
UNION? 
The concept of unions originated as a means of giving 

workers a stronger voice when negotiating with their 
employer, and under the right conditions, there's nothing 
wrong with collective bargaining . 

If two or more employees believe that they have a better 
bargaining position by forming an association, or if a 
company decides it is easier to deal with a single employee 
representative rather than with (possibly) hundreds of 
individuals, who could fault either side? Both parties are 
well within their rights to try to promote their point of view 
in the most favourable or convenient manner possible. 

In practice, however, union activity increasingly has less 
and less to do with the relationship described above. 
Although it often seems otherwise, there is a very 
important concept that is ignored and which is key to th e 
problem with unions in the world today. 

That concept is called freedom of choice. 

Freedom Party believes that the purpose of 
government is to protect our freedom of choice, not 
to restrict it . 

Individual freedom of choice is a cornerstone of any free 
society. Unfortunately, freedom of choice is sadly lacking 
within union relationships, whether it appl ies to member
ship, employers, or even the general public . 

Unions have evolved into political lobby groups who, in 
order to justify their existence and their fundin g, just 
happen to do a little collective negotiation on the side. 
From the viewpoint of those they claim to represent, 
unions have abandoned their primary duty to act as 
employee representatives in favour of what they consider 
to be a higher priority: political lobbying . 

Freedom 
Party 

To deal wit h the subject of unio'ls operating in a manner 
which respects individua l freedom of choice, we must first 
define the co nd itions of a vo luntary rela ti onshi p and 
es tablish w hy such a relationship is necessa ry and proper 

Simply stated, a volun tary relat ionship is one w hich is 
non -coercive (i. e., a relat ionship where force, compulsion, 
coercion or intim idat ion cann ot justifiably be initiated by 
one party aga inst another) . In fact, this is a condition that 
most peop le in any free soc iety expect, and the prevent ion 
of sll ch use of force and coe rcio n in our reiationships is 
prec isely why f ree societies require object ive laws and 
governments. 

Regrettabl y, un ions in th ei r present form operate under 
all ent irely different pr inciple. True freedom of cho ice is 
nO ll -existent w hen al l employees are forced to pay 
compulsory dues to a un ion and the va ri ety of ca uses it 
supports . 

The issue facing us is whether the use of compulsion 
(force), as exe rcised by unions, should rep lacE a vo lun tary 
re latiollship w ithin a free soc iety. 

Assumably, as free ind ivid uals, the law must allow us to 
make our own choices on our own beha lf, rath er than 
have th ose cho ices made for us by politi c ians, burea u
crats, and yes, even unions . 

Bu t fr om organized labour's poin t of v iew, freedom of 
choice is a threa t to its existence. Th e grea test w eakness 
of unions is that they belie ve tha t coercion is their 
stronges t asset. And in a nega tive sense, it is. It allows 
them to cla im not only that they rep resent a mu ch larger 
group than they ac tua lly do , it also allows th em to raise 
fi nancial support w itho;jt having to earn it. 

And that's wrong. 

Real support is voluntary support. Having a right to 
coerce either money or membersh ip does not con st itu te 
" support" by any stre tch of the imaginat ion; in fact, it 
proves the opposite . 

A union capab le of opera t ing on voluntary support and 
the pr inc iple of freedom of choice is the only kin d of 
associa t ion morally justified in claiming the support of its 
members . 
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