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Introduction: Anti-Union Practices in 
Mexico under the USMCA

The study of anti-union practices in Mexico is a complex task, given the 
multiple interests involved in controlling the workforce. It also requires an 
examination of how the state, companies, and corporate unions shape pro-
tection networks, corruption, and institutional complicity that prevent 
Mexican workers from achieving independent and democratic organization.

Throughout this study, we analyze the practices and strategies employed 
by companies, corporate unions, and state and federal governments—throu-
gh the State’s institutional structures—to control and, in some cases, inti-
midate or repress worker movements that demand better working conditions 
and alternatives to corporate union representation.

All of this unfolds within the framework of the Mexico–United States–
Canada Agreement (usmca), which, for the first time, includes a specific 
provision addressing corporate union practices: the labor chapter of the 
agreement.

What is labor peace? It is a corporate arrangement—promoted by the 
State and maintained at the expense of the working class—whose main 
objective is to foster an environment free of labor conflicts and to provide 
economic certainty for companies that establish or relocate operations in 
various states across Mexico (Salinas-García, 2016).

In addition, corporate unions seek to project an image of legitimacy and 
worker support. In this process, workers become political pawns of union 
leaders, who exploit their representational role to negotiate positions and 
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privileges with ruling parties, regardless of any ideological differences that 
may exist with the political institutions to which they are aligned. What 
matters most for these corporate unions is to continue negotiating with the 
governments in power the terms of collective bargaining agreements for 
companies operating throughout the country.

This common front promoted by the State, corporate unions, and com-
panies against the labor movement is the three-headed monster fought by 
independent and democratic unions, as well as workers demanding decent 
wages and favorable working conditions. This is no minor issue, as inde-
pendent unions and union leaders struggle against harassment by State ins-
titutions, face surveillance and monitoring by State police agencies and, in 
some cases, by the companies themselves, along with the closure of spaces 
where they hold assemblies to organize workers by inspection agencies and 
even Civil Protection. The working class faces harassment, threats, and dis-
paragement from corporate unions and, what is even worse, the use of prac-
tices that violate human rights, such as blacklists.

In blacklisting practices, workers who lead independent and democratic 
organizing efforts within companies are unfairly dismissed and subsequent-
ly reported to corporate networks and unions, preventing them from being 
rehired because they are deemed disruptive. Confronted with this situation, 
Mexican workers engage in a daily struggle against the fear of defending 
their labor rights—rights that would allow them to achieve a dignified life.

The struggle, therefore, is against a three-headed monster—the State, 
companies, and corporate unions—that together uphold the so-called labor 
peace. It should be noted that, although no concrete evidence has been ga-
thered on this matter, there remains a risk that a fourth force—organized 
crime—could emerge against the independent and democratic labor mo-
vement, particularly in states where criminal groups have a strong presence. 
These groups could potentially form alliances with corporate unions to 
exercise violent control over the workforce.

Despite the negative conditions described above, most of the actors in-
terviewed for this study hold a positive view of the 2019 labor reform and 
the labor chapter of the United States–Mexico–Canada Agreement (usmca). 
However, they also recognize that Mexico still lacks sufficiently robust me-
chanisms to enforce the labor rights of the working class. In many cases, 
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those who violate the labor rights of thousands of Mexican workers on a 
daily basis continue to act with impunity, perpetuating anti-union practices 
that enable them to illegitimately represent the workforce.

This includes state and federal government officials who are negligent 
and, in some cases, complicit in these labor violations, as well as corporate 
unions that intimidate and abuse workers in collusion with companies. We 
believe this constitutes one of the most critical areas for improvement—both 
within Mexican labor legislation and in the labor chapter of the usmca. In 
other words, mechanisms must be established to hold not only companies 
accountable, but also government officials and members or representatives 
of corporate unions.

In connection with the above, it should not be overlooked that Mexican 
law already includes provisions to sanction anyone who delays, obstructs, 
or improperly influences any process related to union activity. The problem 
lies not in the law itself, but in its lack of effective enforcement.

It would be naive to assume that, since the labor reform was enacted, 
no state or federal official, lawyer, or union representative has been sanctio-
ned in accordance with the law. Information confirming the absence of 
sanctions was obtained through the National Transparency Platform and 
the obligated entities. Both the Federal Judiciary Council and the Federal 
Center for Conciliation and Labor Registration (see Annex 1) have evaded 
their legal obligation by invoking Criterion 3/2017 of the National Institu-
te for Transparency, Access to Information, and Protection of Personal Data, 
which states that “there is no obligation to prepare ad hoc documents to 
respond to requests for access to information.”

However, the information that should be generated or held—by the 
Federal Judiciary Council in the case of public officials, and by the Federal 
Center for Conciliation and Labor Registration in the case of lawyers, liti-
gants, or representatives—is explicitly required by the current Federal Labor 
Law (fll), specifically Article 48, paragraphs 5, 6, and 7. Therefore, the 
request does not concern the creation of ad hoc information, but rather the 
disclosure of what is already established by law, namely:

Lawyers, litigants, or representatives who file actions, exceptions, motions, 
proceedings, submissions of evidence, appeals, or, in general, any filing that 
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is clearly inappropriate and intended to prolong, delay, or obstruct the hea-
ring or resolution of a labor dispute shall be fined between 100 and 1,000 ti-
mes the Unit of Measurement and Update (uma).

If the delay results from omissions or irregular conduct by public offi-
cials, the applicable penalty shall be suspension without pay for up to ninety 
days and, in the case of a repeat offense, dismissal from office in accordance 
with the relevant provisions. In such cases, the matter shall also be referred to 
the Office of the Public Prosecutor for investigation of possible offenses 
against the administration of justice.

Public officials of the Federal Center for Conciliation and Labor Regis-
tration who delay, obstruct, or improperly influence union registration pro-
cedures, collective bargaining agreements, or internal labor regulations, or 
who unjustifiably grant proof of representation, shall be fined between 100 
and 1,000 times the Unit of Measurement and Update (uma).

Public officials of local Conciliation Centers shall be subject to the same 
penalties when engaging in such conduct in the performance of their conci-
liation duties (fll, 2024).

In conclusion, both the Federal Judiciary Council and the Federal Cen-
ter for Conciliation and Labor Registration share responsibilities but fre-
quently avoid complying with legal requirements, as illustrated in Annexes 
1 and 2. Despite this, Article 48bis of the fll provides the first formal cata-
log of anti-union practices. However, this initial attempt does not fully re-
flect the daily experiences of independent and democratic unions or of 
workers on the factory floor. Anti-union practices extend beyond those 
recognized in the law.

Analysis of the fll shows that it primarily regulates the formal enfor-
cement of labor law, which is consistent with a positive legal perspective. 
Nevertheless, many anti-union practices continue to occur outside these 
legal provisions and are experienced directly by workers in their daily work 
life. Examples include blacklisting, which prevents workers engaged in 
non-corporate union activity from being hired elsewhere; unjustified dis-
missals linked to union organizing; and the use of the State’s institutional 
structure to repress or control the independent labor movement. Even so, 
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the fll represents an important step forward by formally recognizing some 
anti-union practices in Article 48bis.

Article 48 Bis. - For the purposes of Article 48 of this Law, the following 
actions shall be considered manifestly inadmissible, by way of example: 

I. In the case of parties, attorneys, litigants, representatives, or witnesses:

a.	Offering any personal benefit, gift, or bribe to officials of the Federal 
Center for Conciliation and Labor Registration, Local Conciliation 
Centers, or Courts, as well as to third parties involved in a labor 
proceeding.

b.	Altering a document signed by a worker for a different purpose in 
order to incorporate a resignation.

c.	 Requiring the signing of blank documents at the time of hiring or at 
any point during the employment relationship.

d.	Presenting manifestly false information in labor proceedings, by ei-
ther party or their representatives, regarding salary, working hours, 
or length of service.

e.	Denying access to an establishment or workplace to a labor autho-
rity’s clerk or notifier when they request to deliver a notification or 
perform a procedure. Similarly, refusing to accept documents re-
lating to a notification ordered by the labor authority, including 
matters involving the company’s address, name, or the individual 
or legal entity being sought. It is also unlawful to use tax identifi-
cation numbers or official documents from other companies, even 
if they share the same address, to evade a summons to a pre-trial 
conciliation procedure, a trial, or the presentation of evidence.

f.	 Claiming ownership of a collective bargaining agreement without 
having workers affiliated with the union employed at the workplace 
covered by the agreement.

In the case of public servants, the following actions will be considered to be 
manifestly inadmissible.
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a.	 Issuing a notification claiming it was delivered to the specified ad-
dress when it was not actually delivered.

b.	Issuing a notification or summons without delivering it.
c.	 Failing to issue a notification within the period established by law or 

ordered by the labor authority.
d.	Deliberately delaying the notification of a conciliation hearing, the 

summons for a labor trial, or any personal notification of labor pro-
ceedings to benefit one of the parties or receive a benefit from a party.

e.	 Accepting a gift from one of the parties or an interested third party.
f.	 Deliberately delaying the enforcement of judgments or agreements 

that are res judicata.
g.	Admitting evidence unrelated to the litigation to delay the procee-

dings.
h.	Delaying an agreement or resolution more than eight days beyond 

the deadlines established by law.
i.	 Concealing files to delay the trial or prevent a hearing or proceeding 

from taking place.
j.	 Delaying or obstructing the delivery of a certificate of representation 

without just cause.
k.	Unjustifiably refusing to accept a notification from a Conciliation 

Center or Court, or obstructing its delivery; in such cases, the mat-
ter shall be referred to the corresponding Internal Control Body, re-
gardless of the penalties established by law.

The conduct is considered serious if the delay results from omissions or irre-
gular actions by public officials. In such cases, in addition to the penalties pro-
vided under the General Law on Administrative Responsibilities, those res-
ponsible shall be fined between 100 and 1,000 times the Unit of Measurement 
and Update (uma), and the matter shall be referred to the Public Prosecutor’s 
Office for potential offenses against the administration of justice (fll, 2024). 

With regard to the General Law on Administrative Responsibilities 
(glar), six articles apply to public officials who fail to fulfill their obliga-
tions. In addition to Articles 48 and 48bis of the fll, Articles 49, 52, 57, 58, 
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61, and 62 are also relevant. These provisions address the omissions or in-
volvement of public officials in practices that may be considered anti-union.

Article 49. A public servant shall be guilty of a minor administrative offen-
se if their actions or omissions fail to comply with or violate the following 
obligations:

I.	 To perform the duties, responsibilities, and tasks entrusted to 
them with discipline and respect, both toward other public offi-
cials and toward the individuals with whom they interact, in ac-
cordance with the code of ethics referred to in Article 16 of this 
Law and the applicable codes of conduct;

II.	 To report any acts or omissions observed in the exercise of their 
duties that may constitute administrative offenses, in accordance 
with Article 93 of this Law.

III.	 Follow the instructions of their superiors, provided that such ins-
tructions comply with the provisions applicable to public service.

IV.	 If they receive instructions or assignments that contravene these 
provisions, they must report the situation in accordance with Ar-
ticle 93 of this Law.

V.	 Submit declarations of assets and interests in a timely manner and 
in the form established by this Law.

VI.	 Register, organize, safeguard, and protect the documentation 
and information that, by reason of their employment, position, 
or commission, is under their responsibility, and prevent its im-
proper use, disclosure, removal, destruction, concealment, or 
alteration.

VII.	 Supervise that the public officials under their direction comply 
with the provisions of this article.

VIII.	Render accounts regarding the exercise of their functions, in ac-
cordance with the applicable rules.

IX.	 Cooperate in judicial and administrative proceedings in which 
they are a party.

X.	 Ensure, prior to the conclusion of contracts for the acquisition, 
lease, or disposal of any property, the provision of services of any 
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kind, or the contracting of public works or related services, that 
the individual declares under oath that he or she does not hold a 
position, post, or commission in the public service or, if applica-
ble, that holding such a position does not give rise to a conflict of 
interest. The respective declarations must be made in writing and 
submitted to the internal control body prior to the conclusion of 
the act in question. If the contractor is a legal entity, such declara-
tions must also be submitted in relation to the partners or share-
holders who exercise control over the company.

XI.	 [Without prejudice to the foregoing obligation, and prior to carr-
ying out any legal act involving the use of public funds with legal 
entities, their articles of incorporation and, where applicable, any 
amendments thereto shall be reviewed to verify that their part-
ners, members of the board of directors, or controlling sharehol-
ders do not have a conflict of interest.]

XII.	 [Deleted]

For the purposes of this Law, a partner or shareholder is deemed to exer-
cise control over a company when they are administrators or members of the 
board of directors, or when, jointly or separately, directly or indirectly, hold 
rights that allow them to exercise voting rights over more than fifty percent 
of the capital, have decision-making power in its meetings, are able to appoint 
the majority of the members of its administrative body, or by any other means 
have the power to make fundamental decisions for said legal entities.
Article 52. A public servant commits the offense of bribery if he or she 
demands, accepts, obtains, or attempts to obtain, either personally or throu-
gh third parties and in connection with the performance of his or her duties, 
any benefit not included in his or her lawful remuneration as a public ser-
vant. Such benefit may consist of money; securities; movable or immovable 
property (including through disposal at a price significantly below market 
value); donations; services; employment; or any other undue advantage for 
themselves, their spouse, blood or civil relatives, or for third parties with 
whom they have professional, employment, or business relationships, as 
well as for partners or companies of which the public servant or the afore-
mentioned persons are members.
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A public servant who fails to return any excess payment received beyond 
their lawful remuneration, in accordance with the applicable pay scales, 
within thirty calendar days of receipt, commits the offense of bribery.

Article 57. A public servant commits the offense of abuse of office when 
they exercise powers not conferred upon them, or use the powers they do 
possess to carry out or induce arbitrary acts or omissions, in order to obtain 
a benefit for themselves or for the persons referred to in Article 52 of this 
Law, or to cause harm to any person or to the public service. The same 
offense is committed when the public servant engages, either personally or 
through a third party, in any of the conduct described in Article 20 Ter of 
the General Law on Women’s Access to a Life Free of Violence.

Article 58. A public servant who, by reason of their employment, position, 
or commission, intervenes in any way in the handling, processing, or reso-
lution of matters in which they have a conflict of interest or a legal impedi-
ment, commits the offense of acting under a conflict of interest.

Upon becoming aware of such a matter, the public servant shall report the 
situation to their immediate superior or to the body responsible for deter-
mining the applicable provisions of public entities, and request to be excu-
sed from participating in any way in its handling, processing, or resolution.

It is the obligation of the immediate superior to determine and commu-
nicate to the public servant, no later than forty-eight hours before the dead-
line established for addressing the matter, the cases in which it is not 
possible to abstain from intervening. The superior shall also issue written 
instructions to ensure the impartial and objective handling, processing, or 
resolution of such matters.

Article 61. A public servant commits the offense of influence peddling when 
they use the position granted by their employment, office, or commission 
to induce another public servant to perform, delay, or refrain from perfor-
ming any act within their competence, in order to obtain a benefit, profit, 
or advantage for themselves or for any of the persons referred to in Article 
52 of this Law.
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Article 62. A public servant commits the offense of concealment when, in 
the exercise of their duties, they become aware of acts or omissions that may 
constitute administrative offenses and deliberately engage in conduct inten-
ded to conceal them (glar, 2025).

Despite all these legal provisions, as previously mentioned, the data ob-
tained from the Federal Judiciary Council and the Federal Center for Con-
ciliation and Labor Registration through the National Transparency 
Platform reveal two key issues.

First, there is no record of sanctions under the relevant laws — no dis-
ciplinary measures have been imposed on lawyers, company or union re-
presentatives, or public officials. Second, both institutions evade their 
responsibilities by failing to generate the information required by law, clai-
ming that it falls under the jurisdiction of another agency. However, when 
that agency is approached, it in turn claims that responsibility lies with the 
original institution (see Annexes 1 and 2).

It is important to recognize that the United States–Mexico–Canada 
Agreement (usmca) is a trade accord whose scope of authority applies ex-
clusively to economic relations among the three signatory countries. Con-
sequently, sanctions can only be imposed on companies engaged in 
economic activities within this trilateral framework. Nevertheless, alterna-
tives must be developed to ensure that state officials and corporate unions 
involved in anti-union practices are held accountable and effectively sanc-
tioned.

As demonstrated throughout this study, Mexican authorities have not 
produced indicators that allow for the assessment of the law’s effectiveness 
in achieving its stated goals—particularly in promoting and strengthening 
not only the labor chapter of the usmca but also the conventions ratified by 
Mexico before the International Labour Organization (ilo) that promote 
decent work and the protection of workers’ human rights.

In short, within the framework of Mexican labor and criminal law, an 
effective system of sanctions must be established for those who systemati-
cally violate workers’ rights. Without such an initiative, the systematic re-
production of anti-union practices in Mexico will persist, and the 
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three-headed monster will continue to grow stronger, feeding on the fear it 
instills in the workforce.

Regarding the above, two distinct positions emerged among the indivi-
duals interviewed for this study.

The first position—held primarily by workers—maintains that stricter 
regulations must be established than those currently in place under Mexican 
legislation, both in the Federal Labor Law (fll) and the General Law on 
Administrative Responsibilities (glar), as these frameworks have failed to 
curb anti-union practices in the country. Proponents of this view advocate 
for the creation of a supranational instrument similar to the Rapid Respon-
se Labor Mechanism (rrlm) under the usmca, which would enable the 
effective sanctioning of violations of the rights to freedom of association 
and union democracy, beyond purely commercial considerations. This idea 
resonates strongly with workers, who have observed that the rrlm has pro-
ven more effective in protecting their labor and union rights than Mexico’s 
own domestic legislation.

The second position contends that a mechanism similar to the rrlm is 
unnecessary to sanction government, union, or corporate actors and to 
eliminate anti-union practices in Mexico. From this perspective, what is 
truly needed to strengthen union freedom and democracy is the effective 
enforcement of the country’s existing laws—particularly the Federal Labor 
Law and the General Law on Administrative Responsibilities.
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I. Union insurgency or the legitimization of 
corporate unions?

The approval of the usmca and its labor chapter in 2018, along with the 
2019 labor reform, opened a window of opportunity to weaken—and, in 
the best-case scenario, eliminate—union corporatism in Mexico. However, 
neither the weakening nor the eradication of corporate union practices has 
materialized. This is because the strengthening of democracy and union 
freedom cannot be achieved by decree or through the mere reform of labor 
laws governing Mexico’s labor relations system. Rather, it is a social and 
cultural transformation that takes time, and the country is only beginning 
to build and consolidate its labor citizenship.

For the individuals interviewed, both the usmca and the 2019 labor 
reform have nonetheless produced positive results. Two stand out in partic-
ular: i) the Rapid Response Labor Mechanism (rrlm) established in the 
usmca’s labor chapter, which enables the prompt resolution of labor rights 
violations and provides a more effective alternative than the mechanisms 
available under the Federal Labor Law (fll) itself; and ii) the streamlining 
of procedures for asserting ownership of collective bargaining agreements 
under the new rules established in the fll—reducing processes that once 
took years to just a few months (Huitron-Altuzar, 2024).

Despite these positive developments, the reality is that the working class 
striving for change faces the legacy of decades of corporate union control, 
and dismantling this system will require a long-term effort. Mexico has a 
long history of corporate unionism, dating back to the golden age of the 
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Institutional Revolutionary Party (pri), which laid the foundations for 
iron-fisted control over the workforce. As one scholar notes, “In practice, 
corporatism is an ideal political arrangement for the creation and maintenance 
of an authoritarian system, as has been the case in Mexico. In the Mexico that 
emerged after Cárdenas’s institutionalization of the post-revolutionary polit-
ical system, the axis of the entire corporate complex of unions, employer orga-
nizations, and peasant organizations was—and continues to be—the 
presidential institution.” (Meyer, 1989)... According to Hermanson and De 
la Garza (2005), from the 1970s until the beginning of the neoliberal mod-
el in the 1980s, not only was there no union uprising to help workers regain 
legitimate control of their organizations, but their living conditions deteri-
orated under neoliberalism (Hermanson and De la Garza, 2005). 

In addition to this, the subsequent labor reforms, far from strengthen-
ing independent and democratic union organization, ended up favoring 
employers and corporate unions. Labor flexibility was legitimized, which 
meant nothing more than the unions giving up key aspects of bilateral 
bargaining in favor of companies (Contreras, 2000; De la Garza, 2000; Quin-
tero, 2000). As in many other countries, including the United States, union 
density in Mexico has declined in recent decades (Figure 1). It decreased 
from 16.8% in 2005 to 12.7% in 2022, indicating that 4,869,045 people are 
union members (stps, 2024) and the variations in 2024 have been practi-
cally insignificant.

Graph 1. Unionization rate in Mexico from 2005 to 2022.

Source: own elaboration based on data from INEGI (2024).
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The decline in union membership highlights the underlying reasons for 
the reduction in union density and raises the question whether new pro-
cesses of union renewal could be developed—processes that would not only 
reverse this trend but also engage precarious workers, such as those in plat-
form-based employment, and, in particular, young people. In this context 
of sharply declining unionization rates in Mexico, the signing of the usm-
ca—especially its labor chapter—was expected to spark a union resurgence, 
equipping the working class with the tools to establish genuine union de-
mocracy, further reinforced by the 2019 labor reform.

The labor chapter of the usmca and the 2019 labor reform establish the 
respect for workers’ freedom of association and the right to democratic 
participation, enabling the working class to freely choose the unions that 
represent them. In addition, they introduced a mechanism for legitimizing 
collective bargaining agreements—unprecedented in Mexico—through 
which workers themselves would validate their agreements, thereby ending 
corporate control of the workforce. At least in theory, these measures envi-
sioned a new trade union landscape with stronger, independent, and dem-
ocratic unions. However, the data reveal a starkly different reality.

As an example, we have the following data on the effects of the process 
of legitimizing Collective Bargaining Agreements (cbas) in Mexico: out of 
a total of 139,000 cbas registered in our country that would have to un-
dergo legitimization, only 22% were legitimized, giving a total of 30,536 
cbas valid until February 2025, according to the records of the Federal 
Center for Conciliation and Labor Registration (stps, 2023). To this figure 
must be added the contracts registered under the new labor model, with a 
count to date of 8,393 cbas from the original universe, representing 6%. 
This leaves 100,071 cbas without legal validity or effect, representing 72% 
of the contracts registered, based on the original universe of contracts. This 
reinforces the fact that the intended strengthening of independent and 
democratic trade unionism in Mexico through the processes of legitimiz-
ing unions and collective bargaining agreements has been more anecdotal 
than representative, as corporate unions continue to dominate union life 
in Mexico (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Results of the legitimization of collective bargaining agreements in Mexico 2025.

Source: own elaboration with data from the STPS (2023). 

One of the big questions is what will happen to the 100,071 cbas that 
were not legitimized and were left without effective union representation, 
despite the fact that the fll establishes in the fourth paragraph of the Elev-
enth Transitory Provision, Legitimization of Collective Bargaining Agree-
ments, that workers will not lose their rights and that benefits or rights that 
exceed the law will be maintained.

If, at the end of the period established in the first paragraph of this article, the 
collective bargaining agreement subject to consultation does not receive ma-
jority support from the workers, or if the consultation is not conducted, the 
agreement shall be deemed terminated. In such cases, any benefits and work-
ing conditions specified in the agreement that exceed those established by 
this Law shall be retained for the benefit of the workers and shall be binding 
on the employer (fll, 2024).  

What remains unclear is how new union representations will be formed, 
a process that could create significant advantages for the most powerful 
corporate unions. This includes the new union representation associated 
with the National Regeneration Movement (morena) party, the Autono-
mous Confederation of Workers and Employees of Mexico (catem), which 
has incorporated union representatives who were previously affiliated with 
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established corporate federations such as the ctm (Confederation of Mex-
ican Workers).

Based on the results presented, the victories achieved by the democrat-
ic and independent union movement have been few but significant. A no-
table example is the dispute over the ownership of the collective bargaining 
agreement at the General Motors plant in Guanajuato, contested by sinttia 
(National Independent Union of Automotive and Related Industry Workers) 
against the ctm’s representation. sinttia’s victory delivered a major blow 
to corporate unionism and received widespread media attention.

Similarly, workers affiliated with the Mexican Labor Union League and 
the Border Workers’ Committee have fought for democratization in the 
election of unions and their leaders in San Luis Potosí, Aguascalientes, and 
Coahuila. Their members have suffered unjustified dismissals and violations 
of their human rights through blacklisting, not to mention institutional 
harassment by the State (Quiñones, 2024). Despite the anti-union practices 
they have faced, organized workers have succeeded in defeating corporate 
union representatives and have effectively used the tools provided by the 
labor chapter of the usmca, particularly the Rapid Response Labor Mech-
anism. However, based on the data presented above, it is the corporate 
unions that have predominantly leveraged the 2019 labor reform’s mecha-
nisms for union and collective bargaining agreement (cba) legitimization 
to maintain their power structures. This situation persists because, in many 
Mexican states, workforce control remains dominated by a “three-headed 
monster” composed of the state and its institutional apparatus, companies, 
and corporate unions, which collaborate to keep workers under control and 
weaken independent and democratic labor movements.

Only independent and democratic union action can strengthen the tra-
ditional, instrumental, and rational motives that can sustain and increase a 
true unionization rate in the country that adequately represents the interests 
of workers. The problem is that the democratic and independent union 
movement faces pressure from both corporate unions and business and 
government actors who, through anti-union strategies and behaviors, weak-
en the non-corporate union movement. This occurs despite the legal regu-
lations established in both the Federal Labor Law (fll) and the labor 
chapter of the usmca; anti-union practices continue to be reproduced 
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because there is no effective enforcement of the law and those involved in 
the violation of labor rights are protected by a cloak of impunity. Workers 
face an unequal struggle to assert their labor rights. The reality, then, is that 
the pillars supporting the new labor relations system in Mexico are declar-
ative rather than objective realities. The proposal by the Ministry of Labor 
and Social Welfare (stps) is a good statement of intent but has no effect on 
the reality of union life for workers, namely:

a.	Trade Union Freedom and Democracy. The right to freely associate 
and the autonomy of trade unions are guaranteed, with democratic 
procedures established to ensure fair union representation and col-
lective bargaining.

b.	Expeditious Labor Justice. A mandatory conciliation stage has been 
created, and labor trials have been streamlined to ensure faster reso-
lution of disputes.

c.	 Trade Union Transparency. Workers will be informed about the use 
and allocation of their union dues.

d.	Inclusion with a Gender Perspective. Trade unions are encouraged 
to promote greater participation, representation, dialogue, and ne-
gotiation among all members, with attention to gender equality.

The essence of these new labor regulations aligns with the shift in Mex-
ico’s government regime, which contrasts sharply with the corporate trade 
unions historically tied to the Institutional Revolutionary Party (pri) and 
their agreements with the National Action Party (pan). However, the current 
government has politically promoted a strategy of corporate control similar 
to that of the pri. The ruling party, morena, has established its own version 
of what the ctm once represented through the creation of catem, effective-
ly reproducing the corporate practices characteristic of pri unionism’s gold-
en age and granting political positions within the legislative branch to its 
formal representatives.

Despite this, according to the Mexican government, the new labor mod-
el is intended to eliminate the abusive practices that have historically un-
dermined workers’ labor rights. The Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare 
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(stps, 2020) identifies the following principles or objectives promoted by 
the 2019 labor reform:

I.	 The reform was designed not only to ensure a decent wage but also 
to guarantee access to both individual and collective well-being.

II.	 Freedom of Association: Workers have the right to form trade 
unions and to decide freely whether or not to belong to them.

III.	 Election of Leaders: Workers’ right to elect their union leaders 
through voting is recognized and protected.

IV.	 Authentic Collective Bargaining: Collective bargaining agreements 
must be genuine, putting an end to simulated or sham agreements.

V.	 Abolition of Protection Unions: There will be no more collective 
agreements or “protection” unions imposed without workers’ 
consent.

VI.	 Worker Approval of Agreements: Collective agreements cannot 
be signed until workers are fully informed about their content 
and have approved them.

Consultation on Strikes: Before calling a strike to review a collective agree-
ment, unionized workers must be consulted. A key feature of the reform is 
the requirement to consult workers to determine their preferences regarding 
collective agreements negotiated by union leaders and employers.

Transparency and Accountability: A major achievement of the labor re-
form is the obligation for union leaders to report to their members at least 
every six months through an assembly, providing complete and detailed in-
formation on the management of union assets, including the use of union 
dues (stps, 2020). 

Regarding the usmca, in Annex 23-A, Worker Representation in Col-
lective Bargaining in Mexico, the country made various commitments to 
strengthen democracy and freedom of association, among which we can 
highlight two:

1.	Labor laws shall guarantee workers the right to participate in con-
certed activities related to collective bargaining or protection, as well 
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as the right to organize, form, and join the union of their choice. 
Such laws shall prohibit employer domination or interference in 
union activities, discrimination or coercion against workers based 
on union activity or support, and the refusal to bargain collectively 
with a duly recognized union.

2.	Furthermore, labor laws shall establish, in accordance with the Po-
litical Constitution of the United Mexican States, an effective system 
to ensure that elections of union leaders are conducted through a 
personal, free, and secret vote of union members.

During the usmca negotiations, Mexico’s counterparts were well aware 
of the country’s long-standing tradition of corporate and undemocratic 
unions—often subordinated to state power structures and corporate eco-
nomic interests. For this reason, it would have been naive to rely solely on 
the parties’ goodwill or on Mexico’s existing legal mechanisms to ensure 
compliance with the agreement. Consequently, an alternative mechanism 
was created to address disputes involving documented violations of the prin-
ciples of freedom of association and collective bargaining: the Rapid Re-
sponse Labor Mechanism (rrlm).

This mechanism was designed to deter companies from infringing on 
workers’ rights or interfering in matters that fall within the exclusive domain 
of workers. The sanctions imposed under the rrlm are not minor; in theo-
ry, they serve as a significant counterbalance to prevent employers from 
meddling in union affairs and to promote genuine—not simulated—collec-
tive bargaining.

As of the first half of 2025, a total of 37 complaints have been filed and 
resolved through negotiation between the parties, although only 31 of 
these are recorded in the U.S. Department of Labor (dol) database (dol, 
2025).

Despite the emphasis placed by the usmca on corporate responsibility, 
this focus does not resolve the underlying issues related to union freedom 
and democracy—or, at best, only facilitates a partial transition toward gen-
uine collective bargaining. This is because two key actors in the perpetuation 
of union corporatism and anti-union practices were left largely unaddressed: 
corporate unions and government officials who violate the principles of 
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union freedom and openly interfere in matters that should be decided sole-
ly by workers.

While it could be argued that this is not entirely accurate—since Article 
48 of the Federal Labor Law provides for sanctions against cfcrl officials 
who delay, obstruct, or improperly influence labor justice proceedings—the 
evidence gathered indicates that no official or union representative has been 
sanctioned in accordance with the law. There appear to be three possible 
explanations for this: first, the information may simply not be available; 
second, there may be an unwillingness to make it public; and third, and most 
likely, labor law has not been effectively enforced (see Annexes 1 and 2).

Despite the progress achieved in labor regulation, the issues of union 
transparency, sham collective bargaining, and anti-union practices remain 
part of a broader structural problem in which certain organizations are 
directly involved. There is a widespread perception that unions are no lon-
ger seen as viable options for workers seeking to address everyday problems 
in the workplace. This perception has led to growing union disaffiliation 
and a sense of apathy—or even contempt—toward union participation 
(Reynoso, 2018).

Although not all unions in Mexico operate outside the legal framework, 
there are still cases in which centralized and opaque power structures per-
sist, where control and decision-making are concentrated in the hands of a 
few leaders. Some unions have been accused of diverting funds for person-
al gain or channeling resources into political and business activities, while 
others have been linked to organized crime—through the protection of il-
legal activities, the collection of extortion payments, collaboration in crim-
inal operations, or other forms of anti-union conduct (Olvera, 2012).

In some cases, union leaders have been documented using violence and 
repression to maintain control over their organizations and silence those 
who attempt to expose corrupt or abusive practices. In unions dominated 
by corrupt and clientelist leadership, elections have often been conducted 
in a non-transparent and undemocratic manner, involving practices such 
as the transportation of voters, vote buying, manipulation of voter rolls, or 
falsification of results. Combined with widespread job insecurity and low 
unionization rates, these anti-union practices undermine future efforts to 
organize workers.
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Although the labor reform has made important progress in promoting 
non-corporate unionization, one of the main challenges remains achieving 
genuine union legitimization and recognizing that freedom of association 
and collective bargaining cannot be established by decree. Dismantling the 
structures that uphold corporate union power is essential.

Since the reform’s implementation, it has become evident that several 
issues continue to affect the effective exercise of workers’ rights in Mexico. 
Despite the labor reform’s incorporation of ilo Convention No. 87 on Free-
dom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organize (1948), ilo 
Convention No. 98 on the Right to Organize and Collective Bargaining 
(1949), and their inclusion in Article 358 of the Federal Labor Law, harmful 
practices persist among corporate unions, employers, and government au-
thorities. It is therefore crucial to analyze the impact of anti-union practic-
es as destabilizing factors that hinder democratic and independent union 
organizing efforts and the transition toward genuine collective bargaining.

In summary, this research on anti-union practices in Mexico within the 
framework of the usmca seeks to identify the strategies used by corporate 
unions, employers, and the state to control, subjugate, and delegitimize labor 
leaders and movements that deviate from the established agenda of “labor 
peace” and that voice workers’ discontent with their working conditions. A 
key component of this effort will be the testimonies of workers who have 
filed complaints through the Rapid Response Labor Mechanism (rrlm), as 
well as those of organizers and union leaders who have confronted the 
“three-headed monster” that upholds union corporatism in Mexico. This 
exercise is essential to gaining a comprehensive understanding of the chal-
lenges faced by the independent and democratic labor movement in Mex-
ico, and of the mechanisms that could be implemented to strengthen union 
democracy ahead of the usmca’s renegotiation in 2026.

I.1. The Labor Chapter of the USMCA and Labor Reform in 
Mexico

One of the key references in the labor chapter of the United States-Mexi-
co-Canada Agreement (usmca) is the Declaration on Fundamental Princi-
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ples and Rights at Work and its Follow-up issued by the International Labor 
Organization (ilo, 1998). This declaration reaffirms the commitment of ilo 
member states to uphold and promote the fundamental rights of workers 
(ilo, 1998).

It declares that all Member States, even those that have not ratified the con-
ventions referred to, have an obligation—arising from their membership in 
the Organization—to respect, promote, and realize, in good faith and in ac-
cordance with the Constitution, the principles concerning the fundamental 
rights that are the subject of those conventions, namely:

a) freedom of association and the effective recognition of the right to or-
ganize and to engage in collective bargaining; b) the elimination of all forms 
of forced or compulsory labor; c) the effective abolition of child labor; d) the 
elimination of discrimination in employment and occupation; and e) the as-
surance of a safe and healthy working environment.

However, despite the good intentions of the ilo document (1998), the 
inclusion of a chapter on labor (lc, 2018) within the usmca was the result 
of pressure from the US government and its trade unions, rather than from 
Canada (cgo, 2024) toward the Mexican government, in an effort to break 
with the corporate union tradition that has long characterized the country. 
In the long term, the Labor Chapter (lc) can be understood as an attempt 
to discourage the relocation of companies to Mexico by promoting genu-
ine—rather than simulated—collective bargaining processes through the 
legitimization of collective bargaining agreements and the strengthening of 
union democracy. These agreements seek to eliminate the short-term com-
petitive advantages derived from maintaining low labor costs, particularly 
wages. Without the attraction of cheap labor, companies would lose one of 
their main incentives for relocating production operations—commonly 
known as nearshoring—to low-wage countries such as Mexico.

On the other hand, giving workers the opportunity to legitimize the 
union leaders who represent them offers a chance to break with the corpo-
rate control of the workforce that has long defined Mexico’s labor relations 
system. This could pave the way for genuine—rather than simulated—col-
lective bargaining and, at least in theory, lead to improved wage conditions 
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for the working class. However, the profound transformation required with-
in Mexico’s union landscape cannot be achieved by decree. In fact, there is 
a serious risk that these legitimization processes may become mere exercis-
es in appearance—changes made for the sake of change.

Despite this risk, even before Mexico’s 2019 labor reform, the Labor 
Chapter (lc) of the usmca—signed in 2018—established an obligation for 
Mexico to undertake constitutional reforms in labor matters. Annex 23-A 
of the treaty, Representation of Workers in Collective Bargaining in Mexico, 
clearly sets out the objective of fostering transparent and democratic pro-
cesses within the Mexican trade union system. Within the Labor Chapter, 
three major commitments stand out:

1.	Formulate within Mexican labor laws the support for democracy 
and union freedom,

	� The right of workers to engage in organized collective bargaining 
or protection activities and to freely form and join a trade union 
of their choice, and to prohibit, in their labor laws, employer con-
trol or interference in trade union activities, discrimination or co-
ercion against workers on the basis of trade union activity or sup-
port, and refusal to bargain collectively with a duly recognized 
trade union (lc, 2018). 

	� Establish and maintain independent and impartial entities to reg-
ister union elections and resolve disputes related to collective bar-
gaining agreements and union recognition (lc, 2018).

2.	Create legal mechanisms that guarantee genuine union representa-
tion and prevent corporate unions from interfering with the will of 
workers by means of coercion or intimidation.

	� It shall establish in its labor laws—through legislation consistent 
with the Political Constitution of the United Mexican States—an 
effective system to ensure that elections of union leaders are car-
ried out by union members through a personal, free, and secret 
vote (lc, 2018). 
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	� It shall establish in its labor laws that disputes over union repre-
sentation be resolved by labor courts through a secret ballot and 
that such disputes shall not be subject to delays arising from pro-
cedural challenges or objections. This includes the implementa-
tion of clear deadlines and procedures, in accordance with Mexi-
co’s obligations (lc, 2018). 

3.	Promote the restoration of wages for Mexico’s working class through 
genuine collective bargaining, rather than through simulated or or-
chestrated processes controlled by corporate unions and employers.

	� It shall enact legislation, in accordance with the Political Consti-
tution of the United Mexican States, stipulating that, in all future 
reviews of wages and working conditions, existing collective 
agreements must meet a majority support requirement through a 
personal, free, and secret vote by the workers covered by such 
agreements. The legislation shall also require that all existing col-
lective agreements be reviewed at least once within the four years 
following the law’s entry into force. The legislation shall not result 
in the termination of any existing collective agreement upon the 
expiration of this period, provided that the majority of workers 
covered by the agreement express their support through a person-
al, free, and secret vote (lc, 2018).

All these commitments were to be fulfilled by January 1, 2019, because if 
they were not, “it is also understood that the entry into force of this Treaty may 
be delayed until such legislation enters into force” (lc, 2018). This underscores 
the significance of the Labor Chapter of the usmca, particularly for the Unit-
ed States. Consequently, the 2019 labor reform was largely driven by pressure 
from the United States rather than by the democratizing agenda of Mexico’s 
new regime under Andrés Manuel López Obrador and his Fourth Transfor-
mation. Nevertheless, the López Obrador administration used this opportuni-
ty to weaken the power of traditional corporate unions such as the ctm and to 
promote a form of unionism aligned with the new political regime, exemplified 
by the catem and its leaders associated with the morena party.
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The outcomes of the processes to legitimize union leadership and col-
lective bargaining agreements have been mixed. Overall, most workers and 
independent union leaders have viewed both the labor chapter of the 2018 
usmca and the 2019 labor reform positively (Belmares, 2024; Villa, 2024; 
Sánchez-Zúñiga, 2024; Retama, 2024; Franco, 2024; Saucedo-Báez, 2024). 
The labor reform advanced freedom of association in Mexico. For the first 
time, processes and mechanisms were streamlined to enable workers to elect 
the unions that would represent them, in compliance with long-standing 
provisions in international agreements, particularly those of the ilo. As a 
result, in companies with independent and democratic unions, meaningful 
progress was made in genuine collective bargaining, yielding positive out-
comes for wages and working conditions (dato). Likewise, the reform sim-
plified legal procedures related to lawsuits and proceedings over the 
ownership of collective bargaining agreements, which previously could take 
years to resolve (Huitrón-Altuzar, 2024; Castillo-Flores, 2024; Quiñones, 
2024). Therefore, at least in theory, the foundations for greater union com-
petition are in place, as it were (Rodriguez, 2024). 

I.2. Labor Reform and Union Legitimacy in Mexico: Change for 
the Sake of Change

As noted above, Mexico’s 2019 labor reform was partly driven by the com-
mitments the country undertook to ratify the United States-Mexico-Cana-
da Agreement (usmca). Annex 23-A of the usmca outlines the obligations 
Mexican authorities must fulfill to foster the democratization of working 
life in Mexico and to eliminate corporate unions and employer-controlled 
protection contracts.

A central component of this effort was the so-called process of Legit-
imization of Collective Bargaining Agreements (cbas). This process aimed 
to revoke cbas signed between employers and unions that did not genu-
inely represent the interests of Mexican workers. The protocol for legiti-
mizing cbas was required to be completed by May 1, 2023, following 
these steps:
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a.	Mexican workers must be informed of the content of their collective 
bargaining agreement and approve it by a majority vote of the work-
force through a personal, free, direct, and secret ballot.

b.	If the collective agreement receives majority support, both the union 
and the agreement will remain in force within the workplace.

c.	 If it does not receive a majority of votes, the agreement will be con-
sidered terminated, with workers retaining the benefits provided 
under it.

d.	If the consultation is not conducted within the workplace by the es-
tablished deadline, the agreement will be terminated, allowing any 
existing or new union to dispute ownership of the cba by negotiat-
ing and signing a new agreement.

In this context, what changes did the 2019 labor reform bring to union 
life in Mexico? To explore this question, we focus on the state of Queréta-
ro, particularly its automotive industry. Querétaro is one of the most in-
dustrially developed states in Mexico and can provide a representative 
overview of trends across the country. Ideally, legitimized cbas would re-
flect greater worker participation in corporate decision-making, indicating 
genuine representation of the workforce and a reduction in corporate union 
practices.

Analyzing cbas across all industrial sectors in Querétaro, one striking 
observation is that, out of 8,355 cbas registered prior to the labor reform, 
only 816 were legitimized, reflecting a relatively low rate of compliance. 
Consequently, 7,539 cbas became invalid (Figure 3). Within the automotive 
sector, only 58 cbas were legitimized. The only company in this sector where 
workers voted against the cba was tremec (Transmissions and Mechanical 
Equipment). For other companies, it appears that the legitimization process 
was not conducted within the assigned timeframe.

Given this low rate of cba legitimacy, a critical question arises: what will 
happen to the agreements that are no longer valid? This situation creates an 
opportunity for corporate unions with strong political ties to state and fed-
eral authorities to maintain workforce representation despite the reforms.



	 U N I O N  I N S U R G E N C Y  O R  T H E  L E G I T I M I Z AT I O N  O F  C O R P O R AT E  U N I O N S ? �38

Figure 3. Collective Bargaining Agreements in the automotive sector in Querétaro.

Source: own elaboration.

Likewise, it was observed that 65.52 % of legitimized contracts are held 
by unions affiliated with the ctm, 32.76 % are held by organizations that, 
although originally linked to the ctm, now consider themselves independent, 
and 1.72 % belong to the croc. In other words, nearly 100 % of contracts can 
be traced back to the ctm, illustrating that union insurgency has not been 
widespread. Instead, what is being reproduced is the legitimization of corpo-
rate unions and their traditional practices of workforce control. The legitimi-
zation of cbas did not lead to substantial changes in worker representation; 
at most, it produced isolated instances of union insurgency, while the vast 
majority of the workforce remains represented by corporate unions.

It is important to note that the 2019 labor reform introduced mecha-
nisms intended to promote effective collective representation. While these 
mechanisms have the potential to improve union representation in Mexico, 
their implementation has faced significant challenges. These include pre-
venting simulated collective bargaining processes and eliminating corrupt 
practices, such as the misuse of union dues for the benefit of union leaders. 
As a result, despite reforms to the Federal Labor Law, fully meaningful and 
socially beneficial labor rights have yet to be realized, reinforcing concerns 
about the lack of democracy in collective bargaining and the continued 
prevalence of simulated agreement

In this regard, interviews with union actors involved in the study high-
lighted and reinforced these observations. Simulated processes and corrupt 
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practices continue to occur, and human resources departments were spe-
cifically identified as playing a key role in ensuring that union legitimization 
and election processes remain opaque and non-transparent.

When companies issue their payrolls, they list us as “trusted workers,” but it 
is difficult for us to prove this status to the authorities. They require us to pro-
vide evidence, essentially asking us to show that we are not unionized. They 
also want us to be registered in the imss sua system—their payroll system—
which is very complicated to navigate (Huitrón-Altuzar, 2024).. 

Similarly, attention was drawn to the longstanding dishonest practices 
that have characterized traditional trade unionism: 

Because those who act in bad faith will continue to do so and deceive the 
workers, the legitimization of collective agreements did not achieve the effect 
the U.S. government had hoped for. Why? Because no thorough investiga-
tions were conducted, and those acting in bad faith were essentially allowed 
to control the process unchecked, receiving everything on a silver platter 
once again (Belmares, 2024).  

The above demonstrates that for labor reform to achieve its intended 
impact, more is needed than just laws on paper. Effective implementation 
requires strict monitoring of union election processes, ongoing training for 
workers, companies, and government officials to prevent them from en-
abling or participating in anti-union practices, and—most importantly—the 
active engagement of workers themselves. Unfortunately, this has occurred 
in only a few cases, leaving a significant gap between the intentions of labor 
legislation and the reality faced by those challenging corporate unions, com-
panies, and complicit or negligent government officials. In other words, 
legal reform was only a first step; without political and social will, Mexico 
cannot achieve genuine labor democracy.
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I.2.1. How to Study the Legitimacy of Collective Bargaining 
Agreements: Methodological Considerations

Studying the legitimization process of collective bargaining agreements 
(cbas) involves several stages and analytical techniques aimed at understand-
ing how a region’s labor relations system is structured. In this study, the auto 
parts industry in Querétaro serves as a case example; however, the same 
model can be applied to any industrial sector or region in the country, since 
the focus of analysis is the cbas themselves. The goal is to examine the effects 
of the 2019 labor reform on specific aspects—particularly the clauses within 
cbas—through a comparative analysis conducted before and after the reform.

In principle, significant changes would be expected in cbas following 
their legitimization, assuming that this process—intended to give workers 
a real voice in transforming their working conditions—does not merely 
become an exercise in legitimizing corporate unions. Otherwise, it would 
amount to change for the sake of change.

To carry out this analysis of cbas, two fundamental tasks were undertaken:

a.	 Initially, the automotive companies whose cbas would be analyzed 
were identified. The sample was purposive, and the repository of co-
llective bargaining agreements made available by the Ministry of La-
bor and Social Welfare (stps) was consulted. As of 2023, this reposi-
tory included 112 records of automotive companies located in the state 
of Querétaro. However, a review of the files revealed that three of these 
records actually corresponded to companies in the aerospace sector. 
In addition, 16 companies had missing cba attachments, and 24 com-
panies appeared with duplicate entries. Consequently, of the 112 cbas 
initially identified, only 69 were considered relevant for analysis.

On the other hand, the legitimate cbas were obtained from the platform 
launched in 2023 by the Federal Center for Labor Conciliation and Regis-
tration. According to this source, of the 17,011 cbas that had been legiti-
mized nationwide as of May 2023, only 50 corresponded to the automotive 
sector in the state of Querétaro. For purposes of organization and compar-
ison, the collected contracts were classified into four categories:
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Category 1. Companies registered on the stps platform that have legit-
imate collective bargaining agreements.

Category 2. Companies with legitimate cbas that are not registered on 
the stps platform.

Category 3. Companies registered on the stps platform whose cbas are 
still in process.

Category 4. Companies listed on the stps platform but without legiti-
mate cbas.

In general, the methodological process focused on analyzing Category 
1 — companies registered on the stps platform with legitimate collective 
bargaining agreements — as described in the sampling section below.

I.2.2. Development of the CBA Analysis: Change to Stay the Same?

Category 1 of the collected cbas included a total of 28 companies, from 
which a purposive sample of 20 cbas was selected for analysis. The inclusion 
criteria required that the companies be Tier 1 or Tier 2 suppliers in the 
automotive supply chain and that their cbas cover different time periods 
— that is, the legitimized contract corresponded to a different term than the 
one listed on the stps platform. This approach made it possible to trace how 
each cba evolved over time and to identify the most significant changes. 
The distribution of cbas by year, prior to the reform, is as follows:

CBA
Before legitimization

Year Number of CBAs per year

2014 3

2016 1

2017 2

2018 4

2019 4

2020 5

2021 1

TOTAL 20
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Meanwhile, the legitimate cbas are distributed as follows:

Legitimized CBAs

Year Number of CBAs per year

2015 1

2018 1

2020 2

2021 15

2022 2

TOTAL 21

An adapted version of the fleccol (Collective Bargaining Flexibility 
Questionnaire) instrument was used to analyze the cbas. This tool had pre-
viously been applied in studies on collective bargaining covering the periods 
1990–2000 (Carrillo Pacheco, Martínez Juárez, and Lara Ovando, 2007) and 
2001–2012 (Carillo et al., 2014). In its original version, this instrument 
consists of 18 items that address the following four variables:

a.	The union’s participation in technological innovation and produc-
tion processes.

b.	The union’s role in hiring practices.
c.	 The union’s involvement in defining workers’ tasks and responsibili-

ties within the production process.
d.	The types of wages and benefits negotiated with the company.

In addition to these variables, the review included clauses related to 
inclusion and exclusion within the collective bargaining agreements, as well 
as a breakdown of the minimum and maximum wages for operational work-
ers according to the categories established in each agreement. Regarding 
the content of the cbas, in the first area analyzed — the degree of union 
involvement in the implementation of technological or organizational 
changes — the obligation of companies to consult with unions was found 
to be almost non-existent. Only one company, Bitrón de México S.A. de C.V., 
explicitly established this obligation in both its pre-legitimization and 
post-legitimization cbas.
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Similarly, it is noteworthy that, both before and after the labor reform, 
none of the companies stipulated that technological changes should be in-
troduced through a bilateral agreement, even though such changes often 
affect the workforce, for instance, through job elimination resulting from 
automation processes. In this regard, 30% of the cbas specify that decisions 
of this nature are made solely by the company, while the remaining 70% 
make no reference to the issue. Considering that 100% of these agreements 
belong to ctm-affiliated unions or have historical ties to that organization, 
decision-making concerning technological or organizational changes re-
mains exclusively at the discretion of the employer.

When analyzing union participation in changes to work intensity, it was 
found that prior to the reform, only one company—Adient Querétaro, S. de 
R.L. de C.V.—included a related clause in its cba. In the remaining cases, 
60% of agreements indicated that unions did not participate in such deci-
sions, while 35% made no mention of the issue. After the cba legitimization 
process, this situation did not improve. In fact, as with the previous indicator, 
Adient’s clause on union involvement in changes to work intensity disap-
peared entirely. The new distribution shows 65% with no union participation 
and 35% not specified. Therefore, as in other areas analyzed, decisions re-
garding work intensity remain entirely at the company’s discretion.

Regarding the variable “union participation in hiring practices,” partic-
ularly the hiring of temporary workers, a similar pattern was observed. 
Prior to the legitimization of cbas, only 5% reflected an agreement between 
the company and the union, while 60% granted the company full freedom 
to hire, and 35% did not specify. There were no cases in which hiring was 
limited by the cba or prohibited to the company. In the legitimized cbas, 
the figures remained largely unchanged: 0% were limited or prohibited, 10% 
were based on company–union agreement, 55% allowed free company hir-
ing, and 35% did not specify. In short, companies continue to retain full 
control over hiring decisions, with unions merely being informed so they 
may affiliate new workers if they choose to do so.

Regarding the subcontracting of specialized services or work, this issue 
continues to appear in cbas. In both pre-legitimization and legitimized 
agreements, 50% of contracts fall under “free for the company” and 50% are 
“unspecified.” This indicates that prohibitions on hiring subcontracted per-
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sonnel, or requirements for union negotiation, are largely absent from the 
clauses of collective agreements. In practice, this aspect arguably does not 
need to be regulated by cbas, as long as all subcontracting activities comply 
with the provisions of the Federal Labor Law (fll).

Article 12. Subcontracting of personnel is prohibited. This refers to situa-
tions in which a natural or legal person provides or makes their own work-
ers available for the benefit of another party. Employment agencies or in-
termediaries involved in hiring may participate in activities such as 
recruitment, selection, training, and education. However, they shall not be 
considered the employer; this status belongs to the party that benefits from 
the services.

Article 13. Subcontracting specialized services or carrying out specialized 
work that is not part of the corporate purpose or the primary economic 
activity of the beneficiary is permitted, provided that the contractor is reg-
istered in the public registry referred to in Article 15 of this Law.

Complementary or shared services or work provided between compa-
nies within the same business group shall also be considered specialized, as 
long as they do not form part of the corporate purpose or primary econom-
ic activity of the receiving company. A business group is defined as set out 
in Article 2, Section X of the Securities Market Law.

The last case analyzed regarding hiring practices concerned trusted 
workers. This category was examined mainly to determine whether it was 
addressed in the cbas, since trusted workers are typically not unionized and 
do not belong to the unionized workforce due to the nature of their activi-
ties. Nevertheless, the hiring of trusted workers does appear in the cbas, 
primarily falling under the categories “free for the company” and “unspec-
ified.” In cbas prior to legitimization, 60% were classified as “unspecified” 
and 40% as “free for the company.”

Regarding the variable “union participation in the duties assigned to 
workers,” the contracts reviewed highlighted issues such as shift mobility. 
In most cases, these decisions are made unilaterally by the company and 
must be complied with by workers. The data and distribution are identical 
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in both pre-legitimization and legitimized contracts, with only one compa-
ny—Adient Querétaro, S. de R.L. de C.V., representing 5%—including a 
consultation clause for shift mobility. The remaining 95% of contracts fall 
under “free for the company” (75%) or “unspecified” (20%). Thus, in this 
area, decision-making is overwhelmingly the prerogative of the company, 
leaving the union largely on the sidelines despite the direct impact of these 
decisions on workers.

In analyzing overtime work, the reviewed cbas showed that, in most 
cases, overtime is mandatory. In 10% of cases, overtime is reportedly agreed 
upon between the company and the union, although in practice this occurs 
only through notification, with no evidence of substantive negotiation. In 
5% of cases, overtime is voluntary. In the remaining 85% of cbas, there is 
no specification regarding how overtime is managed. As with the previous 
variable, the frequency and distribution of overtime clauses are identical in 
cbas both before and after legitimization.

The last two analyses in this section focused on inclusion and exclusion 
clauses in cbas. Regarding inclusion clauses, the data remain consistent 
before and after legitimization, with the same frequency and identical claus-
es in the agreements reviewed. Under this framework, 75% of cbas contain 
restrictions on the incorporation of workers into the workplace, while 25% 
do not include any such provisions.

Concerning exclusion clauses, it was expected that the reform and the 
legitimization process would eventually eliminate these restrictions, as they 
violate freedom of association. Article 391 of the fll addresses this issue, 
with one of its paragraphs stating:

Collective agreements may not include exclusion clauses based on separa-
tion, meaning clauses that allow an employer to dismiss workers who leave 
or are expelled from the union without any liability (fll, 2024). 

However, if the goal is to promote freedom of association in the work-
place and ensure that workers can exercise this right without restrictions, 
Article 395 creates a contradiction by granting a single union exclusive rep-
resentation within a workplace:
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Article 395. – A collective agreement may stipulate that the employer will 
hire only workers who are members of the contracting union. However, 
this clause, along with any other provisions granting privileges to the union, 
may not be applied to the detriment of workers who are not union mem-
bers and who were already employed by the company or establishment 
before the union requested the conclusion or revision of the collective 
agreement and the inclusion of the exclusion clause. Any sanction imposed 
by the union on a worker may not affect their continued employment or 
working conditions.

At this point, regarding the exclusion clause, it can be observed that 
prior to CBA legitimization, 40% of contracts included such clauses. These 
were found in the following companies: Dana de México Corporación 
(Forging Plant), Dana de México Corporación (Cardan Plant), Faurecia 
Sistemas Automotrices de México, S.A. de C.V., Frenos y Mecanismos S. de 
R.L. de C.V., Kostal Mexicana, S.A. de C.V. (pibj Plant), Kostal Mexicana, 
S.A. de C.V. (piq Plant), Nihon Plast Mexicana, S.A. de C.V., and Topre 
Autoparts México S.A. de C.V.

These figures are similar to those found after the cba legitimization 
process, where 35% of collective agreements still contained exclusion claus-
es. Only one company repealed the clause in its legitimized agreement: 
Kostal Mexicana, S.A. de C.V. (piq Plant).

Based on this, it can be concluded that the cbas have not undergone 
meaningful collective bargaining. Union participation clauses—particular-
ly those related to the organization of work and inclusion/exclusion—re-
mained largely unchanged. This raises the question: what, then, actually 
changed during the cba legitimization processes?

Regarding wages and benefits negotiated with the company, the data 
show that among legitimate contracts, the average wage for the lowest op-
erational level in the automotive industry in Querétaro is $229.99 MXN, 
while the average wage for the highest operational levels is $360.91 MXN.

In terms of vacation pay, which is an additional amount paid during 
vacation time, the highest benefit for a unionized worker in Querétaro’s 
automotive sector is offered by Dana de México Corporación (Cardanes 
Plant), with a 247% increase over the base salary. Other companies exceed-
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ing 100% of salary as vacation pay include Dana de México Corporación 
(Bevel Gear Plant) at 165%, Dana de México Corporación, S. de R.L. de C.V. 
at 150%, Dana de México Corporación (Forging Plant) at 135%, and Kostal 
Mexicana, S.A. de C.V. at 120%.

In contrast, the lowest vacation pay is 25%—the minimum mandated 
by the Federal Labor Law—which appears in 20% of the legitimate cbas.

Average salary in the automotive industry in Querétaro

Category MXN USD*
*1 USD = 20.4159 MXN

Operational position
(Lowest rank)

229.99 MXN a day 11.26 USD a day

Operational position
(Highest rank)

360.91 MXN a day 17.67 USD a day

Source: own elaboration based on the collected CBAs. 

Lastly, regarding bonus days—a benefit established in Article 87 of the 
Federal Labor Law and negotiated by unions during contract reviews—the 
average number of bonus days in the sector is 22. Industrias Michelin offers 
the highest number of bonus days, granting 44 days to its union members, 
followed by Agco Mexico, S. de R.L. de C.V. with 34 days, and the two Kostal 
Mexicana, S.A. de C.V. plants with 33 days each. On the other hand, 26% of 
the legitimate collective bargaining agreements provide only the minimum 
allowed by law, which is 15 bonus days.

After analyzing the results obtained with the instrument, it can be con-
cluded that the changes brought about by the 2019 labor reform in the area 
of collective bargaining in Querétaro are minimal. Consequently, the as-
sumption that legitimized CBAs would lead to greater union participation 
in corporate decision-making is not supported. While the reform explicitly 
aims to transform the concept of unionism, initial assessments suggest that 
this change is unlikely to be evident, at least in the short term, as the data 
indicate that, in practice, little has changed.

It is important to highlight the relevance of these findings given that the 
automotive sector is a key economic pillar in Querétaro. Although the state 
does not have a light vehicle assembly plant, it hosts an extensive network 
of suppliers spanning several industrial clusters, providing raw materials, 
infrastructure, and skilled labor. Nevertheless, a national study is needed to 
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provide a comprehensive snapshot of the state of collective bargaining in 
Mexico before and after the labor reform.

In conclusion, the situation in Querétaro reflects broader trends ob-
served at the national level, as documented in specialized literature, where 
unionism in the automotive industry is shaped by contracts that favor busi-
ness interests, limiting the scope for genuine collective bargaining (Covar-
rubias and Bouzas, 2016). Additionally, this sector shows notable contrasts 
in wage levels, which largely depend on the age of the plants (De la Garza, 
2018). That is, older factories tend to pay better and offer more benefits than 
newer ones, but even so, wages remain low, coming very close to the average 
daily minimum wage. It is clear that in the interaction between the state, 
companies, corporate unions, and collective bargaining, there is a prevailing 
tendency for companies to consult with the authorities about the type of 
investment they are seeking. The state intervenes in the establishment of 
companies, indicating which unions they could work with, and the unions 
present exclude independent or “conflictive” ones. Finally, collective bar-
gaining serves to establish rules and limits that guarantee minimum earn-
ings for workers, which limits their opportunities for social and human 
development. 

Thus, it is evident that processes of intervention by state institutions 
persist, which is reflected in the continuous search for union control to 
guarantee foreign investment by promoting labor peace in Querétaro. This 
situation can be seen in the record of almost 30 years without strikes in the 
private sector, which is defended by state labor and government authorities 
as a great achievement, despite the latent conflicts that have led to produc-
tion stoppages in some workplaces. In addition, there have been obstacles 
to freedom of association as part of this dynamic, which even led to the 
activation of the Rapid Response Labor Mechanism (rrlm) in three auto-
motive plants in Querétaro: Unique Fabricating, Autoliv, and Modern Met-
al Alloys. Some of these international complaints referred to interference 
by local Labor Secretariat personnel. This body promoted employer unions 
through illegal meetings with workers, extolling their advantages over the 
organization known as “Transformación Sindical” (Union Transformation), 
which sought ownership of collective agreements. In both cases, collabora-
tion between the US and Mexican governments was favorable to the reso-
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lution of the dispute, highlighting the existence of labor rights violations, 
including unjustified dismissals. In these three cases, the union promoted 
by the rrlm was Transformación Sindical, a union that has remained outside 
the corporate control of the workforce with which the Querétaro state gov-
ernment operates.
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II. The Structure of Anti-Union Practices in Mexico

To understand how anti-union practices operate, it is essential to examine 
the evolution of control over union life in Mexico. A key aspect of this dis-
cussion is the relationship between corporate unionism and the state. 
Throughout Mexico’s history, the state has adopted various approaches to 
unionism. In earlier periods, debates often centered on the impact of neo-
liberal policies on labor relations. More recently, with the 2019 labor reform 
and the labor chapter of the usmca in 2018, expectations focused on initi-
ating a shift toward a labor relations model with greater freedoms and stron-
ger social rights. However, the reality is that changes in union life in Mexi-
co have largely not arisen from the genuine demands of the working class, 
but rather from external pressures. To understand the transformations that 
have taken place in Mexico’s trade union landscape, it is necessary to take 
a brief historical look back. Before the rise of neoliberalism, many countries 
faced shortages of goods—particularly those coming from nations involved 
in World War II. This situation prompted the adoption of industrial devel-
opment strategies and protectionist policies, as highlighted by the Econom-
ic Commission for Latin America (ecla). According to Fajnzylber (1990), 
this took place within the framework of a Keynesian economic model that 
aimed to drive development through import substitution. This industrial 
model had several defining features: participation in the international mar-
ket was based primarily on trade surpluses in natural resources, agriculture, 
energy, and mining, while the manufacturing sector consistently showed a 
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trade deficit. At the same time, an industrial structure oriented mainly to-
ward the domestic market was promoted, aspiring to replicate the lifestyle 
of advanced nations—both in consumption patterns and domestic produc-
tion—yet with limited recognition of the role of private enterprise and weak 
business leadership in key sectors.

This process initially brought about a period of industrial growth and 
the consolidation of a labor market largely dominated by state-owned or 
state-subsidized enterprises. At the same time, social security policies and 
worker benefits were introduced, extending protection to both the produc-
tive sphere and the realm of social welfare. In this regard, Garabito (2007) 
points out that during this period, labor unions achieved the creation and 
consolidation of key institutions such as the Mexican Social Security Insti-
tute (imss) in 1944, the Institute for Social Security and Services for State 
Workers (issste) in 1960, and the National Workers’ Housing Fund Institute 
(infonavit) in 1972, among others. As part of this pact, the state secured 
its influence within the working class through both legal and extralegal 
means, including the forced affiliation of workers to unions and the sup-
pression of dissident voices. This dynamic enabled the state to control union 
leadership and intervene directly in labor disputes (De la Garza, 2013). In 
essence, Mexico’s social, political, and economic structure during the import 
substitution period was built upon an alliance between capital and labor—
one that institutionalized trade unions’ dependence on the policies of the 
ruling party (pri) and, conversely, the state’s reliance on workers’ support 
to legitimize its policies (Zapata, 2013).

In concrete terms, this period illustrates the emergence of what can be 
described as Mexican-style corporatism. Beyond its particular historical ex-
pression in the country, the concept itself deserves careful conceptual reflec-
tion. The notion of corporatism can be traced back to Schmitter’s political 
science studies in the 1970s, where he defines it as a system of interest rep-
resentation in which constituent units are organized into a limited number 
of singular, compulsory, non-competing, hierarchically ordered, and func-
tionally differentiated categories. These categories are recognized, autho-
rized, and often even created by the state, which grants them an explicit 
monopoly of representation within their respective spheres, in exchange for 
accepting state control over the selection of their leaders and the formulation 
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of their demands and support (Schmitter, 1992). Thus, corporatism in Mex-
ico can be understood as a form of social and political regulation that sus-
tained state stability for decades, largely due to its capacity to mediate among 
diverse social and economic forces and to channel popular demands through 
government-controlled institutions. However, this system also produced a 
series of negative consequences, including corruption, political patronage, 
and the absence of genuine representation of workers’ interests.

As neoliberal policies and economic liberalization were implemented, 
the corporatist model in Mexico began to lose strength and legitimacy. Trade 
unions faced new challenges such as labor flexibility, job insecurity, and 
growing competition from the informal sector. However, the crisis of Mex-
ican corporatism did not lead to its disappearance. Despite becoming an 
obstacle to market flexibility and labor modernization, unions sought to 
adapt to the neoliberal context and maintain their political alliances (De la 
Garza, 2007). 

This meant a new way of representing trade unionism. In interviews 
conducted during our fieldwork, one informant described the process that 
took place at this time:

We were instilled with the culture of entrepreneurship and dignified work, 
weren’t we? Where people think that what matters is having a job, regardless 
of the quality of the work, and you should thank God that you have one and 
not ask for rights. But that’s a whole culture, it is in our country as a result of 
the implementation of the neoliberal economic model, where investment 
that creates jobs is prioritized, without promoting quality standards for those 
jobs [...] Everyone talked about creating conditions for investments, provid-
ing legal certainty for them. And what does that mean? Precarious work 
(Franco, 2024).  

With the defeat of the Institutional Revolutionary Party (pri) in 2000 and 
the rise of worker-led social movements questioning the role of corporate 
unions as legitimate representatives of the working class, Mexico’s labor re-
lations system has become increasingly unbalanced. The state now tends to 
side with big business rather than acting as a neutral arbiter in labor disputes.  
Reforms that made collective bargaining more flexible in favor of employers’ 
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interests clearly illustrate this imbalance. As a result, real collective rights for 
the working class have been weakened, giving rise to collective agreements 
that protect employers rather than benefit workers—often harming them by 
being negotiated and revised without their genuine participation.

In some cases, collective bargaining agreements were even signed before 
plants began operations in Mexico, serving as mechanisms to ensure labor 
peace and maintain control of the workforce through corporate unions 
aligned with the state’s power structure. In this way, Mexico developed strat-
egies to negotiate simulated or employer-protection agreements that serve 
the interests of employers alone. As Bensusán (2007) explains, these con-
tracts are arrangements between a fictitious union and an employer designed 
to bypass true bilateral negotiation of working conditions, tailoring them 
exclusively to business needs. Such practices have eroded labor relations, 
undermined workers’ trust in unions, and perpetuated a model of collective 
bargaining distorted by political networks that enable labor flexibility at the 
expense of workers’ rights.

As discussed in previous sections, it is within this context that the labor 
chapter of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (usmca) emerged 
as a mechanism to ensure the protection of labor rights in Mexico. The 
commitments made under this chapter—such as union democratization, 
the recognition of the right to free association, union elections through 
personal, free, and secret ballots, the legitimization of collective bargaining 
agreements, and the creation of the Rapid Response Labor Mechanism 
(rrlm) to sanction labor rights violations—were intended to weaken the 
long-standing system of corporatism.

While it is true that some contracts became invalid because “the holders 
of the collective agreements were unions that had previously signed protec-
tion contracts” (Franco, 2024), the rrlm has nonetheless been activated to 
benefit Mexican workers. It has enabled the reinstatement of individuals 
dismissed for their union activity (Belmares, 2024), facilitated competition 
for cbas previously controlled by corporate unions (Quiñones, 2024), and 
even allowed the denouncement of local government interference that ham-
pers freedom of association (Castillo-Flores, 2024).

However, the implementation of genuine union democracy remains 
elusive. Despite the commitments outlined in the usmca’s labor chapter, 
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this goal continues to face deep structural barriers—chief among them, the 
enduring role of the state in upholding corporatist union structures aligned 
with its own political and economic interests. In this sense, ideological dif-
ferences have proven secondary to the preservation of control.(Franco, 2024; 
Belmares, 2024; Quiónes, 2024; Castillo-Flores, 2024). 

This limitation is particularly serious in the Mexican context, where 
collusion between state labor authorities and pro-government unions con-
tinues to be a persistent feature. As a result, it can be argued that the signing 
of the usmca did not dismantle the networks that sustain anti-union prac-
tices in Mexico. Interviews conducted for this project reveal the persistence 
of an institutional architecture that enables such practices—one that rests 
on three fundamental pillars: (i) state governments, (ii) corporate unions, 
and (iii) anti-union companies and law firms.

Although Section IV of this book will provide a detailed analysis of how 
anti-union practices emerge from this structure—supported by specific tes-
timonies from independent labor actors—it is possible to anticipate the degree 
of interference exerted by each of these players in Mexico’s union landscape. 
In the case of state governments, numerous documented cases show that 
local labor secretariats often act as facilitators of corporate interests. They 
organize so-called “informational” sessions that, in practice, aim to discour-
age the formation of independent unions. Rather than promoting labor rights, 
these sessions reproduce and legitimize the discourse of corporate unions, 
warning—or even threatening—workers about the supposed risks of orga-
nizing outside official structures. Such interference not only undermines the 
principle of neutrality that should guide public institutions but also distorts 
the democratic processes that workers are entitled to under the law.

On the other hand, state government structures have been used to in-
timidate and harass unions. For instance, civil protection, state police, and 
inspection personnel have been reported following buses and vehicles car-
rying workers, shutting down venues where union meetings are scheduled, 
and even personally monitoring union members considered dissidents. 
These actions create a climate of fear and hostility intended to discourage 
participation in independent organizations. Meanwhile, corporate unions 
operate as an extension of the companies, employing tactics ranging from 
co-optation to coercion. Testimonies indicate that representatives of these 
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unions enjoy privileged access to company facilities, while independent 
leaders are systematically excluded. Corporate union representatives are 
permitted to promote their agenda during working hours, whereas workers 
advocating for alternative unions must do so on their own time, constantly 
facing the threat of retaliation.

In addition, during the legitimization processes of collective bargaining 
agreements, the information provided to workers is often manipulated, pre-
senting the vote as a mere bureaucratic formality with no real consequenc-
es. This strategy creates the illusion of consensus, when in reality it serves 
as another mechanism to maintain control over the workforce. Moreover, 
it has been documented that corporate unions form alliances or “non-ag-
gression” pacts among themselves, dividing up collective agreements across 
different industrial sectors and leveraging these arrangements to gain po-
litical favors from federal authorities in the regions where they operate. 
Between the state and corporate unions, there is often a gray area where 
responsibility cannot be attributed to a single actor. In this space, direct 
threats—both physical and psychological—are used to deter democratic and 
independent union activity. Importantly, these threats are not limited to 
individual workers but can extend to their families and close associates.

Lastly, within companies, the labor relations and human resources de-
partments are the primary areas where control over workers is exercised. 
Based on a report compiled from anonymous interviews with knowledge-
able informants from companies that experienced union-related issues, it 
was observed that union conflicts tend to originate and escalate mainly 
within these departments, for two key reasons:

1.	The lack of knowledge among human resources and labor relations 
personnel regarding workers’ union rights, as well as the absence of 
the necessary tools and interpersonal skills to manage and resolve 
union conflicts; and

2.	Inadequate legal guidance from anti-union law firms that aim to 
suppress rather than resolve labor disputes. It is worth noting that 
the partners of these firms are often connected to high-level state 
government officials, who use local labor secretariats to recommend 
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them to companies in their jurisdictions, promising to handle their 
union-related issues.

It has been documented that companies, often advised by anti-union 
law firms and state government officials, act with impunity in practices such 
as unjustified dismissals of workers attempting to organize. They also create 
so-called blacklists—records shared among companies in the same industry 
that label certain workers as confrontational or problematic. This effective-
ly prevents these individuals from finding employment elsewhere, violating 
their fundamental right to work.

Regarding law firms and consultancies specializing in labor and union 
matters, they are often responsible for designing strategies to evade compli-
ance with labor reforms and suppress independent union organizing. It has 
been documented that members of these anti-union firms maintain business 
relationships with current or former state officials, which can be seen as a 
conflict of interest or a form of influence peddling for economic gain.

However, it is important to note that, while the structure of anti-union 
practices rests on these three key pillars, each case of a violation of freedom 
of association has its own specific characteristics. In some instances, the 
involvement of the state may be more visible or direct, while in others, the 
company or corporate union takes the lead. What remains clear, however, 
is that these three actors operate in a coordinated manner, a coordination 
often justified under the concept repeatedly mentioned in this document as 
“labor peace.”

1. Labor Peace: The Discourse That Articulates Anti-Union 
Practices Through the Voices of the Actors

Although “labor peace” has already been defined as a corporate agreement 
promoted by the State to create an environment free of labor and union 
conflicts—one that fosters economic certainty for foreign investment, par-
ticularly for companies establishing or relocating operations in Mexico—it 
is worth examining how different labor actors perceive and reproduce this 
discourse. The interviews reveal that these practices are often viewed as 
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positive or beneficial by state authorities, corporate unions, and companies, 
as they allow them to preserve and reinforce their structures of power and 
union control. In many cases, these mechanisms of control are even seen as 
a point of pride within states with a strong corporate tradition, such as 
Querétaro, Coahuila, San Luis Potosí, and Aguascalientes, among others, 
where formal “labor peace” agreements have been signed between govern-
ments, companies, and unions (Quiñones, 2024). However, these agreements 
mask actions that directly contravene ilo Convention 87 on freedom of 
association, uniting the power of the state and corporate unions to suppress 
anything perceived as a threat to the so-called principles of labor peace.

Thus, the genesis of labor peace can be traced back to the introduction 
of the neoliberal economic model in Mexico:

It is important to remember that we are emerging from a period in which the 
main goal of state governments and their labor secretariats was to maintain 
so-called labor peace—a policy that essentially meant preventing labor dis-
putes at all costs, from conflicts over unfair hiring practices to the avoidance 
of strike calls (Retama, 2024). 

This strategy has been institutionalized not only within the State, but 
also within universities, where a form of education has been developed that 
supports this mechanism, which reinforces the practice of following the 
same pattern, that of employer protection:

Absolutely—but it’s not just a lack of training. The limited training they do 
receive is actually shaped by this culture of labor peace, which teaches that 
workers should be grateful to their employers for creating jobs and, there-
fore, shouldn’t demand their rights. It’s closely tied to that mindset. If you 
look at the résumés of judges and federal officials, you’ll find that many come 
from employers’ offices and hold postgraduate degrees from institutions like 
the Free University of Mexico or the Pan-American University—places 
known for training employer-oriented professionals. Of course, there isn’t 
much difference with those from the National Autonomous University of 
Mexico (unam), since many of the professors there also represent employer 
interests (Franco, 2024).  
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In this context, one of the most concerning aspects is how the notion of 
labor peace has been exploited, particularly through extra-legal forms of 
pressure. An anonymous testimony described how this concept was used 
as a tool of intimidation to suppress the exercise of a constitutional right—
the right to strike—under the pretext of “not tarnishing” a political event:

We had to go through a legal process, because that’s what our contract says, 
the strike had to start on the day of the inauguration of this political event [...] 
I think that’s what has been difficult, because then it’s as if labor peace must 
prevail and there is coercion so that workers don’t have the right to strike.

It has also been used to justify the repression of genuine union movements. 
In documented cases, such as in Coahuila, even when workers succeeded in 
forming an independent union with majority support, the traditional power 
structures ultimately stifled and dismantled the organization:

We also supported a struggle by workers in the automotive sector at the vu 
company […] where the independent union won by a wide margin. Howev-
er, the company’s resistance and refusal to recognize the results prevented 
any real progress, even though it had supposedly complied with the agree-
ments outlined in the remediation plan. […] When the company eventually 
shut down and left, the workers began facing reprisals when trying to find 
new jobs. Because they had been part of the vu workforce, they were denied 
employment elsewhere. […] I was completely disillusioned because, now 
with the Coahuila Ministry—headed by a woman—we spoke to her honestly. 
She knows about the vu struggle; she knows what happened. Yet, she is con-
stantly photographed alongside Tereso Medina, clearly showing her support 
for the existing union. In fact, when officials from Mexico City visited, she 
participated in the so-called “labor peace pact” and portrayed the situation as 
if everything were normal. She even claimed that all the vu workers had been 
reemployed by different companies, which simply isn’t true (Quiñones, 2024).

In the case mentioned above, the involvement of labor authorities in 
signing these agreements—while ignoring or deliberately overlooking labor 
realities such as the existence of blacklists—reveals the persistence of an-
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ti-union practices that prioritize “stability” over workers’ rights. At the same 
time, it serves as a warning to those who attempt to organize. In this sense, 
labor peace is not merely a non-aggression pact, but rather a mechanism of 
power and control that upholds a vertical model of labor relations and ex-
cludes any effort toward democratization. Its continued presence raises se-
rious questions about the state’s genuine commitment to union democracy, 
particularly when the evidence shows that, instead of ensuring fair condi-
tions, these agreements deepen the imbalance between workers and em-
ployers—who, notably, enjoy the backing of the State:

The ctm, together with Coparmex and other unions here in Aguascalientes, 
did it [...] The first thing the ctm tried to do was say, “Don’t get involved!” 
That’s basically what they said: “Don’t meddle in my territory, I won’t meddle 
in yours!” They [the ctm] were together with the crom, the croc, and the 
catem. So, there they were, all together in the photo, very close to the gover-
nor (Belmares, 2024).  

The way these organizations preserve their territorial control is by main-
taining entrenched “chiefdoms,” where the outright denial of any form of 
conflict undermines the very essence of genuine collective bargaining:

There was direct intervention in the company. We were told that the Labor 
Department was in constant contact, asking about the situation and warning 
that there was unrest caused by a “red” union trying to come in and create 
problems. Their message was clear: we don’t want any strikes in San Luis Po-
tosí (Saucedo-Báez, 2024).

Thus, the cases analyzed show that labor peace in Mexico functions as 
a sophisticated system of control that goes far beyond the simple regulation 
of labor relations. This model represents a modernized form of corporatism, 
revealing a recurring pattern in which the state, rather than serving as an 
impartial arbiter, acts as the guarantor of the corporate status quo. It is im-
portant to note that this is not an exception but a deliberate model of union 
control—one designed to suppress genuine labor dissent through the sys-
tematic exclusion of independently organized workers.
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III. Advances and Setbacks in Labor Regulation in 
Mexico: The Voice of Workers and Union Activists

Continuing the discussion on the impact of anti-union practices and labor 
regulation in Mexico, it is essential to draw on the experiences of workers 
and union activists. These actors, through their daily work, provide first-
hand insight into the changes workplaces and union organizing have expe-
rienced since the 2019 labor reform and the introduction of tools estab-
lished by the usmca, such as the Rapid Response Labor Mechanism (rrlm). 
As noted earlier, anti-union practices are coordinated efforts by corporate 
unions, companies, and government officials to obstruct democratic union 
activities and maintain control over the workforce through corporate 
unions. These practices are central to the structure of the Mexican labor 
context, and addressing or dismantling them has been a key objective of 
recent labor law reforms.

Six years after its implementation, the 2019 labor reform aimed primar-
ily to democratize union life in Mexico—not only as a way to uphold labor 
rights for the Mexican working class, but also under pressure from the labor 
chapter of the usmca. So, in the process of implementing these new regu-
latory measures, what has actually been achieved? What challenges have 
workers and union leaders faced? And what still needs to be improved to 
ensure full labor rights in the country?

According to the actors interviewed, while the regulatory changes are 
seen as positive, they are not sufficient on their own to achieve the deep 
transformation needed to dismantle corporatism in Mexico. Across regions 
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where independent union leaders operate—such as Coahuila, San Luis Po-
tosí, Aguascalientes, Mexico City, and Querétaro—the conditions for orga-
nizing continue to be heavily influenced by corporatist structures:

The union environment in Aguascalientes, and surely in other states as well, 
continues to be controlled by corporate unions. As part of our activities, we 
conducted strategic research and discovered that 98% of collective agree-
ments are held by the ctm (Belmares, 2024).  

The presence of corporatism and its entrenched anti-union practices 
cannot be dismantled through decree or labor law reform alone. Decades 
of this model of union control over the working class have created deeply 
rooted operational structures that continue to resist democratizing changes 
in Mexico’s labor landscape. The emergence of new, independent, and dem-
ocratic union actors has not produced the expected positive impact, while 
corporate unions that fail to represent workers’ interests continue to be le-
gitimized. These corporate union representatives still leverage their connec-
tions with high-level state officials, along with the inaction of federal 
authorities, to maintain control over and legitimize their collective bargain-
ing agreements:

There is no democracy in any of the companies, not as stipulated in the 2019 
labor reform. [The corporate unions] legitimized all the contracts through 
deception! With the support of the pan government, they did not campaign, 
nor did the stps itself campaign to support [the legitimization process], 
trusting that it would work well for them by operating in an unfair and un-
democratic manner (Belmares, 2024). 

Suspicions and doubts surrounding the legitimization of collective bar-
gaining agreements are reinforced by evidence reported by the workers and 
activists interviewed, including the persistence of traditional union struc-
tures and their networks of influence with state governments and employer 
representatives. In particular, the active role of local governments in regu-
lating union life is especially notable: 
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It is a context where local authorities and the Ministry of Labor continue to 
exercise paternalistic control—not only over unions but also over companies. 
The Ministry often positions itself as a mediator, reassuring employers with 
messages like, “Don’t worry, I’ll take care of the union issues.” At the same 
time, it uses its influence selectively, offering support only to those who align 
with certain offices or interests, saying, “I’ll only help you if this office is in-
volved” (Huitrón-Altuzar, 2024).

The collusion between corporate unions, state governments, and com-
pany management is evident to those fighting for the democratization of 
union life. This three-headed monster, built over decades, continues to op-
erate, and its effects are reflected in the restrictions it imposes on union 
freedom. However, its power is no longer absolute. The implementation of 
the 2019 labor reform and the erosion of its monopoly over union repre-
sentation have weakened its control over the workforce — yet significant 
challenges remain.

It’s a very crude situation. If they’ve been able to maintain control for so long, 
it’s because they’ve formed this alliance, this partnership between them. 
We’ve said that we’re fighting against the three-headed monster that is: the 
company, the union, and the government! (Quiñones, 2024).

According to Julia Quiñones, leader of the Border Workers’ Committee, 
the implementation of the labor reform has been defined by a struggle — a 
battle to wrest hegemonic control of trade unionism from the corporatist 
structures. This confrontation has unfolded on multiple fronts, involving 
clashes with traditional union centers, complicit or negligent public officials, 
companies, law firms, and, in some regions, even the insecurity brought 
about by organized crime.

As history shows, efforts to enforce new laws or reforms in Mexico have 
often come with significant conflict. The 2019 labor reform has been no 
exception, extending the arena of struggle from factory floors to labor 
courts, government offices, and workers’ assemblies. Despite these challeng-
es, the reform has opened a space for renewed worker mobilization. This 
sense of possibility is echoed in the testimonies of those interviewed for this 
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project, who—despite acknowledging the obstacles—express cautious op-
timism and recognize the reform as a vital step toward revitalizing Mexico’s 
labor movement.

In practical terms, before the 2019 reform, it was extremely difficult for any-
one to form a union or even begin a unionization effort within a company. It 
was almost impossible. Those of us involved in the labor movement and rep-
resenting workers have seen colleagues who spent eight or nine years trying 
to organize a union without success. In reality, they simply couldn’t do it. But 
with the 2019 reform promoted by López Obrador, many things have be-
come easier. Several procedures have been simplified, allowing us to create 
unions and, later on, achieve reinstatement. The main goal is to build unions 
by workers and for workers—not the kind of corrupt, “ghost” unions that have 
no real understanding of what happens inside the companies (Villa, 2024).

These high expectations—fueled by the reform process and by the small 
but meaningful victories of independent unions that managed to secure 
collective bargaining agreements during the legitimization process—help 
explain the generally positive outlook. However, they also raise important 
questions born from the conflicts that have surfaced. One of the most press-
ing concerns is the limited number of successful challenges to corporate 
unions. Nationwide, only 663 collective agreements were successfully con-
tested out of nearly 30,000 that were legitimized—just over 2% of the total.

A key reason behind these limited victories for democratic and inde-
pendent unions is the intense campaign waged against them. As one inter-
viewee noted, “there’s a fundamental flaw related to the lack of real 
communication of the reform to the working class.”

It was a great opportunity for us when we learned how to take advantage of 
or use the labor reform, but there is one big problem: the tools available are 
somewhat distorted, not very clear, and many people, like us who are work-
ers, who are on the factory floor, do not understand the scope of this law, 
how to interpret it, how to analyze it. That part is not very clear, to be honest	
 (Saucedo-Báez, 2024).
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The communication and outreach efforts surrounding the 2019 labor 
reform have been met with skepticism. If the goal was to transform union 
life, one of the first steps should have been to clearly and effectively inform 
workers about the tools available to defend their labor rights. However, no 
effective communication strategy was implemented, leaving significant in-
formation gaps that limited the potential for broader independent union 
mobilization. This shortcoming, also noted by union activists, has been one 
of the major weaknesses of the reform process. Even so, the progress 
achieved represents an important victory—an initial step toward disman-
tling more than seven decades of entrenched corporatism in the country.

The problem is that for decades, the Mexican working class did not know 
what unionism was! There is no union culture in Mexico. So, just because 
there were new rules and a mechanism to protect rights, it did not necessarily 
mean that people were going to have to get organized, because they do not 
even know what organizing is, they still do not know what a union is (Reta-
ma, 2024). 

Decades of control over the working class by corporate unions have 
deeply damaged the Mexican labor movement, fostering a negative percep-
tion of unions and eroding the foundations of a democratic union culture:

The [rrlm] mechanism does not replace that of organization; if you are not 
able to organize a strong movement that challenges power [...] what we need 
is for our colleagues to understand that they have the tools to assert their 
rights, worker self-protection. For me, that is what the mechanism should be 
used for, and I believe that is what it has been used for (Franco, 2024).  

Reforms to labor law and the introduction of mechanisms such as the 
Rapid Response Labor Mechanism under the usmca cannot, on their own, 
replace the need to build a strong union culture that empowers workers 
to assert their labor rights. This remains one of the greatest challenges for 
the democratic and independent trade union movement: fostering a gen-
uine union culture capable of uprooting the entrenched vices of corporate 
unionism.
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Building such a culture is a long-term process that requires sustained 
effort, time, and investment to strengthen workers’ participation in demo-
cratic union practices. Promoting and expanding access to union education 
among rank-and-file members would complement the 2019 labor reform, 
ensuring that it becomes more than just a well-intentioned legal framework.

In this sense, investing in union education should be viewed as a stra-
tegic action to consolidate independent unionism. While the current labor 
regulations have supported democratic and independent unions in securing 
collective bargaining agreements, the next step is to develop a social and 
educational project that directly addresses the needs and realities of inde-
pendent union activists.

It is still too early to judge it [the 2019 labor reform]. I think there is a lot of 
resistance to change, but it also lacked something very important: it was not a 
social demand. We like to say that it was driven by independent unions, but 
the truth is that this was not the case. I mean, we like to say it because it 
sounds good to say it publicly, but deep down, we know that this was not the 
case. It was the influence of trade agreement negotiations that led to the re-
form, so that when the reform was drafted, the ones who participated the 
least were the independent unions. Instead, it was a group of academics, in 
my case at that time as an official of the local board, and some others who 
participated in the drafting of the proposals (Franco, 2024).  

These criticisms of the labor reform are essential for understanding its 
real social impact. As discussed in various forums and noted by several 
interviewees, the reform largely responds to specific demands made by the 
U.S. government under the usmca, rather than addressing the internal 
needs of Mexico’s independent unions or the deep-rooted effects of decades 
of corporate control over the labor movement. Compounding this is the 
lack of a robust strategy to effectively communicate and disseminate infor-
mation about the reform, as well as the absence of a comprehensive educa-
tional initiative aimed not only at current workers but also at future 
ones—students in secondary schools, high schools, and universities.

Early access to union education could strengthen the democratic and 
independent labor movement and help build a culture of labor citizenship. 
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It would serve as a means to challenge existing corporate structures, expo-
se power dynamics and alliances that restrict labor rights, and address the 
challenges of organizing democratic, independent unions. Moreover, it 
could prevent new unions from replicating corporate practices such as en-
trenched leadership, centralized decision-making, and the concentration of 
power in a few hands.

Beyond the labor reform, the signing of the usmca introduced a unique 
and innovative instrument in trade agreements: the Rapid Response Labor 
Mechanism (rrlm). This mechanism established binational panels to resol-
ve disputes concerning violations of labor rights, particularly those related 
to union democracy and freedom of association. Imposed by the U.S. go-
vernment, the rrlm was designed not only to address these disputes, but 
also to sanction companies that fail to respect workers’ rights to free asso-
ciation in Mexico. To date, it has been successfully applied in 23 cases across 
the country.

Interviews with workers and union activists provide valuable insight 
into how this mechanism has functioned. While they recognize that it still 
requires improvement, many view it as a useful tool for resolving union 
conflicts that would otherwise be nearly impossible to settle within Mexico’s 
traditional labor system. It also reflects the U.S. government’s interest in 
challenging the entrenched corporate control of the Mexican workforce. 
However, contrasting this positive perspective are the operational limitations 
encountered during its implementation—and, in some cases, suspicions of 
deliberate obstruction by Mexican authorities and even the Federal Center 
for Conciliation and Labor Registration itself.

The problem with the [rrlm] mechanism is that when it gets here, to the Fe-
deral Center, and justice is served, the process is very long—it’s been a year—
and they can’t have proper union representation. This leads to many pro-
blems. In our case, we’ve had colleagues leave (Rodriguez, 2024).  

The undeniable usefulness of the mechanism contrasts with the lengthy 
timelines and complex procedures it entails for investigation, negotiation, 
and sanctioning. Most criticism centers on the lack of experience—or, in 
some cases, the apparent indifference—of Mexican authorities in guaran-
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teeing timely and effective labor justice. At the same time, Mexican trade 
unionists have also voiced concerns about the procedural requirements and 
stages involved in the cases handled by labor attachés and their teams, which 
they see as cumbersome, drawing criticism from Mexican trade unionists:

It’s exhausting having Americans around for a month because they don’t care 
about what you’re doing, they’ll call you right away because they want you to 
take their call. I don’t care what you’re doing, but I want you to talk to so-
and-so, who told me this in the interviews that day. So the workers get ner-
vous. Sometimes [the rrlm] is not effective because it requires workers to be 
available and use resources to get them from one place to another (Casti-
llo-Flores, 2024). 

The investigation processes that allow the mechanism’s negotiation sta-
ges to begin are highly meticulous, requiring a detailed review of the facts 
surrounding violations of workers’ rights in key industries. To document 
these violations, investigators conduct in-depth interviews with those in-
volved, gathering testimonies from workers to verify and cross-check the 
information collected.

However, one major limitation of the mechanism lies in its narrow sco-
pe—it applies only to certain key industrial sectors and sanctions companies, 
but not the union representatives, anti-union law firms, or government offi-
cials who often orchestrate or enable these violations. This has sparked on-
going debate about the need to expand and strengthen the mechanism to 
ensure it addresses the full network of actors responsible for anti-union 
practices: 

The problem, as I see it, is that the rapid response labor mechanism, being 
part of a trade agreement, obviously applies to companies in terms of their 
foreign trade, that is, mainly their exports. That is why it is difficult to imagi-
ne that punitive sanctions could be applied for actions that interfere with 
union activities or involve coercion or repression directly by corporate bo-
dies. The problem is that the government and the unions are not actors in 
international trade, that is, the mechanism applies to companies because 
companies are actors in international trade (Retama, 2024). 
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Granting greater authority and sanctioning powers to the labor mecha-
nism is one of the most frequent demands, as part of the problem lies in the 
widespread loss of confidence in the Federal Center for Conciliation and 
Labor Registration and its officials. This distrust stems not only from the 
Center’s limited financial resources to carry out its legal responsibilities, but 
also from cases of collaboration with corporate unions and companies.

According to those interviewed, these weaknesses make it difficult for 
the institution to hold non-commercial actors accountable—such as corpo-
rate union leaders, government officials who are complicit in or negligent 
toward anti-union practices, and the law firms that advise them. Despite 
these criticisms, the U.S. oversight component built into the mechanism is 
generally viewed in a positive light, as it is seen as a means of promoting 
greater respect for trade union rights in Mexico:

From the workers’ point of view, I don’t think it has worked badly. I think 
they have tried to make it work based on its own content [...] I would say that 
what needs to be done is to add some nuance, and what is needed is for the 
Mexican government to have obligations under the usmca, for example, to 
make a statement. Right now, we have already had cases where it has not 
spoken out, where it has withheld information [from cases where the rrlm is 
activated] that does not reach union representatives or workers, because the 
Mexican government is the party listed in the agreement, not us, so it is ne-
cessary to continue working on this issue of transparency (Franco, 2024). 

The call to expand the responsibilities of Mexican authorities is seen as 
one of the most crucial factors for the effective operation of the rrlm. Go-
vernment agencies often appear to believe their role ended with the enact-
ment of the labor reform and the incorporation of the labor chapter into 
the usmca negotiations. However, as the interviewees emphasized, these 
steps represent only the beginning of the path toward building a new mo-
del of Mexican unionism and a labor environment that truly guarantees 
full union rights.

[Regarding] the Mexican government, there is a lot that needs to change, 
practically everything, from their interest in and approach to us workers, to 
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taking us a little more into account, to listening more to the workers themsel-
ves, to looking into why they were fired and not just going to the company 
and asking, “So, what happened to these workers?” (Villa, 2024). 

In short, the effort to renew trade unionism in Mexico faces a number 
of challenges that require more than just goodwill from the actors involved. 
It demands concrete plans, clear follow-up mechanisms, and sustained com-
mitment to address the most urgent needs—such as improving the operation 
of the Federal Center for Conciliation and Labor Registration and the labor 
courts.

The changes introduced by the labor reform and the rrlm have been 
positive overall, as they have revived interest and debate around trade unio-
nism in Mexico. These developments have created conditions for the emer-
gence of democratic and independent unions. Moreover, the growing 
political awareness among Mexican workers and citizens has rekindled pu-
blic discussion about labor rights—an essential foundation for transforming 
the country’s social and labor landscape.
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IV. Catalog of Anti-Union Practices in Mexico

One of the main objectives of this project was to identify the most common 
anti-union practices in the Mexican labor landscape. The analysis focused 
on understanding how these practices operate, their effects on the working 
class, and the actors involved in carrying them out. A review of the Federal 
Labor Law (fll) reveals that anti-union practices can be primarily identified 
in three key articles:

Article 133 [paragraphs IV, V, and IX]
Employers or their representatives are prohibited from:
IV. Forcing workers, through coercion or any other means, to join or 

withdraw from a union or group to which they belong, or to vote for a partic-
ular candidate.

V. Interfering in any way in the internal affairs of a union, or preventing 
its formation or the exercise of union activity through implicit or explicit re-
prisals against workers.

IX. Using a system of blacklisting workers who have resigned or been 
dismissed, preventing them from being rehired elsewhere.

Article 357
Workers and employers have the right to form unions without prior au-

thorization. Any undue interference in the exercise of this right shall be pun-
ished as provided by law.
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Article 358
No one may be forced to join or refrain from joining a union. Any agree-

ment that imposes a contractual penalty for leaving a union, or that other-
wise undermines this freedom, shall be considered null and void.

However, the list of anti-union practices extends far beyond these ex-
amples. We have identified at least thirteen such practices, employed not 
only by corporate unions and companies but also by state and federal gov-
ernments, whose actions—or omissions—contribute to the violation of 
workers’ labor rights in Mexico. Below, we provide a detailed description of 
how these anti-union practices operate.

1. Workplace harassment: This refers to the systematic targeting of workers 
involved in independent or non-corporate union organizing. On the facto-
ry floor, it often takes the form of sudden, arbitrary changes in work assign-
ments to limit communication between organizers and their colleagues, 
along with strict monitoring of their movements within the facility. These 
practices are illustrated in the following testimonies:

Worker:
“But it also involves workplace harassment, an anti-union practice, where 

suddenly a representative is placed in an area that allows them to communi-
cate with many people [workers], or where they can be sought out, and noth-
ing happens with production. And then, suddenly, they announce that they 
are changing their area and put them on a machine, where they are constant-
ly monitored by someone from human resources. Or there is also another 
extreme, where the union representative is sent to a warehouse to be kept 
isolated from the rest of the people. 

Or there is also the case of the supervisor who constantly harasses them 
and who, if it used to take them 45 minutes to go to lunch, now, if it takes 
them 35 minutes, they are given a warning because they went 5 minutes over 
their lunch break. These are harassment practices, which seek to discourage 
organization because, mainly, those who see these practices are the rest of the 
workers, who very genuinely say, “I don’t want that to happen to me! So, 
when you give me a ballot to vote for you, I’ll do it, but right now, don’t ask 
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me to go to a meeting, don’t ask me to join, because I really don’t want to go 
through what you’re going through. Well, that’s the company.”

Labor union activist:
“We have had a case of harassment against a colleague, but she did not 

want to take legal action in San Luis Potosí. However, because she is part of 
the union movement, she began to be harassed on social media and, at some 
point, also in person at work.”

Workplace harassment

Definition Who is involved? Actions

Systematic harassment of workers involved 
in union organizing activities.

Companies

Corporate unions

- Arbitrary and sudden changes 
in the workplace.

- Limiting contact with 
coworkers.
- Harassment on social media 
and in the workplace.

Effects on union organization and the workforce
Fear of organizing democratically and independently due to fear of reprisals within the workplace or even 
outside of it, due to discrediting campaigns organized via social media and carried out by corporate unions and 
companies.

2. Threats and intimidation outside the workplace: This anti-union practice 
involves using pressure and psychological violence to coerce workers into 
abandoning their right to organize freely and democratically. Workers may 
face physical violence, including death threats directed at themselves or their 
families; threats of unfair dismissal; and warnings that they will be black-
listed, preventing them from finding work elsewhere. Unlike workplace 
harassment, these threats are not tied to job duties or surveillance—they 
occur both inside and outside the workplace and rely solely on intimidation.

Worker:
“There were 15 of us, I think, who had gathered signatures and were tak-

ing action, and we were subjected to the usual intimidation tactics: phone 
calls, messages saying, “Obviously, you are going to pay for this,” yes, death 
threats against family members, against individuals, against workers—all 
kinds of threats.”
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Independent union leader: 
“Yes, there have been direct threats, life threats and personal threats […] 

Yes, yes, and to their families […] lawsuits have been filed and, well, security 
measures have been taken, that is, private security has been hired for the fa-
cilities and all that, and above all, for those who are in the public and political 
spotlight.”

Worker:
“Yesterday we were holding a protest at a company called [,,,] in the [,,,] 

park, and security guards ran after the leader [of the independent union 
movement], who was collecting payroll records and IDs to change unions. 
So, not only do they just show up and fire you, but they came with security 
guards, sat her down in an office, threatened her, and told her that if she 
didn’t sign, they would report her. So companies are not stopping to address 
the union issue. 

But I did manage to meet with some union leaders, and, yes, they did 
threaten me, they did try to draw a line in the sand: don’t get involved in our 
territory! But I’m not afraid, you know. It’s part of the risk I take, I’m not 
afraid. I told them, look, I’m going to be where workers want to get together 
and need advice. And they laughed at me. In fact, they told me, don’t get in-
volved with this company, or this one, or this one, or this one! But they did 
try to intimidate me. At other companies where I was also doing some union 
organizing, they even chased me in their cars.”

Threats and intimidation outside the workplace

Definition Who is involved? Actions

Refers to the use of pressure and 
psychological violence to threaten and 
intimidate workers into refraining from 
organizing freely and democratically.

Companies

Corporate unions

Anti-union offices.

- Death threats against workers or 
their families.
- Intimidation by security personnel.
- Threats of dismissal and of 
reporting workers so that they 
are not hired by other companies 
(blacklists).

Effects on union organization and the workforce
Deterrence of independent and democratic union organization due to fear of reprisals that both female and 
male workers may be subjected to.

Stress and fear due to the use of violence against workers who attempt to organize against the corporate union, 
as well as fear of harm to their families.
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3. Government intervention. Interference—whether through action or 
omission—by state or federal authorities also constitutes an anti-union prac-
tice, as it undermines workers’ ability to organize democratically and inde-
pendently. These actions, typically carried out by government officials, often 
aim to influence union legitimization processes in favor of corporate unions 
or to obstruct collective bargaining disputes by delaying or complicating 
certification procedures. Although the process for obtaining collective bar-
gaining representation is federally regulated, there have been documented 
cases where state officials have intervened directly—for instance, by ap-
proaching workers to discourage them from changing unions.

Independent union leader:
“The company begins to hold talks on the legitimacy of collective agree-

ments, then they start to restrict voting and say that they have to vote for that 
union [...]. It is workplace harassment, as it has been done by them [the corpo-
rate union] and sometimes also by the company that has caused these layoffs.”

Worker:
“And the company itself said that it could not interfere and did not pro-

vide any information either, as this was causing a lot of doubt, and I was per-
sonally invited to participate as part of the voting committee to organize the 
voting. And we were given a talk by the supposed federal center, someone 
sent by them, who was supposed to give us accurate, correct information 
about how the vote was going to take place, what it was about, and what its 
scope was, which in no way happened. 

The person sent by this center gave us the information, just as the ctm 
wanted me to convey it. He said the same thing they [ctm] were telling us, 
that we shouldn’t get into trouble, that we should just vote yes so that a ma-
jority could be reached and everything would continue going smoothly in 
the factory, that it was merely a bureaucratic requirement to basically contin-
ue with the union [ctm].”

Independent union leader:
“There’s so much interference from the state government, which keeps 

blocking new unionization efforts, that people are afraid. They say, ‘Hey, the 
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state Labor Department already came to talk to me…’ We’ll be in the middle 
of a certification, representation, or recount process, and suddenly the Labor 
Department shows up—sometimes on their own, sometimes with officials 
from the state conciliation center—to give so-called ‘talks’ on labor rights. 
These talks are never requested by the workers, only by the company or the 
corporate union.”

“Well, the people from the state Labor Secretariat, instead of supporting 
us, sometimes ended up scaring the workers. Their supposed job was to ex-
plain that they already had a union—‘a very democratic one’—and that it 
brought benefits. In reality, they were defending the corporate union. It be-
came common practice to use those visits to instill fear among workers.”

Government intervention

Definition Who is involved? Actions

It is the intervention, whether by action 
or omission, of government agencies and 
officials, at either state or federal level, 
that seeks to prevent any democratic and 
independent organization of workers.

Government officials (federal 
and state) 

Anti-union offices legitimized by 
state governments.

- Discussions with workers in 
the workplace to dissuade them 
from organizing and protect 
corporate unions.
- Partial or misleading handling 
of information given to workers 
to organize.
- Use of anti-union law firms to 
legally defend corporate unions 
and companies.

Effects on union organization and the working class
Institutional obstacles to the democratic and independent organization of workers.

Creation of institutional protection networks promoted by the State (federal and state) to protect corporate 
unions.

4. Slander campaigns. This anti-union practice aims to discredit union lead-
ers and organizing efforts by spreading false or misleading information 
among workers—whether on social media, through anonymous flyers, or 
in workplace meetings. The goal is to undermine independent unions and 
portray their leaders as self-serving opportunists who care little for the rank 
and file.

This type of anti-union tactic is among the most common, used by com-
panies, corporate unions, and even government actors. Operating from 
anonymity allows them to fabricate stories without accountability, while 
those targeted have few resources to defend themselves. Moreover, the reach 
of these smear campaigns is amplified by the fact that both the company 
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and the corporate union have full access to workers’ contact information, 
enabling them to circulate falsehoods widely and effectively.

Worker:
“Even though it was a closed vote and everything, there was still a certain 

amount of intimidation. Those who were there told us that they did feel the 
pressure, and obviously, everything they were saying in the run-up to the 
vote, with the classic story of all the places where legitimacy has existed and 
that the CTM wants to retain ownership. They tell the workers that they are 
going to give up their raise, that they are going to lose their benefits, that they 
are going to be left without bonuses if they support another union [demo-
cratic and independent union].”

Union activist:
“So, there is a hidden or open threat that there will be repercussions 

against the worker or the group if that union wins the election, but this all 
originates from the traditional human resources departments.”

Independent union leader:
“Sometimes these offices have been used to spread false information 

about our union’s history. When workers report this to us, we suggest they 
ask these direct questions: Why exactly are you here? Who brought you here? 
We have sometimes even sparked debates, and there have been times when 
people have spontaneously chased them [the government officials] away.”

Worker:
“The company made up a story about me, a huge one, and because of 

that, the reinstatement took a little longer because they wanted to, they want-
ed to ruin my reinstatement. They said I was a problematic person, a very 
aggressive person, and well, thank God we have all the evidence, audio re-
cordings, videos, all the evidence of why and how we were fired. And the hu-
man resources person was there, saying that if she wanted to, she would give 
me a union that she wanted, not the one we wanted. That we are problematic 
people, they yelled at the workers, at those who were also fired for wanting to 
unionize, yelling at them, subduing them, trying to scare them.”
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Slander campaigns.

Definition Who is involved? Actions

This practice aims to discredit union 
leaders and organizing efforts by 
spreading false information among 
workers—whether through social 
media, anonymous flyers, or workplace 
meetings.

Companies

Corporate unions

State government officials, 
mainly

- Campaigns by companies, 
government officials, and 
corporate union leaders to 
delegitimize independent 
unions and workers’ organization 
movements.
- Slander campaigns on social 
media and anonymous printed 
materials against independent 
unions and workers who have led 
campaigns against independent 
unions.

Effects on union organization and the working class
Delegitimization and discrediting of independent unions and leaders who organize democratic and 
independent union campaigns.

5. Unjustified dismissals: This anti-union practice involves firing workers 
without cause due to their participation in union activities—particularly 
those aimed at challenging the dominance of corporate unions. It is one of 
the most direct forms of anti-union repression, serving not only to silence 
workers who attempt to organize independently, but also to intimidate oth-
ers who might consider changing the company-approved union.

Unjustified dismissals violate both labor and human rights, as they place 
workers in a highly vulnerable position by depriving them of the means to 
secure a dignified livelihood. Many affected workers are left without income 
for months, struggling to cover their families’ basic needs. In response, two 
strategies have emerged to sustain anti-corporate organizing efforts and 
provide dismissed workers with financial support for their families:

I.	 Solidarity networks among workers. Dismissed workers often re-
ceive financial support from their colleagues to help sustain their 
families and continue organizing independent and democratic 
union movements. This support usually takes the form of collec-
tive contributions, fundraising events, raffles, or even financial 
assistance from international unions.

II.	 Access to new job opportunities through independent unions. In 
some cases, independent unions step in to help unfairly dismissed 
workers—those who were organizing to break away from a cor-
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porate union—find new employment in companies that already 
have legitimate collective bargaining agreements. This allows 
workers to maintain an income and protect their families while 
the dispute over union representation is resolved. In many in-
stances, this strategy has also helped build confidence among the 
rank and file, reassuring them that their organizing efforts will 
not leave them financially stranded if they face retaliation. Unfor-
tunately, only one documented case of this approach exists so 
far—implemented by the independent union Transformación 
Sindical in Querétaro.

Worker:
“Yes, that’s right, he [corporate union leader] was the general secretary of 

our union, he had a position in the CTM and was an employee of the Concil-
iation and Labor Secretariat here [in the state]. Well, if we wanted to com-
plain, where were we going to complain? He was going to meet with us, and 
we automatically knew that it would mean immediate dismissal [...] I have 
been working at the company for 24 years, and in those 24 years, I think 
there were four or five protests before, with coworkers who wanted to union-
ize and were fired. They are no longer with the company. They were fired for 
ridiculous or absurd reasons, but they were fired within a week or 15 days of 
letting us know that they wanted to get unionized and that they wanted us to 
do this. They didn’t last more than 15 days.”

Independent union leader:
“They were among the first to be dismissed; the first workers who ap-

proached us were dismissed, and when we activated the mechanism [RRLM], 
as part of the damage repair, what the union demanded was the reinstate-
ment of those workers.”

Union activist:
“The first version of the company is how I eliminate the organizing pro-

cess, and then the response usually comes from the traditional legal depart-
ments of companies, at least in the cases where we have faced this situation, 
which have been dismissals, for example, at [Company] and [Company], 
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where there have been attempts to legitimize the head unions [ctm] to try to 
deactivate the independent organizing process [...]. They have gone so far as 
to dismiss people, it must be said, something we have always experienced, as 
it is an extreme case of anti-union practice, where the aim, as they always said, 
is to remove the problem at its root, to solve the root cause of the problem.”

Independent union leader:
“I would say that 95% of the unions that are in [the state] continue to 

have undemocratic practices and practices where the first person to raise 
their hand in two minutes is fired [...]. There is no fear. What continues to 
impress me is that companies have no fear of firing people. In other words, 
they don’t hold back, there is no fear, no one scares them because something 
else might happen. What companies do when someone warns them that 
there is going to be a union movement is: they fire them! 

And the layoffs happen week after week. We have companies where we 
are counting down the days, waiting for the date, and overnight they fired 
five people, the five leaders we had. The company is not afraid. They say, “I’ll 
pay your severance, and with that, you can’t say anything to me.” So, lawyers 
give bad advice, or the human resources people themselves make hasty deci-
sions because they are not interested in the worker.” 

Union activist:
“This is reflected in the suppression of participation, subtle forms of re-

pression, and even the use of legal harassment (lawfare) against colleagues 
who try to organize. They’re told it’s not in their best interest, discouraged 
from getting involved, and in some cases, even dismissed. [...] You asked ear-
lier if I’ve defended workers as a result of these campaigns we’ve carried 
out—yes, we’ve had two such cases, two lawsuits involving colleagues who 
were fired for their union activity. Of course, the companies deny this, and 
we’ve often faced obstruction from the courts.”

Worker:
“The company did not want unions, so, practically speaking, they had 

already tried to create them in the past and fired people immediately as soon 
as they found out that someone was unionizing. They fired them immediate-
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ly, without any cause, justification, or anything. According to them, just as 
workers had the right to terminate their work relationship, which is not true, 
and we all know that it is because they want to unionize. So, they fire us the 
moment we try to bring a trade to the company, so that we can’t get close to 
the workers to organize them.”

Unjustified dismissals

Definition Who is involved? Actions

Unjustified dismissal is the most direct 
form of anti-union repression. It involves 
the unfair termination of workers 
who attempt to organize or challenge 
the corporate union endorsed by the 
company.

Companies

Corporate unions

 Identification and dismissal of 
workers for engaging in union 
activity.
Co-optation of workers to preserve 
the dominance of the corporate 
union.
Promotion of company-controlled 
unions that workers often don’t 
even know exist.

Effects on union organization and the workforce
Dismissal of union leaders who organize against corporate unions and the weakening of independent and 
democratic union organizing campaigns.

Layoffs as a strategy to spread fear among workers, which makes independent and democratic union 
organizing more difficult.

6. Systematic and intentional deterioration of general working conditions. 
This anti-union practice involves the deliberate worsening of workers’ con-
ditions in the workplace. It targets those who attempt to organize inde-
pendently and democratically, pressuring them to resign voluntarily. The 
main goal is to discourage independent union organizing and preserve the 
privileges of corporate unions.

These strategies are particularly concerning because they not only en-
danger workers’ physical and mental health by subjecting them to deliberate 
exhaustion but also put the users of their services at risk. For example, in 
the case of airline pilots, working under extreme fatigue can reduce their 
ability to respond effectively to unexpected situations during flights.

Independent union leader:
“They exploited workers through excessively long hours, and when prob-

lems arose—such as workplace accidents in China or Asia, or health issues—
they were denied medical care. On top of that, the company began deducting 
money from their wages, representing serious labor violations related to 
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workplace safety. These actions had a major impact on the workers. Addi-
tionally, the situation worsened at headquarters, where flight schedules, 
hours, and destinations were assigned. The workload was overwhelming, and 
the chief pilot often sent harsh, demeaning emails, creating an inhumane 
work environment.

We have a complaints system in place, which is why we carefully catego-
rize and keep all evidence—photos, emails, and messages—from workers 
who have filed complaints. This has allowed us to develop a detailed system 
for managing pilot-related cases. We maintain a full record of all complaints 
and incidents of harassment, and we have addressed these issues directly 
with the employer. We’ve already held several union-company meetings to 
discuss these labor violations, including concerns about working hours. Al-
though we don’t yet have formal legal representation, we continue to engage 
in dialogue with the company, and all pilots are still receiving support and 
attention.”

Systematic and intentional deterioration of general working conditions

Definition Who is involved? Actions

This anti-union practice involves the 
deliberate deterioration of workers’ 
overall working conditions to wear them 
down physically and psychologically as 
retaliation for their efforts to organize 
independently and democratically.

Companies

Corporate unions

- Intentionally increasing the 
workload, without respecting labor 
rights and safety guidelines.
- Eliminating employee benefits 
that protect the health and 
psychological well-being of 
workers.

Effects on union organization and the workforce
It discourages workers from organizing independently and democratically, as the fear of reprisals and 
worsening working conditions deters them from engaging in union activity.
It increases the physical and psychological strain on workers.

7. Blacklists: Blacklists are perhaps the most harmful form of anti-union 
practice and a grave violation of workers’ human rights, targeting those 
involved in independent and democratic union organizing. This practice 
operates through the creation of registries of workers, union activists, or 
supporters of non-corporate unions, with the aim of preventing them from 
being hired elsewhere. Typically, these lists circulate after workers have been 
unjustly dismissed, shared among networks of companies within an indus-
trial park or region to warn employers not to hire those identified as “trou-
blemakers.”



	 C ATA L O G  O F  A N T I - U N I O N  P R A C T I C E S  I N  M E X I C O � 83

Blacklists function as a powerful tool of retaliation, designed to discour-
age independent union activity. They represent one of the greatest challeng-
es to eradicating anti-union practices in Mexico, as workers who are 
blacklisted can spend years unable to find employment. Reporting and sanc-
tioning companies that use blacklists remains extremely difficult, since ev-
idence is hard to obtain and most cases rely solely on workers’ testimonies. 
For this reason, future reforms must focus on eliminating this practice and 
enforcing strong, exemplary penalties against companies and unions that 
perpetuate it

Union activist:
“I’m familiar with [anti-union practices], but that was many years ago, 

right? When I was advising the glass workers’ union, it was a very, very 
high-profile case, and then there was a strong counteroffensive by the Mod-
elo group, which owns the company, and they laid off more than two hun-
dred people. Many of those 200 workers were unable to find work for the 
next two or three years; that is a fact.”

Union advisor:
“Blacklists, especially in specialized sectors such as aeronautics and aero-

space, particularly here in Querétaro, where there is a union movement in 
one company—there aren’t many companies in that industry—and workers 
are dismissed for union activism. But this company blacklists other compa-
nies in the industry, and when the worker openly seeks another job, human 
resources representatives tell the worker who is about to be hired, ‘No, you 
can’t be hired because you’re on a blacklist for doing this, you were leading 
the union movement to bring Transformación Sindical into that company, 
therefore you are not welcome here or in any other company.’”

Worker:
“Yes, unfortunately, here in [state] it is a practice that all companies en-

gage in. So that the worker struggles to find work elsewhere. And it is, I 
mean, that is always, unfortunately, very common here in [state]. That is why 
many workers are often very afraid to unionize. They are afraid of supporting 
an independent and democratic union because they fear, more than anything 
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else, being blacklisted, being fired, and struggling to find another job else-
where.”

Blacklists

Definition Who is involved? Actions

It is an anti-union practice that involves 
creating a list of workers, union activists, 
or supporters of independent unions 
with the intent of preventing them from 
being hired by other companies. These 
lists, labeling individuals as “problematic,” 
are circulated among networks that 
include both companies and corporate 
unions. The sharing of such blacklists 
typically takes place after workers have 
been unjustly dismissed.

- Companies and their networks 

Corporate unions

- Unjustified dismissal followed 
by the inclusion of workers on 
blacklists shared within company 
networks.
- Denial of employment 
opportunities to workers labeled 
as “problematic” because of their 
union activism.

Effects on union organization and the workforce
Creates fear among workers about organizing independently and democratically due to the risk of being 
dismissed and subsequently unable to find employment elsewhere.
Discourages non-corporate union organizing, as workers who are blacklisted often spend years unable to 
secure another job.

8. Refusal to recognize the union. This anti-union practice occurs when 
companies—often in collusion with corporate unions, government officials, 
and anti-union law firms—refuse to acknowledge new independent and 
democratic union movements, obstructing their organizing efforts. In some 
cases, they go so far as to prevent the establishment of new union represen-
tation altogether.

This practice rarely occurs in isolation; it is usually accompanied by 
other forms of anti-union repression, such as workplace harassment, intim-
idation, smear campaigns, and government interference.

To carry out these actions, companies often rely on anti-union consult-
ing firms that deploy legal strategies designed to hinder unionization. These 
tactics include questioning or dismissing the lists of workers supporting a 
new union movement to block or delay recounts before the Federal Center 
for Conciliation and Labor Registration. Even when workers manage to 
overcome these obstacles and secure a recount, companies and corporate 
unions manipulate the voting process—adding non-unionized or even man-
agement-level employees to the voter list—to ensure the corporate union 
retains control.
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Worker:
“We were about to do what was necessary to legitimize the union, but the 

company still says no, that it is unaware of our movement, and basically, we 
know that it is not so much the company. There is a certain group of people 
within the human resources management here and at the headquarters in 
Mexico City who were interested because they were the ones colluding with 
the ctm, and basically, suddenly they want to push us back in the process, 
obviously based on something illegal or ridiculous.”

Union activist:
“The company’s strategy was clearly aimed at preventing the formation 

of a new union. In this case, we saw a range of anti-union tactics designed to 
discourage workers from organizing. For instance, when the company an-
nounced the termination of the collective bargaining agreement, it did so 
during a large meeting with workers—where it simultaneously announced a 
6.5% wage increase, significantly higher than what had previously been nego-
tiated. The message was obvious: the company wanted to convince workers 
that they didn’t need a union by offering financial incentives. They improved 
two or three additional benefits as well, all outside the framework of a collec-
tive agreement, reinforcing the idea that ‘there’s no need for a union here.’

One of the first tactics companies use is to try to legitimize their existing 
corporate union. How do they do this? In the case of [company]—and in 
many others—we found that union elections had never been held. These “pa-
per unions” often belong to national or sectoral federations that sign con-
tracts without any worker participation. Then, suddenly, when workers begin 
to organize, a call for elections appears—out of nowhere—to choose a “sec-
tional committee” of one of these national industry unions. The goal is clear: 
to create the appearance of legitimacy for an illegitimate representation. It’s 
worth noting that even when a collective bargaining agreement has been le-
gitimized, it doesn’t necessarily mean that workers have actually legitimized 
the union that claims to represent them.”

Worker:
“Operators from the official union carry this out, apparently with help 

from the company’s human resources staff.”
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Refusal to recognize the union

Definition Who is involved? Actions

An anti-union practice in which 
companies, working in collusion 
with corporate unions, government 
authorities, and anti-union law 
firms, disregard new independent 
and democratic union movements, 
obstructing and delaying their organizing 
efforts.

- Companies
- Corporate unions
- State and federal 
government officials
- Anti-union law firms

Offering concessions to workers to 
discourage them from supporting 
independent and democratic 
union organizing.
Hiring anti-union law firms to 
create legal barriers that obstruct 
union formation.
In extreme cases, terminating the 
collective bargaining agreement 
or shutting down the company 
altogether.

Effects on union organization and the workforce
Discourages workers from continuing efforts to build democratic and independent unions.
Creates financial strain on workers who lack the resources to confront legal challenges initiated by anti-union 
law firms.

9. Omissions by state and federal government officials. In this anti-union 
practice, both state and federal authorities act in a biased manner that favors 
companies and corporate unions. Through inaction or selective enforce-
ment, labor authorities seek to wear down and discourage democratic and 
independent union movements, undermining their organizational efforts 
so that corporate unions can retain control of collective bargaining agree-
ments. The preservation of so-called “labor peace” is often cited as the main 
justification for this interference by state and federal officials in union ac-
tivities across the region.

Worker:
“We submitted the first set of 1,200 signatures to the Federal Center, but 

they were about to go on vacation—specifically during Holy Week. They ini-
tially told us the process wouldn’t be accepted because of the holidays and 
that they would only process it in the event of a strike, effectively putting ev-
erything on hold. This was communicated to us midweek, on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, or Thursday, right before they stopped work on Friday.

Then, suddenly, on Friday before the holidays, they said they would ac-
cept the forms for review, which they did. But by Tuesday of the following 
week, the submission had been rejected. Their reasoning was that the hand-
writing was illegible or that the signatures weren’t clear—even though they 
had nothing to compare them against, no IDs or references. Some copies did 
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have minor issues, but out of the 1,200, at least 800 were perfectly valid, yet 
they were all rejected.

We were then told to create a new list and collect all the signatures again, 
within a very limited timeframe. We cleaned up the list, collected new signa-
tures, and managed to gather about 800—almost meeting their minimum re-
quirement of around 700. This second submission was checked, and they 
said it was fine, “in quotation marks.” But then the company intervened and 
provided their own list of workers. When we had 1,600 people on the voting 
register for legitimization, the company suddenly claimed a larger number, 
meaning we were now short on signatures to meet 30% of the register. Their 
list included “trusted personnel” who weren’t union members. They were 
plant workers but not affiliated with our union.

The company summoned us and the committee that was already part of 
the ctm, informing us that the ctm would also join to avoid confrontations. 
However, while we were denied access to the plants and the opportunity to 
communicate with workers or give them briefings, the ctm had open access. 
They could walk around, hold discussions, request time off, and leave ma-
chines unattended without consequences. We, on the other hand, were also 
machine operators and had to conduct our union work during our free time, 
like lunch breaks or before and after shifts, all while performing our duties.”

Independent union leader:
“What we have seen in terms of the government is that, instead of acting 

as an impartial mediator, rather than representing the union, they sometimes 
seem to be more on the side of the employer. So, it could be political, or it 
could be a lack of knowledge about mediation issues. We don’t know, but yes, 
they are mostly on the side of the employer.”

Union activist:
“It’s a company that doesn’t have a union anywhere else in the world, but 

somehow, in [state], it does. There was also a complaint—a very high-profile 
one—because it involved dismissals that ultimately led to reinstatements. A 
lot has happened at [company], yet the state government hasn’t said a single 
word about it. I think that’s also part of an anti-union attitude—essentially, 
they refuse to acknowledge that the union exists. It’s as if they’re saying, “You 
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don’t exist; the ctm is the only union we recognize.” That’s another form of 
anti-union practice—pretending you don’t exist while actively working 
against you. It was clear that the judges were influenced, and the state gov-
ernment quietly moved the pieces without ever publicly commenting on the 
matter.”

Worker:
“That happened at [company]. catem managed to join because the com-

pany gave them all the documents so that they could become members, be-
cause it took the workers more than four months to gather 30% of the signa-
tures, and catem gathered them overnight. I mean, that’s not normal, you 
can’t do that.”

Omissions by state and federal government officials

Definition Who is involved? Actions

Anti-union practice that utilises the 
institutional framework of state and 
federal labour authorities to operate in 
a biased manner, benefiting companies 
and corporate unions.
  

Companies

Corporate unions

Government officials (state 
and federal authorities)

Anti-union law firms

Denying or intentionally delaying 
the legal procedures required to 
request a vote recount for the 
collective bargaining agreement.
Employing anti-union law 
firms to obstruct or invalidate 
efforts toward independent and 
democratic union organization.

Effects on trade union organization and the workforce
Weariness and demotivation for democratic and independent trade union organization.

Frustration and powerlessness among the workforce to fight against these institutional obstacles.

Maintaining labor peace in the entity where the democratic and independent labor movement takes place.

10. State-driven union pactism. This practice involves state authorities—
though federal authorities are not exempt—actively establishing formal and 
informal agreements with corporate unions, companies, and employer orga-
nizations to preserve labor peace and form a united front against democrat-
ic and independent union movements. Its purpose is to prevent competition 
among corporate unions and maintain state control over organized labor. In 
essence, it is a crude mechanism of political and labor control through which 
government authorities guarantee each corporate union leader their share of 
influence, distributing collective bargaining agreements from newly estab-
lished companies in the state to avoid disputes and ensure loyalty.
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Union activist:
“For example, there was another occasion when we were contacted by 

the office of the [state] Labor Secretary. They asked that representatives from 
[union] attend a meeting, along with members of the National Union of 
Workers of [company]—a clearly company-controlled union that, nonethe-
less, holds significant political influence. To our surprise, the representative 
from [union] arrived first at the office where both the labor attorney and the 
secretary general of the cat had been summoned. It quickly became clear 
that this was a meeting requested by the cat to propose to [union]:

‘Let’s sign a gentlemen’s agreement—you stay out of my companies, and 
I’ll stay out of yours.’

Naturally, the [union] representative refused to accept such a proposal. 
Then, when the representative from [company] arrived and realized that the 
cat was present, he was furious and expelled him from the office. Both 
[union] and [company] representatives filed a complaint with the attorney 
general, questioning how it was possible for him to act essentially as a spokes-
person for the cat.

It’s important to remember that we come from a period in which the 
main goal of state governments and their labor secretaries was to maintain 
so-called labor peace—a policy that, in practice, meant avoiding labor dis-
putes at all costs, from collective bargaining conflicts to strike notices. In 
[state], for example, the ctm leader proudly claimed that his policy was one 
of ‘zero strike notices.’ And even when the [pvem] party was not in power, 
the Labor Secretary often encouraged this practice to continue. Clearly, such 
practices contradict fundamental labor rights and genuine collective bar-
gaining. In that sense, the so-called policy of labor peace is, in fact, the an-
ti-union policy of governments—and particularly of labor secretaries.”

Independent union leader:
“I believe they’ve developed a submissive relationship with the official 

unions, one where they coordinate and plan actions against Unión Transfor-
mación. I’m completely certain that everything is being orchestrated from 
Madero 70, inside the offices of the Ministry of Labor. That’s where all the 
interference in the region’s union life is coming from—100 percent.”



	 C ATA L O G  O F  A N T I - U N I O N  P R A C T I C E S  I N  M E X I C O �90

Union advisor:
They claim to support freedom of association, but in practice, the kind of 

freedom they care about is really just negative freedom. They talk about it, 
but what they actually promote is labor peace. Part of that involves pushing 
for non-aggression agreements between unions—and continuing to enforce 
them. Basically, it’s “everyone keeps their loot, and no one touches anyone 
else’s loot.” And what’s the loot? The company. Who protects it? The compa-
ny’s lawyer. That’s why, when real grassroots movements arise, these arrange-
ments fall apart.

For example, we recently saw a case in [state] where they did everything 
possible to stop a recount—but they couldn’t, because it went to a fair court 
with a competent judge, and the recount had to proceed. They even tried to 
pressure the leader of the [independent and democratic] union. The Secre-
tary of Labor reached out to me, asking me to convince him not to partici-
pate, supposedly to avoid upsetting the company. I responded: why not guar-
antee a democratic process instead of preventing disputes, as long as it doesn’t 
harm the company?

In another example, they called our local leaders to the labor defense at-
torney’s office, ostensibly to address their concerns—but in reality, it was to 
seat them with the leader of the other union.

Worker:
“In fact, in this company, as the union had not yet been formed, it was 

ready to fight, but the democratic unions here in [state] were invited, but 
they did not participate in those activities. The first thing the ctm tried to do 
was to say, don’t get involved, that’s basically what they said, don’t get in-
volved in my territory, I won’t get involved in yours! But it was with the 
crom, and with the croc, and with the catem. So, there they were, all to-
gether in the photo, very close to the governor.”
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State-driven union pactism.

Definition Who is involved? Actions

It’s an anti-union practice where 
government authorities—especially 
at the state level—work to create both 
formal and informal agreements with 
corporate unions, companies, and 
employer organizations. The goal is 
to maintain “labor peace,” present a 
united front, control independent and 
democratic union movements, and 
prevent competition among corporate 
unions that align with their interests.

- Companies
-Corporate unions.
-State government officials, 
mainly
-Employers’ organizations.
-Anti-union law firms.

- Distribution of collective 
bargaining agreements between 
corporate unions aligned with the 
interests of the government and 
companies.

- Meetings with independent and 
democratic union leaders to urge 
them to maintain labor peace 
and refrain from competing with 
corporate unions.

Effects on trade union organization and the working class
Creation of a common front between the State, companies, corporate unions, employers’ organizations, and 
anti-union law firms to stop democratic and independent trade union movements.
Inability to compete freely for collective bargaining agreements.

11. Identity theft in union organizing campaigns. In this anti-union tactic, 
corporate unions copy and falsify materials from independent union cam-
paigns and even send in outsiders to confuse workers. The copied materials 
can include printed documents as well as social media strategies.

Union activist:
“Right now, catem has [company] as its union. They employed people 

who worked at [company], and they came here and handed out flyers with-
out being employees of [company], when in reality they didn’t even know 
what the situation was like inside the facility. In fact, we put out brochures 
and they practically copied them, just changing the logo, and a lot of people 
were confused. And we resisted and insisted that if they didn’t recognize us, 
they weren’t part of [the democratic union], they were part of the other [cor-
porate] union.”

Worker:
“Yes, in fact, for example, it was like their method, no, their strategy, to 

confuse the workers, copying our flyers, colors, and so on, and just changing 
two or three little things. There were times when even the workers them-
selves would say to us, ‘Hey, what’s going on? Are you guys out here and ev-
erything?“ Because they knew we were workers at that company, and that’s 
why they had fired us, and we had the workers’ support. So they were con-
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fused and approached them when they realized or we told them that it wasn’t 
us, and then they left. So it was a practice, or a strategy more than anything 
else, that they used to confuse the workers.”

Identity theft in union organizing campaigns

Definition Who is involved? Actions

In this anti-union practice, corporate 
unions copy and falsify union materials 
and campaigns on digital platforms, like 
social media, to confuse workers in areas 
where independent union movements 
are growing. They also send in outsiders 
to further mislead employees.

- Companies

Corporate unions

Copying and falsifying printed 
materials from independent, 
democratic unions to disrupt their 
organizing campaigns and confuse 
workers.
Copying and falsifying the social 
media campaigns of independent 
unions to mislead workers.
Infiltrating outsiders into 
independent union spaces to 
create confusion among the 
workforce.

Effects on union organization and the workforce
Confusion among workers who cannot distinguish between a corporate union and an independent, democratic 
union.

Delaying the process of democratic and independent union organization.

12. Use of Anti-Union Law Firms. This anti-union practice involves hiring 
law firms that specialize in preventing or dismantling independent and dem-
ocratic union movements. These firms design legal strategies to demobilize 
such union efforts or to benefit corporate-aligned unions. A particularly 
concerning aspect is that these anti-union law firms are sometimes promot-
ed by government labor agencies, including state labor secretariats. Tracing 
the lawyers who lead these firms often reveals business networks that involve 
both the firms and companies connected to high-level state officials.

It can therefore be inferred that these law firms not only aim to suppress 
independent and democratic union movements but also to generate finan-
cial and business benefits for certain state officials. These officials often rec-
ommend which law firms companies should hire, exploiting their positions 
of power within the public administration. Independent unions that have 
faced these anti-union law firms have sometimes exercised their right to 
veto working with them once they secure collective bargaining agreements.
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Worker:
“Yes, of course, [company] is one of them [anti-union law firm]. In fact, 

at [company], the one in charge is an [anti-union] law firm; human resources 
is now only responsible for payroll because, as a result of the workers’ strug-
gle and the signing of the collective bargaining agreement, it has been de-
manded that if they do not do their job properly, human resources should be 
dismissed. We have already had two human resources departments, two 
changes of human resources, because they are not doing their job properly. 
So what [company] did at the global level was to hire a law firm to deal di-
rectly with the union. That’s how things stand, and that law firm advises oth-
er companies here in [state] on these anti-union practices, on these practices 
of trying to stop the democratic unions from taking action.”

Independent union leader:
“The Department of Labor tries to manipulate the situation by telling 

employers, “Don’t worry, I’ll handle this [union conflict] for you.” That’s ex-
actly what happened to us at [company], where they replaced the previous 
office after approaching the Department and saying, “I’ll only help you if this 
[anti-union] office is in place! If it’s not, I can’t help you.”

It’s like a mafia. I know it sounds dramatic—maybe even like something 
Andrés Manuel would say—but it’s a power mafia. They control companies 
and workers through [anti-union] firms. They set up a union and tell compa-
nies, “Sign with this firm and this union, and you won’t have any problems.”

The problem arises when it becomes clear that neither the [anti-union] 
law firm nor the [corporate] union they promote can actually beat the union 
I represent. I don’t work with a single company that uses [anti-union law 
firms] because I tell them, “If you want a long-term relationship with me—20 
years, 50 years—you can’t have a law firm like that involved. Hire whoever 
you want, but I won’t work with them.”
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Use of Anti-Union Law Firms

Definition Who is involved? Actions

It’s an anti-union practice in which law 
firms specializing in suppressing or 
dismantling union movements are hired 
to design legal strategies that demobilize 
democratic and independent unions and 
favor corporate-aligned organizations.

- Companies
-Corporate unions
- State government officials, 
mainly
- Anti-union law firms.

Delegate legal strategies aimed 
at containing or dismantling 
democratic and independent 
union movements.
Reinforce the alliance between the 
State, employers, and corporate 
unions.
Build networks of complicity 
between state officials and anti-
union law firms.

Effects on Union Organization and the Working Class
The extinction or delay of democratic and independent union organizing processes through legal maneuvers 
and collusion with state officials.
The legal reinforcement of corporate unionism in states that rely on anti-union law firms.

13. Surveillance and Use of State Institutional Structures. This anti-union 
practice exploits the institutional framework of the State to create mecha-
nisms for monitoring and controlling workers, as well as democratic and 
independent union leaders. State infrastructure and resources are used to 
track union leaders, follow vehicles, monitor the work activities of union 
members considered inconvenient to corporate union interests, and even 
shut down spaces where workers hold organizational meetings.

Independent union leader:
The day before our assembly at [company], the government secretariat 

realized things were getting complicated. There were people from the trans-
portation authority following our trucks when we held the assembly in [Mu-
nicipality]. They basically activated the government’s full arsenal against the 
[union]—chasing our vehicles, tracking workers, and warning them not to 
attend the assembly. They even used civil protection and state police to keep 
workers from entering the meetings.

Worker:
“But the truth is that they [the workers] didn’t realize it because they 

were watching us, that is, the government was watching us, [although] may-
be our coworkers didn’t feel it. Fortunately, they never went beyond trying to 
sabotage something we did, but they did have us in their sight.”
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Surveillance and Use of State Institutional Structures

Definition Who is involved? Actions

It is an anti-union practice that uses the 
institutional architecture of the State to 
create mechanisms for controlling and 
monitoring workers and democratic and 
independent union leaders, with the 
aim of eliminating non-corporate union 
organization.

- Companies
-Corporate unions
- State government officials, 
mainly.

- Use of the institutional 
architecture of the State to 
intimidate and discourage 
independent and democratic 
union organization.
- Intimidation and surveillance 
of workers and democratic and 
independent union leaders.

Effects on union organization and the workforce
Fear among workers to discourage them from organizing democratically and independently.
Obstacles to hold meetings or informational assemblies for democratic and independent union organizing.
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations for Combating 
Anti-Union Practices in Mexico

The recommendations presented in this document call for a genuine trans-
formation of the structural conditions that allow Mexican union corporat-
ism to persist. In other words, they aim to dismantle the ideological and 
institutional frameworks that sustain corporate unionism and enable the 
reproduction of anti-union practices.

From the perspective of the International Labour Organization (ilo), 
the path toward strengthening decent work is not a solitary one—it is close-
ly tied to the construction of labor citizenship, understood as a way of con-
ceiving work within a framework of rights and responsibilities that workers 
collectively build. These processes help address the social and economic 
inequalities present in the workplace, ensuring fair access to opportunities 
for development, protection of labor rights, and participation in workplace 
decision-making.

In moving toward the goals of decent work and labor citizenship, it is 
essential to restore the strength of collective action, since workers’ legitimate 
demands cannot thrive through individual struggle. Strengthening the col-
lective union identity of Mexico’s organized workforce has been a long-stand-
ing effort, and current conditions offer a historic opportunity to transform 
free, democratic union organizing into a broader social movement that 
improves the living conditions of the Mexican working class.

In this spirit, the actions and recommendations outlined here are de-
signed for the short, medium, and long term, recognizing that social change 
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depends not only on political will but also on the structural conditions that 
make such change possible.

V.1. Short-Term Actions to Strengthen Labor Rights, Freedom, 
and Union Democracy

a.	Design and implement a national training program on labor rights 
and freedom of association for Mexican workers. During interviews 
with independent union leaders and labor activists, a recurring 
theme was the lack of awareness among workers about their labor 
and union rights, as well as the mechanisms available to enforce 
them. Many interviewees noted that when they approached their co-
workers to discuss union matters within their companies, most were 
unaware of their rights or how to defend them. A nationwide train-
ing program could help close this gap, empowering workers to exer-
cise their rights to freedom of association and collective bargaining.

b.	Design and implement a national training program for company 
personnel on respect for labor rights and freedom of association. 
In evaluating the importance and impact of the Rapid Response La-
bor Mechanism (rrlm) as a binational tool for addressing labor dis-
putes, it became clear that training is also needed for company per-
sonnel—particularly in human resources and labor relations 
departments—on labor rights and freedom of association. Many of 
the complaints filed under the rrlm stemmed from poor handling 
of labor conflicts by these departments and from misguided advice 
provided by anti-union law firms. Implementing comprehensive 
training programs for company staff would help prevent such dis-
putes and promote respect for workers’ rights.

c.	 Provide workers with tools to strengthen genuine collective bargain-
ing. Strengthening authentic, non-simulated collective bargaining 
requires two key stages. The first—already advanced through the re-
cent labor reform and the labor chapter of the usmca—involves cre-
ating the structural and institutional conditions necessary to estab-
lish and support independent, democratic unions. The second stage, 
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equally important, is to equip Mexican workers with the tools and 
skills needed to lead collective bargaining processes on equal foot-
ing with employers. This includes training in strategic corporate re-
search, understanding labor reform, contract negotiation, and col-
lective bargaining techniques. Providing these tools will help ensure 
that workers can negotiate fairer wages and better working condi-
tions through truly representative and democratic unions.

d.	Build transnational union support networks to promote laws, mech-
anisms, and tools that strengthen working conditions and union 
rights for Mexican workers.

Throughout this project, discussions about labor disputes in Mex-
ico revealed that support from unions in the United States and Can-
ada often made a significant difference—particularly in increasing 
media visibility and reinforcing the legitimacy and strength of Mex-
ican workers’ struggles. In the current context of uncertainty sur-
rounding the usmca’s ratification and the future of its labor chapter, 
it is more important than ever to build trinational union solidarity 
networks that unite workers across the United States, Canada, and 
Mexico in defense of their shared and legitimate labor struggles.

e.	 Develop a trinational proposal (United States, Canada, and Mexico) 
to strengthen the labor chapter and Mexico’s new labor reform. 
Even if the usmca is not ratified and individual trade agreements are 
signed instead, unions in the United States, Canada, and Mexico can 
still promote a trinational labor and union agenda to consolidate the 
progress achieved in recent years through the usmca’s labor chapter 
and Mexico’s 2019 labor reform. Much of the advancement in labor 
democracy and freedom of association in Mexico has been made 
possible by the mechanisms established under the usmca. Failing to 
ratify these agreements would represent a serious setback, as it 
would weaken incentives to uphold labor laws and protections. 
Therefore, if the usmca is not ratified, it will be essential to develop 
a trinational labor agenda that safeguards and builds upon the prog-
ress made in union freedom, democracy, and the protection of 
workers’ rights across North America.
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It is important to note that, throughout the course of this study, 
no information was found regarding the enforcement of legal penal-
ties against those who violate the principles of freedom and democ-
racy in the workplace, or against those who infringe upon the labor 
rights of Mexican workers. This absence of data appears to result both 
from official inaction and from a clear lack of interest by the author-
ities responsible for enforcing Mexican labor laws. This highlights the 
urgent need to strengthen and expand trinational mechanisms for 
resolving labor disputes.

Furthermore, a new category of sanctions should be established—
not only economic or commercial penalties for companies, but also 
consequences for union leaders, anti-union lawyers, and state or fed-
eral officials who act in a biased manner or collude to benefit corpo-
rate unions that undermine labor rights in Mexico. These sanctions 
could include measures such as suspending benefits for individuals 
or institutions involved in anti-union practices, canceling the legal 
registration of corporate unions, denying entry visas to implicated 
actors, freezing bank accounts or property, and revoking representa-
tion before international organizations.

V.2. Medium-Term Actions to Strengthen Labor Rights, 
Freedom, and Union Democracy

a.	Produce Information on the Effects of Labor Reform Implementa-
tion in Mexico

One of the main challenges in evaluating the implementation of labor re-
form in Mexico is the near impossibility of accessing reliable information. 
When information requests are submitted, the government agencies respon-
sible for producing this data often respond inadequately. Citizens and labor 
specialists seeking such information face a bureaucratic maze in which fed-
eral institutions shift responsibility from one to another.

The argument typically used to avoid accountability is that the request-
ed data is ad hoc—a euphemism that conceals two underlying realities: 
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i) information is being deliberately withheld, and ii) there is a lack of gen-
uine political will to fully and firmly implement the labor reform. This in-
cludes enforcing sanctions against those who violate labor laws—whether 
they are trial lawyers, companies, government officials at the state or feder-
al level, or corporate union leaders.

To date, it remains unclear how many individuals in these categories 
have actually been sanctioned, or whether any complaints of corruption or 
influence peddling have been filed in relation to the awarding of collective 
bargaining agreements. Without transparent and accessible data, it will be 
impossible to develop new labor reform initiatives that genuinely respond 
to the demands of Mexican workers, rather than preserving the interests of 
corporate union leaders intent on maintaining the existing power structure 
of union corporatism in Mexico.

b.	Provide Information on the Effects of the Labor Chapter of the usmca

One of the most significant recent developments in Mexico’s labor regulation 
has been the inclusion of the labor chapter in the United States–Mexico–
Canada Agreement (usmca) and the implementation of the Rapid Response 
Labor Mechanism (rrlm) as a binational tool for resolving labor disputes. 
Although this has not been formally acknowledged by Mexican or U.S. of-
ficials, the rrlm emerged largely from the distrust of U.S. labor authorities 
toward their Mexican counterparts regarding the handling of violations of 
union freedom and democracy.

Given this context, an in-depth analysis of the complaints filed under 
the rrlm is essential to identify the most common factors and patterns 
underlying these labor disputes. Such analysis would provide valuable in-
sights for developing targeted policies and preventive measures to discour-
age or eliminate the causes of these conflicts.

Compiling and analyzing this information could also support new labor 
reform initiatives aimed at addressing the structural issues driving labor dis-
putes in Mexico. However, if the usmca and its labor chapter are not ratified, 
there is a serious risk of stagnation and a resurgence of Mexican union cor-
poratism—this time led not by the historically dominant ctm, but by catem, 
the union organization closely aligned with the ruling party, morena.
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c.	 Reform Labor and Criminal Law to Categorically Prohibit Blacklisting

It is essential to eradicate one of the most harmful anti-union practices af-
fecting workers: blacklisting—the reporting and stigmatization of individ-
uals who have participated in democratic and independent union organiz-
ing efforts and are labeled as “troublesome” because of their activism.

What does blacklisting involve? In this practice, companies that have 
dismissed workers for their union activities share their names through net-
works of contacts with other employers, effectively warning them not to hire 
these individuals.

This practice is not only anti-union; it also violates the human rights of 
Mexican workers, as it prevents them from accessing decent employment 
and achieving a dignified standard of living. The strategies available to those 
who have been blacklisted are extremely limited, given the structural con-
straints they face in defending their rights and livelihoods.

For instance, in Querétaro, the union Transformación Sindical has tak-
en steps to support workers who have been blacklisted. The union provides 
financial assistance to compensate for lost income and helps place affected 
workers in jobs within companies where it holds collective bargaining agree-
ments, while lawsuits for unfair dismissal and complaints filed under the 
Rapid Response Labor Mechanism (rrlm) are ongoing.

d.	Penalties for Government Officials, Anti-Union Law Firms, and 
Corporate Unions that Promote Anti-Union Practices

Although Mexican labor laws establish sanctions for actions that undermine 
union freedom and democracy—such as corruption, obstruction, or influ-
ence peddling in labor trials or the allocation of collective bargaining agree-
ments—there is still no public record of how many individuals have actu-
ally been sanctioned. The government agencies responsible for enforcing 
these laws have largely failed to act, allowing serious violations to go un-
punished.

As a result, state officials in particular continue to operate with impu-
nity, repeating the same anti-union practices and provoking workplace con-
flicts to protect corporate unions, often with the direct support of anti-union 
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law firms. A review of several cases brought before the Rapid Response 
Labor Mechanism (rrlm) shows a recurring pattern: state government in-
tervention in defense of unions that do not represent the legitimate interests 
of the Mexican working class, coupled with legal strategies designed by 
anti-union firms to obstruct democratic and independent union organizing.

To address this, sanctions should include not only legal and financial 
penalties but also the deregistration of corporate unions that, in collusion 
with state authorities, employers, and anti-union law firms, systematically 
violate workers’ labor rights through the use of anti-union practices.

e.	 Greater Economic Resources and Stronger Sanctioning Capacity for 
the Conciliation and Labor Registration Center of the Ministry of 
Labor and Social Welfare

No scholar of labor issues in Mexico was surprised that the 2019 labor re-
form was passed under pressure from trade unions and the U.S. government 
as a condition for signing the usmca. However, as has often been the case 
with reforms in Mexico, the impact of the labor reform has been limited 
because the government agencies responsible for enforcing it were not ad-
equately funded, and their authority to impose fines on companies or unions 
that violate the law or fail to meet their obligations remains restricted.

For instance, the Federal Center for Conciliation and Labor Registra-
tion—one of the key agencies tasked with implementing the reform—lacked 
sufficient staff to manage the processes of legitimizing collective bargaining 
agreements. Moreover, its budget for the 2025 fiscal year was cut by 32.5% 
(Voz Laboral, 2025). These actions indicate that the Mexican federal gov-
ernment shows little genuine interest in promoting and strengthening dem-
ocratic and independent trade unionism. Instead, the current policies appear 
to favor the fourth transformation’s union organization, catem, and its na-
tional leader, a senator affiliated with morena.
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V.3. Long-Term Actions to Strengthen Labor Rights, Freedom, 
and Union Democracy

a.	 Implement Labor Education in Upper Secondary and Higher Edu-
cation Curricula

The goal of this action is to raise awareness from an early age about labor 
rights and to foster the development of labor citizenship, challenging the 
monopoly of corporate unions over the representation of the working class. 
As noted, many Mexican workers remain unaware of their labor rights and 
the mechanisms available to enforce them. While information campaigns can 
help address this gap, lasting change requires building structural foundations.

One key approach is to integrate labor educators into upper secondary 
and higher education curricula. This initiative would support the objectives 
of decent work and cultivate labor citizenship among future generations of 
workers. By embedding labor education in schools and universities, it be-
comes possible to promote a culture that respects labor human rights and 
highlights the importance of collective organization for Mexican workers.

b.	Strengthening Labor Inspection

The Labor Conciliation and Registration Center should serve as the prima-
ry body responsible for monitoring and enforcing labor laws. To fulfill this 
role effectively, it must go beyond resolving labor disputes and adopt a pre-
ventive approach. This requires sufficient financial and operational capaci-
ty to carry out comprehensive labor inspections across workplaces.

The objective is to establish a robust labor inspection mechanism that 
not only ensures compliance with workplace regulations but also addresses 
reports of discrimination, harassment, unjustified dismissals, or blacklisting. 
In short, the aim is to use labor inspections as a tool to combat all forms of 
anti-union practices.

These inspections would enable the creation of mechanisms to remedy 
labor rights violations at the earliest stage and allow for the implementation 
of financial or legal sanctions in cases of repeated offenses.
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V.4. General Recommendations for Strengthening Labor 
Rights, Freedom, and Union Democracy in Mexico

a.	Define the Role of Labor Attachés

Leaders of democratic and independent unions often perceive that labor 
attachés from the U.S. Embassy sometimes legitimize heads of state labor 
secretariats by attending their events without taking a critical stance on the 
systematic violations of labor rights these officials frequently commit. Such 
uncritical engagement effectively endorses government officials who par-
ticipate in anti-union practices and protect corporate unions, undermining 
efforts to promote genuine labor democracy.

b.	Establish Strict Guidelines for the Formation of Single-Company 
Unions

In response to growing distrust of corporate unions among workers, some 
companies—advised by anti-union law firms and government officials—
have sought to sideline corporate unions while still maintaining control over 
their workforce. To do this, they promote the creation of single-company 
unions, which exist only within the company where the collective bargain-
ing agreement is signed. This approach allows companies to retain control 
even when workers reject the corporate union.

However, the absence of a corporate union does not guarantee that dem-
ocratic practices will prevail within these single-company unions. Therefore, 
it is essential to establish strict guidelines to ensure that this practice does 
not legitimize an anti-union strategy that undermines the authentic repre-
sentation and legitimate interests of workers.

c.	 Development of Soft Skills for Resolving Labor Disputes in Companies

Throughout this research, one consistent observation emerged: while human 
resources and labor relations departments often have the technical knowl-
edge to perform their roles, they frequently lack the tools to recognize that 
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workers possess rights that companies cannot violate. Many are aware of 
the legal consequences of infringing on rights such as freedom of associa-
tion, yet they continue to carry out anti-union practices that protect corpo-
rate unions.

Why does this happen? Often, it stems from poor legal advice from law 
firms that still operate under the outdated corporatist model of labor rela-
tions, even though this approach is no longer dominant. Another common 
factor is the mindset of labor relations personnel who believe that employ-
ees have no rights and must comply with company directives, even when 
these violate labor laws.

To address this, a change in mindset is required, alongside the develop-
ment of soft skills that enable company employees to transition toward 
union democracy and respect for freedom of association. This involves fos-
tering empathy, negotiation skills, and an understanding of workers’ rights 
to ensure fair and constructive labor relations.

In conclusion, combating anti-union practices in Mexico requires a sus-
tained, long-term effort that combines the construction of transnational 
union solidarity networks with concrete action from national labor author-
ities. The signing of the usmca and its labor chapter—which in turn led to 
the 2019 labor reform in Mexico—marked an important starting point for 
the emergence of a genuine labor movement in the country.

However, the possibility that the usmca and its labor chapter may not 
be ratified represents a serious setback in the struggle for better working 
conditions in Mexico. Without these agreements, there would be neither 
incentives nor sanctions to ensure compliance with fundamental principles 
of union freedom and democracy, such as those safeguarded by the Rapid 
Response Labor Mechanism (rrlm).

After all, who would resolve a violation of the right to freedom of asso-
ciation when it is the state itself committing the violation? As long as cor-
porate unions continue to make agreements with the state and employers 
in the name of “labor peace,” the prospect of building a genuine social move-
ment that defends Mexican workers’ rights and improves their living con-
ditions will remain an aspiration rather than an attainable reality.
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This book analyzes contemporary dynamics of labor-force control in Mex-
ico. It goes beyond describing workplace conflicts to reveal that the 
Mexican union system operates not by accident, but by design. Thus, 

antisyndical practices are far more than isolated employer actions; they consti-
tute an organized effort that relies on the state structure, business complicity, 
and corporate unions to reinforce a network of protection, corruption, and 
institutional collusion aimed at erasing independent, democratic labor organiz-
ing in Mexico.

The book identifies the actors behind these antisyndical practices through 
the metaphor of a “three-headed monster”—the state, employers, and corpo-
rate unions—a figure that illustrates the oppression facing the independent la-
bor movement, which must struggle not only against employers but also against 
institutional harassment by the state.

The work seeks to amplify the voices of Mexican workers who fight every 
day for respect for their labor rights and access to a dignified life. Finally, it 
advances a challenging hypothesis: the possible emergence of a “fourth head”—
organized crime—which may form alliances with corporate unions to impose 
violent control over the labor force. This unsettling prospect opens new lines 
of inquiry at the intersection of labor and criminal analysis, potentially exposing 
one of the darkest facets of Mexican corporatism.
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