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Executive Summary

A recent paper by Jeff Vincent, research directahe Division of
Labor Studies at Indiana University, grossly misespgnts the facts
about Right to Work laws and the economic and margliments
that have been made in support of enacting suatv anl Indiana.

In seeking to undermine the powerful economic ¢asan Indiana
Right to Work law, Vincent ignores the uncontrovairéact that
living costs, both pre-tax and after-tax, are digantly lower in
Right to Work states. Analyses from varied soutbas account for
living costs indicate that real earnings, houselmddmes, and
disposable incomes are higher in Right to Workestéhan in non-
Right to Work states. Data in a study by two WC8nsus Bureau
researchers show that the aggregate real poveetysrbower in
Right to Work states than in non-Right to Work esat

Another key problem with Vincent’s paper is thad@wnplays,
almost to the point of ignoring altogether, the artpnce of
economic dynamism in assessing business climagehiBoizarre
assessment, it is the very non-Right to Work stiiatsare
suffering the biggest net losses of young job-sesteout-
migration to Right to Work states that have the biessiness
climates” in America.

Finally, Vincent's critique of the moral case foigRt to Work laws
ignores the fact that all Right to Work proponesgsk is equal
treatment under the law for employees who favoremgloyees
who oppose unionization. Vincent apparently b&gupponents
of unionization deserve less freedom than prop@ent



Introduction

Recently, a former union official, now the Bloomiog-based research
director of the Division of Labor Studies at Ind@aldniversity, named Jeff Vincent
published a papéthat grossly misrepresents “The Economic Benefien Indiana
Right to Work Law,” a study | wrote in 2004 for thetional Institute for Labor
Relations Research.

My study? called attention to U.S. Census Bureau data shpthiat there is a
sustained net outflow of millions of young emplogead entrepreneurs and their
family members from non-Right to Work states, inlthg Indiana, to Right to Work
states. It inferred from the data that “Indiamady isn’t creating enough good jobs
either to keep its young adults from leaving olure in young adults from other
states.”

The study noted that, when adjusted for interstdterences in cost of living,
per capita disposable income in 2001 was high&ight to Work states as a group
than in Indiana in particular or in forced-unionistates collectively. And it noted
that, between 1992 and 2002, the number of peaplered by employment-based
health insurance in Right to Work states grew iygavice as fast as in Indiana and
half again as fast as in non-Right to Work statesall.

It also summarized the moral case for Right to Klaws, which bar the
firing of employees for refusal to join or pay duwedees to an unwanted union: “A
worker’s freedormot to affiliate with a labor union is no less desagvdf protection
than his or her freedom to affiliate with a union.”

In his paper, which union officials have circuthemong Indiana legislators
and media, Vincent airily dismisses this studylaslérplate” and “misleading,” but
fails even to give his readers a clear idea of wihetys. At times, he rejects the
evidence it furnishes without offering any factoalogical explanation why.
Elsewhere, he ignores altogether what the study aag instead punches a straw
man.

' Jeff Vincent, “The 2006 Indiana Right to Work Campaigndi&na University, Division of Labor Studies,
January 2006. Sddtp://www.unionl.org/badforindiana/PDF%20Files/200642620RTW%20Campaign.pdf
to download a copy.

? Seehttp://www.nilrr.org/INRTWstudy2.pdfo obtain a copy.




Vincent Ignores the Fact That,
On Average, Living Costs Are Far
Lower in Right to Work States

Vincent focuses primarily on current living stariain Right to Work states,
while devoting relatively little attention eithey €conomic-growth issues or to moral
guestions. Among the many serious defects indyep his failure to take into account
interstate differences in the cost of living ishpgrs the most obvious.

There is simply no controversy about the fact thatcost of living in the 22
states that now have Right to Work laws on the bBaskon average, significantly lower
than in the 28 forced-union-dues states. Schofargdely varying ideological stripes
have found that the cost of living in forced-unidunes states tends to be well above the
national average.

For example, the most recent version of an interstast-of-living index created
by researchers for the American Federation of Texachnion (AFT/AFL-CIO),
published in July 2003, shows that the typical fanm a non-Right to Work state must
take in roughly 15% more in pre-tax nominal incaimeecure the same standard of
living as a family in a Right to Work state.

Right to Work states’ cost-of-living advantage wasged in the Institute’s 2004
study. It also noted that real average per calsfgosable income in Right to Work
states in 2001, as reported by the U.S. Commerparaent’s Bureau of Economic
Analysig' and adjusted according to the AFT’s index, was &% compared to $25,769
in Indiana and $25,641 in non-Right to Work states group.

In another publication, the Institute has pointatitbat, when adjusted with the
AFT’s cost-of-living index, the average pre-taxreags of full-time employees as
reported by the Bureau of National Affaif@NA) are nearly $800 a year higher in Right
to Work states than in non-Right to Work stdte&nd a study written by University of
Colorado economist Barry Poulson, a past presioetiie North American Economics
and Finance Association, and published by theturtstin 2005 looks at household

° F. Howard Nelson and Rachel Drown, “Survey and Analys&eacher Salary Trends 2002,” American
Federation of Teachers, Washington, D.C., 2003, p.13.AFiesurvey and the Institute’s analysis of the data
can be downloaded frohitp://www.aft.org/salary/2002/download/SalarySurvey@fand
http://www.nilrr.org/Real%20Earnings%20PDF%20masterugs@0Feb04.pdf‘Real Earnings Remain Higher
in Right to Work States: Fresh Evidence from the AFL-C)@¥pectively.

“ U.S. Department of Commerc®atistical Abstract of the United States, 122" Edition (2002), p. 427.

® Barry T. Hirsch and David A. Macphersdgnion Membership and Earnings Data Book: Compilations from the
Current Population Survey, 2002 Edition, Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Wagiton, D.C., 2002, pp. 30-35.

° “Real Earnings Remain Higher in Right to Work States,” Rotat 3,supra.




incomes, using income and comparative-living-casadrom a 2004 book by prominent
business consultant Peter Sander and journalist$perling’

With additional help from data in a CD ROM entit2@D4 MSA Profile,
compiled by Woods and Poole Economics in Washinddo@., Poulson compared
adjusted household incomes for 133 metropolitaasaie Right to Work states and 158
metro areas in forced-union-dues states. He folaig when the number of households
in each metro area is factored into the equatl@average cost of living-adjusted
household income in Right to Work state metro ane@902 was $4258 higher than in
non-Right to Work state metro aréas.

Similarly, data furnished in a 2003 study by twan€es Bureau staff members
show that, when adjusted for cost of living, tharshof the total population in poverty is
2.4% lower in Right to Work states than in non-RighWork states. The same study
shows the share of 5-17 year-olds in poverty i%3@wver in Right to Work states than
in non-Right to Work states.

Union Officials Know Cost of Living
Matters a Lot, But Ignore It When
Attacking Right to Work Laws

Vincent never attempts in any way to refute thedeatSperling, AFT union,
Commerce Department, BNA, or Census Bureau datseanalysis of them by Poulson
and the Institute. Instead, he concludes his paphra series of charts that completely
ignore the cost-of-living factor, but purport taoghthat wages and family incomes are
lower and poverty is higher in Right to Work stattesn in forced-union-dues states.

It's unlikely this is a mere oversight on his part.

Before becoming an academic, Vincent was an offi€éinited Food and
Commercial Workers union Local 1444 and AFT Loc2b2. Union officials frequently
deal with regional cost-of-living issues in contraegotiations. In fact, AFT staffer F.
Howard Nelson’s motive for creating the AFT’s “Irgtate Cost-of-Living” index in
1989 was undoubtedly to bolster the union’s baiggiposition in high-cost states and
localities.

' Cities Ranked and Rated, Wiley Publishing, Inc., Hoboken, N.J., 2004.

® Barry Poulson, “The Standard of Living in Right to W/&tates,” National Institute for Labor Relations
Research, Springfield, Va., 2005, p. 16. Bee://www.nilrr.org/Poulson%20SOL%20Study.pdf

° Charles Nelson and Kathleen Short, “The Distributional icagibns of Geographic Adjustment of Poverty
Thresholds,” U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, D.C.,,2p0p325-26, 29-30. The study may be obtained at
http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/povmeas/papers/geopap The Institute analyzed this study in “Right to
Work States Benefit from Faster Growth, Higher Real Purngadower — 2004 Update,”
http://www.nilrr.org/NILRR%20Fact%20Sheet%20RTW%20Stat28Benefit%202004.pdf




Similarly, in 2002 officers of International Brotti®od of Electrical Workers
(IBEW) union Local 1245 prevailed upon executivé®acific Gas & Electric to
establish a “Joint Cost-of-Living Education Commt to document the economic
problems of and propose solutions for unionizedleyges in high-cost California (a
non-Right to Work state). Union officials haveposed a “cost-of-living/housing
premium” to enable their members in the Bay Ared atiner extraordinarily expensive
areas of the state to own their own horffes.

Like other forced-unionism propagandists, Vincesgrs to be operating under
the unstated assumption that regional cost-ofgj\diiferences must be addressed in
contract negotiations in high-cost areas, but shbaloverlooked when discussing the
Right to Work issue. This won’t wash.

Vincent Wrongly Downplays
Importance of Economic Dynamism

Another fundamental error Vincent makes is to dolay the importance of job
and real income growth in evaluating a state’s enoa success. No one disputes
Vincent’s contention that “counting jobs” alon€‘@n insufficient measure of economic
health.” But he goes to the opposite extreme edfgttively contends that job creation
isn’'t important at all. Instead, he indicates, sheuld only look at current, nominal
wage and salary levels, current total economicutygnd other factors that tell you
nothing about economic growth.

But examining current nominal earnings, incomes @roduction without looking
at growth will frequently give you a grossly didext picture of a state’s economic
success. The importance of accounting for comparabst of living has already been
discussed. And there is another major problem¢hvban be illustrated with the
following, admittedly greatly simplified, example:

Take a hypothetical state. Back in 1994, 60%soémployees made $50,000 a
year, and 40% made $30,000 a year. The averagewssghus earned $42,000 a year.
Over the course of the next decade, half of theGkBBa-year earners found jobs in
another state that paid $40,000 a year (in condtaltgrs), so they quit and moved.
Assuming no new employees were hired, and the rentaemployees’ pay just kept up
with inflation, by 2004 the average constant-do#larnings in our first hypothetical state
would have increased to $45,000.

No rational observer would say that a $3000-a-y@aease in average real
earnings achieved in this way is a sign of econ@uaress.

But analyses that ignore dynamism repeatedlytdaiéflect reality and instead

' Eric Wolfe, “Confronting the High Cost of Living,/LCA Online, February 16, 2005,
http://ilcaonline.org/print.php?sid=1829




depict analogous, albeit more complex, state ecae®as far less anemic than they
really are.

While a total state employment decline over a é8ryperiod may only be a
hypothetical problem, Indiana and other slow-grosttites’ net loss of millions of young
employees and entrepreneurs and their family mesrtbesther, faster-growing states
over the years is all too real.

Official Census Bureau data show that, betweer BH9@ 2004, the total number
of Americans aged 25-34 fell by 3.2%, from 41.38®03 million. The overall decline
was a result of the “baby bust” of the seventias, iawould have been far greater but for
the immigration of millions of young people fromrahd.

But despite the overall decline, the number oB25¢ear-oldsncreased by 6.5%,
or nearly a million, in the 21 states that had RighWork laws throughout the 1994 to
2004 period. (Oklahoma, which became the 22ndtR@Work state in 2001, is
excluded.)

In non-Right to Work states, meanwhile, the nundieét5-34 year-olds
plummeted by 8.6%, or nearly 2.3 million. Indiaalane lost a net of 5.9%, or 52,000, of
its residents in this age grodp.

There is no discrepancy in 1970’s birth ratesqaan the wide gap between
Right to Work and non-Right to Work states. Andeavié not for immigrants, who
disproportionately located in non-Right to Workts&? the gap would be even wider.
The explanation is simple: By 2004, a net totaihofre than two million Americans who
were born in a non-Right to Work state between 1871979 had moved to a Right to
Work state.

While important, Right to Work status is not thdyofactor in determining
domestic migration trends. Heavily rural states.example, whether Right to Work or
non-Right to Work, have tended to suffer a net tafspoung people. But youth out-
migration appears to be more closely correlatet e pervasiveness of compulsory
unionism than it is with any other single factor.

And with national unemployment remaining generaily over the past decade,
it's obvious the vast majority of young employeesving out of non-Right to Work
states haven’t done so because they couldnamgbpbb where they were. They did so
because they could gebetter job, by their lights, in a Right to Work state.

In his attempt to rebut pro-Right to Work litensgdrom the Institute and other
sources, Vincent completely fails to address thistp despite the fact that the Institute’s
2004 Indiana study emphasized it.

" Satistical Abstract, 115" Edition (1995), p. 33; 136Edition (2006), p. 25.
? See, e.gibid, 126" Edition, p. 12, for 2003 state-by-state immigratioradat



‘There’s an Exodus of Young
People . .. We Need to Reverse It’

Instead, Vincent cites a deeply flawed stiidyy three union-friendly University
of Massachusetts researchers who select six staegoung employees are collectively
fleeing in droves as having the best “work envirents” in the U.S.

In an e-mail message to the co-authors last falbtéd that the six “best” states in
the study — Delaware, New Hampshire, Minnesotaméert, lowa and Connecticut (all
non-Right to Work except for lowa) — suffered are@ll 14.0% decline in their 25-34
year-old population between 1993 and 2003, nehrBettimes as severe as the
nationwide decline for that period.

How can these states have such good working emagats when young
employees are overwhelmingly voting against theth wieir feet?

When asked to account both for the huge net outfibyoung employees from
his study’s “good” states and the substantial migbw of young employees to his study’s
“bad” states, co-author Robert Pollin lamely reglie

You raise some interesting issues. We had thaaigit these issues in a
general way in developing our methodology and iattics. As a general
methodological consideration, we were concernembirstructing an index
to keep it as simple as possible. . . . We thinlkda@rovide a reasonably
accurate measure of job opportunities. But it in@yhat we should refine
our technique further in subsequent work on thiscto We are always
looking to improve it, and we have been thinkingptigh this particular
issue a lot?

As admirably “simple” as professional Big Labor &ggpst Pollin’s work-
environment index may be, it isn’t even “reasonabdflective of reality, and businesses,
job seekers, and state politicians who have to#hlreality in order to get reelected
see things very differently.

TheNew York Times recently reported, for example, that Vermont (viita
fourth “best” work environment in the U.S., accawglito Pollin and his co-authors) “is
losing young people at a precipitous clip.” A Kagtor in the out-migration, thEmes

** James Heintz, Jeannette Wicks-Lim, Robert Pollin, “Decent WioMnerica: The State by State Work
Environment Index,” Political Economy Research Institute hArst, Mass., 2005.
' Robert Pollin, e-mail message to the National Instituté.&or Relations Research, November 2, 2005.



explained, is the Green Mountain State’s loss drigngood-paying jobs, driving away
many well-educated young people and further disssging businesses.” The article
guoted a 21-year-old Shaftsbury, Vt., native whd $@arched unsuccessfully for a job in
Burlington, the state’s largest city: “Vermontfju®esn’t offer many opportunities. For
someone who'’s young and trying to make a nameifoséilf, it's just not really the best
environment.”

In stark contrast to Pollin’s rosy assessment, iwMimcent eagerly swallows
whole, Vermont’s GOP Gov. Jim Douglas has recoghthe state is in grave peril:
“There’s an exodus of young people. It's dramati¢e need to reverse it. The
consequences of not acting are sevéte.”

While Indiana’s economic problems are not yet agieas those of Vermont,
which lost 20.5% of its 25-34 year-old populaticgiveen 1994 and 2004, Hoosiers have
no cause to be complacent. And understandingaheaof the problem is the first step
toward correcting it.

Why Shouldn’t Right to Join
And Right Not To Join a Union
Be Equally Protected?

In addition to fumbling the economic facts aboighR to Work states, Vincent
gives a garbled account of what Right to Work lales

According to Vincent, Right to Work activists “issthat individual preferences
always supersede majority rule.” Wrong. Rightork supporters simply believe that
the individual employee’s right not to join a unideserves just as much protection under
the law as his or her right to join.

In both Right to Work and non-Right to Work statesrrent federal law protects
the individual worker’s right to join and pay duesa union, regardless of whether or not
a majority of the employees at the business dnerf'bargaining unit” want a union. No
worker can be barred from being a full union mende bankrolling all types of union
activities, both bargaining and non-bargaining,@iynbecause a majority of workers in
the shop have voted against unionization.

Right to Work proponents agree a pro-union emps/anrestricted freedom to
join a union shouldn’t be contingent on what otheployees think. I'm sure Vincent
agrees. But Vincent thinks there should be a diffestandard for an individual
employee who doesn’t want a union. His or herdoge not to join, according to
Vincent, can be restricted if a majority favor umigation. In that case, a union
nonmember should be forced to pay union agencyifelésu of union dues.

'* Pam Belluck, “Vermont Losing Prized Resource as Young Dgpéetv York Times, March 4, 2006.
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But Vincent doesn’t explain why there should b#oable standard. Either your
fellow employees shouldn’t be able to dictate ta ydich private organizations you
support, or they should — unless you don’t believequal protection under the law. If
Vincent’s real position is that workers who supperionization deserve more freedom
than workers who oppose unionization, he shouldisatyplainly, instead of obfuscating.

Vincent also assumes that no sane worker in anwshiop could sincerely prefer
to be union-free, because “union workers earn rtiae their non-union counterparts.”

This is wrong in a variety of ways. First of ali,certain key sectors nonunion
workers earn, on average, more than unionized werlkieor example, according to the
BNA, in 2004 the average hourly pay for a nonummamufacturing employee was
$19.24, $1.29 more than the average for a uniorufaaturing employe& Second,
even in sectors where thgerage union wage is higher, many nonunion employees may
correctly believe that, based on their skills arplegience, they could negotiate better
pay as individuals than they can through a unionepoly-bargaining agent. Third,
employees may reasonably believe that, regardfabe émpact a union has on their pay,
it hampers their employer’'s competitiveness ang thareases unacceptably their risk of
getting laid off. Between 1999 and 2004, the nuntb@inionized U.S. manufacturing
jobs plummeted by 31.8% — double the decline inrun@mn manufacturing jobs.
Meanwhile, in driver/sales and truck driving, urizad jobs fell by 20.9%, but nonunion
jobsincreased by 2.1%

Polls Indicate Most Union Members
Support the Right to Work Principle

Finally, it is illogical to suggest that only e@nic considerations should be
relevant in a worker’s decision to join or not j@runion. American union officials
typically wield a large chunk of the dues moneyytteke in to assist their favored
political candidates and promote a wide array ofti@versial political and ideological
causes. Workers should have the right to refudamdroll a union whose political and
ideological agenda they oppose, regardless of hewlbelieve the union’s economic
activities affect their pocketbooks.

Union-label Indiana legislators who hope that \@ntis paper will provide them
with political cover for voting against Right to \Nkolegislatiort® had better think again.

'® Barry T. Hirsch and David A. Macphersdsnion Membership and Earnings Data Book: Compilations from

the Current Population Survey, 2005 Edition, Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Wagiton, D.C., 2005, p. 24.

" Ibid, pp. 48-49, 66, 89-90, 107.

' The Indiana House of Representatives defeated a Rightrio At@ndment to another piece of legislation this
February 28 in a 65-31 vote. Grass-roots opponeritse#d unionism were pleased to get virtually all
incumbent legislators on the record, one way or the othdrage now mobilizing pro-Right to Work citizens
around the state to contact incumbent representatives andléwtoral challengers about the vote.
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Union officials across America have loudly beerkimg similar arguments
against Right to Work laws for years, and havestatb make a dent in public opinion.
Nationwide surveys show three-quarters or moreobfigally active citizens support the
Right to Work principle?

Even rank-and-file union members, who are inundaii¢tal the most Big Labor
propaganda of all, overwhelmingly support Rightfork. A 2004 survey by world-
renowned pollster John Zogby found that, by a 68%2% margin, union household
members agreed “it is unfair for a worker to Idseiit job if he or she refuses to pay dues
to, or support, a uniorf®

In the end, there is no significant constituermydompulsory unionism except
for union officials themselves and their diehardlagists in academia and journalism.
Vincent's dreary attempt to shore up oppositioRight to Work in Indiana will do
nothing to broaden Big Labor’s base of support.

' For example, a 2004 nationwide survey by veteran pollsteAl) president of Research 2000, found that 79%
of Americans who “always or almost always vote” in statewide elexsopport a person’s right to hold a job
“regardless of whether or not he or she belongs to a tnion.

% Zogby International, “Checking the Premises of ‘Card CHeirk Michigan Education Report, Mackinac

Center for Public Policy, Midland, Mich., 2005, Questi@n I#tp://www.educationreport.org/print.asp?ID=6704
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THE
PROBLEM

Organized labor has had a profound
economic and political impact on the institutions
of American power. Yet the far-reaching ram-
ifications of that impact are largely unknown to
the public. Academic interest in labor unions and
labor relations is at its lowest point in decades.

While there has been a notable proliferation of
private interest groups in recent years, none has
exposed the excesses of America's union
establishment from an academic perspective.
Consequently, not enough light has been shed on
one of the few remaining forms of tyranny left in
America: compulsory unionism.

THE
NEED

L abor policy in America has not re-
flected the will of its citizenry for decades
because Big Labor's support in the academic
community has allowed it to control debate. As a
result, labor unions have not been subjected to the
same degree of scrutiny as their counterparts in
the corporate world.

In many cases, the interests and concerns of
Americans who support the right to work without
compulsion are ignored for lack of an academic
support structure. Freedom of association has
diminished because its proponents frequently are
without the analysis and research necessary to
effectively make their case.

Obviously, there is an urgent need for an
organization that will draw together scholars and
economists to perform objective and revealing
research into the practices of America's labor
unions. The National Institute for Labor
Relations Research is such an organization.

THE
PROGRAM

1. The Institute's primary function will be

to act as a research facility for the general publig

scholars and students. It will provide thg
supplementary analysis and research necessary
expose the inequities of compulsory unionism.

2. 1t wil publish monographs, brochures
and briefing papers designed to stimulate resear
and discussion with easy-to-read summaries
current events. The Institute will also condug

nonpartisan analysis and study for the benefit of the]

general public.

3. It will render aid gratuitously to
individuals suffering from government over-
regulation of labor relations and will provide edu
cational assistance to those individuals who ha
proved themselves worthy thereof.

It is high time that self-interested union officialg

be confronted with the facts on how their brand df

unionism has failed to improve general condition
for workers. With an intensive program of study
and education, the National Institute for Labo
Relations Research intends to do just that.

Contributions to NILRR Are Tax Deductible

The Institute is classified by the Internal Reve-
nue Service as a Section 501(c)(3) educational and
research organization. Contributions and grants
are tax deductible under Section 170 of the Code
and are welcome from individuals, foundations,
and corporations. The Ingtitute will provide
documentation to substantiate tax-deductibility of a
contribution or grant, upon request.
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