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EVMPLOYER INTERFERENCE BY THE NUMBERS

. Employers that illegally fire at least one worker for union activity during

organizing campaigns:

Chance that an active union supporter will be illegally fired for union
activity during an organizing campaign:

. Employers that hire consultants or union-busters to help them fight union

organizing drives:

Employers that force employees to attend one-on-one meetings against the
union with their own supervisors:

Employers that force employees to attend mandatory closed-door meetings
against the union:

Employers that threaten to call U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
during organizing drives that include undocumented employees:

. Companies that threaten to close the plant if the union wins the election:
. Companies that actually close their plants after a successful union election:

. Workers in FY 2006 who received back pay in cases alleging employer

violations of workers’ rights under the National Labor Relations Act:

Percentage of cases in which employers do not agree to a contract after
workers form a union under the NLRB process:

Portion of public that says strong laws protecting workers’ freedom to
form unions—without employer interference—are important:

Portion of public that disapproves of employer anti-union campaigns
when workers try to form unions:

Nonunion workers who say they want to have a union in their workplace:

Number and percentage of U.S. workers that belong to unions:

(Private-sector employers)
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