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Foundation’s
Anti-Top-Down
Organizing Task
Force at Full Tilt

Litigation attacks
“neutrality agreements”
and other tactics that
impose forced unionism

SPRINGFIELD, ¥Wa. — The National
Right to Woik Foundation’s litigation
tearn has been inundated in recent
tnoniths with legal aid requests relating
to union officials’ aggressive roll-out of
theit broad progratn to #npose union
tepresentation  on  thousands  of
Atnerican wotkplaces without so much
as avote of the etnployees.

Having alteady filed a half dozen
high profile cases at the National Labor
Eelarions Board and one lawrsuitin 1.5
Digtrict Court, Foundation attorneys
are the leaders of a national effort to
slorer, atnd ultitnately reverse, the ovet-
whelming motnenturn behind what is
widely tecognized as Big Labot’s coer-
cive organizing rnodel for the futare,

Even though federal labior Lawr is tilt-
ed in theit favor, union officials are
itrcreasingly goite “outside the box,”
usitie “top-down” organizing to bolster
theit ranks and preserve their foreed-
dues poreret.

Appalled by the union corruption,
political chicatiery, and destroved jobs
atid busitiesses left it Big Labiot™s weke,

wotkers have chosen
increasingly to reject
unionization. In res-
potise, union officials
harve refocused their pai-
otities towards orgatdz-
ing  etnployers  and
imposing unionization
oty etnployees from the
top  down through
devices ko as “neu-
trality and card check
agteernents.”

Undet such schetnes—
usually reached after a
targeted ernployet’ s buasi-
tiess iz distupted through
urdoty picketing, threats,
ot cotnprehenste “oor-
potate camnpaign” tactics itsolving
organized pressure fromn suppliers,
stockholders, negative media coverage,
and elected officisls—etnployers feel
they have no choice but to ageee to
support a undon’s efforts to inpose
cotrprilsory wndonistn on wotkers.

“Desgpite their thetotie, union oper-
atfyves ate less iterested in buildingvol-
utitary support among rank-and-file
wotkers that i tmaittaining o steady
flowsr of compalsory dues,™ sadd Found-
ation President Mok Mix.

4

Union operatives coerce
workers through abusive
“card check” schemes

In one pending Foundaton legal
challenge, two employees of Warnaco
Ine., i Altoona, Pa, ate asking that
officials of the Undon of Meedletrades,
Industrial, and Textile Einployees
(UNITE) utdon be stipped of their
exclustve tepresenitation powetr ovet

e I

Even with federal labor law stacked in their favor,
union organizers (like those pictured above at a recent
UAW press conference) are bullying companies into
doing their dirty work.

Warnaco's Altoona-based ermployees, as
the union’s tecognition was based on a
“false and tainted”™ process. In fact, 80
percent of the Warnaco etnployees hae

see UNION ORGANIZERS, page 5
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Machinist Union Must Honor Religious Objections
Lockheed Martin employee found union’s agenda morally offensive

ORLANDO, Fla. — A
three-year religious liber-
ty battle and federal efvil
tights lawrsnit between an
idfddual emnployee and
the International Asso-
ciation  of Machinists
(IAM) Local 610 has
cotre to an end.

E.ohert  Beerz, an
etnployee at Lockheed
Martin’s Cape Catareral
Adr Force Station facility,
faced threats by union
officials that he would be
fited frorn his job (and
lose hiz health insurance
while his nowdeceased
teenage S0f Was i catncer treatrrent)
utless he paid fees to a union that he
believes is deeply itrrobred in activities
that wiolate his sincerely held religious
cotrActions.

After the Egual Employment
Oppottunity  Cotntnission (EEQC)
apounced itz agreetnent that the
union hadwiolated federal lawr, MNarional
Right to Woik Foundaton attorneys
filed the federal suit for Beers in the

Tom Buffenbarger's IAM
union waged a three-
year legal battle against
Robert Beers to crush
his religious objection.

United States District
Court for the Middle
District of Florida agaitist
[AM Local 610,

“For years JAM union
officials have beet unfai-
I# persecuting Robert
Beers because he put hiz
faith ahead of their radical
agenida,”  said  Stefan
(Hleason, Yiee [Presidetr
of the Mational Right to
Wotlk  Legal Defense
Foundation. “MNo  one
should be forced to sace-
fice theit faith in order to
hkeep theirjob. ™
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Worker objected to union
hierarchy’s radical social
agenda

Beers’™ siticerely held relizious
beliefs prevented hitn frotn supporting
the undon’s tnilitant ideological agenda,
patticulaly its support for abortion and
hotnosesaslity, which he believes are
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forbidden by the Bible, He aszerted his
tight as a relizgious objector under Title
V11 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to
tefrain fromn union actidtes and with-
hold the payment of dues to the undon,
offering to send his union dues to a
tratually agreed-upon charity.

Uniot officials refused bz tequest and
infortned Beers theywrould huase hitn fired
frotn hiz job i he refused to pay them
Beets paid the union under protest,

Union officials refused
to grant religious

accommodation
Foundation attorneys  originally
filed the religious disctitnination

charges for Beers against the union it
the fall of 2000 with the EEQC. The
EEQC found it hiz favor and attetrnpt-
ed to persuade the union’s officials to
agree to a settlernent. However, TAM
Loeal 81078 lawyers thurmbed their
tioges at the EEQC offer and continued
to oppose Beers” relisious objection,
foreing hirn to sue it federal court

When contacted, Beets reported that
ke has now been provided a religious
accotrunodation by the wadonn. That
accotranodation iz that he is not regquired
to support fnancialy -the union,

Federal law trumps
Right to Work protections
on “federal enclaves”

Although Florida has a highly-
popular Right to Work law that allovsrs
etniployees to cut off dues pajrnents to
wrwanted unions, Cape Cataveral is
considered an excluste “federal enclawe™
subject to provisions in federal labor
lawer granting union officials the power
to cotnpel the payment of dues as a
job condition. <fx
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Foundation Attorneys Beat Union Fines Against Janitors

Union officials imposed confiscatory fines or chores to punish non-striking workers

LOS ANGELES, Calif — Setding a
Matiotial Labior Relations Board (INLEE)
cotnplaint based on the work of
Mational Right to Work Foundation
attornieys, the Service Emmployees
International Unionn (SEIU) Loecal
1877 has agreed to rescind fines that
were illegally lewed against 32 Los
Atigeles-area jatitors.

The union hierarchy leded the fines
because the jandtors dared to contitge
wothitg to support their farndies dur-
itig the widely publicized “Justce for
Janitors™ strike in Apdl 2000, In 2 sitn-
flar 1997 case, SEIU Local 1877 zent
threatening  letters to  janitors in
Oaldand, Califorrda, detnanding that
they pay outtageous flnes—sotne as
high as $3,000—for working during
the 1997 strike. Foundation attorneys
sitnilatly forced union officials to
tescinid the dlegal fines through legal
action.

“This settletnent is a wictory for
those wotkers who have the courage to
statud up and poat their farnilies ahead of
the detnands of a selfserving union
buresuacracy,” said Stefan Gleason, Yice
FPresident of the National Right to Work
Foundation, “Urdon offieials waged a
three-year MLEEB batde to retaliate
against the very etnployees whose ititer-
ests they claitn to represent™

The janitors ate etnployees of
Atnetican Building Maintenatice JTandtor-
ial Services Cotnpany and two other
janitorial services in Southern Californda
which faced a ceippling strike in 2000

Janitors were targeted for
staying on the job

Afrer the amike ended, Local 1877
utiion officials levied the illegal strike
fines—armounting up to 500 perjanitor—
agaitst jandtors who refused to walkk off
the job. The union officials dernanded
that the wotkers either pay the fines or
petfortn so-called “cotrtranity service,”

After fining 32 janitors for refusing to abandon their jobs during the so-called
“Justice for Janitors" strike, the SEIU union must now rescind the illegal fines.

such as scrubbing floors at the union
hall. The ittent of the fines was to pun-
ishthosewho dared to defy undon edicts.

“It" s tidiculows,™ Fose Lugo, one of
the janitors itrvolred, told the Pasadena
Star-News. “1 think the union should
let the people decide on theit own
whether to strike of not. Soine of us
couldn’t afford to strike. ™

Union bosses cannot lawfully
keep workers in the dark

Bercause Foundation attorneys wete
able to establish that the janitors had
tiever been informned of their sights to
tefrain from formnal union mernber
ship—a status which exermpts etnploy-
ees frorn internal undon discipline—
MNLEE Region 21 agreed to prosecute
the union hierarchy for unfair labor
practices. Using the same legal theoty
Foundation attorneys won protection
for janitors against the satne undion in
Craleland.

Aspart of the settlernent, SEIU Local
1877 trust also post anotice alerting all
wothers it the bargaining unit to their
tight to refrain fromn fortnal undon
tnetnbership and pay areduced fee covw
etitiz only the cost of activities ditectly
telated to collectire bargaining—rights
established by the Foundation-won
Supterne Court decision in Communi-
cations Workers v. Beck aswrell as General
Motors v. NLRB.

Despite these rulings, union officials
often fail to inforrm wotkers (or lie to
thern outright) about their right to
tefrain frorn formmal, full-dues-paying
o tretnbership.

“As dernonstrated by these vindietse
bully tactics, SEIU union bosses have a
perverted view of exacttywhat constinates
‘Tuatice for Janitors,”™ astated Gleasor.
“Untl California wotlers enjoy the pro-
tections of a Right to Wotlk law, which
wrould end the practice of forcing etrploy-
ees to joity & wdon o pay sy dues what-
soever as a job condition, Golden State
wotkers will continue to suffer similar
abuse at the hands of union officials. ™
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Department of Labor Guts New Union Disclosure Regs
Last-minute concessions to union lobbyists create gaping loopholes for abuse

WASHINGTON, D.C. — In a last
tnitnate nove, apparently intended to
appease wdon bosses who have been
cotgistetitly hostile to President George
W. Bush’s adtmindstrarion, officials within
Bush's Departtnent of Labor (DOL) tnade
a geties of concessions that have signdfi-
catithy wealened the President’s attetnpts
to tequire that etnployees ave provided
with a tneaninghal accounting of how
theit commnprals oty undon dues are spent.

Last wear, the Bush Adtninistration
atmouticed that the Departrnent of Labor
platinied to reforn the antaal fnancial
torme unions st file under the Labor
Managetnent Beporting and Disclosuare
Act (LM-28). This is the first revizion of
oatdated fortns odginally designed 40
vears ago. At the time of the antnounce-
trneritin 2002, emnployee tishts advocates
such as the Mational Right to Work
Foundation hailed the fnewrs as a protois-
ing first step toward increasing union
accoutitability duting an epidernde of
etrtbezzlement and other crirnes cotn-
tnitted by wnion officials across Arnetica,

That's why labor expetts and polit-
cal ohaetvers wrere atantied to learn that,
ity the days leading up to the issuatice of
the final disclosure recuiternents this
fall, itetnizarion thresholds wete raized
dearnatically, distiiet reporting cate-
goties were itexplicably combitied, and
a requirernent for independent aaditing
was distrizsed out ofhand

Teamsters union president James R. Hoffa (left) and
Carpenters union president Doug McCarron (right) surely
worked to persuade administration operatives to under-
mine Bush’s plan to improve union financial reporting.

“This last-tnitiate gutting of the
tiewr dizclosure regulations was foolishly
intetuded to blunt undon officials” criticistr,
but it has predictably faied to do 50,7
stated Foundation President Marle Mix.
“Thiz entire process further detnon-
strates that the only way to confront
urdon cotruption i ame aninghal way is
to eliminate the governrnent-granted
special privileges undon officials enjoy
to force ernployees to joit or support a
utiiot i the first place. ™

Reforms were intended
to increase transparency

Eecent high-profile scandals itrmoke~
it rrdsappropiaton of union fands on
behalf of Biz Labor bosses had led to
increased calls fromm rante-and-file union
tretrbers and wotlers” rights advocates
for strengthening union financial dis-
closure requirerrnents which had presvi-
ously proven to be totally ineffective in
deterting cotruption.

For exarnple, Frank Massey, aparther
at Thotnas Havey, LLP., the nation’s
latgest undon accounting firm, pleaded
guilty last wear to helping [rotmeotkers
union officials hide over $1.5 million in
urdon expenditures to buy everything
frofn liquot to prostifates.

Magseyhelped the Irotrrothkers undon
president Jake West and his
cotrtrades veil their self-indul-
getice by listing the expendi-
tures as “Office and Adiminds-
tratfve expetises” of “Education
atud Publicity™ on the undon’s
Li-2 disclosure formms.

Ity addition, undon bigwigs
o1 the board of the Union
Labor Life Insutstiee Cotnpatoy
(ULLICO) pocketed millions
ity personal profits that desval-
ued etnployee pension funds
through an insider trading
schetne widely hknown as
“Big Labot’s Exron. ™
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Congressman Charlie Norwood (R-GA)
raised his concerns about the gutting
of disclosure requirements to
Secretary of Labor Elaine Chao.

Secretary Elaine Chao’s
team drops ball

Howwrewer, at the direction of key
players within the DOL hierarcley, the
Departnent inexplicably tnade a last
tnitnate dercision to raise the threshold
for iternization of undon expenditures
to $5,000 from an originally proposed
level of $250 (and later $2,000). This
triorve allowes undon officials to conceal
ofy the new formms the wast majority of
dishursernents frorn union treasuties.

Az Congressrman Chatlie Norwood
tecently wrote it a very direct letter to
Secretary of Labor Elaine Chao about
the ermnbarrassing fnal product that rep-
tesents neatly two years ofwotk, “What
can §4,999 99 buy union officiala? At
fonar cenits each, 125,000 phone calls frorm
photie banks, That's unacceptable ™

In additon, the new disclosure
tequirerrients fal to mandate anindepen-
detit andit or verification of any kind—
at exernption that cornpatdes and most
tion-profit organizations do not enjoy.
The statute cleatly authotizes the
Departrrient of Labor to establish such a
tequiternent, and Foundation attorteys
provided to DOL officials alegal anabysis
that dernonstrated this fact.

But the greatest hetrayal of the goal
of urdon tratisp arency is ernbodied by the
last-rnitnare decision to cotnbine distinet
categories of union expenditures. The
tnost egregions of these cotnbinations is
allcrstye expenditares for union organizing

see LM-2 “REFORM”, page 7
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Union Organizers Clamor to Bypass Employee Consent

continued from cover

signed a petiion declating that they
tiever signed union authorzation cards
that were used to show that the union
had majotity suppott

With help from Foundation attor-
neys, two non-union workers  at
Warnaco, Donna Tatnevhill and Helen
Holdsworth, filed charges with the
Matiotial Labior Relations Board (INLEE)
against UMNITE officials and its Mid-
Atlantic Regional Joint Board

Without clear evidence that a
tnajotity of wotkers support the union,
UNITE officials have fio legal tight to
act az thewiothkers” exclusive representa-
tive. Meatrwhile, other ernployees have
cotne forward alleging thar UNITE
orgatizers hatassed employees and
coetced thern to sigh union authotiza-
ton cards. Thewoikers’ charges seekto
bar UNITE union officials from bar
gainitiy on theit behalf based on the
taitited card check catnpaign,

Degpite Big Labot’s claitns about
the fairness of card checks, even the
AFL-CIO hierarchy itself onice ackaorsd-
edged that collecting ernployee’s signa-

tures on catds proves littde, if anything,
The AFL-CIO Guidebook for Union
Organizers explained “[Clards are at
best a signifying of an intention at a
givenn tnotnent. Sotnetitnes they are
signed to “get the union off my
hack.”. . Wharever the reazon, there i3 fio
guaranitee of anything in a signed. ..
pledge card. ™

Union officials cancel
election, impose
quick-snap card count

A girnilar ingtance of abuse ocourred
tecently in Elizabethtoemn, Kentacky
Farn Lippe, at etnployee of Dana Corp-
otation, with the help of Foundation
attorneys, filed federal charges chal-
leniging a sitnilar “neutrality and card
check™ agreetnent—signed between
Dana and the United Auto Workers
(AW union—on the grounds that it
violates etnployees” tights to refrain
frofn undon representation.

The charges seek an

We have to do this

0 SAYE l!|l."|'|14|'l.'l'ilf:|-'

EECRET-BALLOT
UNION ELECTIONS

injutiction agaitist the TTAW
and Dana Corporation to

agreetnent  which  has
alteady iteluded pro-union
“raptive andience™ speeches
givenn by Dana executives,
prohibition of employee-
generated signs opposing
the union, and refusal to
allowr etnployees to void
previously  signed union
authorization cards.

Fearing defeat, union
officisls canceled an NLEE-
supetvised secret-ballot elec-
tion three weeks before it
wag to take place, and they
tnoved to itnpose the union

Wt '\-h block implementation of the
"

ot Dana wotkers through

Because they keep losing secret ballot elections,
union bosses now claim that such a process is
“unfair” and must be replaced with a card-check

shakedown scheme.

a gquick-stiap card count
Previous efforts by the UAW
to orgatdze the facility hae
faile d—with owver G0 percent

Stefan Gleason, the Foundation's Vice
President, appeared on national TV
to expose the injustices of top-down
organizing.

of wothkers votitg against undonization
ity at1 election held it just ovet a Fear ago.

Workers’ wage hike held
hostage over forced
unionization scam

The UAW union faces a second
legal challenge frorm two Freightliner
etriployees, David Roach and Mike
Fres, frotn Gaffiey, South Carolins
With the help of Foundation attorneys,
the wothers charged Freightliner,
Dradtnler Chrysler, and the UAW union
for withholding pay tadses as part of a
strategy to coerce ernployees itto bow-
itz to wreratited wniondzation.

Az it the Kentucky case, wotkers at
the Gaffhey plant had rejected union-
ization in the past Approxinately 70
petcent of the plant’s etnployees sighed
a petitiony stating that they prefer to
tiegotiate directly with compaty offi-
cials overwages and benefits. The peti-
ton states in part that the undersigned
etriployees “recognize the destructive
atud self serving behavior of the AW,
and its documented role in union
violence, undon coreuption, and plant
closures caused by feathetbedding and
other uneconommic union work rales. ™

“UAW operatfres held the wage
itwereaze hostage in order to coerce wotk-
etg itito sighing union cards,” sadd Mix

see mext page
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Foundation Answers... What is “exclusive representation”?

“Excluste tepresettation” (better desctibed as “tnono-
poly bargaiting™) is the special coerefre pivilege, given by
the federal lawrs govetting ernployees of pefrate cotnpatdes
(atad the lawrs of rnote than 30 states coveting sovetturetit
etriployees), that etnposrets undon officials to tepresent all
etnployees in a wdonized wotkplace—whether or not the
itvdfddual etnployee wants such “representation.™

Monopoly bargaining establishes a systetn of cotnpal-
SOty uhion representation that depebres ernployees, even
inn Right to Wotk states, of theit right to bargain for
thetnsebes. Emnployees in undondzed wothplaces are

therefore not revwarded on the basis of their indfddual
frerit, bat are instead forced to accept the tettns and cot-
ditionis of an athitrary, one-size-fits-all collective hargait-
ing agreernent that has the effect of reducing the level of
perfortnance to the lowest comtnon denotmdtiato

Umdot, officials detnand this monopoly bargaining
authotity niot only to ensure that they are installed as
trdddle fnen who exercize final suthodity over all ernplosy-
ees” terrns and conditons of etnployrment, bt also to use
cypdeally as their pritnary supposed justification for
forcing all etnployees to pay union dues.

continued from previous page

“The etnployees sitnply don’t want the
urdot arouand—bat Freightliner and the
UAW are refusing to get the tnessage. ™

Knowledge is power

Wotkers facing top-down organizing
catnpadigts have, inoa few cases, fended
off union organdzing difres—despite all
the advatitages the organizers enjoyed.

For exatnple, facing stiff opposition
fromm wothkers at a tnajor Johnson
Controls, Inc. (JCI) facility in Athens,
Tentessee, UAW union organizers
abandoned efforts to mpose undon rep-
tegentation on that plant’s workers puar-
suatit to the union’s “neutrality and
catd check™ agreernent with the major
autornotive parts supplier, but only after
several Athens wotkers contacted the
Foundation for help eatly last surrumer.

Eealizitiz that etnployees had been
keptin the datle by JTCT atnd AW officials,
the Foundation lasiched an ad catnpaizn,
The Foundation’s ads inforrned ernploy-
ees about the true nature of the back-
tootn deal thathad been struck affecting
their feedorn and ernployinent. And the
ads recotrnended ways to ensare that
JCI does not hand UAW organizers
etriployees’ personal informmation, such
as natnes, phone manbers, and hotne
addresses, for the putpose of making
“hotrievisits™ intended to bally wotkers
itito signing union authotization cards.

[t is believed that TTAW union oper-
atfres only obtaitied sighanares frotn 10
percent of the ernployees at the plant,
well short of the mmajotity needed to
install the union as the workers” exclustee
tepresentative. 5o hostile was the wotk-
ers’ reaction to the UAW's organizing
attetnpts, etnployees attending JCI
tranagetnent’s pro won speeches even
donnied  hotnemnade  t-shirts  saying
“UAW-Union Ain’t Wanted. ™

While the Athens JCI etnployees’
tepudiation iz a sethack to the AW
union’s ongoing efforts to expand
cotrtrol over auto industry suppliers,
the union hierarchy is rolling out its
prograrn at tmany other JCT facilites
atud thoge of other cotnpandes, such as
Magna-Donnelly and Freightliner

NLRB must act to protect
workers’ freedoms

Ag all of these cases shorer, there are
setious issues at stake in the battle over
“neutrality and card check™ agree-
trietits. Left unchecked, they have the
potenitial to lock millions rmore wotkers
ititn forced uniondsmm contracts, under-
tnine state Right to Work lawres, difre
tnilione of jobs overseas, and send
Atnetica’s alveady stuggling econotny
veetitig into a ditch,

That's why on Labor Day weekend
the Foundation announced that it will
triple the resources spent on defending

etnployees  agaitist these etnerging
tnethods of joitt ernployet fundot coee-
ciotn of ernployees in the decision of
whether to unionize.

The otms is largely on the NLEB to
take action to block the itnpletnentation
of thesze highly coercfve “neutrality and
card check™ agreetnenits. Hovwrever, the
tegional directors under the jutsdiction
of (eneral Coungel Arthur Eosenfeld
hiarre not et issued cormplaitits in any of
these cases. Inthe coming tmonths, the
Foundation intends to budd legal and
political pressure to force positie
action on this battefront. fx

NLRB General Counsel Arthur Rosenfeld,
a Bush appointee, has unreviewable
discretion to initiate NLRB prosecutions.




LM-2 “Reform”

continued from page 4

actiity—activity onwhich sotne unions
tuow spend ammajority of wotkers” foreed
dues—to be dunped into the unrelated
“representational activites™ category

Agide forn undernining enforce-
tnent of the Foundation’s Supretne
Court precedents, which establish that
etnployees catnot be forced to pay for
union organizing because it i3 unrelat-
ed to collective bargaining, this deci-
sion will allow union officials to con-
ceal how rruach of their dues are actual-
Iy spent on efforts to recrait new
forced-dues-paying mermbers to their
private ideological cause.

Mix urges Bush to drop
Radzely nomination

Howrard Radzely, Acting Solicitor
of Labor and President Bush’s norni-
tiee for the pertnanent Solicitor posi-
ton, oversaw—and is reported to be
largely responaible for—the last mimate
chatizes.

It response, Matk Mix, actitiz in his
capacity as president of the Found-
atlon’s sister orgatization, the National
Right to Wotk Cominittee, forrmally
called upon President Bush towithdeasr
Fadzely's nornination for the Solicitor
position. Doitg so, Mix explained, would
help head off sitndlar core policy conces-
siona ity the futare by top DOL staff.

“To put it plainly, this lastmminute
guttitiz of the LM-2 regulations has not
oty bettayed wour goal to provide mmeat-
ingfal finaticial disclosure to unionized
etriployees,” wrote Mix in his letter to
President Bush, “butithas also betrayed
wour cotnnittnent to enforcemment of
the Beck decision.™

“Huowresrer, there iz action you cat
take tight nowr to head off further comm-
protrdses of your pro-employee tghts
agetuda apparentty tnade by certain pet-
sotiiel at Labor Accorditgly, we urge
wou to itntne diately withdras the noimn-
ination of Howard Radzely for Solicitor
of the Department of Labor.™ o
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Message from Mark Mix

President
Mational Right to Work
Legal Deferize Foundation

Dear Foundation Supporter:
Bill Clinton appoitted a daunting 377 federal judges.

That's fieatly half of all full-titne federal judges. And because of their
life terare, mmatry of those judges will be haunting thoze of us who suppoet
volutitary wdotdstn, the Constitution, and the rule of lawr for decades.

[t"s nio shoek that Clinton stacked the federal judiciary with union
boss apologists, including many undon lawyers. The undon hieraechry
understands the possrer of the judiciary Control over judicial appointirents
iz a central reason why Big Labor spends more than $800 million in
each election cyele to electits handpicked candidates to political office.

Today, it"s President GGeorge W. Bush who has the right to nomitate
judges. But a group of powerful udon-owed Senators has been trying
to take that tight away by abusing the “advice and consent™ power
to kill nornitnations of respected, well-gqualified legal minds who do
fiot desire to legislate fromm the bench and who don’t pass Big Labot’s
ideological littroas test.

Using a tactic that sorne call an agsault on the U5, Constitution,
certaits Senators are tefusing even to allow up-or-down votes on several
of the President’s notnitiees to federal appellate courts,

Big Labot’s scotched-earth tactics in trashits Bush’s judicial nomitees
ate tnerely avwartn-up for Bush®s eventaal Suprerne Court nornitations—
with several potential vacancies already being discussed. For the union
boszes, ajudiciary that would eagetly join with the Foundation in
protecting wotkers—atd Atnerica—frorn the abuses of compulsory
unionistn is their worst nightrnare,

That’s a tnajor teason why union officials are using their power
and forced-dues cash to keep an iton grip o the U5, Senate, and
it iz why your ongoing support for the Foundation’s progeatn to oppose

union tyranny is so vitally tnp ortant.

Sitwcerely,

onte Weftee

Mark Mix




