


The remaining 20 percent of the units where the union has been unable to bargain a first
contract have lost certification since the election, including 4 percent due to a full or partial
shutdown, 2 percent due to work being contracted out, 4 percent because the union withdrew, 1
percent because the union lost a strike, 4 percent because of change in company ownership, and 5
percent because the union was decertified. For the 53 percent of the campaigns with threats
where the election was won by the union but a first contract has yet to be reached, 71 percent are
still bargaining, 7 percent were decertified, 5 percent had a full or partial shutdown, and another
5 percent had bargaining unit work contracted out.

Of the original 407 campaigns in the sample, in five campaigns (1 percent) the employer
shut down all or part of the plant after the election was won. In another five campaigns (1
percent) the employer shut down all or part of the plant after the election was lost. This brings
the total number of full or partial plant closings since the elections took place in 1998-1_999 to 10
(3 percent). This is substantially lower than the 15 percent of units in the 1993-1995 sample
which had closed within three years of the election being held, most likely because not enough
time has passed since the 1998-1999 elections to accurately predict the actual post-election plant
closing rate. Follow-up research a year from now will provide a more reliable assessment of the
current plant closing rate. Yet, given the dramatic increase in plant closing threats in more mobile
industries, it is very telling that so few of the firms in our sample have yet to follow-through on
their threat to close down all or part of their operations in response to the union campaign. It
suggests that for most employers, plant closing threats are just another tactic in their anti-union

campaigns, one that extremely effectively plays on the real fears of workers living and working

in an increasingly mobile economy.
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Conclusion

The results of this study conclusively demonstrate that capital mobility and the threat of
capital mobility have had a profound impact on the ability of American workers to exercise their
rights to freedom of association and collective bargaining. Despite strategic initiatives by many
unions to target their organizing activity in industries and firms less vulnerable to global markets,
the majority of all employers continue to threaten to shut down all or part of their operations .if
workers try to organize. In industries such as manufacturing, communications, and wholesale
distribution, where the rate of capital mobility in and out of the country skyrocketed in the
second half of the 1990s, the proportion of employers making plant closing threats during
organizing campaigns has risen to more than 70 percent.

In the current climate of corporate restructuring, burgeoning trade deficits, constantly
shifting production, and the fear of job loss they have engendered, these data suggest that most
workers take even the most veiled employer plant closing threats very seriously. When
combined with other anti-union tactics of employers, as they are in the overwhelming majority of
employer campaigns, plant clpsing threats are extremely effective in undermining union
organizing efforts, even in a context where the majority of workers in the unit seem predisposed
to support the union at the onset of the organizing campaign. These workers cannot be certain of
what we know from these data - namely that the vast majority of employers have no intention of
shutting down their operations if the union wins the election, but rather that plant closing threats
are just one more extremely effective tactic in their arsenal against union organizing campaigns.

For more than three-quarters of the certification election campaigns in our sample, unions

filed for the election with at least 60 percent of the unit signed up on cards. With election win
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rates averaging only 44 percent and first contract rates averaging under 70 percent, fewer than 30
percent of the 76,833 workers involved in the elections in our sample ended up being covered
under a collective bargaining agreement.

Yet, because this research focuses on organizing campaigns where the union was able to
gain enough support from bargaining unit members to petition the NLRB for a certification
election, these data cover only a fraction of those workers who want a union but are unable to
achieve one. They do not include the many organizing campaigns that never get to the point
where a petition is filed because of the chilling effect of aggressive employer opposition. Nor
does it include the many campaigns where the union withdrew the petitioﬁ before the election
was held because the employer campaign had so intimidated the workers that the union had lost
all hope of winning the election. Thus we do not know the full extent or impact of employer
plant closing threats or plant closings during the organizing process. Nor have we captured the
magnitude of the effect that plant closings during or after organizing campaigns have on other
workers who contemplate bringing a union into their workplaces.

Even when unions do win organizing and first contract campaigns in the aftermath of
plant closing threats, these victories can be fleeting. Too many times in the last decade industrial
unions watched some of their most celebrated organizing victories turn into shattering losses as
newly organized plants, with a first, or even a second, agreement in place, shut down and moved
out of the country.

For many in the labor movement, the most devastating example of this was the January
2000 shut down of three Tultex Corporation plants in Virginia and North Carolina. UNITE’s

1994 election victory for 2500 workers at Tultex Corporation, a fleece-wear manufacturing plant
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in Martinsville, Virginia, was widely celebrated as labor’s largest organizing victory in
manufacturing in more than a decade. The union had won the victory after five very difficult
organizing attempts, including repeated threats of plant closing in captive audience meetings and
videos. The victory in Martinsville, was followed quickly by a series of organizing victories at
Tultex facilities in South Boston, Virginia, and Mayodan, North Carolina, and solid union
contracts were bargained at all three facilities. But by early 2000, Tultex had shut down all three
facilities, moving production to Mexico and Jamaica, and leaving more than 2600 union workers
out of a job (Dart, 2000; Bronfenbrenner, 1997; Curran, 1998).

Although Tultex may be the most dramatic, it is just one among many stories of the
challenges unions face in organizing in the nation’s most mobile industries such as apparel and
textile, auto parts, electronics, telecommunications, steel fabrication, and food processing. For so
many workers in those industries, any organizing activity is quickly stifled, with the first veiled
threat from the employer that the plant might close or work might be shifted out of the couniry,
if the union comes in.

In a climate of constantly escalating capital mobility, it is only natural that many unions
are turning toward less4 mobile sectors of the economy. But what of the workers in the nation’s‘
most mobile industries? Whether they work in garment shops in the nation’s largest cities,
textile and food processing plants in the rural South, electronics component plants in Southern
California, or metal fabricétion plants in the Midwest, these are the American workers hit
hardest by globalization.

Thirty years ago, these were the kinds of jobs that benefitted most frorh tight labor

markets and helped drive the economic expansion and build the middle class. But today workers
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in these industries operate in the shadow of the economic boom, sharing in little, if any, of its
fruits. They work ever longer hours in workplaces beset by serious job injury and health
problems, with declining pay, few benefits, and little security. Many are recent immigrants from
Latin America and Asia, or women, or both, and few have the ‘skills or education needed to
transfer to better jobs in the "new economy." They are the workers who would benefit most
from the collective power and voice that a union provides. Yet, in a climate where capital
mobility and the threat of capital mobility are driving unions to seek targets in less mobile
industries, these are the workers who are most likely to be left behind.

As our study found, industrial workers are not the only workers WilO face threats of job
loss and plant closings if they attempt to organize. More than half of all employers across a wide
range of industries use these threats as part of their anti-union strategy. And, while a nursing
home, hotel, or retail store are unlikely to move to Mexico, they can be merged with or acquired
by another company, have work contracted out, or shut down to reopen in another facility or
another town.

This is what happened in February 2000 when meat cutters in Jacksonville, Texas,
became the first U.S. Wal-Mart employees to win a union election in the company’s thirty-eight
year history. Within months meat cutters at several other Wal-Mart stores in Texas and Florida
followed suit by filing petitions with the NLRB. But by April their hopes for unionization were
dashed when Wal-Mart announced that it would be shifting to prepackaged meat and so would
shut down meat cutting operations in their stores nationwide. Although the company claimed
that it was a business decision made long before the union vote came through, the impact on

these and other workers in the retail industry was the same. Another employer had shut down
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part of its operations in the aftermath of a union victory, reinforcing the perception that Wal-Mart
-- like so many of its corporate counterparts in industries across the country - was willing to do
what ever was necessary to remain union-free (Zimmerman, 2000).

The cost of these plant closings and threats of plant closings in response to unionization
goes well beyond broken unions and failed organizing campaigns and first contract campaigns.
Absent intensive efforts to organize the nation’s most mobile industries, density will plﬁmmet
further, causing working conditions to worsen even more, as workers lose their only hedge
against the worst effects of the global economy. And, absent any hope of collective power to
demand real improvements in wages and benefits, more reasonable hours and pace of work, and
long term job protections, workers’ insecurity about their position in the current economy and
their prospects for the future will continue to rise. The resultant insecurity will continue to
constrain wage and benefit demands énd hold down inflation, but it will not be good for
American workers, their families, and their communities. Without the collective voice and
power that unions bring, the global economy becomes little more than a worldwide race to the
bottom in wages, working conditions, and living standards, that no nation can win.

There are two p'aths toward breaking the hold that capital mobility has on the economic
confidence and security of America’s workers. The first path focuses on establishing
international trade and tax policies which incorporate strong and enforceable labor standards in
trade agreements and provide disincentives to companies that seek to move employment out of
the country as part of their effort to break existing unions and prevent new unions from
organizing. These new labor standards must include both restrictions on the ability of companies

to shift their operations to other countries to avoid unionization and guarantees for the right to
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organize free of management interference and intimidation. Moreover, the new standards must
include meaningful penalties for violations of these rights.

The second path requires changes in U.S. labor laws to allow workers and unions to
diffuse, or disarm, the ability of employers to use capital mobility and threats of capital mobility
to thwart uniqnization efforts among their employees. Substantial financial penalties and
injunctive relief will be required to restrain the most egregious employer violations, particularly
plant shutdowns and the threat of plant shutdowns. In addition, the current lengthy election and
first contract process will need to be replaced with card check recognition and first contract
arbitration, thereby restraining employers from using the threat of Capitai mobility to intimidate
workers from voting for the union and bargaining a first agreement.

As we enter the new millennium, the question is not whether we should fully reject or
wholeheartedly embrace globalization. Instead the question is whether the disparate benefits and
impacts of globalization can be reordered so that oﬁr trade agreements and labor law policies no
longer serve to primarily benefit corporations at the expense of workers and communities in the

U.S. and around the globe.
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TABLE 1: SURVEYS RECEIVED BY ELECTION OUTCOME, FIRST CONTRACT RATE, AND
UNION

Total Returned Surveys Returned Surveys Returned
Surveys Received With Plant Without Plant Surveys With
Closing Threats Closing Threats Plant Closings
# % # % # % # %
All Elections 407 1.00 208 51 199 49 10 .02
Elections held 1998 200 49 99 48 - 101 51 7 .70
Elections held 1999 207 S1 109 .52 98 49 3 .30
Elections lost by union 227 .56 130 .63 97 49 5 .50
Elections won by union 180 44 78 .38 102 .51 5 .50
First Contract Achieved* 93 23 (.52) 37 .18(47) 56 .28 (.55) 0 .00
Elections held 1998 56 .28 (.68) 19 .19(.61) 37 36(.71) 0 .00
Elections held 1999 37 .18(39) 18 .17(.38) 19 .19(.39) 0. .00
Union
AFSCME 16 .04 5 .02 11 .06 0 .00
AFT 6 02 0 .00 6 .03 0 .00
CWA 9 .02 6 .03 3 02 0 .00
HERE 9 .02 1 .01 8 .04 0 .00
1AM 9 .02 5 .02 4 .02 0 .00
IBEW 9 02 5 .02 4 02 | .10
IBT 83 20 41 20 42 21 4 40
IUE 6 02 4 .02 2 .01 0 .00
TUOE 9 .02 5 .02 4 .02 0 .00
LIUNA 10 .03 8 .04 2 01 0 .00
PACE 13 .03 6 .03 7 .04 0 .00
SEIU 56 .14 19 .09 37 19 0 .00
UAW 24 .06 17 .08 7 .04 0 .00
UBC 8 .02 6 .03 2 .01 1 .10
UFCW 30 07 15 .07 ~ 15 .08 1 10
UNITE 9 .02 7 03 2 .01 0 .00
USWA 37 .09 23 11 14 .07 2 20
Other AFL-CIO 36 .09 19 .09 17 .09 1 .10
National Independents 15 .04 9 .04 6 .03 0 .00
Local Independents 13 .03 7 .03 6 .03 0 .00

*First contract rate in parenthesis is the percent of elections won by the union that resulted in a first contract.
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Table 2: Industrial Sector, Plant Closing Threats, and Election Qutcome

Proportion Win Rate  Proportion  Win Rate Percent
or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
Al Elections All Elections Elections Rate
Elections with with
' Threats Threats
Industrial Sector
Manufacturing 32 29 45 28 71
Aerospace .00 .00 .01 .00 1.00
Auto and autoparts .04 .53 .06 .50 .80
Building materials .01 .60 .01 33 .60
Electronics and electrical products .01 .00 .02 .00 .80
Food processing .02 22 .03 14 .78
Fuel and chemical processing .02 .00 .02 .00 .50
Garment and textiles .00 1.00 .01 1.00 1.00
Household and recreational products .01 .60 .02 .60 1.00
Industrial equipment and machinery .04 24 .06 25 71
Metal production and fabrication .06 30 .09 28 .78
Plastics products .03 .00 .04 .00 .69
Printing .01 25 .01 33 75
Rubber products .02 17 .02 .00 .83
Wood and paper products .03 46 .04 .50 62
Other manufacturing .02 29 .01 .50 29
Mining .01 1.00 .01 1.00 1.00
Construction .02 29 .02 25 57
Warehouse and wholesale distribution .09 46 11 .39 .66
Warehouse .02 .86 .01 1.00 43
Wholesale .07 .36 .10 .30 1
Retail .03 25 .03 14 .58
Transportation 11 47 .08 .53 40
Freight transport .01 .50 .00 -- .00
Passenger transport .07 48 .05 .60 37
Waste disposal .03 42 .03 43 .58
Communications . .01 .00 .01 .00 1.00
Utilities ‘ .01 .67 .01 .67 1.00
Services 42 57 27 .50 33
Building services .01 1.00 .01 1.00 67
Business services .03 43 .03 33 43
Education .03 29 .04 .00 .57
Entertainment .01 5 .01 1.00 25
Health care 26 .61 .15 .59 31
Hospitality .03 .50 .02 .50 33
Laundries .01 1.00 .01 1.00 .50
Social services \ .03 .69 .01 .00 .08
Other services .01 20 .01 1.00 20
Mobility of Industry
Mobile 47 34 .63 32 .68
Immobile .53 54 .38 46 .36
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TABLE 3: NATURE OF PLANT CLOSING THREATS DURING THE ORGANIZING CAMPAIGN

Proportion ~ Win Rate Proportion Win Rate Percent
or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All All Elections Elections Rate
Elections Elections with with
Threats Threats

Plant Closing Threats 51 38 1.00 38 1.00
Specific unambiguous written threats .05 46 11 46 1.00
Specific unambiguous verbal threats .26 39 51 39 1.00
Veiled written threats .13 37 26 37 1.00
Veiled verbal threats 40 36 .79 36 1.00
Threats to move to another country .09 24 .18 24 1.00

Mexico .07 24 14 25 1.00

Canada .01 .00 .01 .00 1.00

Other Latin American/Caribbean .00 .00 .01 .00 1.00

Asia .01 33 01, .33 1.00

Unspecified other country .01 33 - .01 33 1.00
Union Filed ULP Charges on Threats .07 33 .14 33 1.00
Disposition:*
Union withdrew charges before complaint .02 (.13) 17 03 (13) 17 1.00
Charges dismissed/no complaint issued .01 (07 .50 .01 (.07) .50 1.00
Charges settled before complaint .01 (.10) .00 .01 (.10) .00 " 1.00
Complaint issued on at least some charges .05 (.63) 42 .09 (.63) 42 1.00
Charges settled after complaint .01 (.07) .50 .01 (.67) .50 1.00
Final determination in union’s favor 01 (.13) .50 02 (.13) .50 1.00
Final determination not in union’s favor .01 ((13) .00 02 (.13) .00 1.00
Why Charges Were Not Filed**
Thought the union would win election 12 (.28) .78 24 (.28) 78 1.00
Felt the case was not strong enough 21(.51) 24 A1 (5D 24 1.00
Thought the union would lose the election .04 (.09) .00 .07 (.09) .00 1.00
Lack of confidence in Labor Board .04 (.09) 38 .08 (.09) 38 1.00
Witnesses afraid to testify .02 (.03) .00 .03 (.03) .00 1.00

*Proportions in parenthesis are based on cases where ULPs were filed
**Proportions in parenthesis are based on cases where no ULPs were filed
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TABLE 4: CORPORATE STRUCTURE, PLANT CLOSING THREATS, AND ELECTION QUTCOME

Proportion Win Rate Proportion Win Rate Percent

or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All All Elections Elections Rate
Elections Elections* with with
Threats Threats*
Corporate History
Years company has been in operation 29.18 - 27.89 -- --
Years under current ownership 19.29 -- 17.75 -- --
Years at present site ©26.57 -- 26.37 - -
Ownership structure

Subsidiary of larger parent .84 41 .87 35 .53
Not subsidiary 17 .63 13 .56 40
Non-profit 23 .56 13 35 .28
For-profit 7 40 .88 38 .58
Publically-held 40 .34 .45 28 .58
Privately-held .37 47 42 49 .59

Global Structure :
U.S.-based, all sites U.S. .33 46 (.43) 34 42 (.35) 53
U.S.- based multinational 31 .39 (47) 39 36 (.39) .64
Foreign-based multinational 13 31 (.46) .14 .33 (.38) .59
Canada .04 40 .03 33 40
Latin America/Caribbean .01 .00 .01 .00 1.00
Asia .02 11 .03 .14 .78
Europe/Mediterranean .06 30 .06 39 57
Australia/New Zealand .00 1.00 .01 1.00 1.00
Foreign sites and locations A48 36 (1) .57 .35 (42) .61
Canada .06 46 .07 47 .63
Latin America/Caribbean .02 43 .02 25 .57
Asia .01 .50 .00 -- .00
Africa .00 1.00 .00 -- .00
Europe/Mediterranean .03 .55 .02 40 46
Australia/New Zealand .00 1.00 .01 1.00 1.00
Mixed Europe/N. America/Australia .03 .39 .04 .50 .62
Mixed North and South America .03 .39 .03 33 46
Mixed/Global 29 31 38 .30 .67
Foreign customers 51 36 (.52) 64 35(41) 65
Canada .04 .56 .05 .50 63
Latin America/Caribbean .01 .80 .01 .67 .60
Asia .01 25 .01 .50 .50
Africa .00 1.00 .00 -- .00
Europe/Mediterranean .02 .67 .01 .33 .50
Australia/New Zealand .00 1.00 .01 1.00 1.00
Mixed Europe/N. America/Australia .03 A3 .04 50 57
Mixed North and South America .04 .38 .04 .38 .50
Mixed/Global 35 30 A7 31 69
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TABLE 4: CORPORATE STRUCTURE, PLANT CLOSING THREATS, AND ELECTION OUTCOME

Proportion Win Rate Proportion Win Rate Percent
or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All All Elections Elections Rate
Elections Elections* with with
Threats Threats*

Foreign suppliers A48 37(51) .58 .36 (.40) .61
Canada .05 42 .05 36 ]
Latin America/Caribbean .02 57, .01 .33 .69
Asia .01 .00 .00 - .00
Africa .00 1.00 .00 - .00
Europe/Mediterranean .02 57 .01 33 43
Australia/New Zealand .00 1.00 .01 1.00 1.00
Mixed Europe/N. America/Australia .04 25 .05 36 .69
Mixed North and South America .03 .36 .03 33 43
Mixed/Global 32 35 41 35 .67

Any foreign sites, suppliers, or 57 37 (.54) .69 36 (41) .62

customers

* Number in parenthesis reports the percent win rate where the characteristic did not occur.
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TABLE 5: COMPANY CHARACTERISTICS, PLANT CLOSING THREATS, AND ELECTION OUTCOME

Proportion Win Rate  Proportion Win Rate Percent
or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All Elections All Elections Elections Rate
Elections* with with
Threats Threats*
Employment
Number of eligible voters in the unit 188.78 - 203.11 - -
50-99 eligible voters 41 A3 45 .37 .56
100-249 eligible voters 42 46 40 40 49
250-499 eligible voters 12 44 .10 33 44
500 or more eligible voters .05 48 .05 .36 .52
Total number of employees at parent 22691.93 -- 23941.74 - --
Total number of U.S.-Based employees 11336.21 -- 10802.64 -~ --
Financial condition
Excellent 25 .39 26 32 .52
Good 40 47 40 37 51
Fair .30 46 .30 43 .50
Poor .04 44 .05 40 .56
Annual revenue of parent company $4802.96 -- $7005.57 - -
Less than $25 million 22 .55 25 .55 44
$25-249.9 million 23 47 22 44 .53
$250-999.9 million .16 34 .16 27 52
$1-4.9 billion 24 AS 23 38 51
$5 billion or more .15 33 A2 25 .60
Net income $131.50 - $270.72 - -
Negative net income .30 A6 19 39 48
$0 - .9 million A1 57 24 .50 34
$1 - 24.9 million 24 51 17 48 51
$25 - 99.9 million 13 42 23 33 51
$100 million or more 22 31 18 23 .63
Percent change in net income in the last year -.20 - -.23 - -
Estimated price per share (EPS) 1.55 - 2.73 - --
Region ‘
Northeast 29 47 29 40 .51
Midwest 24 45 25 43 .53
Southeast 20 40 21 28 52
Southwest .04 A7 .03 29 47
West Coast and Mountain States 22 42 22 36 50
Territories .01 1.00 .01 1.00 .50
Unionization
Other organized units at the same site 15 .65 12 44 40
Other organized units at other sites .61 A7 .60 .39 51
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TABLE 6: UNIT CHARACTERISTICS, PLANT CLOSING THREATS, AND ELECTION OUTCOME

Proportion  Win Rate  Proportion  Win Rate  Percent
or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All All Elections Elections Rate
Elections Elections* with with
Threats Threats*
Wages
Hourly workers .94 -- .96 - -
Average wage of hourly workers $10.58 -- $10.59 - -
Minimum hourly wage $8.20 -- $8.19 -- -
Maximum hourly wage $13.99 -- $13.75 -- --
Salaried workers .06 -- .04 - -
Average yearly salary $32847.30 - $46454.55 -- -
Minimum yearly salary $24255.74 - $28306.67 -- -
Maximum yearly salary $48433.25 -~ $73384.62 - --
Hourly and Salaried Combined 100.00 -- 100.00 -- --
Average wage 10.96 -- 10.99 -- -
Average wage more than $12/hour 31 40 (48) , .31 24 (44) 52
Average wage 38 - 811/hour 47 46 (45) 49 45(3D) .54
Average wage less than $8/hour 23 .52(44) 20 4137 46
Gender
Percent women in unit 46 -- 37 -
No women in unit .10 A5 (45) A1 57 (.36) 58
1- 49 percent women 40 31(54) 52 25(.52) .67
50-74 percent women 19 48 (44) A7 43(37) 46
75 percent or more women 31 .62 (36) 20 .56(.33) 34
Race and Ethnic Background
Percent workers of color in unit 39 -- .38 - -
Percent African-American 20 - 20 - --
Percent Hispanic .15 - 15 -- -
Percent Asian .03 -~ .03 - -
Percent Native American .00 - .01 -- -
No workers of color in unit 10 43 (45) A1 30(.39) 58
1-49 percent workers of color 51 .40(.50) 51 33(44) 51
50-74 percent workers of color 14 46 (45) .14 38(.38) .54
75 percent workers of color 25 .55(42) 24 .53(.33) 49
Percent women of color 20 - -- --
No women workers of color in unit 20 43 (45) 22 44 (36) .57
1-49 percent women workers of color .60 38(.55) 58 27(.52) 49
50-74 percent women workers of color .10 .59 (43) 09 47(37) .44
75 percent plus women workers of color 08  .83(42) .08 .80(34) .52
Percent recent immigrants .05 - .05 - -
Percent undocumented .02 -- .02 -- --
Percent non-English speaking A5 -- .16 -- -
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TABLE 6: UNIT CHARACTERISTICS, PLANT CLOSING THREATS, AND ELECTION OUTCOME

Proportion Win Rate  Propertion  Win Rate  Percent

or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All All Elections Elections Rate
Elections Elections* with with
Threats Threats*
Hours of work
Percent part-time 13 - A1 - -
Percent on call, temporary, per diem .05 -- .05 -- -
Average weekly hours of overtime 22 -- .14 -- --
Percent average more than 5 hrs/wk overtime 28 -- 32 - -
Percent work 10-12 hour shifts .18 -- 22 -- -
Unit Type
Craft 01 25 .01 .50 .50
Drivers .10 46 10 48 .54
Guards .002 .00 .00 - .00
Non-professional .05 .84 .03 57 37
Production and Maintenance 44 33 .59 32 .70
Professional/Technical 15 48 q1 41 37
Service and Maintenance 15 61 .08 .56 27
Wall-to-Wall/Cross Departments .09 .50 .07 29 .37
Clerical/White Collar .03 .36 .01 .67 27
Final unit different from petitioned unit 28  .38(47) 28  31(4D 51

* Number in parenthesis reports the percent win rate where the characteristic did not occur.
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TABLE 7: COMPANY PRACTICES TWO YEARS BEFORE THE PETITION WAS FILED

Proportion  Win Rate  Proportion = Win Rate Percent
or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All Elections Elections Rate
Elections Elections* with with
Threats Threats*
Threats of full or partial closing 21 35(47) .35 32 (41 .84
Major layoffs of 10% or more 11 36 ((45) .14 .29 (.39) .62
Serious threat of major layoff .16 37 (.46) 24 37 (.38) 75
Contracting out more than 10% 12 .60 (42) 13 55(.35) .66
Job combinations for more than 10% of unit 22 .52 (42) 23 .52 (.33) 53
Annual wage increase of 3% or more 17 A48 (44) .16 38 (37 51
Wage fregze 39 45 (44) 38 .34 (.40) .50
Wage cut .09 39 (45) 12 32(.38) .69
Significant benefit improvements .03 39 (44) .05 50 (37) a1
Significant benefit cuts 40 44 (44) 44 37 (.38) .56
Significant increase in the pace of work 48 42 (.46) .55 36 (.39) 58
Changes in equipment and technology 13 47 (44) A2 .36 (.38) 49
Changes in company ownership 18 54 (42) 19 46 (.36) 54
Chénges in management staff 30 51(41) 30 44 (.35) 51
Employee involvement in pléce before election 32 40 (.46) 31 33 (.39) .49
Number of changes before petition filed** 3.10 - _ 3.50 -- -
More than five changes before petition filed .14 A8 (44) .18 44 (.36) .67

* Number in parenthesis reports the percent win rate where the characteristic did not occur.
** Number of changes before the petition was filed does not include wage increases or benefit improvements.
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TABLE 8: EMPLOYER BEHAVIOR, PLANT CLOSING THREATS, AND ELECTION OUTCOME

Proportion Win Rate Proportion Win Rate  Percent
or Mean of for or Mean of for Threat
All Elections All Elections Elections Rate
Elections* with Threats with
Threats*
Hired management consultant 75 40 (.56) .81 34 (.53) .55
Held captive audience meetings .92 43 (.63) .96 37 (.50) .53
Number of meetings 11.41 -- 11.31 - -
More than 5 meetings 46 37 (.50) 52 32 (.44) 58
Mailed anti-union letters .70 42 (.49) 72 37 (.38) .53
Number of letters 6.51 - 597 - -
More than 5 letters .16 42 (.45) 17 53 (34) .55
Distributed anti-unjon leaflets 75 40 (.58) .79 33(.54) .54
Number of leaflets 13.37 - 14.77 - -
More than 5 leaflets 42 .37 (.49) .50 34 (.41) .61
Held supervisor one-on-ones 78 .40 (.60) .84 .36 (.46) 55
One-on-ones at least weekly .67 .40 (.53) .73 37(.39) .56
Used E-mail communications .06 46 (.44) .05 .60 (.36) 42
Established employee involvement program 17 33 (47) 21 32(.39) .63
Made positive personnel changes 34 40 (.47) A2 33(41) .63
Made promises of improvement A48 35(.53) .55 33 (43) .59
Granted unscheduled raises .20 A1 (.45) 200 38(37) .53
Distributed union promise coupon books 25 40 (.46) 30 .40 (.36) .60
Distributed pay stubs with dues deducted 27 38 (47) 28 35(39) .53
Made unilateral changes 17 43 (45) .20 43 (.36) .60
Discharged union activists 25 41 (.45) 27 43 (.36) .55
Number discharged 4.09 S - 442 - -
Discharged workers not reinstated before election 22 .39(.58) .20 40 (.67) 56
Other harassment and discipline of union activists .09 41 (.45) 10 38 (.37) 57
Promoted pro-union activists 11 49 (44) 13 A48 (.36) .60
Held raffles relating to union dues .07 .38 (.45) .07 A7 (37) 52
Used bribes and special favors 34 38(47) 40 39 (.36) 61
Used electronic surveillance 10 45 (.44) 13 46 (.36) .65
Held company social events 21 .38 (.46) 22 28 (.40) 54
Assisted anti-union committee 31 .35 (.48) 35 31 (401 58
Use free mass media .05 .54 (.44) .07 50 (.37) .64
Purchased time or ad space on mass media .03 .50 (.44) .04 50 (.37) .67
Laid off bargaining unit members .08 .56 (.43) 10 67 (.34) .66
Contracted out bargaining unit work .03 .71 (.43) .05 60 (36) 71
Used anti-union videos .55 .36 (.55) .64 31 (.49) 60
Threatened to report workers to INS .07 43 (449 .09 .50 (.36) .60
Involved community leaders/politicians .06 42 (44) .08 A1 (.37) 71
Filed ULP charges against the union .02 .50 (44) .02 50 (.37) .50
Number of tactics used by employer 6.53 - 7.89 - --
Employer used no tactics .03 1.00 (.43) .00 -(.38) .00
Employer used more than 5 tactics .62 .36 (.58) .78 .34 (.50) .64
Employer used more than 10 tactics .20 .38 (.46) .29 38 (.37) 75

* Number in parenthesis reports the percent win rate where the characteristic did not occur.
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TABLE 9;: UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES FILED ON EMPLOYER BEHAVIOR DURING

ORGANIZING CAMPAIGN

Proportion Win Rate  Proportion Win Percent

or Mean of for or Mean of Rate for Threat

All All Elections Elections Rate
Elections* Elections with with
Threats* Threats

ULP charges filed .33 (1.00) 45 . .35(1.00) 43 .55
Disposition:
Union withdrew charges before .05 (.15) 45 .04 (.12) 33 45
Charges dismissed/no complaint issued 04 ((11) 47 04 (12) 33 .60
Charges settled before compiaint .02 (.07) .67 .03 (.10) 71 .78
Complaint issued on at least some 21(.63) 40 22 (.60) .36 .53
Charges settled after complaint .06 (.16) .39 05(14) - 27 48
Final determination in union’s favor .06 (.19) 42 05 (.14) .50 .39
Final determination not in union’s favor .02 (.07) 22 .03 (.IOj .29 .78
Fired workers reinstated before election .03 (.09) .58 .03 (.08) .67 .50

*Proportions in parenthesis are based on cases where ULPs were filed.
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TABLE 10: FINAL STATUS OF UNITS IN ORGANIZING SURVEY
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Proportion  Proportion or Proportion or  Proportion or Proportion or Proportion Proportion
or Mean of Mean of Mean of Mean of Mean of or Mean of  or Mean of

All Elections  Elections Won  Elections Lost  Elections with Elections Elections Elections

’ Threats without Won with Lost with

Threats Threats Threats
Percent signed cards before petition filed .66 71 .62 .66 .65 1 .63
70 percent or more signed cards 45 .61 32 43 47 .62 32
Percent union vote 49 .65 35 46 51 .66 34
Union received 0-25 percent of the vote 1 .00 19 13 .09 .00 21
Union received 26-45 percent of the vote 37 .00 .64 .39 34 .00 .63
Union received 46-50 percent of the vote .10 .06 A3 .10 .09 .04 .14
Union received 51-55 percent of the vote .09 .20 .00 .10 .08 25 .00
Union received 56-75 percent of the vote .23 51 .00 .20 26 .52 .00
Union received more than 75 percent A1 23 .00 .08 13 .19 .00

Delay

Days from petition to election 81.79 85.68 78.71 83.83 79.65 107.28 90.88
Days from election to first contract 295.55 295.55 .00 306.32 289.00 306.32 .00
Union lost election .56 00 1.00 .63 49 .00 1.00
Union filed election objections* A2 .00 21 13 .10 .00 21
Objections upheld and union certified .00 .00 .00 (.02) .01 .00 .00 .01 (.04)
Objections upheld and rerun scheduled .03 .00 .06 (.28) .01 .05 .00 02 (.11)
Union won rerun election** .01 .00 .01 (.23) .01 .02 .00 .00 (.00)
Union lost rerun election** .02 .00 .04 (.62) .01 .03 .00 .02 (.67)
Rerun not yet scheduled** .01 .00 .01(.15) .01 .01 .00 .01 (.33)
Objections dismissed .05 .00 .09 (.45) .07 .04 .00 11 (.52)
Objections settled 01 .00 .01 (.06) .01 .00 .00 02(.11)
Objections withdrawn : .01 - .00 .02 (.09) .01 .01 .00 .02 (.07)
Objections pending .01 .00 .01 (.06) .01 .01 .00 .02 (.07)
Board issued posting but no rerun .01 .00 .01 (.04) .01 .00 .00 .02(.07)
Union went back for second election*** A7 .00 .32 .20 .14 .00 33
Second election won .02 .00 .03 (.10) .01 .02 .00 .02 (.07)
Second election lost .03 .00 .04 (.15) .02 .03 .00 04 (.12)
Second election still not scheduled ' .09 .00 15 (.49) 11 06 .00 17 (.54)
Union withdrew from second election .03 .00 .05 (.16) .03 .03 .00 05(.15)
Union won voluntary recognition .01 .00 .01 (.03) .01 .01 .00 .01 (.02)
Plant closed before election .01 .00 .02 (.06) .02 .00 .00 .04 (.10)
Other union won election .00 .00 .00 (.01) .00 .01 .00 .00 (.00)



