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STATEMENT OF GLENN M. TAUBMAN 

TO THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND WORKFORCE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EMPLOYMENT, LABOR, AND 
PENSIONS 

HEARING: September 9, 2025: Unmasking Union Antisemitism  
 
Chairman Allen, Ranking Member DeSaunier and distinguished Members: 

 Thank you for the opportunity to appear today. I have been practicing labor 

and constitutional law for over 43 years at the National Right to Work Legal 

Defense Foundation. www.nrtw.org. My clients are individual employees, not 

unions or employers. For 43 years I have helped litigate the Foundation’s 

groundbreaking Supreme Court cases, like Communications Workers v. Beck, 487 

U.S. 735 (1988) and Janus v. AFSCME, 585 U.S. 878 (2018). These landmark 

decisions secured the constitutional and statutory rights of individual workers to 

limit their association with labor unions they wanted no part of, but were 

nevertheless forced to join or fund with their hard earned wages, just to get or keep 

their jobs. My perspective comes from decades of representing more employees 

than I can count, all covered by the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA), the 

Railway Labor Act, and the Constitution.  

 This hearing is aptly titled “Unmasking Union Antisemitism,” and the need 

to protect employees, especially Jewish employees, from the latest form of union 

abuse is clear. Federal labor law must be reformed and reimagined to better protect 
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all employees’ individual liberty and safeguard individual employees’ free choice 

concerning unionization, especially in the face of today’s blatant union 

antisemitism.  

 Exactly 14 months ago I was honored to testify before this Committee on a 

similar issue. (A copy of my prior testimony and exhibits are attached as Ex. 1, 

with sub-exhibits 1-12.  I reaffirm every word of that submission, and everything 

said there remains relevant to today’s discussion). But I am sorry to say that the 

problem of union antisemitism has not gotten better in the past 14 months. It is 

actually much worse than ever, in part because federal labor law gives unions 

unique and special privileges they use and abuse to discriminate against disfavored 

minorities.  This was true when unions discriminated against Black workers in the 

1950s and 60s, and it is true today when they act against Jews and Israelis. 

INTRODUCTION 

 I will start this submission by briefly relating three recent prospective client 

calls I received, from graduate student workers and doctors, all of whom requested 

anonymity for obvious reasons. These calls occurred within the past 30 days. 

1) A female PhD student of Israeli origin at an Ivy League university 

reported that United Electrical (UE) union representatives broke into her secure, 

“card-only access” lab during the workday, carrying demand letters threatening her 

with discharge unless she paid the union a semester’s worth of back dues. This 



3 
 

graduate student did not believe she owed union dues because she thought her 

classification as a “fellow” exempted her from the forced dues clause in the 

collective bargaining agreement. The union officials aggressively pushed the 

demand letter into her face in the presence of her co-workers. This harassment and 

unauthorized access to a secure lab was reported to campus security, but to our 

knowledge the union representatives suffered no repercussions for their break-in 

and workplace threats.   

2) A female PhD candidate at an Ivy League university is a religiously 

observant Jew. Her direct co-workers in her lab are union officials who, after the 

Hamas mass murders of October 7, 2023, began harassing her and shunning her in 

the workplace because of her Jewish identity. Because of this harassment by union 

officials in her workplace, she wanted to invoke her legal rights under Title VII of 

the Civil Rights Act to seek an accommodation that would have allowed her to 

divert her compulsory union dues to a charity. However, she was afraid to send the 

antisemitic union a detailed written request explaining her sincerely held religious 

beliefs because she believed this would only stoke further harassment and 

ostracism from the union officials in her immediate workplace. Out of fear this 

brilliant female Ph.D graduate student stated that she would rather pay compulsory 

dues to a union she loathed than invoke her protected rights under the Civil Rights 

Act.   
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 3)  A medical resident of Israeli origin at an esteemed teaching hospital in 

New York City is represented by an SEIU affiliate called the Committee of Interns 

and Residents (CIR). CIR has put out a variety of anti-Israel statements and its 

officers and adherents have stoked the flames of antisemitism in this and other 

hospitals. This young doctor was approached by stirred up co-workers who told 

him that he was a Zionist nazi and that they would never speak to him in any 

manner, even in the workplace.  Imagine if you were a patient in that hospital and 

you learned that, rather than having a collaborative team of doctors caring for you, 

some of your doctors were bigoted haters who would never speak to one of their 

peers, even about your care, because he happened to be an Israeli Jew. The doctor 

noted that some Jewish residents or interns quit or transferred elsewhere when 

faced with this sort of intimidation and harassment that CIR helped stoked. Some 

Jewish doctors who had contractual issues regarding the benefits they were 

supposed to receive from their hospital were afraid to approach the CIR union for 

representation in these matters because of the animosity they had already 

experienced.  

 All three of these brilliant young people came to me within the past 30 days. 

These are just some of the many gut wrenching tales I hear almost every day 

involving labor unions fervently working to ostracize and harass Jews and Israelis 

in the workplace, instead of representing all employees for better wages and 
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working conditions as they were theoretically created to do. These unions 

contribute directly to the culture of hostility, ostracism, shunning and worse that 

Jewish and Israeli employees face in many workplaces. These are not “our fathers’ 

labor unions.” (See Ex. 2 concerning Jewish K-12 teachers resigning en masse 

from the teachers union due to its radical advocacy; and Ex. 3 concerning Jewish 

students fleeing the Ivy League schools where unions and antisemitism 

predominate). 

“WEAPONIZATION” 

 In recent months I have read articles and heard comments to the effect that 

what Jewish and Israeli employees are facing in the workplace is not a real 

problem, and that the Trump administration is “weaponizing” overblown charges 

of antisemitism to tear down universities and education. Such assertions are false 

and stomach turning, as I can attest from my daily calls with prospective clients in 

universities and workplaces all over America. These assertions ignore the very real 

problem of antisemitism in the workplace, which our federal labor laws helped 

create and foster. And I can assure you that no Jewish or Israeli employee seeks to 

be harassed, ostracized, threatened or discriminated against in the workplace in 

order to help the Trump administration score a political point. Their plight is real.  

 The real weaponization that is occurring in today’s workplace is the 

weaponization of archaic federal labor laws that Congress passed over 80 years 
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ago, which bestow upon labor unions unique powers and privileges granted to no 

other private organizations in America. Many of today’s “progressive” and 

“intersectional” unions harbor strong antisemitic worldviews, and they feel free to 

use and abuse the potent powers Congress gave them to harass and intimidate 

Jewish and Israeli employees, just as they discriminated against Black workers – 

another disfavored minority – back in the 1950s and 60s. Federal and state laws 

empower this union discrimination in four specific ways:    

1) Mandatory “exclusive representation.” 

Federal labor law (and many parallel state labor laws) empower unions – 

even antisemitic unions – to act as Jewish and Israeli employees’ “exclusive 

bargaining representative.”1 Even when these individuals do not wish to be 

represented by such hostile, threatening and pro-Hamas organizations, they are 

stuck as a matter of federal law. Imagine the outcry from homeowners if the 

government mandated that when they sell their house they must use only one 

“exclusive attorney” to represent them and complete the transaction, even if that 

one “representative” had attacked them and their religion and shown hatred 

towards them!  

                                                           
1 See, e.g., 29 U.S.C. § 159(a) (creating exclusive representation under the NLRA); New York 
Civ. Serv. Law § 204 (certifying public sector unions as employees’ exclusive representative for 
a specified bargaining unit).  



7 
 

This is a reality in modern day America. For example, Jewish professors at 

the City University of New York brought a First Amendment free speech and 

association suit to challenge the law that saddled them with “representation” by a 

harshly antisemitic union they did not want, but the federal courts ruled against 

them and the Supreme Court refused to hear the case. Goldstein v. Pro. Staff 

Congress/CUNY, 96 F.4th 345 (2d. Cir 2024). Other federal cases challenging 

“exclusive representation” have suffered a similar fate. But this Congress could 

outlaw mandatory forced representation under the National Labor Relations Act 

and the Railway Labor Act and quickly fix the bulk of this compelled association 

problem.  

To those who argue that the “duty of fair representation” – a doctrine created 

by judicial fiat in the 1950s to a) curb the power of racist labor unions and b) 

invent a way to sustain the constitutionality of exclusive representation2 – fixes this 

problem, they are wrong.  Rather than serving as a “bulwark to prevent arbitrary 

union conduct against individuals stripped of traditional forms of redress by the 

provisions of federal labor law,” Vaca v. Sipes, 386 U.S. 171, 182 (1967), the duty 

                                                           
2  Unions reflect the harsh realities of majority rule. Disfavored minorities within unions almost 
necessarily get crushed. For example, it is well documented that for decades, unions blatantly 
and grotesquely discriminated against Black workers, see Steele v. Louisville & N.R. Co., 323 
U.S. 192 (1944) and Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41 (1957). To my frustration, American unions 
have not become more enlightened. Today, many unions are discriminating against and 
threatening a different disfavored minority group: the Jewish and pro-Israel workers they purport 
to represent. 
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of fair representation has been watered down to almost nothingness by the federal 

courts, and its serves as little real protection for harassed and ostracized Jewish and 

Israeli workers (or almost anyone else).3   

2) Students magically become “employees”  

Graduate students were, for the first 60 years of the NLRA, students! Then 

with the with the stroke of a pen the Clinton, Obama and Biden National Labor 

Relations Boards transformed them from “students” to “employees,” paving the 

way for radical unions like UE and UAW locals to “represent” them whether they 

approve of this representation or not, and force them to pay dues to fill union 

coffers. The timeline is as follows:   

Clinton Board - New York University (NYU), 332 NLRB 1205 
(2000) (reversing decades of precedent to hold that graduate students 
(teaching assistants, research assistants, and proctors) are “employees” 
within the meaning of Section 2(3) of the NLRA). 

 
Bush II Board - Brown University and UAW, 342 NLRB 483 (2004) 
(reversing NYU to hold that graduate student assistants are not properly 
classified as “employees” under the NLRA because their primary 
relationship with their university is educational). 

 

                                                           
3  For example, Beck rights for objecting nonmembers have been watered down by the NLRB in 
cases like California Saw & Knife Works, 320 NLRB 224, 236 (1995), where unions were 
permitted to create tricky “window periods” to trap objecting workers into paying full dues even 
when they do not wish to fund union politics. Indeed, federal courts have pronounced that a 
breach of the duty of fair representation only occurs “if, in light of the factual and legal 
landscape at the time of the union’s actions, the union’s behavior is so far outside a ‘wide range 
of reasonableness’ . . . as to be irrational. This is the standard of review that governs 
[employees’] claims against the union defendants.” Nielsen v. International Ass'n of Machinists 
& Aerospace Workers, Local Lodge 2569, 94 F.3d 1107, 1113 (1996) (cleaned up). It is hard to 
imagine a more lenient and unenforceable standard to judge union conduct and misconduct.  
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Obama Board - Columbia Univ and UAW, 364 NLRB 1080 (2016) 
(reversing Brown University, allowing graduate student organizing under the 
NLRA). Member Miscimarra’s dissent, 364 NLRB at 1101, is prescient in 
predicting the chaos that occurs on campuses from unionizing graduate 
students.  

 
Biden Board – certified numerous unions and enforced exclusive 
representation of graduate students in a number of cases. 
 
As noted, Member Miscimarra’s dissent in Columbia University predicted 

much of the chaos that graduate student unions have unleashed on America’s elite 

campuses. His words bear repeating at length:  

When the Board transplants our statute into the university setting and places 
students in a bargaining relationship with the university, experience 
demonstrates that we cannot assume bargaining will be uneventful. 
Collective bargaining may evoke “extraordinarily strong feelings” and give 
rise to a “sharp clash between seemingly irreconcilable positions,” and when 
parties resort to various tactics in support of their respective positions, “such 
tactics are indeed ‘weapons,’” and “[n]obody can be confused about their 
purpose: they are exercised with the intention of inflicting severe and 
potentially irreparable injury, often causing devastating damage to 
businesses and terrible consequences for employees.” 

… 

Misconduct, Potential Discharge, Academic Suspension/ Expulsion 
Disputes. During and after a strike, employees remain subject to discipline 
or discharge for certain types of strike-related misconduct. Correspondingly, 
there is little question that a student assistant engaged in a strike would 
remain subject to academic discipline, including possible suspension or 
expulsion, for a variety of offenses. In such cases, I anticipate that parties 
will initiate Board proceedings alleging that students were unlawfully 
suspended or expelled for NLRA-protected activity, even though nothing in 
the Act permits the Board to devise remedies that relate to an individual’s 
academic standing, separate and apart from his or her “employment.” 

… 
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Invalidating Rules Promoting Civility. The university will be found to have 
violated the NLRA if it requires student assistants to maintain “harmonious 
interactions and relationships” with other students.  
 
Invalidating Rules Barring Profanity and Abuse. The university cannot 
adopt a policy against “loud, abusive or foul language” or “false, vicious, 
profane or malicious statements” by student assistants.  
 
Outrageous Conduct by Student Assistants. The university must permit 
student assistants to have angry confrontations with university officials in 
grievance discussions, and the student assistant cannot be lawfully 
disciplined or removed from his or her position even if he or she repeatedly 
screams, “I can say anything I want,” “I can swear if I want,” and “I can do 
anything I want, and you can't stop me.”  
 
Outrageous Social Media Postings by Student Assistants. If a student 
assistant objects to actions by a professor-supervisor named “Bob,” the 
university must permit the student to post a message on Facebook stating: 
“Bob is such a nasty mother fucker, don't know how to talk to people. Fuck 
his mother and his entire fucking family.”  
 
Disrespect and Profanity Directed to Faculty Supervisors. The university 
may not take action against a student assistant who screams at a professor-
supervisor and calls him a “fucking crook,” a “fucking mother fucking” and 
an “asshole” when the student assistant is complaining about the treatment 
of student assistants.  
 

Columbia Univ., 364 NLRB at 1107-09 (footnotes and citations omitted) (Member 

Miscimarra, dissenting). Everything Member Miscimarra predicted has come true.  

3) Overbroad view of unions’ “protected concerned activity” 

Under the Biden NLRB’s sprawling view of unions’ “protected concerted 

activity” (as demonstrated by its controversial ruling in Home Depot, 373 NLRB 

No. 25 (2024), petition for review pending, No. 24-1406 (8th Cir.)), unions hide 

behind federal law to protect their pro-Hamas and antisemitic politics, actions, 
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trespasses and threats as “protected concerted activity” under the NLRA. Unions 

make this claim to limit how employers can respond to or try to stop their 

harassing activity often aimed at Jews.   

For example, when MIT attempted to maintain order and civility by 

disciplining and suspending pro-Hamas rioters on campus, the UE filed an unfair 

labor practice charge alleging that the rioters were being “unlawfully disciplined 

… in retaliation for engaging in protected concerted activity,” which has an 

“unlawful chilling effect on employees’ exercise of their [NLRA] Section 7 

rights.”  (See Ex.1, sub-exhibit 3). Of course the UE showed such no regard for the 

victims of the riots, which included Jewish graduate students it supposedly 

“represented.”  

The NLRA protects employees’ ability to band together and seek improved 

workplace conditions, e.g., wages, hours and terms and conditions of employment.  

It was not designed to protect the communication of offensive political views that 

are irrelevant to the workplace, such as views about foreign wars 5,000 miles 

away. In the Home Depot case, the ALJ held that the employee’s “Black Lives 

Matter” activity was unprotected because “the BLM message had, at best, an 

extremely attenuated and indirect relationship to any workplace issue.” But a 

divided Biden Board reversed this commonsense position mandating civility in the 

workplace, and substituted one where almost any political speech, no matter how 
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attenuated to anything that happens on the shop floor, becomes “protected.”  Under 

the Biden Board’s logic that labor unions are abusing, establishing and enacting a 

one-sided pro-Hamas policy regarding a religious conflict 5,000 miles away -- as 

the UE, UAW and many other unions have done -- becomes “protected” speech 

even though it does not improve a single American employee’s wages, hours or 

other workplace conditions.  Rather, these pro-Hamas policies are used as a cudgel 

to promote hateful messages directed towards the unions’ most disfavored 

minority, Jews, and even against America itself.4    

4) Federal law authorizes the threat of “pay up or be fired.”  

In the 24 states without Right to Work protections under NLRA Section 

14(b), federal labor law authorizes unions to demand compulsory union dues on 

pain of discharge. On many campuses and workplaces this allows antisemitic 

unions to force the victims of their harassment to pay for those activities or be 

fired. And unions use this threat to repeatedly harass those who do not want to pay. 

(See Ex. 4, WSJ article by Jon Hartley; Ex. 5, a “second demand” discharge threat 

to an MIT graduate student by the UE local union). 

                                                           
4 For example, the Electrical Worker’s affiliate at Cornell loudly supported pro-Hamas extremist 
Momodou Taal and fought against his suspension from school and ultimate deportation. The 
union was apparently untroubled that Taal’s public comments evidenced extreme hatred for both 
Jews and America. (See exhibits to the statement of David Rubinstein at 65-80). 
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The bottom line is that the federal labor laws passed by Congress weaponize 

bad actors to trap employees into “exclusive representation” with agents they never 

voted for and do not want. And today, Jewish and Israeli employees find 

themselves forced under the thumb of mandatory “agents” who are loud, ardent, 

and often anti-American supporters of the Hamas death cult. One can only imagine 

the justifiable outcry from this body if Black Americans were forced to be 

represented by Klu Klux Klan-supporting unions and threatened with discharge if 

they refused to fund that unions’ activities with their compulsory dues. 

SOLUTIONS 

 At the National Right to Work Legal Defense Foundation, we are re-

doubling our efforts to help all employees forcibly saddled with antisemitic unions, 

Jewish and non-Jewish alike. Indeed, we have many Christian clients whose faith 

prevents from supporting these radical unions. But despite our best efforts, current 

federal law is inadequate to the task.   

1) As shown above in footnotes 2 & 3, the “duty of fair representation” 

offers little meaningful check on antisemitic union outrages. 

2)  Nor does the Beck decision provide meaningful assistance. CWA v. Beck, 

487 U.S. 735 (1988). Unions like the UE have created tricky “window periods” to 

limit when objecting nonmembers can exercise their Beck rights, and such 

restrictions have been upheld in some cases, though that is currently being 
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challenged.  (See Ex. 6, NLRB Region 1’s two dismissals of unfair labor practice 

charges filed against the UE unions at Dartmouth and MIT, which challenged the 

UE’s “window period” for Beck objectors and its non-compliance with Beck by 

giving objectors five-year old financial statements instead of current information).    

3)  Title VII of the Civil Rights Act offers some protection, but it too is 

inadequate to protect Jewish and other workers from the abuse of compulsory 

unionism arrangements. Employees with religious objections to joining or 

supporting the union are required to ask (beg) the very union that is harassing them 

for an accommodation and demonstrate their “sincerity” to the union. Unions not 

infrequently try to deny the requested accommodations or harass the religious 

objector with irrelevant and invasive questionnaires or inquisitions. The UE union 

has made a habit of doing this (see Ex. 7, a UE “questionnaire”).  The UE’s refusal 

to promptly accommodate religious objectors led to the filing of the latest round of 

federal EEOC charges, which remain pending. (See Ex. 8).   

So what is the answer, and how can Congress begin to fix these problems?  

 Congress should pass the National Right to Work Act in the private sector 

to end the problem of coercive forced unionism, and the particular problem of 

compelling Jewish and other religious employees to fund unions whose views and 

activities they find hateful, threatening and deeply offensive.  
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Congress should also enact legislation defining graduate students as 

students, not employees, as they were for the first 60 years of the National Labor 

Relations Act -- until the Clinton, Obama and Biden NLRBs unionized them for 

the primary purpose of filling unions’ compulsory dues coffers.  

Congress should strengthen Title VII’s protections and make it easier for 

employees with religious, ethical or moral objections to opt out of union 

representation and support. At the very least Congress should ease religious 

objectors’ path so they can divert any compulsory dues to a charity of their choice 

instead of funding a labor union they abhor.5    

 Finally, Congress should restore individual employees’ right to represent 

themselves and not be part of a collective that takes hateful views on foreign 

events 5,000 miles away from the workplace. Employees who like their antisemitic 

and anti-Israel unions can keep them, but employees who don’t want anything to 

do with hateful pro-Hamas ideologies should be able to completely disaffiliate 

from them. Isn’t that what First Amendment free association guarantees are all 

about? And what could be more American than that?   

                                                           
5 “James Madison, the First Amendment's author, wrote in defense of religious liberty: 

‘Who does not see . . . [that] the same authority which can force a citizen to contribute three 
pence only of his property for the support of any one establishment, may force him to conform to 
any other establishment in all cases whatsoever?’ 2 The Writings of James Madison 186 (G. 
Hunt ed. 1901). Thomas Jefferson agreed that ‘to compel a man to furnish contributions of 
money for the propagation of opinions which he disbelieves, is sinful and tyrannical.’ I. Brant, 
James Madison: The Nationalist 354 (1948).” Chicago Teachers Union, Local No. 1 v. Hudson, 
475 U.S. 292, 305 n. 15 (1986).  
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STATEMENT OF GLENN M. TAUBMAN 

TO THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EMPLOYMENT, LABOR, AND 
PENSIONS 

HEARING: July 9, 2024: Confronting Union Antisemitism: Protecting 
Workers from Big Labor Abuses. 

 
Chairman Good, Ranking Member DeSaunier and distinguished Committee 

Members: 

 Thank you for the opportunity to appear today. I have been practicing labor 

and constitutional law for over 42 years at the National Right to Work Legal 

Defense Foundation. National Right to Work Foundation Glenn M. Taubman - 

National Right to Work Foundation (nrtw.org). My clients are individual 

employees, not unions or employers. For 42 years I have helped litigate the 

Foundation’s groundbreaking Supreme Court cases, like Communications Workers 

v. Beck, 487 U.S. 735 (1988) and Janus v. AFSCME, 585 U.S. 878 (2018). These 

landmark decisions secured the constitutional and statutory rights of individual 

workers to limit their association with labor unions they wanted no part of, but 

were nevertheless forced to join or fund with their hard earned wages, just to get or 

keep their jobs. My perspective comes from decades of representing more 

employees than I can count, all covered by the National Labor Relations Act 

(NLRA), the Railway Labor Act, and the Constitution.  



2 
 

 This hearing is aptly titled “Confronting Union Antisemitism: Protecting 

Workers From Big Labor Abuses,” and the need to protect employees, especially 

Jewish employees, from the latest form of union abuse is clear. Federal labor law 

must be reformed and reimagined to better protect individual liberty and safeguard 

individual workers’ free choice concerning unionization, especially in the face of 

today’s blatant union anti-semitism.  

 Unions reflect the harsh realities of majority rule. Minorities within unions 

almost necessarily get crushed. For example, it is well documented that for 

decades, unions blatantly and grotesquely discriminated against black workers, see 

Steele v. Louisville & N.R. Co., 323 U.S. 192 (1944) and Conley v. Gibson, 355 

U.S. 41 (1957). To my frustration, American unions have not become more 

enlightened. Today, many unions are discriminating against and threatening a 

different minority group: the Jewish and pro-Israel workers they purport to 

represent.  

 Many labor unions have strayed far from their ostensible role as protectors 

of employees’ workplace rights. Partisan politics and foreign policy escapades are 

simply more exciting and interesting than filing workplace grievances or 

negotiating workplace protections. These unions are beholden to their own 

extremists and are often led by people more interested in the ideological and 

“intersectional” causes fashionable at the fringes of the political spectrum than they 
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are in the well-being of the workers they purport to represent. These unions are not 

your father’s or grandfather’s labor unions, many of which were once staunchly 

pro-Israel and pro-American.  In many workplaces such as college campuses, 

teaching hospitals, government offices, and K-12 schools, these unions have 

campaigned for the anti-Israel boycott-divest-sanction (BDS) movement, taking 

pro-Hamas and anti-American positions because BDS has become the siren song 

of the progressive left. As the Members of this Committee should know, Hamas is 

an anti-semitic and anti-Western death cult, not unlike ISIS and al-Qaeda, yet 

many of today’s unions are among its loudest and most ardent supporters. 

 Many old line unions like the UE electrical workers union or the UAW 

autoworkers have seen precipitous declines in their traditional industrial 

membership, so they have searched for low hanging fruit to organize – and that is 

typically young people like graduate students, medical residents and interns, and 

legal aid lawyers, people whose political views might previously have aligned with 

the unions but who had no experience actually dealing with them. (See Ex. 1, 

Labor Notes article on the targeting of students for compulsory unionism; and Ex. 

2, Wall Street Journal editorial about the UAW’s pro-Hamas activities). The 

current travesty of herding graduate students into anti-semitic unions finds its 

source with the Obama-Biden National Labor Relations Boards, which have by fiat 

turned graduate students into graduate employees – subject to unionization under 
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the NLRA and, of course, the payment of forced union dues as a condition of their 

academic careers. See, e.g., Trustees of Columbia University and UAW, 364 NLRB 

1080 (2016), overruling Brown University, 342 NLRB 483 (2004). Many Jewish 

and pro-Israel graduate students are now being told that they must pay dues to 

these radical unions or face termination. But such union coercion is not limited to 

university campuses.  

 After October 7, my law practice and my dealings with my clients took an 

even darker turn. Initially, my phone began ringing off the hook with calls from 

Jewish and Israeli graduate students at the nation’s elite educational institutions – 

MIT, Columbia, NYU, the University of Chicago and Northwestern to name a few 

– asking how they can disassociate not just from any union, but from the anti-

semitic anti-Israel union that is menacing them on campus, protecting their 

tormentors, or forcing them to pay dues to subsidize the union’s pro-Hamas 

activities.  

 These academic unions have not participated in the occupation of campus 

libraries to protest the murder of Sudanese, who are being starved and killed by the 

thousands every day by their own co-religionists. Nor are they helping to set up 

encampments to protest the treatment of Uighurs being herded into labor camps by 

the Chinese Communist Party. Nor are they demanding that the Assad regime halt 

its bloody repression against its own Syrian people, which has resulted in the 
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murder of hundreds of thousands. Nor do they demand the boycott of Iranian oil 

products and pistachios in an effort to secure an end to Houthi and Hezbollah 

rocket attacks on commercial shipping and innocent civilians in both Israel and 

Lebanon. These unions’ time and treasure, and yes, their anti-semitic hatred, is 

laser focused on defaming Jews and destroying the State of Israel.  

 In addition, my phone is now ringing off the hook from medical residents 

and interns at some of the nation’s finest teaching hospitals, asking the same 

question, as their union is busy poisoning their workplace with hateful anti-Jewish 

and anti-Israeli propaganda and union resolutions.  

 My phone is also ringing off the hook from teachers and legal aid lawyers, 

all of whom wonder how the union they formerly supported had suddenly become 

organizers of pro-Hamas demonstrations and purveyors of hateful rhetoric calling 

for the destruction of Israel, the one Jewish homeland in the world, and the 

annihilation of all Jews.     

 Though this anti-semitic storm has been brewing for a long time, it did not 

make landfall in the lives of most Jewish employees until after October 7, when 

unions began funneling their resources to virulently anti-semitic and anti-Israel 

projects. One example of this is the UE union filing unfair labor practice charges 

against MIT because the university suspended some of the pro-Hamas rioters who 

blocked access to campus buildings and threatened Israeli and Jewish students. 
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Instead of siding with the victims of Hamas’ terror and the crude anti-semitism of 

the “protesters,” the UE is using union dues and union lawyers to support the 

perpetrators of these hateful actions.  (See Exhibit 3, a UE unfair labor practice 

charge against MIT for disciplining the “protesters”). And such union misconduct 

is being repeated all over the country by other unions like the UAW, which went 

on strike in California to protect pro-Hamas “protesters” who seized university 

property and set up “encampments” while threatening Jewish and Israeli students. 

The UAW apparently claims this is all “protected concerted activity” and union 

free speech under the NLRA, state law, and/or the U.S. Constitution. (See Ex. 4, a 

lawsuit by the University of California against the UAW to end the strikes). 

 The National Right to Work Legal Foundation’s attorneys have been 

working with Jewish and Israeli employees to vindicate their statutory and civil 

rights in the face of this union abuse, but the law as it currently exists is woefully 

inadequate to the task.   

 For example, Foundation lawyers have filed Beck-related unfair labor 

practice charges with the National Labor Relations Board because the UE union at 

MIT lied to employees and falsely told them they must join or pay full dues, with 

no reduction for political and ideological expenditures, even though the union 

knows that its money goes to support pro-Hamas rioters on campus. (See Ex. 5, 

two UE emails sent to all MIT students to coerce them into joining and paying; see 
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also Ex. 3). The Beck decision says otherwise, but the lies and misrepresentations 

about being “required” to join the union and pay full dues persist.  

 Unions have no incentive to tell employees about their Beck rights, and 

every pecuniary incentive to hide the truth and try to get employees to pay 

excessive dues. An NLRB Beck settlement with the UE union at MIT required the 

union to go back and notify all 3,000 graduate students of their true legal rights 

(see Ex. 6, the UE settlement in Will Sussman’s case), but shortly thereafter the 

union turned around and denied another graduate student’s Beck objection, 

necessitating yet again another unfair labor practice charge that the NLRB regional 

office found to be meritorious. (See Ex. 7, Katerina Boukin’s unfair labor practice 

charge).  I expect more such litigation will be necessary to enforce Beck rights. 

 NRTW lawyers have also filed five separate charges of religious and ethnic 

discrimination with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) 

against the same UE union at MIT (see Ex. 8), because that union denied several 

Jewish graduate students’ request for a religious accommodation, telling them, in 

effect, that the union bosses know more about their Jewish religion, ethnic identity 

and ancestral homeland than they do. (See Ex. 9, UE denial letter). I expect more 

Jewish employees around the country will have to initiate litigation and file EEOC 

charges to see their civil rights honored. 
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 Beyond what I have learned through my conversations with Jewish 

employees faced with anti-semitic unions, the attached media reports (Ex. 10) 

demonstrate that this sort of harassing anti-semitic union behavior is going on at 

unionized workplaces all over the country. I also attach material showing 

discriminatory teaching materials being pushed by teachers’ union members in 

Oakland, CA (Ex. 11). Finally, I attach anti-Israel resolutions and statements being 

pushed by the SEIU’s medical intern and resident division (known as CIR-SEIU), 

the National Education Association, and SEIU Local 1199. (See Ex. 12). 

 The bottom line is this: No worker in America should be threatened with 

discharge from his or her workplace for refusing to pay dues and fees to a private 

organization he or she may despise. No worker should be forced to be represented 

by a private organization and its officials who perform poorly in the workplace, or 

place their own interests above those they purport to represent, or act corruptly to 

steal from the very employees they claim to represent, or who espouse hateful 

rhetoric and pro-terrorist policies. No worker should be forced to subsidize, as a 

condition of employment, the political schemes and candidates of a private 

organization of which they disapprove.  

 Yet that is the reality for millions of private sector workers today under the 

compulsory dues and monopoly bargaining regimes of the NLRA and the Railway 

Labor Act.  In the face of this abuse, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act and the Beck 



9 
 

decision are not nearly strong enough protections of employees’ rights. As long as 

unions can force workers to pay anything to get or keep their job, employees will 

be denied their full freedom of association, speech and conscience. The Janus 

decision was a small step for employee freedom in the public sector. Now this 

Congress must pass the National Right to Work Act in the private sector to end the 

problem of coercive forced unionism, and the particular problem of compelling 

Jewish and other religious employees to fund unions whose views and activities 

they find hateful, threatening and deeply offensive.  

 The National Right to Work Act does not complicate federal labor law. 

Rather, it repeals one legal section passed in the 1940’s that restricts individual 

employees’ free choice about funding unions. Restoring individual employees’ 

right to provide or withhold money from unions would hold Hamas-supporting 

unions (and indeed, all unions) accountable to the workers they claim to represent. 

Employees who like their anti-semitic and anti-Israel unions can keep them. But 

employees who don’t want anything to do with these hateful ideologies should be 

able to defund and disaffiliate from them. What could be more American than that?  
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From: MIT GSU <dues@mitgsu.org> 
Date: Mon, Jun 2, 2025 at 12:52 PM 
Subject: Second Notice of Back Dues/Agency Fees Owed 
To: FNAME <> 

  

 

View this email in your browser  

  

6/2/2025 

  

 

 

RE:     Second Notice of Back Dues/Agency Fees Owed 

  

Dear ., 

  

This is the second letter you are receiving because you have outstanding dues or 

agency fees, and/or have not authorized dues or agency fees to be deducted from 

your paycheck, and have not made other arrangements to pay dues or agency 

fees to UE Local 256, MIT GSU. 

  

With this letter the union invites you to join the overwhelming majority of your 

coworkers and join UE Local 256 so that your voice and vote are included and 

counted as graduate employees work together to improve our workplace and to 

protect everyone’s rights. You can join the union at https://member-

portal.mitgsu.org/dues.  

 

The collective bargaining agreement between UE Local 256 and MIT requires all 

bargaining unit employees to either join the union and pay dues or pay equivalent 

agency fees to the union. Actual membership in the union is not required. 

However, a non-member is required to pay agency fees by the end of the current 



month in which the employee is working. You can sign up for payroll deduction of 

agency fees at https://member-portal.mitgsu.org/agency. 

 

You are currently not listed as a member in good standing. According to Article 3 of 

the collective bargaining agreement between the union and MIT: 

  

Section 1. Membership 

  

Subject to applicable law, all employees of MIT covered by this Agreement who 

are members of the Union in good standing on the effective date of this Agreement 

or who become members of the Union in good standing following the effective date 

of this Agreement shall as a condition of employment (i.e., appointment) remain 

members of the Union in good standing insofar as the payment of periodic dues 

and initiation fees, uniformly required, is concerned. 

  

Subject to applicable law, all present employees of MIT covered by this Agreement 

who are not members of the Union and individuals hired after the effective date of 

this Agreement shall as a condition of employment (i.e., appointment), beginning 

on the thirtieth (30th) day following the effective date of this Agreement or the 

thirtieth (30th) day following employment, whichever is later, become and remain 

members of the Union in good standing insofar as the payment of periodic dues 

and initiation fees, uniformly required, is concerned, or in lieu of such membership, 

pay to the Union an agency fee. The amount of such agency fee shall be 

established by the Union in accordance with applicable law, but in no event shall 

such fee exceed full union dues. 

  

Section 4. Future Appointments 

  

Non-payment of union dues or agency fees pursuant to Section 1 of this Article will 

result in the ending of an employee’s appointment one week early during the 



second appointment period for which the employee does not pay union dues or 

agency fees, with such periods understood to be September 1 through January 15, 

January 16 through May 31, and June 1 through August 31. The affected 

employee shall be eligible for a new bargaining unit appointment in a future 

appointment period, including the appointment period immediately subsequent to 

the second period referred to above. 

 

The union’s constitution states that union dues shall be 1.44% of gross pay per 

month per capita, or, if the union has not been provided with a bargaining unit 

member’s documented pay information, 1.44% of gross pay of the highest-paid 

member per month per capita. The constitution further states that agency fees 

shall be set to an amount equivalent to union dues. The total monthly non-member 

objector financial core fee for the 2024 dues year is 1.14% of gross pay per month 

per capita, or, if the union has not been provided with a bargaining unit member’s 

documented pay information, 1.14% of gross pay of the highest-paid member per 

month per capita. 

 

The union does not have all of your documented pay information. As such, for the 

months that we do not have your pay information, your dues rate is 1.14% of gross 

pay of the highest-paid member per month per capita. You may provide your pay 

stubs to the union to have your dues rate adjusted to 1.14% of your actual gross 

pay per month per capita. To ensure your dues/fees are calculated accurately in 

the future, please fill out your union FERPA release available in the Atlas app. 

Since we have not yet issued Beck packets for 2025, we are only including months 

in 2024 below. 

  

On 4/30/25 the union notified you of your contractual obligation to pay the union 

dues or agency fees. However, you have failed to make arrangements to pay the 

dues/agency fees that you owe to UE Local 256. 

  



You currently owe UE Local 256 $398.73 in dues/agency fees. This breaks 

down as follows: 

  

06/24, Amt Owed: $63.79; 07/24, Amt Owed: $63.79; 08/24, Amt Owed: $63.79; 

09/24, Amt Owed: $51.84; 10/24, Amt Owed: $51.84; 11/24, Amt Owed: $51.84; 

12/24, Amt Owed: $51.84 

  

You may pay the amount you owe by check or money order, with payment made 

out to “UE Local 256” and mailed to UE Local 256 at 552 Massachusetts Ave 

#204, Cambridge MA 02139. 

  

To pay future dues or agency fees owed, you can join the union and sign up for 

payroll deduction of dues at https://member-portal.mitgsu.org/dues. Otherwise, you 

can pay agency fees by signing up for payroll deduction at https://member-

portal.mitgsu.org/agency. To pay by check or money order, the payment should be 

made out to “UE Local 256” and mailed to UE Local 256 at 552 Massachusetts 

Ave #204, Cambridge MA 02139. You may also pay by credit card or bank transfer 

at this link: https://tinyurl.com/mitgsu-pay. 

  

If you fail to pay the arrears of $398.73, the union will take the necessary steps to 

enforce the union security clause of the collective bargaining agreement by 

requesting that your appointment be ended early. These are extreme steps we 

hope we would not have to take.   

  

Please respond by July 1st, 2025 to dues@mitgsu.org to make arrangements to 

pay the amount you owe in back dues or agency fees and begin timely payment of 

future dues or fees.  

  

If you have any questions or concerns about the amount you owe, please let us 

know at dues@mitgsu.org. 



 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Nadia Zaragoza 

Vice President 

UE Local 256 MIT GSU 

  

  

  

 

  

 

Follow us on social media! 
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