems farfetched to you—that in your golden years, the state could appoint the AARP or a union as your representative to argue for increases to your Social Security benefits or Medicare benefits—think again. We should never suffer a failure of imagination about what government employee unions are capable of doing; they are far more innovative than we give them credit for.



Then there are enormous and growing groups of recipients of public assistance, Medicaid, and electronic benefit transfer (EBT) cards, which we used to call food stamps. Many people receive government aid under programs for parents with dependent children. Surely, these parents work as caregivers to their dependent children, just as parents of disabled people work as caregivers to their children. Similarly, unions might suggest reforming the public assistance programs to require recipients to perform some sort of work in exchange for their benefits. While this may seem like a good idea at first, this change could make it easier to treat welfare recipients as “government employees” and then to unionize them.

And what if we don’t stop unions from forcing all the different groups of people who receive public monies under their control? What would come next? The next step could be to unionize people who have other relationships with the government—like people whose work is regulated by the state. Once we are used to Government Employee Unions 2.0, couldn’t the Shadowbosses take it one step further and ask the government to treat these people as “government employees” also? Think forced unionization of Realtors, insurance agents, “nail technicians,” and anyone else who requires a license to conduct his livelihood. Of course, that’s virtually everyone. Any type of self-employed workers who are regulated by the state or federal government—which now regulates almost every type of profession or business—could also be forced under union representation.53 Based on how the unions conducted the campaigns over care workers, they would probably start with the least educated, most isolated groups, whom they would unionize “for their own good,” then expand outward from there. We need to stop them now, before this plan goes any further.

For now, we know that government cash is the worm on the hook. We’re the fish. The moment we snap up that juicy worm, we’re caught by the gills and thrown in the union net. Really, who knows what the unions will think of next?


Conclusion

Who is going to stop the unions from rolling out their next wave of organizing the unorganizable?

Our current federal government is chock-full of former union officials and pro-unionists who won’t stop unions from overreaching in their organizing efforts. Secretary of Health and Human Services Kathleen Sebelius certainly won’t step in—she actually issued an executive order to forcibly unionize seven thousand child-care workers while she was governor of Kansas in 2007.54

What about the First Amendment to our Constitution and our free speech rights? By forcing groups of people who receive all or part of their compensation from the government into unions, the states are foisting an exclusive lobbyist on these people. Once unionized, these people can petition, or speak, with state government only through a single, exclusive voice—their union. Their independent right to political speech, guaranteed by our Constitution, has been taken away.55

The First Amendment guarantees that you have the right to “petition the Government for a redress of grievances”—that is, without the union getting between you and your government.56 Unions do precisely this when they forcibly unionize Americans, unrestrained by our Constitution.

Governor Rod Blagojevich and his successor, Governor Pat Quinn, in their executive orders unionizing personal assistants, claimed that care providers “cannot effectively voice their concerns… without [union] representation.”57 As the nanny state grows under President Obama, these patronizing viewpoints will become more commonplace, and the left will decide that we all need union masters to help us petition our government. But don’t we all have elected representatives? Isn’t that what democracy is all about?

Not anymore. We all still have elected representatives, but many of them have been co-opted by the Shadowbosses. The unions are working with union-supported government officials to expand the groups of people whom they can organize. Remember, union power ratchets up, never down. It may take them a few years to get all the right politicians in place, but they will likely get there—step by step, according to their latest Shadowboss battle plan.

What’s our plan? In the next chapter, we will see how some Americans are fighting back against growing government employee union power, and winning some important early battles. But will we win the war? For that, we will need your help.







Chapter 8 Summary Points


	Government employee unions are working to recast anyone who receives benefits or compensation from the government and does some work for the funds as a government employee who can be forcibly unionized.

	Parents taking care of their disabled children, people taking care of their elderly parents, and other caregivers who are compensated under government programs have been the first targets for forced unionization.

	Many care providers never even heard about the election putting them under union control until they received notice that they had been unionized and that they owe as much as $95 in union dues per month.

	Ivy League union bosses like Andy Stern and his successors at the SEIU and Change to Win have focused on organizing ever larger groups of American workers who were previously considered unorganizable.

	“Organizing the unorganizable” is a lucrative growth plan for government employee unions. SEIU Local 880, the notorious ACORN-dominated Chicago local that Obama worked for, unionized twenty thousand personal-care assistants, generating at least $3.6 million a year in forced dues.

	With a few tweaks of the law and help from pro-union politicians, Social Security recipients, welfare moms, food stamp recipients, veterans, and even the self-employed could be forcibly unionized.







CHAPTER 9

Insurrection

IN the original Star Wars movie, the shadowy forces of the Empire reign over the galaxy with the Emperor, via his henchman Darth Vader and his stormtroopers, controlling every element of citizen life. As the movie opens, the Empire is nearing completion of the Death Star—a battle station capable of destroying entire planets and crushing the Rebel Alliance.

That’s when our hero, Luke Skywalker, stumbles upon an old Jedi Knight, Obi-Wan Kenobi. After receiving an urgent message from Princess Leia, Obi-Wan explains to Luke the importance of getting involved in the rebellion against the Empire. But Luke resists. Only when Luke finds his village in ruins, his uncle and aunt killed, does he decide to take up his lightsaber to use the Force to fight back against the Empire.

In 2011, Americans across the nation realized that the government employee union Empire had left their fiscal village in ruins. And they decided to join the rebellion.


The Rebellion Begins

A Luke Skywalker of this new rebellion is Wisconsin governor Scott Walker. Governor Walker’s state was in dire trouble. Wisconsin had been the first state to permit collective bargaining over government employees in 1959. After more than fifty years of government employee unionism, government growth was out of control at the state and local level. As an example, government employee compensation had grown nearly three times as fast as private sector worker compensation over the previous decade.1

In his 2010 campaign, Walker had promised to reverse Wisconsin’s disastrous financial situation. He meant to do it by curbing the power of the state’s government employee unions.

Knowing what Walker would do to them if he were elected, the government employee unions, especially the NEA-affiliated Wisconsin Education Association Council (WEAC) teachers union, spent heavily to defeat Walker. But Walker beat his union-funded opponent by a 52 to 46 percent margin.

Once he was elected, the government employee unions started to panic. If Walker were able to roll back their collective bargaining powers, their dues-funded Empire could collapse.

So the unions acted. In December 2010, Big Labor demanded that the lame-duck Democrat-controlled state Assembly and Senate approve multi-year state union contracts that would extend union benefits into future years. The Assembly passed the measure, but it fell short by just one vote in the Senate.2 So the unions would be forced to negotiate with the new governor over the terms of their contracts.

Once in office, Walker started out making moderate requests for government workers to contribute to their pensions and increase their contributions to their health-care plans.3 The New York Post reported, “Walker warned that he expects some compromise from unions—and if they weren’t cooperative, he’ll look at all options, including changing state unionization laws.”4 The state head of American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) took offense at Walker’s approach, saying “It’s like the plantation owner talking to slaves,” and the unions rejected his demands.5 And so, the fight began.


Preparing for Battle

With no compromise forthcoming from the unions, Walker went to battle to save the finances of his state. His first target was Wisconsin’s law permitting collective bargaining over government employees. This law had stripped government workers of their freedom to negotiate with employers on their own behalf for over fifty years. And because Wisconsin was a forced-dues state with dues checkoff, union dues were automatically deducted from government employee paychecks as a condition of their employment.

Walker framed his challenge to union power in moral terms. He explained that collective bargaining laws are just plain immoral. “The unions like to talk about collective bargaining,” Walker stated. “Collective bargaining is not a right, collective bargaining is an expensive entitlement and it’s time we put the power back in the hands of the people.”6 Walker is correct, of course—as we’ve seen, collective bargaining puts money and power in the hands of the Shadowbosses, and it takes away a fundamental right from workers: the right to bargain over their own labor. And of course, forced-dues provisions are even worse.

On February 11, 2011, Walker laid his cards on the table. His budget reform package abolished forced dues for teachers and many other public employees, and also prevented unions from bargaining over these employees’ pensions, benefits, and work rules. Union bosses could still bargain over government employee wages, but “raises could not exceed the increase in the Consumer Price Index unless approved by a referendum”7—which effectively meant not much bargaining over wages, either. And also harmful to union power, Wisconsin was going to get out of the dues checkoff business—so no more collecting dues for the union.

A final reform was that government employee unions would have to be recertified by the workers that they represent every year. So workers would now be able to throw off the mantle of the union if enough of them voted against recertification. This proposal scared the unions to death, because for the first time in generations their stranglehold over Wisconsin government employees was actually at risk.

And this meant war.


Walker retained collective bargaining for police and firefighters. Why? Because, after looking at the long, dirty history of union violence, Walker believed that police and fire union chiefs would have fought him by launching illegal strikes.



Walker retained collective bargaining for police and firefighters. Why? Because, after looking at the long, dirty history of union violence, Walker believed that police and fire union chiefs would have fought him by launching illegal strikes. He didn’t want burning houses or looting in the streets.8

Instead, he got the next best thing.


Battle of the Death Star

With union dues income under serious threat, the Empire took action. The government employee unions targeted the rebel base: Madison, the capital of Wisconsin.

Threats of violence immediately took center stage. One government union militant, a thirty-seven-year-old correctional officer, was arrested for disorderly conduct after allegedly making a verbal threat to shoot Walker.9


A Republican Wisconsin state senator received an e-mail stating: “We will hunt you down. We will slit your throats. We will drink your blood. I will have your decapitated head on a pike in the Madison town square. This is your last warning.” Another e-mail sent around the same time to fifteen GOP state senators was nearly as lurid: “Please put your things in order because you will be killed and your families will also be killed due to your actions in the last eight weeks.”



A Republican Wisconsin state senator received an e-mail stating: “We will hunt you down. We will slit your throats. We will drink your blood. I will have your decapitated head on a pike in the Madison town square. This is your last warning.”10 Another e-mail sent around the same time to fifteen GOP state senators was nearly as lurid: “Please put your things in order because you will be killed and your families will also be killed due to your actions in the last eight weeks… I hope you have a good time in hell.” The author of the second e-mail, a twenty-six-year-old day-care worker and forced-unionism zealot, was later identified and arrested on two felony bomb-scare counts and two misdemeanor counts.11 She pleaded guilty and avoided jail time by enrolling in a first-offenders program.12 Welcome to the world of the government employee unions—even if you threaten someone with death, you’re usually off the hook. Violence is not necessarily illegal, as we explained in chapter 2, if you’re a member of a union and you were doing it for the cause!

Businesses were faced with boycott—and worse—if they did not support the unions. The CEO of a chain of convenience stores located in Wisconsin and Minnesota received a letter from four union officials. The letter told him to support their actions against Walker, and warned, “In the event that you do not respond to this request by that date, we will assume you stand… against the teachers, nurses, police officers, fire fighters, and other dedicated public employees who serve our communities.” The letter was clear: it wasn’t enough to stay out of the fight. The unions wanted everyone to explicitly endorse their side or face boycotts. That particular letter was signed by a police union official and two firefighters union chiefs. Their signatures created at least the implication that businesses might not be protected by the police and fire departments if they failed to support the unions.13

Teachers union bosses, first in Madison and then in Milwaukee and other cities, called teachers out on illegal strikes and staged angry protests at the state capitol and at legislators’ residences. Within a few days, at least fifteen school districts across the state were forced to cancel classes as teachers called in “sick.” These rallies were chock full of evocative signs: “Why Do Republicans Hate People?” “Scott Walker = Adolf Hitler,” “Midwest Mussolini,” and “Walker Terrorizes Families.”14

David A. Keene, the president of the National Rifle Association and a former chairman of the American Conservative Union, summed up the teacher revolt in Wisconsin where he went to college and law school: “Many of my old radical friends are back now in all their glory. Many of those camped out in the state capitol building and carrying signs declaring their support of ‘workers’ rights’ while comparing their state’s newly elected governor to Hosni Mubarak and Adolf Hitler are gray pony-tailed remnants of a culture most of us thought had vanished into the mists of history. But here they are again, defying orders to clear the capitol grounds while swaying to the folk music of Peter, Paul & Mary’s Peter Yarrow, who can only otherwise be seen on PBS folk revivals with other nearly forgotten guitar-strumming veterans of the ’60s protest movement.”15 While Keene’s description of old radicals again in their glory is amusing, the protestors were deadly serious about stopping Walker cold in his tracks.


Supporters Line Up

The pro-Walker rebel forces gained supporters across America. Bill O’Reilly cited a Quinnipiac poll showing that 42 percent of Americans think unionized government employees make too much money, and that 63 percent think these employees should pay more for their benefits and retirement. “The left-wing media in America will not give you the straight story,” O’Reilly said.16 A former advisor to President Bill Clinton, Dick Morris, agreed: “The liberal media has tried to sell the myth that the public is siding with the unions in these battles. This poll shows the opposite. They largely agree with the restrictions the governors are trying to impose.”17 To make it look better for television, however, the unions quickly assembled some “grassroots” supporters, some of which the unions may have paid to protest. “The left wing radicals in Wisconsin from the unions have mobbed the capital with rent-a-mobs,” noted radio host Michael Savage.18

Leading the pro-Walker supporters in person was the late activist-journalist Andrew Breitbart, who spoke before a massive Tea Party rally in Madison along with Sarah Palin. “The Wisconsin Tea Party supporters made it all worthwhile,” Breitbart related. “But there was another group also there to greet us; the shock troops sent by Richard Trumka and President Obama’s Organizing for America. This was my second trip to Madison in the last couple of months and the defeats that the union’s leadership have suffered in that time have plunged these losers into an even more animalistic state of frenzy. It was a mob, whipped up by the divider-in-chief and his cronies who live off of union dues and taxpayer funded handouts.”19

And the unions weren’t backing down. The day after at least fifteen Wisconsin school districts were shut down by wildcat strikes—strikes called without explicit union authorization—union radicals got a thumbs-up from the White House. President Obama actually invited a reporter and camera crew from a Milwaukee TV station to sit down with him for an interview. Obama suggested that the right-to-work and monopoly bargaining rollback provisions in the package were “an assault on unions.” Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer aptly summed up the rationale behind Obama’s sudden involvement: “He’s facing re-election next year. And Democrats need unions.”20

Obama’s rhetoric was in line with a shift in the union strategy against Walker. For weeks, government union bosses had publically opposed increased public employee contributions to their pension and health-care plans. But once it became clear to Big Labor that the Assembly and Senate majorities were poised to pass the bill, union spokesmen and their allies changed their tune. Suddenly, union officials were all compromising sweetness and light. They were ready to go along with benefit reforms just so long as they “were allowed to keep all of their collective bargaining rights.”21

The new tack was savvy public relations. Big Labor wanted Wisconsin citizens and residents of other states to believe that public employees’ right to join a union was at stake. That wasn’t the case. They would retain the right to join a union voluntarily. What was really at stake was monopoly bargaining and forced dues, the two pillars needed to prop up the government employee unions.

Furthermore, even as the government employee union bosses proclaimed they were finally ready to come to the table, many local government union chiefs were doing everything they could to frustrate any actual compromise. Unions were trying to push through contract extensions that would exempt them from having to pay more toward their benefits even as they claimed they wanted to negotiate. In some areas, unions tried to push through raises even as they claimed they were willing to negotiate.


Unions Sink Democracy

Despite these disingenuous public relations tactics, the unions couldn’t stop the Senate or Assembly from passing the bill. Or could they? Six days after Walker unveiled his Budget Repair Act, Wisconsin’s fourteen Democrat senators fled to Illinois to deny the Republican majority in their chamber the quorum it needed to pass legislation requiring appropriations.

With the Senate stalled, GOP leaders in the Assembly decided to take up the Budget Repair Act there. On February 25, 2011, the Assembly voted on the bill. As the Assembly was poised to cast its final vote on Walker’s law, one Democrat representative reportedly shouted “You are f——ing dead” at a Republican colleague. A few minutes later, after the Assembly adopted the bill, the Democrats went wild in the chamber. A Democrat representative threw papers and a cup of water at his opponents across the aisle.22

Then after three weeks in hiding, the Democrat Senators returned to the statehouse, and the Senate passed the bill, which Governor Walker signed into law on March 11.


If they couldn’t stop the bill by preventing a quorum or intimidating elected Wisconsin officials, the unions had another plan: go to court to prevent the Act from going into effect. Using the courts is always a favorite union tactic—unions know that the courts can be used to overrule the will of the people and accomplish what our democratic process will not.



It was time for Plan B. If they couldn’t stop the bill by preventing a quorum or intimidating elected Wisconsin officials, the unions had another plan: go to court to prevent the Act from going into effect. Using the courts is always a favorite union tactic—unions know that the courts can be used to overrule the will of the people and accomplish what our democratic process will not. And the plan was initially successful—a Wisconsin circuit court judge issued a temporary restraining order preventing the law from going into effect. Wisconsin’s Justice Department appealed, and the law’s fate would be decided by the Wisconsin Supreme Court.

To get the outcome that they were looking for in the Supreme Court, the unions would need to change the composition of the Court in their favor. So, they tried to unseat conservative-leaning state Supreme Court justice David Prosser in an April 2011 election, and replace him with a labor-friendly judge.23 Despite throwing $3 million into the race against him, the unions were unable to defeat Prosser at the polls. And in June 2011, the Supreme Court ruled to reinstate Walker’s reforms.24

Finally, the unions led a recall vote on six GOP state senators in August 2011, needing to recall three senators to give the Senate back to the Democrats. But although the unions poured $30 million into the recall election, only two GOP state senators were recalled by the voters. The unions lost. And, as George Will points out, the unions demonstrated the “limited utility of money when backing a bankrupt agenda: Only two Republicans were recalled—one was in a heavily Democratic district, the other is a married man playing house with a young girlfriend.”25 And the people of Wisconsin sided with the rebellion.


Wisconsin Takeaway

Not surprisingly, Walker’s dramatic action achieved its economic purpose—it put Wisconsin back on a track to fiscal sanity. Even Democrats sort of “got it.” Milwaukee mayor Tom Barrett, a bitter foe of the bill, admitted that thanks to the legislation, his city would save “at least $25 million a year—and potentially as much as $36 million in 2012.”26 By the summer of 2011, localities and school districts across the state were reporting that despite the economic recession, they were able to balance their budgets without firings. Layoffs were occurring only in jurisdictions that didn’t take advantage of the bill’s reforms.27 Not only that, 94 percent of business owners in Wisconsin think the state is on the right track, whereas only 10 percent believed that before the reforms were passed.28

School districts in particular are benefiting from Walker’s bill. One important aspect of the bill was that school districts no longer had to abide by union-negotiated “single-salary schedules,” which lock districts into paying teachers by seniority and degrees earned. Instead, the districts are now allowed to give raises to deserving teachers. Reportedly, teacher morale and collegiality have improved, since nobody is forced into a union.

Predictably, too, the Wisconsin unions took an immediate hit to their bank account. The teachers unions in Wisconsin had to lay off 40 percent of their staff.29 As George Will reported, when Colorado did something similar in 2001, union membership in the government employee union declined 70 percent. “In 2005, Indiana stopped collecting dues from unionized public employees; in 2011, there are 90 percent fewer dues-paying members,” Will noted.30

Steve Moore of the Wall Street Journal summed up the effect of Walker’s reforms: “Last year’s $3 billion deficit is now a $300 million surplus—and it was accomplished without the new taxes that unions favored.”31 The Journal also reported recently that the Wisconsin state budget office estimates that the typical homeowner’s property tax bill would be some “$700 higher without Mr. Walker’s collective-bargaining overhaul and budget cuts.”32 Hallelujah!

Some of the reforms in the Budget Repair Act were struck down by a federal court judge in March 2012, precisely because these reforms applied to some government employees but not to public safety workers, which Walker had excluded.33 While the rest of the law was upheld, union recertification and the elimination of dues checkoff were struck down. The law had provided for annual recertification of the unions based on a majority vote of all eligible voters (not just people actually voting in the election). The court suggested that this recertification provision and the prohibition against the state collecting dues on behalf of unions directly from employees’ paychecks, or dues checkoff, would have been upheld if it had applied to all government employee unions equally. For fairness’s sake alone, more states need to adopt regular recertification so that workers have a real choice as to whether or not to be represented by a union and aren’t just stuck with a union certified long ago. Likewise, more states should get out of the business of collecting dues on behalf of government employee unions, which are private organizations.

The battle raged on in Wisconsin, with the unions attempting to recall Governor Walker. On June 5, 2012, Walker became the first governor in American history to survive a recall election. Walker’s victory in this key battle may encourage leaders in other states to curb union power and increase prosperity and workers’ freedoms. But the war against the Shadowbosses will be long and hard-fought.


Empire Strikes Back

While the unions let Pandora out of the box in Wisconsin, they kept her locked securely inside in Ohio.

In March 2011, Ohio governor John Kasich rammed through a bill similar to the Wisconsin law. It reduced some of the unions’ collective bargaining power over public workers and got rid of binding arbitration in labor disputes. Public workers were banned from striking and teachers’ salaries were tied to test scores. The bill passed narrowly in the State Senate, by a vote of 17–16.34

But there was a difference. In Wisconsin, the reform law actually went into effect—and the people of Wisconsin saw its benefits. As the Wall Street Journal explains about the Wisconsin reforms: “Attempts to modernize government are always controversial, but support usually builds over time as the public comes to appreciate the benefits of structural change.”35 But in Ohio, the law never did go into effect—and so the citizens of Ohio never got to experience the benefits that the law would bring.

What else was different in Ohio? First, Kasich didn’t make the moral case for curtailing collective bargaining. He focused instead on budgetary issues, a crucial public relations mistake on his part. Second, Kasich’s job-approval rating was already low. Third, Kasich didn’t exclude public safety workers from his reforms, like Walker had. The people were afraid of being left unprotected by striking police and firefighters.36 Finally, the unions spent more than $40 million on the repeal effort, outspending the pro-bill forces 3 to 1.37

For all these reasons, the government employee unions quickly gathered enough signatures to start a referendum on the law. And predictably, in November 2011, the bill was recalled by a wide margin, 61–39.

Since the law was repealed, Ohio has continued to sink into an economic morass. Firings are the order of the day. In Marion, Ohio, the budget situation caused the firing of fifteen police officers, delaying response times to emergency 911 calls. Teachers unions are threatening to strike for higher pay, even as the teachers themselves are getting the ax.38 As Red State reported, “Ohio’s public workers are enjoying the sort of union victory that’s often accompanied by a pink slip.”39


Return of the Jedi

The battle continues in New Jersey. Chris Christie is the Han Solo of this story, fighting the Imperial forces once again.40

In a memorable speech to the New Jersey legislature, Mr. Christie branded “pensions and benefits” as “the major driver of our spending increases at all levels of government—state, county, municipal, and school board.” And, like Walker, he made the moral case against the government employee unions: “Is it ‘fair,’ ” he asked, “for all of us and our children to pay for this excess?”

During 2010, Christie convinced his Democrat-controlled legislature to pass a budget for the year that closed the state deficit without raising taxes.41 Christie admits that he has further to go before New Jersey could be considered in good financial shape. As Christie has pointed out, New Jersey is “never going to have enough money to pay that $50 billion” shortfall that it needs to pay future government employee pensions. The same is true for its $67 billion shortfall for funding retiree health-care costs.42 To bring New Jersey’s government spending in line, Christie ultimately will have to lay off many government employees. This is what happens when government employee unions come into conflict with reality: jobs get lost.

Other rebel forces are beginning to get it, too. North Carolina recently passed a law over Democrat governor Bev Perdue’s veto, barring the state from collecting dues automatically from teachers’ paychecks on behalf of teachers unions—the dues checkoff provision that unions value so much.43 Governor Perdue, who took $1.8 million from the unions in her 2008 governor’s race and benefited from another $1.7 million in campaign ads paid for by the unions, complained that the vote took place “in the dark of night,” because it was passed at 1 a.m.44 Nonetheless, repealing dues checkoff is likely to substantially curb teachers union membership in the state of North Carolina as in other states where it has been repealed.

Other states, too, are swarming to the anti–government employee union rebel cause. Tennessee, a right-to-work state, ended collective bargaining for teachers. Under the new law, the districts will sit down to discuss working conditions with the teachers unions, a process called “collaborative conferencing.” But the school board, not the teachers unions, will ultimately be responsible for decisions about how the district’s schools are run.45

Meanwhile, in Oklahoma, the legislature repealed a law that had required Oklahoma cities with populations of over thirty-five thousand to impose collective bargaining on certain types of city workers.46 A number of other states, including Indiana, Idaho, Florida, and even Massachusetts, passed laws in 2011 that cut into union collective bargaining power over government employees by limiting the issues over which the unions can bargain with the government.

The tide is turning now.


Writing on the Wall

When do you know the government employee unions are in trouble? When Darth Vader begins to turn on the Emperor—when the government officials that the unions helped elect begin to bail on government employee unions, and when even their private sector union brethren begin to disassociate from them.

In Massachusetts, some Democrat politicians have attempted to curtail collective bargaining. In April 2011, the Democrat-led Massachusetts House voted to limit collective bargaining for municipal employees over health care. The bill was specifically aimed at reducing runaway health-care costs for municipal workers by giving city governments the right to set health-care co-pays and deductibles for their workers unilaterally, saving an estimated $100 million in the first year alone.47 The unions went on the offensive to prevent passage of this bill in the Senate. One union official complained, “These are the same Democrats that all these labor unions elected. The same Democrats who we contributed to in their campaigns.”48 In other words, the Democrat legislators, whom the unions had supported, were not staying bought. Another union official hit this same point, “All votes relating to the matters discussed in this letter may be considered Labor Votes and calculated into Labor Voting Records upon which endorsements and levels of support are determined.”49 In other words, look out, labor-supported Democrats—the unions are keeping careful score of your vote on these matters. Eventually, the unions reached a compromise agreement with the Democrat governor to maintain a large role for the unions in negotiating health-care terms, while still holding out a hope of reducing municipal health-care costs. And the change was passed into law as part of the 2012 budget.50

Similar small steps are occurring in Connecticut and New York. In Connecticut, the Democrat governor Dannel Malloy forced through $1 billion in wage and benefits concessions and cuts from the state employees union. He said, “I am attempting to bring the benefits enjoyed by state employees—wages, healthcare, and pension benefits—more in line with those enjoyed by their counterparts in the private sector and federal workforce.”51 It’s a good move and about time.

New York Democrat governor Andrew Cuomo forced state agencies to cut spending by 10 percent, or $1.5 billion, and cut $1 billion from Medicaid and $1.5 billion from education. Cuomo has pushed for pension reform, raising minimum retirement age to sixty-five and cutting benefits for newly employed state workers. Mayor Michael Bloomberg of New York City has also cut $4.6 billion from the budget that would largely impact the unions, including pensions.52

Democrat strategist Pat Caddell sees the writing on the wall for the Democrats and unions. Caddell explains that the Democrats are “asking taxpayers, asking ordinary people, to pay for people who make twice as much as they make…”53 He concluded that “the public unions are going to take the country and the Democratic party down the tubes.” How will we know that we are winning? We will see more and more Shadowboss-supported politicians pulling away from the unions’ agenda to save their own political hides, as we are starting to see in a small way with politicians like Governors Malloy and Cuomo.


A House Divided

In theory, unions of all kinds are supposed to be united in fraternal solidarity. Indeed, for many years, private sector unions fought to extend collective bargaining over government workers, while public employee unions supported their private sector brethren in their opposition to treaties such as the North American Free Trade Agreement in the 1990s.

Suddenly, it’s a different world. In the current tough economic times, construction workers are suffering from unemployment levels double the national rate, according to the Associated General Contractors of America. They are relearning the hard way that without a growing economy, all the labor-friendly laws and regulations in the world won’t create new jobs for them. And many private sector workers, including union members, are starting to resent paying for government employee union members’ large paychecks and benefits.

Democrat Stephen Sweeney, the president of the New Jersey State Senate and an ironworkers union boss, drew a sharp distinction between private sector unions and government employee unions. He could fix things, he said, “if the unions were willing to work and basically stand up and tell their members the truth like I do in the private sector.” But the government employee unions instead “keep telling their members the sun’s shining when it’s raining. Well, we got a monsoon right now and my job is to do the right things for the people of this state.”54

Not only are private and government union members starting to pull away from each other on issues, but also there is a growing gap between their rates of unionization. Even in heavily unionized New York, private sector union membership continues to decline whereas government sector union membership continues to rise. A recent article in Crain’s New York Business noted that in New York State, “Unionization in the private sector last year fell to 13.5% from 13.7% in 2010, while the rate in the public sector rose to 72.2% from 70.5%.”55 In the hard hit construction industry, unionization rates fell from 27.5 percent to 23.7 percent in a single year, from 2010 to 2011. Of course, New York is a forced-dues state, so private sector union members are not leaving the unions voluntarily (because they can’t). But new businesses that replace failing businesses are not being unionized as quickly as previously, showing that unions are increasingly falling out of favor with private sector workers.


When the Obama Administration first delayed building the Keystone Pipeline, a massive infrastructure project that would have employed thousands of union members, the decision was met with disbelief by the president of the Laborers International Union: “The administration chose to support environmentalists over jobs. Job-killers win, American workers lose.” Privately, union officials whose members would have gotten jobs from the project express bitterness that the government employee unions sided with the environmentalists against them, and that the Obama Administration took the government employee union/environmentalist side.



When the Obama Administration first delayed building the Keystone Pipeline, a massive infrastructure project that would have employed thousands of union members, the decision was met with disbelief by the president of the Laborers International Union: “The administration chose to support environmentalists over jobs. Job-killers win, American workers lose.” Privately, union officials whose members would have gotten jobs from the project express bitterness that the government employee unions sided with the environmentalists against them, and that the Obama Administration took the government employee union/environmentalist side. One unnamed official told Politico about his outrage and his disappointment, “People are p——d. The emotions are really, really raw right now. This is a big deal.”56 Another private sector union boss echoed the sense of betrayal felt by some private sector union members: “Unions… have kicked our members in the teeth.”57

Union bosses divided, and a group of unions openly criticizing the Obama Administration? This is something new. But it is not surprising that Obama went with the government employee unions and the environmentalists against the private sector unions. After all, it is the government employee unions that devote their resources to political activities and campaign giving, because their dues income depends on it. Private sector unions have been dwindling in importance for decades and are not as politically important as government employee unions. So we should expect to see a lot more issues on which President Obama and other Democrats come down on the side of the government employee unions against the private sector unions. After all, you get what you pay for.


As all taxpayers, including private sector union members, find themselves unable to support the growing numbers of net tax receivers, particularly government employees, the wedge between private sector and government employee union members will grow deeper.



As all taxpayers, including private sector union members, find themselves unable to support the growing numbers of net tax receivers, particularly government employees, the wedge between private sector and government employee union members will grow deeper.


Conclusion

Our country is at a turning point. Americans will either follow the Shadowbosses and our nation will decline steadily, or they will embrace the rebellion.

The good news is that more and more Americans seem to be joining the rebellion. In January 2012, the Indiana legislature passed a right-to-work bill. Governor Mitch Daniels signed the bill into law, calling it a “bold stroke.” The law makes Indiana the first new right-to-work state in ten years—and in doing so, frees two hundred thousand workers from forced unionism.58

The great battle has begun. Will you join? To paraphrase Princess Leia, you—the taxpayers of the United States, the pie makers—are our only hope.







Chapter 9 Summary Points


	Americans are fighting back against government employee unions. One leader of this movement is Governor Scott Walker of Wisconsin, who has significantly curbed government employee union power in his state and recently won a bitter recall election.

	Unions still wield tremendous power, as shown by their defeat of Ohio’s union reform bill, which the unions spent over $40 million to recall.

	Governors and state legislatures in New Jersey, North Carolina, Tennessee, Oklahoma, Indiana, Idaho, Florida, Massachusetts, and other states are working to curb the runaway powers of the government employee unions.

	Some Democrat politicians are beginning to turn against their Shadowbosses in small ways in order to improve their state’s fiscal future—and save their own political careers.

	There is a growing divide between private sector union members and government employee union members, because their interests are diverging.

	Private sector union members have interests that are more aligned with taxpayers than with their government employee union brethren. Private sector union members and other taxpayers both become frustrated when government employee unions refuse to make small concessions on their retirement and health-care benefits to bring state and local budgets into line.






Conclusion



Consider our version of Aesop’s fable of the Three Tradesmen:

It once happened that a large walled city came under attack from raiders. The inhabitants came to a public meeting to decide how best to defend their city from invasion.

At the meeting, the head of the Bricklayer’s Union stood up. “Bricks!” he thundered. “They’re the best way to defend against invasion. Build walls full of ’em. And it won’t cost you too much.”

“No, no!” interjected the head of the Carpenter’s Guild. “Timber, sharpened to points, makes an excellent defense! And wood is even cheaper and stronger than bricks.”

“I beg to differ,” the head of the Leatherman’s Local cried to the crowd. “Leather will provide the best resistance for our city, far better than sticks or bricks.”





LEATHER obviously wouldn’t do much to protect the city from attack, but that didn’t stop the leather tradesman from making his pitch. This fable has been used for thousands of years to teach children a simple truth: every man is out for his own trade, even when their city’s future rests in the balance. And America’s future certainly does rest in the balance.

But unlike the walled city in the fable, our celebrated “city on a hill” is threatened from within. America is under attack. Our nation’s finances are ruinous. We face out-of-control government spending and deficits. Our states are going bankrupt. And instead of working on defending us against these calamities, our government is making the problem worse by following the advice of tradesmen out for their own trades. Our government keeps buying government union bricks, hand over fist. It purchases and stockpiles government union wood. And our government has signed a long-term contract with government union leather merchants. Yet our government is quickly running out of money and borrows from foreign nations to pay its bills. Meanwhile, our undefended city walls are weak and starting to crumble. When outside forces come to threaten us again, we will no longer have the resources to mount an adequate defense to save our people. And our very American way of life will be threatened.

The biggest issues of our time are tied up with the growth of government employee unions and the resulting growth of government. When people talk about America borrowing more than it can pay back, the growth of government is the cause. When people warn us that America is becoming reliant on foreign lenders like China and oil-rich Arab states, excessive government spending is really to blame. When people worry about our states and municipalities nearing insolvency, government employee unions are again at the root.

Government employee unions and politicians have been working on growing our government for decades. The growth of our government may be in the unions’ interest, but it endangers us as a nation. Growing government hurts all the taxpayers—the people who make our nation’s pie. The losers include private sector union members who are also pie makers and don’t share the same interest in growing our government as government employee union members.


The growth of our government may be in the unions’ interest, but it endangers us as a nation. Growing government hurts all the taxpayers—the people who make our nation’s pie. The losers include private sector union members who are also pie makers and don’t share the same interest in growing our government as government employee union members.



Government employee unions dug us a deep hole, threw us in, and pushed us back down when we tried to climb out. Now, they are handing us a shovel and telling us to dig deeper. Our government can no longer reform, streamline, and improve itself because government employee unions stand in the way. From our schools to our skies, government employee unions hold our nation back from all the greatness that we could achieve and drag our nation closer and closer to the abyss.


End of Common Sense in America

For far too long, Americans have been blind and deaf to the threat of the government employee unions. The level of control that these Shadowbosses now exert over the lives of everyday Americans is increasing and approaching the absurd.

Just ask eighty-six-year-old Pennsylvania volunteer crossing guard Warren Eschenbach. When a nearby school built an area for parents to pick up their children from school near his house, Eschenbach, trying to be a good citizen, volunteered to control traffic.1 He had retired a few years before from a crossing guard position at another school and wanted to protect the schoolchildren in his own neighborhood.

But then a local union representative for AFSCME heard about this helpful citizen. AFSCME then insisted that Eschenbach be canned—from a volunteer position—because he was “undermining the union” and that he be replaced with a $12.65-an-hour unionized, dues-paying crossing guard.2

The elementary school principal couldn’t believe it: “Here we have a community member who’s giving back to the community and offering something to the children to keep them safe and so I just view it as a good thing and I’m not sure why someone would find fault with that but obviously somebody has.” Somebody did—a government employee union official. And when the city denied the union’s formal grievance, the union threatened to take the case to arbitration.3

Of course unions would find fault with Eschenbach—he’s showing that there are people who are willing to actually work for free for the good of their community—to volunteer. And we don’t mean volunteer in the union sense of the word, as in getting a stipend, meal, and T-shirt for “volunteering” at a get-out-the-vote phone bank for a few hours.

The Manhattan Institute’s City Journal recently broke a story about how parents volunteering in their children’s schools to help in the library or answer phones were being challenged by the teachers unions, who claimed that the parents were taking jobs that should have been performed by union workers.4 In America today, it starts to seem almost logical to ask: why should parents be able to volunteer at their kids’ schools, when we can hire dues-paying union members to do the work instead?

Or ask seventeen-year-old Eagle Scout Kevin Anderson, also of Pennsylvania. This hardworking teenager voluntarily cleared a walking trail in his local park, not realizing that the local SEIU affiliate would threaten to file a grievance against him for doing work that could have been done by a dues-paying union member. Only after the story broke nationwide did the SEIU back down.5

These crazy stories aren’t the exception; they’re becoming the rule in America today. And unless we fight back, government employee unions will bankrupt our country, morally and financially, and destroy our nation’s future.


Future in the Balance

Our future does hang in the balance, and still the government employee unions press for every advantage, ignoring the looming fact that the walls will soon come tumbling down upon us.

The lasting legacy of our government employee unions is the corruption of our political system. Once unions shifted to representing government employees, they became intensely political because their growth depended on the largesse of government. As we have seen, these unions use money and manpower to elect government officials. These government officials pass legislation enshrining pro-union measures and negotiate favorable contracts with the unions that helped elect them. The unions then earn more forced-dues income as a result—which they redeploy to reelect pro-union politicians. It is a perfect cycle of corruption because the only people in a position to end the cycle actually get a piece of the graft and don’t want to stop the flow of free money.

We must always keep in mind that government employee unions are private entities; their business is maximizing dues income. Generating more benefits for the workers already in the union is a secondary priority. That means that they won’t make deals allowing the government to reward better workers. They won’t make deals that benefit their members if it means that the unions make less cash. The union’s interests always come first. The workers’ interests come second. And the taxpayers’ interests come a distant last place.


Although government jobs seem to be where it’s at in America today, we can’t all go to work for the government. If we do, our nation will be a lot like the former Soviet Union—everybody will have a job, but nobody will have a potato.



The Shadowbosses need taxpayers for one important thing: our tax dollars pay for our ever-expanding government. The government employee unions create no wealth; they merely feed from the public trough. Although government jobs seem to be where it’s at in America today, we can’t all go to work for the government. If we do, our nation will be a lot like the former Soviet Union—everybody will have a job, but nobody will have a potato.

Many government employees make more than private sector workers; they get better benefits; they get better retirement packages. While it’s great to be a government employee these days, at least in comparison to a private sector worker, government employee union bosses have taken important rights away from government employees, too.

Few workers ever had the opportunity to vote for or against their union. It was just there when they got there, and it will likely be there forever, thanks to laws favoring the establishment of unions. And once workers are represented by a union, the workers lose their rights to sell their own labor and to petition their government employer on their own behalf.

Union bosses trade top jobs among themselves and take the cream off the top. And they do it on the backs of America’s workers, who are often denied a real voice in union governance. These same workers have to pay substantial union dues, generally without their consent. “Taxation without representation” was the rallying cry of the American revolutionaries. Today, union members should think about beginning their revolution to reclaim their right to control their own labor, to be free from coercive forced-dues obligations, and to speak with their own voice.


Looming Dangers

Not only do we pay for these unions, we also have to worry about what happens when they strike. We have seen that making strikes illegal for critical public safety workers doesn’t mean that strikes don’t happen. According to one union boss, it just means that the strikes will be more effective because illegal strikes are more alarming to ordinary citizens. And government employee strikes are far more dangerous than private sector strikes—surely if the functions of government are too vital to be transferred to the private sector, they’re too important to be handed over to the Shadowbosses. Police unions have gone on strike and allowed crime to go unpoliced; firefighting unions have gone on strike and committed arson in order to make their point. Tacit acceptance of union violence isn’t just for old-time private sector union thugs like Jimmy Hoffa—it’s for government employee union bosses like James Hoffa Jr. And, unbelievably, the Supreme Court itself has all but declared that kneecapping can be legal if in the pursuit of a legitimate union interest.6 Apparently, your right to swing your fist doesn’t end where my nose begins—at least not if you’ve got your union card in your fist.

The possibility of unions striking led even FDR to denounce the notion of government employee unions. But it didn’t stop his ideological heirs from expanding unionism into the government sector. FDR knew that union support was crucial to his election efforts; his political heirs knew that government employee union support could pave a path to permanent majority status for Democrats.

Government employee unions know what a fantastic deal they have, and so they spend vast sums of money to keep pro-union politicians in power. These unions create massive political organizations that work hand in glove with the vast left-wing conspiracy, sometimes called the Shadow Democrat Party.

This process resulted in 2008 in the election of the unions’ ally, Barack Obama, a man with deep experience with the SEIU, AFSCME, and the rest of the government employee union movement, but no experience with the challenges of business or actually making the pie. He promptly signed a stimulus bill that handed out millions in grants to his union supporters. He rammed through Obamacare, which renders millions more health-care workers ripe for unionization, all while issuing waivers for union members so they could keep their own insurance plans. He sanctioned unionizing national security workers. He appointed union officials to the National Labor Relations Board and much, much more. And he’s not done yet.

The reelection of President Obama would be the greatest victory in American history for the Shadowbosses. If the first term was a disaster for American taxpayers, a second term will push America over the edge.

Our children, who are our nation’s future, are literally playing the lottery to determine whether they will receive a decent education. The teachers unions are keeping our school system disastrously bad, because the current system works fine for the unions. The teachers unions won’t allow bad teachers to be fired. The teachers unions insist on arbitrary standards for pay, like years at the desk and degrees achieved, and won’t allow teachers to be paid for merit and performance. Worst of all, the teachers unions indoctrinate our students with a leftist agenda, creating new unionists in the process.

Greater unionization leads to greater decline. The stats bear this out: the states that have the most heavily unionized government workforce are the states most in debt. These states also have the highest tax burden. Meanwhile, these states are losing the capacity to fix themselves, thanks to union contracts that include arbitration clauses—making political disputes into legal ones, and letting arbitrators rather than legislatures decide whether taxes ought to be raised.

For all these reasons, taxpayers are fleeing the Union states and running to the Free states, reshaping the demographic map of the country. But the unions are powerful in the Free states, too, and we will all pay the price when the Union states go belly-up and the federal government bails them out.

Make no mistake—the government employee unions have bigger plans still. They’re already pushing into new areas, achieving forced unionization of people who are paid through government programs but who don’t even work for the government, like care providers. By extension, if you receive government funds in connection with your work, you may soon find that a union can be appointed to represent you. And if government employee unions are able to expand their model to Social Security recipients, veterans, welfare recipients, and other people who receive government benefits, these unions will lobby for increases to social spending and entitlement programs. And that will pretty much be the end of America as we know it. We’re not there yet, but we’re close.


Join the Fight

There is good news, however: America is fighting back. The battle has begun in states across our nation, where good politicians have decided to stop letting union bosses hold the future hostage. But the government employee unions won’t go down without a fight. In Ohio, unions were able to roll back a major pro-taxpayer bill. In Wisconsin, unions pushed for the recall of Governor Scott Walker to punish him for reforming collective bargaining of government workers in that state, but lost the recall election. But in Indiana, unions have encountered a big setback and lost their power to forcibly collect dues there. In February 2012, Indiana became our nation’s twenty-third right-to-work state, returning to workers in that state their right to decide whether or not to support a union financially.


This is the great battle of our time. It is a battle for the heart and soul of our country. It’s not merely a question of fiscal responsibility. It’s a question of freedom. Will taxpayers have the freedom to control their political process, or will the Shadowbosses usurp that power?



This is the great battle of our time. It is a battle for the heart and soul of our country. It’s not merely a question of fiscal responsibility. It’s a question of freedom. Will taxpayers have the freedom to control their political process, or will the Shadowbosses usurp that power? Will workers control their own labor, or will they be forced to give away their rights simply in order to work? How will we fight the next government employee union power grab—when unions try to continue to expand their power over our nation’s workers? What will happen when there are not enough hardworking Americans willing to keep making the pie and just too many pie eaters?

Government employee unions are a threat not only to our economy, but to our fundamental American way of life—our respect for workers’ freedoms, our right to petition our government, our free and fair elections, and at the very heart of the matter—our democracy.

In 1981, the Professional Air Traffic Controllers Organization proclaimed a strike against the government, hoping for a huge increase in pay and a thirty-two-hour workweek. President Ronald Reagan responded: “Let me make one thing plain. I respect the right of workers in the private sector to strike. Indeed, as president of my own union, I led the first strike ever called by that union. I guess I’m maybe the first one to ever hold this office who is a lifetime member of an AFL-CIO union. But we cannot compare labor-management relations in the private sector with government. Government cannot close down the assembly line. It has to provide without interruption the protective services which are government’s reason for being.”7

President Reagan fired the striking workers—over 11,300 of them. Replacement workers were found, and American air travel went on uninterrupted. The air traffic controllers union was disbanded, only to be formed again a few years later.

But today, we must all remember the words—and the actions—of President Reagan. The Shadowbosses must be toppled.

Now is the time.

Let’s get started.
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