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Good day, Chairman Miller, Chairman Keller, Committee members and 

Committee staff. My name is Rick Bloomingdale. I am President of the 

Pennsylvania AFL-CIO, the state's federation of unions representing over 

800,000 union workers. 

I appreciate this opportunity to testify in opposition to House Bills 50, 51, 52 

and 53. The Pennsylvania AFL-CIO opposes this legislation for the following 

reasons: 

0 The equity which this legislation claims it seeks already exists; 

The consequence of this legislation would be the weakening of collective 

bargaining; and, 

This legislation would harm workers and their families, local economies, 

and block Pennsylvania's economic recovery. 

Existing Pennsylvania labor laws already protect job applicants and 

incumbent employees who do not want to belong to a union. They also protect 

the rights of the majority of workers who want to negotiate in their contracts 

worker fairness provisions, such as Fair Share Fee. 

Existing laws confine Fair Share Fee calculations to union expenses 

attributable to contract negotiations and contract enforcement only. Fair Share 

Fee payers, as differentiated from union members, contribute only for the 

negotiations and enforcement of the levels of pay, benefits and other working 

conditions all workers enjoy. 

Existing Pennsylvania labor laws even already protect workers who have 

legitimate conscientious objections to belonging to a union or paying a Fair Share 

Fee. For example, those whose conscientious objections stem from religious 

beliefs may arrange for the equivalent of their fair-share fee to go to certain 

designated charities. 



Thus, House Bills 50, 51, 52 and 53 would not provide any new legitimate 

individual "rights" or protections for any workers. Instead they would trap all 

workers in quicksand of "restricted rights", "phantom rights", "vacant rights", and, 

ultimately, "no rights" that would leave them with less pay, less job safety, less 

health care, less retirement, and more debt and poverty. 

The stipulations in House Bills 51, 52 and 53 that unions would be required 

to represent only union members would perpetuate divisiveness. Divisiveness in 

the workplace harms all workers, encumbers employers, hampers productivity 

and cheats taxpayers. Thus, such a proposal exposes this legislation as a ruse 

with the true purpose of busting unions instead of promoting optimal, vital 

taxpayer services. 

Nothing protects individual workers better than collective bargaining and a 

strong union. The real motive of the hidden-funds organization driving this 

legislation isn't to protect individual workers. Its real motive, camouflaged by its 

specious label, inflammatory rhetoric and transparent props, is to maximize big 

business profits at the expense of all workers. The less recompense workers 

receive, the more income CEOs, managers, and stockholders amass. 

Denying citizens their rights to collectively bargain a worker fairness 

provision does not automatically lead to greater jobs creation. According to the 

United States Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics for June, 201 1 

Pennsylvania's jobless rate was 7.6 percent. Ten states that prohibit worker 

fairness provisions had lower jobless rates; 13 states that prohibit worker fairness 

provisions had worse jobless rates. In fact, the state with the worst jobless rate 

prohibits worker fairness provisions. 

Significantly, the states that prohibit worker fairness provisions and which 

have lower jobless rates than Pennsylvania are not heavily industrialized states. 

Thus, their lower jobless rates do not indicate real job growth. Instead it 



indicates they did not suffer as much from the relocation and creation of 

manufacturing jobs outside of the United States. Most likely, the employment 

figures from states that restrict workers' rights are inflated with huge numbers of 

part-time, seasonal and undocumented workers. 

Oklahoma enacted legislation that denies workers the right to negotiate 

worker fairness provisions in 2001. Scientific research that analyzed economic 

data from before and after Oklahoma enacted this legislation found that since 

2001, manufacturing and employment relocations into Oklahoma began to fall, 

precisely the opposite of what opponents of worker fairness provisions promised. 

I have witnessed America's manufacturing industries relocate from states 

that genuinely promote worker' rights to states that restrict workers' rights. 

These states still outlaw worker fairness provisions, but yet many - if not most - 

of the jobs that were relocated there from free bargaining states subsequently 

were relocated overseas where the rights of workers are categorically violated 

and their standards of living are characterized by poverty, squalor and 

hopelessness. This strongly suggests the motive of opponents of worker 

fairness provisions is to exploit the cheap labor. 

Quantity and quality are different measurements. Quantity is a measure of 

the number of persons employed in a state. Quality is a measure of the number 

of persons with family sustaining pay and benefits employed in a state. The harm 

that House Bills 50, 51, 52 and 53 would do to workers and their families is 

illustrated by comparing labor statistics of states that promote workers' rights, 

including their right to negotiate worker fairness provisions, and states that 

restrict workers rights, including by prohibiting worker fairness provisions. In 

2009, the average income in median weekly wages in 20 of the 23 states that 

prohibit worker fairness provisions was lower than the $740 median weekly wage 

in Pennsylvania. Median weekly wages in Pennsylvania in 2009 were $60 per 

week more than the average for states that prohibit worker fairness provisions. 



Poverty is higher in the states that deny workers the right to negotiate worker 

fairness provisions. All residents and children have a 31.0 percent and 39.7 

percent greater chance of being poor respectively than Pennsylvania residents 

and children. Workers in worker fairness states also are more likely to have 

health insurance than workers in states that restrict collective bargaining. 

Residents of states that ban worker fairness provisions were 46.3 percent more 

likely than Pennsylvania residents to be uninsured in 2009. In 2009, 11.4 

percent of Pennsylvanians were uninsured, compared with an average of 16.7 

percent in states that deny workers their right to negotiate worker fairness 

provisions. Only 43 percent of private-sector workers have employer-contribution 

pensions in states with restricted collective bargaining compared with 50.8 

percent in Pennsylvania. Residents in states that restrict collective bargaining 

rights are 34.8 percent more likely to be killed on the job than Pennsylvania 

residents. 

The issues of these suspect bills are whether we really embrace the ideal of 

democracy, honor the principle of majority rule, and respect the dignity of all 

workers. 

I was taught - and I still believe - the spirit of the American character is 

manifest in the principle that all have a responsibility to bear their fair share of 

creating the benefits enjoyed by all. 

Federal and Pennsylvania labor laws promote collective bargaining for 

many prudent reasons, including ensuring democracy and self-determination by 

majority rule in workplaces. A majority of workers is required for union 

certification. A majority of union members is required for contract ratification. 

Once ratified, the contracts benefit all workers. Contract negotiations and 

contract enforcement involve costs. It is central to the American character and 

spirit that all individuals who receive the same benefits should pay their fair share 

of the costs for these benefits. This is what worker fairness provisions in labor 



contracts accomplish. They ensure responsibility of all benefactors while at the 

same time protecting the minority of benefactors who have been declared 

legitimate exemptions to belonging to a union or paying a Fair Share Fee. 

House Bills 50, 51, 52 and 53 disregard the majority of workers who 

exercise their rights to vote for union representation. They disregard the majority 

of workers who exercise their rights to ratify their union contracts. And, they 

discredit their rights to accept their fair share of supporting the negotiations and 

administration of their union contracts. This legislation would make it much 

harder for workers to improve their working conditions. Businesses have a right 

to maximize profits, and individual workers have a right to maximize their 

incomes. Unions provide workers with the best means for maximizing their 

incomes, and this legislation would have the consequence of weakening unions. 

The issues of House Bills 50, 51, 52 and 53 are decency, dignity, equity, 

democracy, majority and good citizenship. This legislation presents a classic 

example of exploiting the darker side of humanity. It encourages selfishness and 

discourages community. It implicitly condones mores that are counterproductive 

to the best interests of a republic with a democratic form of government. 

In general, the Pennsylvania AFL-CIO opposes this legislation because it 

will harm workers and their families, further unravel America's middle class and 

block Pennsylvania's economic recovery. 

Specifically, the Pennsylvania AFL-CIO opposes this legislation for the 

same reasons which the late Reverend Doctor Martin Luther King, Jr. so 

eloquently articulated when he said: "In our glorious fight for civil rights, we must 

guard against being fooled by false slogans such as 'right-to-work.' It provides no 

'rights' and no 'work'. It is a law to rob us of our civil rights and our job rights.. . Its 

purpose is to destroy labor unions and the freedom of collective bargaining by 



which unions have improved wages and working conditions of everyone ... We 

demand this fraud be stopped." 

Thank you. 




