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Executive Summary

Most mainstream media reporting on the supply ardahd for K-
12 public schoolteachers across America ignorediimatic
differences for teachers at different grade leweld in different
fields. Around the country, school officials typlly report they
have no trouble at all finding qualified peopleg¢ach in grades K-5
and middle and high school subjects like physidailcation, social
studies, and English. However, school officialgewuery region of
the U.S. frequently find it difficult if not impogse to recruit and
retain qualified math, science, and special edocdgachers.

There are two reasons for the substantial and gigpshortage of
gualified teachers in fields like math and scienEest, teachers and
prospective teachers with this specialized knowdectn nearly
always command much higher salaries in the prisattor than they
can in teaching. This is not nearly so true ototeachers. Second,
the so-called “single salary schedule” used tordatee teacher pay
rates in the vast majority of school districtshe tountry does not
allow school officials to offer higher pay for hatatfill teaching
positions.

School officials who routinely fail to fill math @nscience teaching
positions, or fill them only with teachers who adty specialize in
other fields, would undoubtedly modify or scrap #inggle salary
schedule, but for the entrenched opposition oftteaanion
officials, especially local and state officers lo¢ tNational
Education Association.

And teacher union officials have so far been veigcsssful in
blocking significant reforms of the single salachedule because
of state and local public policies authorizing thienact as the
“exclusive” (monopoly) bargaining agents of all tkel2 teachers
in a school district.



Introduction: Myopia in Minnesota?

A report recently issued by Minnesota 2020, a “pesgive, nonpartisan think tank”
based in St. Paul, exemplifies the myopic appraad¢hacher hiring and retention that has been
pervasive in U.S. public schools for decades.

“Growing Gap: Minnesota’s Teacher Recruitment &dR¢ion Crises.” by Minnesota
2020 fellow John Fitzgerald, furnishes substamiadience that, while it is very difficult for
public schools across the state to recruit teadhtezarrent salary levels in some subject areas,
it is relatively easy to recruit teachers for oteebjects and lower grade levels

For example, the report quotes Ted Suss, supedetd of the K-12 public school in
Wabasso, 110 miles southwest of Minneapolis:

For an open science position (for the 2007-08 sicyear), | had two fairly
high-quality applicants from about 10 applicatiol@ne of the two turned down
an interview because a better job came alonghsal lone candidate left. But
that’s just the way it is today. Physics and clstrpipositions are extremely
hard to fill. So are special education positicaspecially teachers who work
with emotional and behavioral disorders.

Spanish is tough, too. You have to put out eveejer you've got to find a
Spanish teacher. But with elementary educaticsooral studies, you put out
an ad for one day and you get hundreds of applicati

Overall, more than 50% of Minnesota superintensl&ngiport an ‘extreme teacher
shortage’ in physics and chemistry, and nearly 5688’ “there is a shortage in special
education.” Meanwhile, a key source for the Mirota2020 report has found that more than
70% of the state’s superintendents and adminig&aesignees indicate there is either no
shortage or a considerable abundance of elemesadaigation, physical education, and social
studies teachers.

After learning of Minnesota 2020’s factual findgy@ny reader with a grasp of the
basic economic principle of supply and demand magisume that the report would
recommend that the state’s public schools offes&uttially higher pay for hard-to-fill
teaching positions in physics, chemistry, spediaication, and Spanishut hold the line on
pay for elementary school and physical educati@hsaial studies teachers.

To be more precise, any reader who knows at &hbitke about economics, but is not
attuned to the weird politics of public school mg@@ent, would make that assumption.

' Go to http://www.mn2020.org/index.asp?Type=B_BASIC&SECB0A9E72F9-290F-48AA-909A-
A3053DFA13C0%7D&DE on the Minnesota 2020 web site to obtain a copy.

? Minnesota Department of Education, “Teacher Supply Demand: FY 2006 Report to the Legislature,”
January 2007, p. 30.
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Instead, Minnesota 2020 issued a policy recomntendthat doesn't fit its findings at
all: “For our schools to stay competitive, we sldoaise all teacher salaries. In addition, we
should examine whether schools should offer ingestfor high-demand subject areas.”

Private-sector employers who need to make a po#tay in business and even many
public-sector employers understand that, if youadready attracting large numbers of
qualified applicants for a job at the salary yowently offer, it makes no business sense for
you to raise the amount you are offering.

Similarly, private-sector employers and even maulylic-sector employers understand
that if you are attracting so few qualified apptitsafor a job at the salary you currently offer
that the job has gone unfilled for some time, dyasqg filled by someone who isn’t qualified,
you need promptly to raise the amount you are ioiflerMerely to “consider” offering
“incentives” to persuade a qualified applicant ¢aept the job even though you haven't
changed the basic offer isn’t an acceptable altema

Are “think tanks” like Minnesota 2020 really unalib see what employers can see
easily? The real problem in the Gopher State dselbere is not myopia among education
policymakers and those who advise them, but anllingness to take on the powerful special
interest that opposes application of the princgslsupply and demand to public schoolteacher
compensation.

‘Typically, Unions Want
To Pay All . . . Teachers
On the Same Schedule’

Education reformers who dare to propose that abges of qualified teachers in fields
like chemistry, math, and foreign languages beeskird by raising salaries for teachers in
those fields regularly meet with stony stares fswhool managers who must win the
acquiescence of teacher union officials to maké suchange.

For example, this June the Business-Higher Edutd&torum (BHEF), a non-partisan
group of business, foundation, and higher educdéiaders, issued a report concluding that
America will have a deficit of more than 280,000tmand science teachers by 2615.

And in contrast to Minnesota 2020 and many othi@nk tanks,” the BHEF boldly
recommended boosting salaries for math and scieachers, as well as a host of other
reforms, to address the shortage.

Soon after the BHEF issued its report, the Falg® () Forum's Tracy Frank discussed
its recommendations with several school execufivésorth Dakota and Minnesota.

° Business-Higher Education Forum, “An American Ingtime: Transforming the Recruitment, Retention and

Renewal of Our Nation’s Mathematics and Sciencechiieg Workforce,” Washington, D.C., 2007. Visit
www.bhef.comto obtain a copy.



They agreed with the BHEF's diagnosis. For exan@len Moerke, principal of
Pelican Rapids High School in west central Minnasatknowledged: “If the present trend
continues, it will become very difficult to rectuiMath or science people can command a
much higher salary in almost any other busiriéss

However, the North Dakota and Minnesota schootetiees immediately saw what,
from their perspective, is a huge problem withBi#EF prescription for the math/science
teacher shortage: “Administrators say agreemeittsteacher unions may not allow schools
to offer higher . . . salaries in specified sulgect

Ron Nielsen, human resources director for the Mead School District in the
Minnesota section of the Fargo metro area, resigreegblained: “Typically, unions want to
pay all . . . teachers on the same schedule. dltyget into that, you may create more issues
than you solve.”

An AP article published this fall regarding thethiacience teacher shortage in South
Dakota made it clear that teacher union officidltha national level as well as at the state and
local levels oppose higher pay for hard-to-filldbang positions The article concerns an effort
by state Sen. Ed Olson (R-Mitchell) to encouradgwetdistricts to, whenever necessary,
“provide mor5e money for teaching positions thattzaed to fill, such as math and
science ...

To accomplish this goal without unduly burdenirau® Dakota taxpayers, suggested
Mr. Olson, schoolboards may “need a different yasghedule” than the current scale, which
“rewards teachers for experience and advanced eegmegardless of subject area. However,
officials of the South Dakota Education AssociatiSDEA), the statewide teacher union
affiliated with the 3.2 million-member National Ezhtion Association (NEA) union, are
fighting against such “differential pay.”

NEA Executive Director John Wilson provided the Adporter with this morally
preening rationalization for the opposition of thasses of the NEA and its affiliates to
differential pay: “Most science or math teachesognize that they don’t want to be part of
devaluing the importance of English, or social ssgdor even kindergarten.”

Mr. Wilson’s comment, of course, makes no ser3e.average, university professors,
whether public or private, or unionized or unioedy get paid far more than do public high
school teachers. And many university professolsngeto state and national unions that have
many high school teacher members as well. By dicgepignificantly higher pay than high
school teachers, are these unionized professovalidag” secondary education? Of course
not. Similarly, high school physics and math tesastwho believe that they, because they
possess relatively rare skills, ought to be paidentiban kindergarten teachers are not
“devaluing” kindergarten or primary education

Within higher education alone, as University ofsBburi-Columbia economist Michael
Podgursky recently pointed out in an interview:

* Tracy Frank, “Math, Science Teachers Wantddh& Forum June 25, 2007.
® Associated Press, “Official: Teacher Pay Must BésBd,”Daily Republic(Mitchell, S.D.), October 22, 2007.



[Flinance professors make more than economistseaoomists earn more than
history professors. It's . .. simply [a] mattérsopply and demand in the

labor market. Some skills command higher retuttside of teaching than
others. That doesn’t demean history professoistory professors know they
are likely to earn less money than finance profesgaith exceptions like
Stephen Ambrose) when they enter graduate séhool.

The fact that officials of the NEA and NEA affiles are unable to offer an even half-
way plausible rationale for opposing differentialyploesn’t prevent them from fighting it
viciously and with grim effectiveness. And thegtft differential pay with just as much fury in
densely populated, high-cost states on the East\asd Coasts, where nominal K-12 teacher
salaries are typically far above the national ageras they do in heavily rural, low-cost states
like North Dakota and South Dakota.

For example, a year ago this month, Massachusettding newspaper reported that 48
school superintendents from across the state hguhtd'ealling for cash incentives to attract
math and science teachers, a new effort to conwagtehigher-paying private businesses that
would change the way teachers are paid.”

Right off the bat, officials of the Bay State’s NEffiliate, the Massachusetts Teachers
Association, announced they would urge then-incgn@ov. Deval Patrick (D) and other
public officials to reject the superintendents’uegt, because “the union opposes . . . paying
math and science teachers more than others.”

Official NEA Policy ‘Opposes
Providing Additional Compensation’
For Hard-to-Fill Teaching Jobs

Opposition to differential pay is not merely thergonal opinion of NEA Executive
Director Wilson or NEA officials in Minnesota, NbrDakota, South Dakota, Massachusetts,
and across the U.S. ltis the official policy bétentire NEA hierarchy.

In July 2000, the NEA Representative Assembly @assresolution that explicitly
condemns offering higher pay to math, science fareign language teachers for positions a
school district is having trouble filling than tayaother teachers: “The Association opposes
providing additional compensation to attract andéain education employees in hard-to-
recruit positions ®

6

Michael Shaughnessy, “An Interview with Michael Badsky: About Merit Pay and TeacherEdNews.org
published September 16, 2007.

’ Maria Sacchetti, “School Chiefs Urge Cash LureNath and Science Teachers,” Bos®inbe November 13,
2006.

® To see the entire relevant part of the resolutjoniowww.eiaonline.com/archives/20000705.htneducation
journalist Mike Antonucci’s filing on the July 5020 session of the NEA Representative Assemblifor
Education Intelligence Agency blog.
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If teacher unions had the same legal status &s pttvate organizations, the across-
the-board opposition of NEA teacher union officieldifferential pay would be a significant,
but not necessarily overwhelming, obstacle to scbrecutives offering higher pay for math
and science teachers.

However, state laws and local policies authorizerher union officials, typically
officers of NEA affiliates, to act as the “exclusivbargaining agents for all teachers in a
school district dramatically increase the powe©odanized Labor to prevent school boards
and superintendents from implementing any compamsatan against union-boss wishes

Thirty-four states now have “exclusive” represdéiotalaws on the books authorizing
union officials to strip teachers and other scleuployees of their freedom to decide how
they will negotiate with a school board over pagnéfits, and working conditions. Under
these statewide teacher monopoly-bargaining lasks;aors, including many who have
chosen not to be union members, are forced to acoepn officials as their “exclusive”
negotiators in employment-contract talks.

Moreover, in all but a handful of the other 18&$amany local school boards have
over the years caved into pressure from teachenurganizers and granted the bosses of an
NEA local or other teacher union monopoly-bargajnmower over the teachers in the district.
Consequently, the vast majority of K-12 public-saht@achers across America are subject to
union monopoly control.

And in states and localities where union monojalygaining over public-school
teachers is authorized and abetted by governmdioyponion officials regularly wield their
monopoly-bargaining power to impose de facto satarytrols over teachers in hard-to-fill
subject areas like math and science

The tool that union bosses use to cap the earoiniggth, science, and other teachers
is the so-called “single salary schedule.”

As a 2005 briefing paper issued by the Alexandfa;based National Taxpayers
Union (NTU) pointed out, the single salary scheddiegtermines the appropriate salary level
for all teachers by looking exclusively at just tfeators: level of education and years of
experience.” Specifically, “subjects and gradesgkd by an instructor do not factor into the
salary equation?

And since in the private sector college graduaiéis degrees in math, science, and
other very demanding fields can obtain far betteyipg jobs than other degree-holders, it's
not surprising that schools operating under a sisglary schedule have trouble recruiting
math and science teachers.

According to the NTU briefing paper, the singléasaschedule became an entrenched
institution during the 1960’s, just as union moniydeargaining became pervasive in
American public schools.

9

Matt Schultz, “Single Salary Schedules for Teach&abotaging Public Education and Wasting Taxpayer
Money,” NTU Issue Brief 155, September 6, 2005.
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Economists Caroline Hoxby and Andrew Leigh, respebt of Harvard University and
the Australian National University in Canberranfty sought a few years ago to pinpoint the
reason or reasons why high-aptitude U.S. collegdugtes (who disproportionately major in
challenging fields like science and math) are éaslapt to become teachers in the early 21st
Century than they were in the early 1960’s.

In a 2005 article, Drs. Hoxby and Leigh summarittesir findings:

[T]he overall decline in teacher quality corresp®ial the rise of collective
bargaining within education. Teacher unions wallective bargaining rights
in key cities and states during the 1960’s. Okerrtext 20 years, collective
bargaining spread from state to state across tietigo

As a result of union action, the average salarydachers increased modestly.
But as the average was edging upward, the rantfeeafcale narrowed sharply
.. .. [Clollectively bargained contracts plagedremium on characteristics
such as seniority and credentials rather than paence, further depressing the
opportunities for the high-aptitude teacher

While the record shows teacher union officials’'tidaserve all the blame for the
spread of the single salary schedule, they reptedenvery powerful force promoting it and
are now clearly by far the most powerful force agipg any rollback.

Schools Currently Forced to
Hire People Who Don’t Know
Much Math to Teach Math

Typically, elected officials and school adminisbrg are so intimidated by the furious
teacher union-boss opposition they know they \aitlef if they try to introduce differential pay
that they don’t even try. And when they do trygythiarely succeed. On the other hand, NEA
union officials’ preferred “solution” of raisinglakachers’ salaries high enough to fill
shortages that exist only for roughly 15% of K-I&5ipions is too flagrantly hostile to
taxpayers’ interests and too unrealistic to beedble anywhere in the U.S

Therefore, schools must frequently “hire peopl®wlbn’t specialize in math” to fill
math positions, as the Bost&iobereported last yedr-

Common sense alone ought to tell parents, taxpagehool administrators, and
anyone else who cares about American educationuhal public schools are ready to take
the simple step of offering more money for math aciénce positions so that they can fill
them with people who have a strong command of abgest matter they will teach, other
reforms intended to improve math and science edircate not likely to be very effective.

' Caroline Hoxby and Andrew Leigh, “Wage Distortiowhy America’s Top Female College Graduates Aren't
Teaching,”"Education NextSpring 2005, pp. 51-56.
"' See Footnote Bupra



Moreover, a “growing body of research” indicateatth

teachers’ subject-matter knowledge is one of thetnmoportant elements of teacher
guality and that students, particularly in the leiggrades, benefit most from teachers
with strong subject-matter backgroutfd.

Differential pay is far simpler than many wideligseminated proposals to improve
public education generally and math and scienceaalun in particular.

Take, for example, the related but separate policyerit pay, that is, paying teachers
of all subjects and all grade levels more if thecteers demonstrate greater ability and/or the
students learn more. While there is much to Ifea such a reform, it will never be easy to
reach a consensus on what fair, impartial critenideaching ability and student progress
should be Several years ago, economists Michael Podgyisted above) and Dale Ballou
(now at Vanderbilt University in Nashville, Tennwgho support merit pay, acknowledged the
inherent trickiness of implementing a merit-paympla

The tenuous connection between stated criterigeffadtive teaching makes it
hard to explain why instructors were denied higings and bonuses. . . .

Prospective teachers will discount compensationisheontingent on future
performance, given uncertainty whether and wheh smard will be made. . . .

In summary, while the evidence suggests that cosgigm could be more
flexible than at present, considerable oppositioni need to be overcome
before differentiation of salaries on the basialafity [or student achievement]
could proceed to the point where it solves the j@rmbwith which we began:
raising pay without triggering a substantial reducin job opportunities®

In contrast to merit pay, differential pay couddyrsolely on concrete data whose
significance couldn’t plausibly be contested. EttenNEA union web site, in its “Information
for College Students” section, furnishes evidemhet dbjectively shows there is a crying need
for differential pay.

According to NEA researchers, 41 states are ctiyrerperiencing a shortage of math
teachers. Forty-three have shortages of sciermtsacial education teacherSourteen states
don’t have enough foreign language teachers, vifildon’t have enough for English as a
Second Language (ESL) and/or “bilingual” education.

Meanwhile, just one state has an identified slgertaf English teachers. Just one has a
shortage of physical education teachers. And nethas a shortage of social studies, reading,
kindergarten, or elementary school teactérs.

2 National Science Board and National Science Foimagcience & Engineering Indicators — 2004 —

Elementary and Secondary Educatiémlington, Va., May 2004, p. 27.

“ Dale Ballou and Michael PodgursKieacher Pay and Teacher Quajiti/.E. Upjohn Institute for
Employment Research, Kalamazoo, Mich., 1997, pB-4.0

" Information accessed from the “Student Programtise®f the NEA web site at http://www.nea.org/statt
program/about/state.htmbn November 8, 2007.
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There's simply no denying that the single salatyeslule is creating nearly nationwide
shortages of teachers in math, science, and sgshightion, or that by far the most cost-
effective way of addressing the problem is to atothe single salary schedule

Tax Increases Not Needed to
Provide Substantially Higher
Pay For Math, Science Teachers

Complete abolition of the single salary scheduleaao, over the course of a relatively
short time, allow school districts to offer subgtalty higher pay for teachers in hard-to-fill
subject areas without imposing additional burdemsaapayers.

The reason is that the single salary schedulgddlition to dictating far-below-market
pay rates for a relatively small share of teachelsty mandates above-market pay rates for all
teachers who meet criteria that extensive resdasldemonstrated to have little or no impact
on how well they teach and how much schoolchildeann. ‘Without the constraint of the
single salary schedule, school boards that wishegénd their resources more effectively
could phase out unproductive teacher incentives

For example, Dr. Podgursky pointed out in theringav cited above that “nearly every
salary schedule in the U.S. rewards teachers foirepan MA degree, whether related to their
field or not.” And yet, “careful econometric stediof teacher value-added have consistently
failed to find a single positive effect of teaclyeaduate degrees on student performafte.”
Gradually removing the automatic reward for reqegvjraduate degrees would free up a great
deal of money in most school districts, becauseatrhalf of K-12 teachers today hold a
master’s degree or hightt.

School districts also could free up funds to iaseepay for math and science teachers
by making the currently automatic pay increasesatgahto teachers after every year of
employment contingent on meeting minimum perforneastandards. Dr. Podgursky
explained why automatic increases for every teaaterdoesn’t perform so abysmally as to
get fired make no sense:

While nearly all studies find that brand new teaslere on average less
effective than experienced teachers, the retupes taff fairly quickly. This is
not to say that more experienced teachers shouldamn more on average than
less experienced teachers, but the differentiallshioe based on something
more than having a pulse for one year.

In practice, eliminating or substantially reducengiomatic seniority pay increases for
the roughly 20% of teachers whom school execujivege to be least effective should be
much less difficult than implementing merit payvess discussed above. Unlike with merit

'* See Footnote &upra
'® Richard Ingersoll, “Four Myths About America’s Téae Quality Problem,” posted at
http://repository.upenn.edu/gse_pubs/2ativersity of Pennsylvania, 2004, p. 16.
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pay, only a relatively small minority of teachemutd potentially bristle at the fact that they
were getting paid less than other teachers basedlgactive criteria. And the overwhelming
majority of teachers agree that a substantial nitynof their colleagues don’t deserve to be
employed as teachers at €l

However, as relatively simple as differential pgyit is impossible to envision its
implementation any time in the near future in adyo®l district in which the officials of any
NEA-affiliated teacher union wield monopoly-bargaimn power over teachers of every subject
at every grade level. Unlike the NEA brass, thedrichy of the nation’s second largest
teacher union, the American Federation of Teaclhasat least conceded that the single salary
schedule in its current form has a number of furetaal defects® Nevertheless, given their
collectivist ideology, AFT-affiliated union officia armed with monopoly-bargaining
privileges are also highly unlikely ever to acqaso higher pay for hard-to-fill teaching
positions.

Therefore, the best opportunity for reforming $imgle salary schedule is in the 16
states that have no statute authorizing union molgdgargaining in public schoals

As was noted above, even in these 16 states, stdiopl boards, especially those in
larger districts, have caved into union-boss presand granted a union monopoly-bargaining
power over teachers, even though the school beeeds under no legal requirement to do so.
But this impediment to school reform is much leggadlt to remove than statewide teacher
monopoly-bargaining laws have proven to be.

Utah is one of the states where there is no teanbaopoly-bargaining law, but has
nevertheless had widespread monopoly bargainipgldic education But early this year, the
Utah Legislature passed and Gov. Jon Huntsmandigite law S.B. 56, which effectively
makes it unlawful for any public school districtararter school to recognize any teacher
union as the monopoly-bargaining agent of all teaslemployed by the district or charter
school.

‘Equal Access’ Legislation Can
Break up Union Monopoly
Control Over Teacher Salaries

Sponsored by state Sen. Mark Madsen (R-Lehi) tatd Rep. Merlynn Newbold (R-
South Jordan), S.B. 56 expressly requires schatiicts and charter schools to allow
education employee associations equal access dolstiailboxes and e-mail systems and
school orientation programs.

Since S.B. 56’s enactment, it is also more gehlyewalawful for a school to “establish
or maintain structures, procedures or policies fénadr one education employee association

' See, e.g., Jay Mathews, “Teachers Agree: Fireira B Us,” Washington Postlune 22, 2004.
® See “Professional Compensation’hép://www.aft.org/topics/teacher-quality/comp.hem the AFT web site.
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over another or otherwise give preferential treatint@ any employee association,” or
“explicitly or implicitly endorse any education efopee association'”

According to Milton Chappell, a staff attorney tbe National Right to Work Legal
Defense Foundation who has decades of experieepanmg and arguing public-employee
labor-law cases in courts at all levels, the dinexdlications of this language are clear.

Under the “equal access” law, it is no longer pesible for any public school district or
charter school in Utah to recognize any teachesruas the “exclusive” (monopoly)
bargaining agent of all teachers employed by tk#&idi or charter schoolSchool districts and
charters retain the right, Mr. Chappell explainshargain collectively with employees through
representatives of the union they have chosenro jo

However, any school district or charter that agiteenegotiate with, or gives favors to, a
particular teacher union must also agree to netgotvéh, or give favors to, any nonunion
teacher group, or any rival union, that asks taotiate for its members or receive favorable
treatment in the district.

And the fact that one teacher association hasmaégoint won an election with a
majority of teachers voting to have it as theiresgntative does not in any way exempt a
school district or charter from liability for ending that teacher association or for refusal to
grant other teacher associations equal represamtaghts.

Mr. Chappell’s analysis of the Madsen-Newbold @ clear implications for school
districts that are failing to find qualified ma#gience, and other teachers to fill open positions
at the pay rate dictated by the teacher union fma&sed single salary schedule. In such a
situation,_ Utah school officials may notify teach#hnat, if they are dissatisfied with their
association’s representation on salary or othelessthey may change their representative by
resigning from the association and becoming memtfesigother

Without monopoly-bargaining privileges, Utah uniafficials will not, in practice, be
able to prevent school districts from paying matt acience teachers the market rate, if
school districts try to do so.

Furthermore, the political dynamics in the oth&rslates that do not currently have
teacher monopoly-bargaining statutes are favorablenactment of “equal access” legislation
similar to Utah’s new law. Even legislators whamally vote in accord with the NEA union
hierarchy’s wishes will be hard pressed to explanat is wrong with legislation that allows
school boards to recognize a union as the bargaagent for its members only, as long as
equivalent recognition is granted to any school leyg®e association that seeks it.

In the past, union lobbyists have sought to disrthie “members only” bargaining
option by falsely claiming that such bargainingishibited by federal or state law. This claim
was never trué® and just recently the top officials of seven lafgel.-ClO-affiliated unions
acknowledged it is false.

' Subsection (4) of Section 53A-3-426 of the Utah €od
? See, e.g., National Institute for Labor Relatioms&arch, “Compulsory Unionism in Everything But
Name . . .,” Springfield, Va., December 2006.
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In a brief filed this summer with the National laatRelations Board (NLRB), the heads
of the United Steelworkers of America, the Unitegtdworkers, the International Association
of Machinists, and four other unions both admiitedriting that members-only bargaining is
permissible under current laws and declared theat Wanted their members-only bargaining
power expandetf

Of course, the union officials and union lawyeligg this brief do not wish at all to do
away with monopoly bargaining. Rather, they argee#o engage in members-only bargaining
in workplaces where, despite their legal privilegbsy are unable to impose monopoly
bargaining.

However, as public awareness that members-ongnizong is a legal option grows, it
will become harder and harder for teacher and athem officials to defend government
policies that authorize monopoly bargaining. Anithaut pervasive union monopoly
bargaining in public education, the single salatyeslule would be quite vulnerable.

Therefore, despite the fact that union monopohstge controlled teachers’ jobs at the
vast majority of America’s public K-12 schools fidecades and continue to control them
today, there’s hope that the implicit caps on homcmmath and science teachers can be paid
will be lifted not just in Utah, but across the otny in the not-too-distant future.

' See “In the matter of rulemaking regarding memimeg-minority-union collective bargaining” --
http://efcaupdate.squarespace.com/home/2007/8/a@rityi-bargaining-rulemaking-petition-now-availaktam|
-- submitted to the National Labor Relations BoAtgjust 14, 2007.
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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 mubli
scholars and students. It will provide thg
supplementary analysis and research necessary
expose the inequities of compulsory unionism.

2. 1t will publish monographs, brochures
and briefing papers designed to stimulate researfh
and discussion with easy-to-read summaries §f
current events. The Institute will also condug
nonpartisan analysis and study for the benefihef t
general public.

3. 1t will render aid gratuitously to
individuals suffering from government over-
regulation of labor relations and will provide edu
cational assistance to those individuals who haye
proved themselves worthy thereof.

It is high time that self-interested union offigal
be confronted with the facts on how their brand cl:
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 Insgtitute will provide
documentation to substantiate tax-deductibility of a
contribution or grant, upon reguest.




