One Cheer for - e
Paycheck Protecuon S

It wor't stop unions from polmcal IIHSChl@f
BY JEFF JACOBY & MICHELLE MALKIN I

: ECK IS BACK, and so is talk of ;
B ‘paycheck protection.” - On i
February 17, President Bush ;.
signed an ‘executive order that will | logical activities. Bush deserves credir
draw attention to the U.S. Supreme- . for taking his first small step toward o

- Court’s decision. in Communication ;. protecting voters’ paychcc:ks ﬁnm the- . - ©

Workers of Aierica v. Beck. That-1988
case held that employees who choose | -
1ot to join.a union but are forced |
nonetheless to pay dues as a condition i need o go conszderably farther. Dur-" -
of ‘employment have a right to with~ ! ing the campaign, Bush _repeatedly -
hold the portion of their payment g;_called for a federal paycheck—pmtec-.
used for anything unrelated to collec-

 tive bargaining—most nutably, Dem-
{ member’s. dues on political activities

‘unless-the member first consents in

ocratic politics. |

Busk’s order—one of four dealmg
with Workplace issues that were %
signed on the same day—doesn’t acn-
ally put teeth in the Beck ruling. It
nierely requires federal contractors to
post signs notifying empioyecs of i
their rights, But that was enough for |

"'AFL-CIO head John Swesney to blast

- posting of workplace notices will not, ;
by itself, protect workers who are
-brave enough to buck the union. Bur :
at Teast it will help publicize a fact -
that employees in union shops often -
dor’t know: No employee can legally

- be forced 1o join a union and pay full :
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dues as a condmon of employment,

and no non-member can be forced W

subsidize a unior’s political or ideo-

grasp of union bosses. .
To prove that he is as good as l:us
word, however, the president will

tion law that ‘would prohibit labor
unions from spending- any part of a

writing. He promised- to veto any
campaign-finance bill—such as the

one co-authored by his primary.oppo-. A
i nent, senator John MeCain—inless it
Were rewrinien 1o mclude suc:h a-pro- .

VlSan

: “On its face, paycheck protectmn
Bush’s action as “mean-spirited” and Would seem 1o sttengthen dramaucal-
anti-worker” and to accuse the presi-

dent of indulging in “pure retribu- :

ly the rights of political minorities in

‘unienized Workplaces Unlike Beck,
‘tion™ for union support of Democratic | which empowers only employees who
" candidates in the last elections.. )
Sweeney knows something zbout i
-retribution. In the 13 years since the
high court’s ‘ruling, unions  have
‘intimidated and harassed workers
-asserting their Beck rights, often sad-
" dling them with huge legal bills. The !

1" are pot members of the union, pay- .

check protection would apply to
everyone who, pays dues. And while
Beck makes the .dissenting employee
go through an elaborate ordeal in
order to get his union fees reduced,

‘paycheck protection would put the -
i burden on the union, by requiring it
to get writien authorization before
spending an cmployees money ol -

politics,”

check-protection laws of their own.

¢ Under a bill just passed by the Unh 7
. legislature, unions would no longer be .
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allowed to pay for political activities

Several states have enacted pay{' T
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